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1.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This chapter introduces the research topic and establishes the academic and management 

rationale for its examination. By presenting the research background and purpose, and by 

identifying key gaps in knowledge, the chapter justifies the need for new research. To fill the 

identified gaps, research objectives and questions are presented, and the selected research design 

is proposed. The boundaries and limitations of the work are then set down before the thesis 

content is outlined. The final section summarises the chapter.  

 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

 This section sets the scene for this academic research. CSR and stakeholder engagement 

are umbrella labels used to denote the response by decision-makers in companies who 

increasingly find themselves held accountable not only to shareholders, but also to other 

stakeholders and society at large. Today the CSR challenge is no longer about the question of 

whether to behave responsibly, but how. When addressing this challenge, business decision-

makers face a complicated balancing act when attempting to unite their company’s economic 

interests with the broader interests of society and the environment.  

These dilemmas are particularly amplified in the especially ‘sensitive’ pharmaceutical 

industry. Because the complex nature of its business particularly exposes the pharmaceutical 

industry to the spotlight, this sector is chosen as a research example which aptly reveals many of 

the complicated issues surrounding the management of CSR stakeholder engagement. In brief, 

pharmaceutical companies in particular attract critical attention due to their size and success, as 

well as the ‘social’ nature of the ‘needs’ which their business and products address (O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008; ISO, 2010:65-6). 

When deciding what constitutes an appropriate CSR response, business executives 

typically face at least two specific management predicaments. First, there is the inherent 
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elusiveness of CSR as a topic, and second, there is the increasingly demanding nature of doing 

business in complex global operating environments. The issues involved are often numerous, 

wide-ranging, ill-defined and vaguely scoped, frequently complicated by conflicting 

expectations, and usually multifaceted in nature (Carroll, 1997; Deresky, 2000; Stigson, 2002; 

Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Castka et al, 2004; Mallenbaker, 2004; Kotler and Lee, 

2005; Fairbrass, et al 2005; O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Carroll and 

Buchholtz, 2009). The abundant literature on broader topics such as the relationship between 

business and society, stakeholder theory and the range of related CSR and stakeholder 

management themes often complicate operative management, while the literature on how to 

practically manage CSR is limited (Crane and Matten, 2010:224; Ferrell et al, 2008). Meanwhile, 

in light of the recent global financial crisis, this work presents a timely contribution to the re-

kindled debate concerning the interdependency between modern business and society within a 

capitalist system (Welford, 1995:114; Fürst and Wieland, 2004; Wagner, 2006; May et al, 2007).  

 

1.3 PURPOSE  

This thesis serves to document the entire research process. After outlining the need for the 

proposed research on “Perspectives on CSR: Corporate Approaches to Stakeholder Engagement 

in the Pharmaceutical Industry in the UK and Germany” and how the chosen research design best 

answers the key research questions, it examines the CSR practices and perceptions (CSR 

responses) of a selected target group of senior decision-makers from major pharmaceutical firms 

in the UK and Germany. It presents primarily qualitative exploratory rich empirical data sourced 

from multiple research methods to investigate how selected pharmaceutical firms manage their 

CSR stakeholder engagement activities. This achieves three aims. To map the practices of the 

target group, to compare the similarities and differences between the CSR practices in the two 

countries, and to identify their influencing factors. The results are then employed to examine a 
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pre-specified framework which was developed in separate research based entirely on secondary 

data. The empirical data which was gathered serves to inform, re-examine, and improve this 

recently published framework. The updated explanatory framework which results from the 

research is the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. It serves as a management tool which 

includes the contextual factors which influence decision-makers’ practices and perceptions 

portrayed as a set of inter-related management steps. This new conceptualisation is designed to be 

of practical use for decision-makers when managing their stakeholder engagement activities. 

Because the research produces useful recommendations for practitioners, it is essentially applied 

and normative in nature. 

 

1.4 STATEMENT OF EXISTING GAP IN KNOWLEDGE 

The gaps identified in past scholarship justify the research endeavour. While the general 

academic literature in this field on related aspects such as the relationship between business and 

society, stakeholders, stakeholder engagement and CSR is vast and continually increasing, past 

scholarship is limited in explaining precisely how CSR pharmaceutical decision-makers manage 

their CSR stakeholder engagement activities and what factors influence these practices (e.g. 

Crane and Matten, 2010:224). More specifically, a review of the existing frameworks at the time 

when the research for the original framework was initiated highlighted the need for a more 

comprehensive contribution which could better encompass many of the isolated management 

concepts which were deemed valuable (O’Riordan, 2006). Essentially, the conceptualisations that 

were available at the time to explain the key elements of CSR stakeholder engagement and their 

influencing factors were incomplete. To elaborate, theoretical conceptualisations were 

underdeveloped (Saravanamuthu, 2001:295; Cropanzano et al, 2004:109) and management 

models which addressed CSR activities and firm-stakeholder relationships were lacking (Murray 

and Vogel, 1997:141). Further, the theoretical models (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006; Woodward, 
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2001; Hemingway and MacLagan, 2004) which claimed to explain key elements of CSR 

stakeholder engagement were judged to be overly broad-brush. Alternatively, when they did 

address a sufficient level of detail, they lacked comprehensiveness (see O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008 for further details). This finding is confirmed by literature which suggests that the 

management instruments and techniques for managing business ethics are lacking. For example, 

tools for managing CSR are noted to be often limited to social auditing and reporting control 

aspects which attempt to gauge the corporation’s performance against ethical criteria (Gray et al, 

1995; Crane and Matten, 2007:516). These deficiencies mean that both CSR conceptualisations 

and management tools for addressing CSR activities and firm-stakeholder relationships (e.g. 

Murray and Vogel, 1997:141; Ferrell et al, 2010:253; Crane and Matten, 2010:224) did not 

sufficiently help to address the four relevant questions in ethical management which Ferrell et al 

(2010:250-4) suggest include the descriptive question: What is?; the normative question: What 

ought to be?; the practical question: How do we get from what is to what ought to be?; and the 

question of authenticity: What is our motivation?. These gaps trigger the requirement for 

practically orientated research which aims to contribute to CSR management by more closely 

examining how the target sector interacts with its stakeholders in society. As a result, this 

research specifically focuses on the target firms’ management approach to CSR stakeholder 

engagement and its influencing factors.  

The research is necessary for three reasons. First, despite the complex nature of the 

‘sensitive’ pharmaceutical business which particularly exposes this industry to sceptical 

stakeholder attention (see for example O’Riordan, 2006; Forbes, 2006; Ethical Corp, 2009; ISO, 

2010:65-6), a review of the academic literature exposes some significant gaps in this field. These 

include precisely how pharmaceutical firms in the UK and Germany manage their CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities and what perceptions influence these practices i.e. why. 
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Second, although past scholarship suggests potential differences in CSR response between the 

UK and Germany based on their differing political and cultural approaches (e.g. Habisch and 

Jonker, 2005), no research exists to substantiate these claims for this target industry. Third, 

potentially due to the abundance of academic and other literature in this broad field, a review of 

past scholarship reveals that conceptual frameworks to facilitate practical CSR management and 

to explain its influencing factors are incomplete (Murray and Vogel, 1997:141; Saravanamuthu, 

2001:295; Cropanzano et al, 2004:109; Hond et al, 2007; Welford et al, 2008; O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:224).  

Essentially, because few definite answers exist on how to practically manage CSR on a 

day-to-day basis across various national and cultural operating contexts (Crane and Matten, 

2004:144), key aspects of CSR management remain unclear for this target industry. More 

specifically, this includes what concept of CSR decision-makers follow, and within that concept, 

which stakeholders are targeted, and/or how their interests are balanced. Moreover, past 

scholarship fails to address whether or not the current management approach is effective. 

Consequently, fundamental information is lacking on how this target group manages its 

stakeholder relationships within its currently defined scope (see for example Mitchell, 1997; 

Burchell and Cook, 2006; Greenwood, 2007:317&322).  

Ultimately, these gaps generate the need for new research to more clearly illuminate the 

target groups’ CSR perceptions and practices on six specific aspects of stakeholder management 

which appear to emerge as key. A systematic review of the academic literature indicates that 

fresh data is required on how the target group manages stakeholder prioritisation, the choice of 

terminology and projects/activities in stakeholder communication, how the CSR response is 

organised, CSR expectations, as well as the factors which influence these aspects. Overall, the 

proposed examination of how pharmaceutical firms in the UK and Germany manage their CSR 
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stakeholder engagement responses aims to fill important gaps with respect to how decision-

makers in this sector interpret and practice CSR. This fresh evidence is then employed to develop 

a practical tool which is designed to help CSR decision-makers to manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities. 

Following the above identification of key gaps in knowledge with respect to six specific 

areas of CSR management and their influencing factors in the UK and Germany, as well as a lack 

of conceptual explanatory frameworks to facilitate CSR decision-makers to manage their 

stakeholder engagement activities, the next section presents the research objective and questions. 

 

1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE AND QUESTIONS 

To close the knowledge gaps identified immediately above and to expand the empirical 

knowledge regarding how CSR stakeholder engagement is managed in the pharmaceutical 

industry, the following research objective was formulated to drive the research enquiry:   

 

Research Objective: Exploratory research to identify and describe CSR 
stakeholder engagement practices, to explain the factors that 
influence them, and to disclose whether differences exist 
between the approaches in the UK and Germany 

 
 

This research objective is translated into the following specific research questions:  

Research Question 1:   What CSR stakeholder engagement practices do 
pharmaceutical companies undertake? 

 

Research Question 2:     What similarities and differences exist in pharmaceutical 
companies’ stakeholder engagement practices in the UK and 
Germany? 

 

Research Question 3:      What factors influence the practices and what factors explain 
the differences in the CSR stakeholder engagement practices 
of pharmaceutical companies targeting stakeholders in the 
UK and Germany? 
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1.6 RESEARCH DESIGN 

To achieve the research objective and to answer the research questions presented 

immediately above, a critical realist philosophical stance is adopted (Smith, 2003; Robson, 

2004:41). Ontologically, this perspective suggests a world view which recognises that knowledge 

is typically influenced by perceptions and experience (Tsang and Kwan, 1999). To examine the 

extent to which, and how the pharmaceutical industry manages its response to the CSR 

stakeholder engagement challenge, this perspective presumes that what people regard as reality, 

as well as the mechanisms and interactions involved can be conceptualised (Robson, 2004:42). 

Within this approach, critical realism offers a third way between positivism and relativism while 

concurrently holding emancipatory potential (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Robson, 2004). 

Epistemologically, the social nature of the research is acknowledged. Based on the social 

constructionist viewpoint which suggests that facts are human creations and truth depends on 

who creates it (Easterby-Smith et al, 2008:62), ‘seeing’ through the ‘eyes’ of the study subjects is 

interpreted as acceptable knowledge (Smith 2003). Within this approach, a flexible research 

design is chosen. This aims to expand empirical knowledge by describing and explaining the 

CSR perceptions and practices of the selected sample (Robson 2004).  

Using this approach, the unit and focus of the analysis is primarily a sample of senior 

business executives from major pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. The 

investigation mainly comprises the collection of qualitative data concerning the opinions and 

behaviour of those internal company agents. To contribute to the literature by addressing the 

identified gaps, a comparative evaluative empirical research approach using a case-study strategy 

employing mixed methodologies is chosen. A major strength of this research design is the use of 

different methods which allows the capture of diverse evidence. Such triangulation assists in 

establishing rich data with greater trustworthiness (Robson 2004). More specifically, the data 

were collected between 2005 and 2008 via documentary analysis, a telephone survey, 



 9 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

observation, and in-depth interviews. The research was undertaken as a linear overlapping 

sequence of stages which capture both secondary and primary data to map the practices and 

compare similarities and differences between the two countries. During these stages, research 

questions based on a set of previously-defined assumptions are tested empirically and the 

assumptions are revised where necessary. As a result, the work has an emergent character in the 

sense that the methodology was refined as the data was gathered (Bryman and Bell, 2007; 

Easterby-Smith et al, 2008). Within this process, content analysis is employed based on six codes 

to analyse and present the qualitative data. The codes include ‘terminology’, ‘stakeholders’, 

‘organisation/ governance’, ‘communication/dialogue’, ‘projects/activities’, and ‘expectations’. 

This evidence provides a data-base which is then employed to explore, examine, update, and 

thereby improve a conceptual framework which was built exclusively from secondary data as one 

of the preliminary phases in the research (O’Riordan, 2006, O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). In 

this way, the research design both inductively and deductively expands empirical understanding 

of CSR management. It achieves this by deriving knowledge from the perceptions and meanings 

which the target practitioners attach to stakeholder engagement.  

 

1.7 OVERALL RATIONALE FOR THE RESEARCH 

The rationale for undertaking the research is to address the knowledge gaps identified. 

Essentially, the practical dilemmas of managing CSR stakeholder engagement which have been 

insufficiently addressed by past scholarship trigger the need for new research. Although critical 

stakeholder attention with respect to CSR and the pharmaceutical industry is widespread and 

persistent, the literature concerning how decision-makers in pharmaceutical companies manage 

CSR stakeholder engagement is limited (Fairbrass et al, 2006, O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008). Moreover, the proliferation of CSR-related literature in this field could actually 

be interpreted to confuse rather than to aid decision-makers in the practical management of CSR 
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on a day-to-day basis. As a result, the original explanatory framework which was designed based 

on secondary data to help managers to arrange their stakeholder engagement activities requires 

empirical testing (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

In addressing these knowledge gaps, the research rationale is based on four premises. First, 

the CSR topic is chosen because it is interesting, relevant, and necessary due to the fact that the 

theme is current, controversial, and complex. Second, the ‘sensitive’ pharmaceutical industry is 

selected as a focus of analysis based on its strategic economic importance to the UK and 

Germany, but also because it is considered to present a particularly interesting example of the 

practical CSR challenges outlined in this chapter. Specifically, this industry is chosen on the 

grounds that it could be considered to encapsulate more effectively (and possibly crucially) than 

most, the difficult dilemmas involved when attempting to balance various stakeholder interests. 

One significantly interesting issue for example, is the predicament facing CSR strategists within 

the pharmaceutical business of balancing profit-making and actions designed to save and/or 

enhance lives. Accordingly, focusing on this sector’s particularly complex challenges is expected 

to facilitate an especially challenging investigation of CSR behaviour. Third, a geographic focus 

is added in order to potentially illuminate the exposed behaviour by comparing two different 

operating environments. The choice to examine the UK and Germany in a multiple case study 

approach allows a comparison of CSR behaviour in a European setting. Essentially, these specific 

countries were chosen because despite the fact that both are members of the European Union, 

they possess differing historical, political (Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; Habisch and Jonker, 2005), 

cultural (Deresky, 2000), as well as other relevant contexts and factors (Fairbrass et al, 2005). 

This assessment is worthwhile because comparative work regarding CSR practices of 

pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany is lacking. This is significant because the 

pharmaceutical sector is of key strategic importance in both countries (ABPI, 2005; German 
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Pharmaceutical Industry Website, 2005). More essentially however, comparing the CSR practices 

of these two countries tests for anticipated differences between the Anglo-Saxon and the 

capitalist-socialist model as suggested by past scholarship (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005). 

Interestingly, these contextual complications could signify national diversity in how the target 

sample manages its CSR company-stakeholder relationships (e.g. Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 

2004; Chapple and Moon, 2005). Fourth, the title ‘Perspectives on CSR: Corporate Approaches 

to Stakeholder Engagement in the Pharmaceutical Industry in the UK and Germany’ is chosen 

because it is considered to appropriately reflect the essential focus of the research.  

 

1.8 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTION 

Overall, the research contributes both to the academic literature in this field and to CSR 

management in three ways. First, the rich data obtained fills significant gaps in an area which was 

previously under-investigated in the academic literature by providing fresh empirical data with 

respect to the CSR practices in this industry. Second, it enhances the current literature by 

conducting an Anglo-German comparison of the CSR practices in both countries to investigate 

some of the potential differences suggested in past scholarship. Third, and most significantly, this 

evidence, which illuminates how the chosen sector manages its CSR stakeholder engagement 

activities, serves to inform, re-examine, and improve a recently published explanatory framework 

which was originally developed by the author in separate research (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008). The updated framework which results from the research findings conceptualises the 

factors which influence CSR practice. It is designed as a management tool which is intended to 

be of practical use to decision-makers when managing their stakeholder engagement activities. 

As a result, the new framework is the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. Overall, this 

work contributes to the academic literature by explaining the interactions and relationships 

between the factors in the updated revised framework which resulted from the research. 
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1.9 RESEARCH SCOPE, BOUNDARIES, AND LIMITATIONS 

This research focuses exclusively on corporate approaches to stakeholder engagement 

within the context of the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. The work is scoped 

within the boundaries of the research objectives and questions. As a result, it focuses on the 

practical aspects of how the target sector manages stakeholder engagement. This covers CSR 

practices, how these compare in the UK & Germany, and which factors influence this process.  

To examine the operating environment facing CSR decision-makers in the pharmaceutical 

industry, the practices and perceptions of CSR decision-makers who manage CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities are investigated. The data collection approach focuses on generating 

mainly qualitative data to describe and explain these phenomena because rich detailed 

information is deemed the most valuable to answer the research questions.  

Although the research could relate to other countries, the UK and Germany are chosen to 

investigate specific claims indicated by the literature regarding a possible Anglo-Saxon version 

of CSR (based on a US capitalist system) in the UK compared with a possible capitalist-socialist 

version in Germany. 

Against the background of the vast and continually increasing and evolving CSR literature 

available, the research is positioned within the broader context of the relationship of business 

with society. Clearly, many of the wide range of relevant topics in this field are so detailed that 

they would potentially necessitate research in their own right. For feasibility reasons, this work 

focuses on covering those areas which are considered particularly relevant to this comprehensive 

topic. As a result, for practical reasons, many are addressed in a broad-brush way only. The 

examination specifically concentrates on gathering, analysing, and presenting empirical data on 

selected areas of practical CSR management which are particularly relevant for six selected 

codes. In parallel to this practical examination, a selected review of existing conceptual 



 13 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

frameworks and concepts has been included which focus specifically on corporate management 

aspects of stakeholder engagement. 

Essentially, the premise for all of the codes, concepts, and approaches chosen above is that 

they represent valid indicators of CSR practice. Their robustness is substantiated by thorough 

verification testing during the various phases of the empirical data collection.  

Because the investigation concentrates on CSR management systems of stakeholder 

engagement, within the spectrum of the wide assortment of stakeholders who could have been 

chosen, it primarily examines the research topic from the perspective of the internal management 

agents within firms (i.e. a selected sample of senior executive decision-makers). This is 

significant because the investigation addresses a theme which the target executives may be 

reluctant (or find difficult) to discuss. To elaborate, the existing public (i.e. external stakeholder) 

perception has essentially been exclusively established via a review of secondary literature 

(including documentary analysis of websites and newspapers) which forms and reflects public 

opinion. Otherwise, external stakeholder opinions and expectations are principally provided from 

the perspective of company-internal agents only. As a result, given the exploratory nature of the 

investigation, this research chiefly exposes those areas which internal senior managers identify as 

relevant. Accordingly, key strategic CSR stakeholder engagement issues such as access to 

medicine, the environment, and other aspects, are essentially addressed from the particular point 

of view of internal agents. Further, information regarding the relevance, opinions, and 

expectations of external stakeholders (e.g. NGOs, Governments, and/or other lobby groups) is 

likewise provided by internal company agents. Moreover, ideas or claims regarding the industry’s 

(negative) behaviour or image, similarly primarily originate from this internal stakeholder target 

sample.  
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As a result, although the ‘big strategic issues’ play a role in stakeholder relationships, in the 

sense that they are part of the reason why the pharmaceutical industry suffers from a negative 

image, the research did not gather data from key external stakeholders on those issues. 

Consequently, the findings are of limited value to make direct statements or recommendations on 

these issues per se. Indeed the complicated moral and strategic nature of ethical decision-making 

in business itself determines that it is difficult to achieve consensus on what is considered the 

‘right’ approach. As a result, this work does not presume to provide ethical answers. Rather than 

moralising on specific situations, it attempts to inform decision-makers about current practices 

and to provide them with practical management tools which are designed to help them to navigate 

the complicate CSR terrain by facilitating them to make more informed responsible business 

decisions. Overall, this approach aims to improve their capacity to make better decisions.  

Instead, the results focus on providing knowledge on the internal management of CSR 

issues with respect to the six codes (i.e. use of CSR terminology, stakeholder approach and 

prioritisation, communication, organisation, choice of projects, and expectations). More 

specifically, while these findings do provide an indication about how the target group currently 

manages its CSR stakeholder relationships which may be applied to a host of strategic CSR 

issues, this approach does not directly furnish solutions to the big CSR questions facing 

pharmaceutical companies. Nevertheless, the results do indirectly allow speculative inferences to 

be drawn with regard to how effectively CSR management policies respond to stakeholder 

expectations on these issues.  

Crucially in this regard, the explanatory framework, which addresses the management of 

CSR stakeholders for CSR purposes, conceptualises an approach to improve the current response 

to the managerial issues identified. However, the external validity of the results is clearly limited 
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by the fact that only a small number of managers in the UK and German pharmaceutical industry 

are researched. 

As the conceptual framework which is the main contribution of the thesis addresses values 

and ideals and prescribes certain forms of conduct the overall nature of the research is primarily 

normative. Within the context of a critical realist approach, some of the CSR practices identified 

are judged to require corrective action. This recommendation is not an ‘attack’ on the 

pharmaceutical business. Rather, the tools are proposed as a constructive concept to improve 

specific areas in which CSR management practices are judged to be lacking. In light of the 

complex setting involved, a high level of description is nevertheless reported at a rich level of 

detail based on a concern for explanation. This is essential as a first step to enable ‘why’ 

questions to be answered. This helps to explain the dominant social constructions about the 

context within which the CSR behaviour takes place (Bryman & Bell, 2007:418). Accordingly, 

the work additionally describes events or ‘facts’ which supposedly depict what ‘is’ (true or false). 

Overall, while the rich findings presented in this thesis are deemed to robustly inform the 

conceptual framework, due to the qualitative nature of the investigation and the sample size 

involved, expansion of the sample could generate alternative results. Consequently, they may not 

reliably represent CSR stakeholder management activities in general.  

 

1.10   THESIS OUTLINE 
 
 

This work addresses the research theme over eight chapters.  

Chapter one, the Introduction, opens the research topic by defining the work’s nature, 

scope, purpose, and contribution. It positions the research focus on the practical management of 

CSR stakeholder engagement in UK and German pharmaceutical companies.   

Chapter two, the Literature Review, critically examines past scholarship by reviewing 

literature relevant to the research study and highlights the gaps in past empirical scholarship 



 16 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

which spark the requirement for the research enquiry.  

Chapter three, the Research Design and Methodology, proposes, explains, and justifies the 

research design plan. First, it establishes a conceptual framework for undertaking the study. 

Second, it sets out the ontology and epistemology by discussing the philosophical positioning of 

the study. It then presents the rationale for applying the critical realist approach. Third, the 

research methodology is addressed and the research assumptions are set out. Finally, this chapter 

establishes how the empirical insights obtained are employed to test an original explanatory 

framework which contends to map the entire CSR management process.  

Chapter four, Pharmaceutical Company CSR Practices, answers the first of the research 

questions. It employs the combined triangulated evidence from four separate data sources to 

identify and describe the specific CSR stakeholder engagement practices of a sample of leading 

pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany.  

Chapter five, Anglo-German Comparison of CSR Practices, addresses the second research 

question. It builds on the information base presented in the previous chapter to compare the CSR 

practices of the UK and German affiliates in the target sample.  

Chapter six, Factors Influencing CSR Practices, focuses on the third research question. It 

builds on the information base established in the previous two chapters to crucially identify and 

evaluate the factors which influence CSR stakeholder engagement in the pharmaceutical industry 

in the UK and Germany.  

Chapter seven, The Explanatory Framework Revisited, provides empirical research data to 

test and revise the original conceptual framework. In doing so, it employs the entire research 

results to identify and explain the interactions and relationships between the factors which are 

then proposed in a new conceptualisation of CSR management.  

Chapter eight, the Conclusions, presents the main conclusions. It focuses on the overall 
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contribution of the research findings in terms of each research question and the original 

conceptual framework. In doing so, it highlights the implications of the findings for both the CSR 

literature and CSR management and proposes recommendations for future research in this field.   

 

1.11   SUMMARY 
 

This chapter has outlined the research area and academic issues. It has presented the 

research background, problem, aims and objectives, and provided an overview of the study 

content. In overview, the chosen topic is considered worth researching from the point of view of 

its sufficient scope, its feasibility, the researcher’s own professional interest, and also on the 

grounds of its own inherent business, academic, and social relevance. While the global economic 

crisis has sparked questions which have catapulted CSR into the realm of what is today termed a 

‘hot’ topic (Sethi, 1971; Votaw and Sethi, 1974; Preston, 1979-1982; Carroll, 1999; Welford, 

2004; Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Fairbrass et al, 2005; Reich, 2007:168; Ferrell et al, 2010; 

Crane and Matten, 2010), most significantly, CSR was recognised well before the current 

financial difficulties as key to the future sustainable competitive advantage of the firm (Porter 

and Kramer, 2006).  

Within this context, the identified gaps in knowledge highlight the need to examine more 

precisely for this target sector what CSR is, what it is not, and what it could ideally become. 

Consequently, describing, conceptualising, and explaining the CSR stakeholder management 

process for the controversial but under-investigated pharmaceutical sector in the UK and 

Germany is deemed a worthwhile research endeavour.  

The next chapter now undertakes a review of the relevant literature in this field. In doing 

so, it critically examines many of the related themes, the key concepts, and other research on this 

vast, complex and controversial subject.  

 



 18 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Chapter 2 

 
 
 
 

Literature Review 
 



 19 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

2.0   INTRODUCTION 

This chapter initiates this exploratory research by critically examining past scholarship 

relevant to the research study. It begins by positioning the work within the context of the broad 

debate regarding the relationship between business and other stakeholders in society before 

focusing more specifically on the target group’s management of its CSR stakeholder engagement 

activities. In doing so, it aims to provide a broad coverage of many of the areas relevant to the 

current development and practice of responsible business behaviour. It then examines existing 

relevant frameworks in this field. This establishes the information base from which the empirical 

and conceptual research gaps are identified. Essentially, both these gaps and the extensive nature 

of the literature surrounding this comprehensive topic trigger the need for a new 

conceptualisation which is aimed to be of practical use to CSR decision-makers when managing 

their stakeholder engagement activities. Overall, this literature review concludes by proposing a 

conceptualisation in the form of a new explanatory framework comprising four key inter-related 

elements. The remainder of this chapter now presents the literature review in greater detail. The 

next section first positions the research within the general context of the behaviour of business in 

society, globalisation, and selected related aspects of responsible business behaviour. 

 

2.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BUSINESS AND SOCIETY  

The recent global financial crisis is re-triggering over-arching questions concerning 

business practices which reach to the fundamental roots of the capitalist system itself (Wagner, 

2006; May et al, 2007:7; Economist, 2009:11). The collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008 and the 

mixed results of the Copenhagen Summit in 2009 have had game-changing consequences which 

are redefining the roles and responsibilities of many of the major stakeholders in society (Peters 

and Roess, 2010:8). The fallout from the financial crisis has re-intensified the spotlight on CSR 
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and the business sector’s role in society (BBDO, 2009). Overall, these events are related to the 

diffusion of power among the groups and organisations within the multiple publics, systems and 

stakeholders in the macro-environment of a pluralist society (Carroll and Buchholz, 2009:8).  

The private sector’s responsibility agenda is based on the triple bottom line recognition (see 

for example Elkington, 1999) that as part of society, in addition to creating profit and other 

economic wealth such as jobs based on agency theory which focuses on exchange risk (e.g. 

Eisenhardt, 1989; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-36), companies have the potential to 

contribute to the social and environmental needs of society (see for example Roddick, 2000:14). 

The public sector’s role is becoming increasingly proactive in creating an enabling 

environment for CSR (Fox et al, 2002; Moon, 2004; Albareda et al, 2008). In anticipation of its 

potential to enhance sustainable and inclusive development, increase national competitiveness 

and foster foreign investment, governments around the world have begun to see the relevance of 

CSR for public policy (Peters and Roess, 2010:8; ISO, 2010:7).  

In responding to stakeholder interests, it is inevitable that business and government, as the 

main institutions in society, are likely to become subjects of scrutiny and criticism in a pluralistic, 

special interest society (Carroll and Buchholz, 2009:11). In light of the recent developments, the 

increased focus on responsible business is connected with a broad range of existing and emerging 

inter-related aspects. These include the institutionalisation of business ethics by governments and 

society (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2008), stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984), re-consideration of 

management and engagement (e.g. Mitchell et al, 1997; Greenwood, 2007; Crane and Matten, 

2010; Ferrell et al, 2010) with respect to the concepts of stakeholder democracy (Freeman, 1984), 

business and societal governance (e.g. Wolf and Barth, 2005), legally binding codes of corporate 

governance to regulate the various rights of stakeholder groups (Crane and Matten, 2004:53), 

social business (Crane and Matten, 2010:478), sustainable development (Dobson, 1996, Gladwin 
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et al, 1995), a view of corporate sustainability which extends beyond its original environmental 

concept (see for example Hediger, 1999; Marrewijk and Were, 2003; Schwartz and Carroll, 

2008) to one which is linked with the long-term maintenance of the triple bottom line perspective 

(Crane and Matten, 2004:481), assessing ethical and social performance (see for example Wood, 

1991; Zadek, 1998; Greening and Turban, 2000; Ferrell et al, 2002:196), social accounting (see 

for example Gray et al, 1997), social reporting and human resource management (see for 

example Greenwood, 2007), as well as business ethics education and training (e.g. Greenwood, 

2002; Matten and Moon, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2010:299). From the long list of these and 

many other themes which could be deemed salient in the comprehensive field of business and 

society, five areas emerge as particularly pre-eminent. These include CSR, business ethics, 

stakeholder management, sustainability and corporate citizenship (Schwartz and Carroll, 

2008:148). While the theoretical and practical legitimacy of these concepts is no longer 

questioned, confusion arises due to difficulties in understanding what each concept means, or 

should mean, and how each might relate to the others (see for example Schwartz and Carroll, 

2008).  

Against the backdrop of these ongoing developments and debates, trust in companies and 

their leaders appears to have reached an all-time low (e.g. May et al, 2007:7; Peters and Roess, 

2010:8). For example, the fraud associated with the Enron debacle is considered to have triggered 

an “ethical tsunami” which has re-defined business’s relationships with the world (Carroll and 

Buchholtz, 2009:4). In the aftermath of past corporate ‘scandals’ including the recent economic 

crisis, many businesses and other organisations have found their CSR strategies (of which many 

stakeholders were typically sceptical anyway) (e.g. Badaracco, 1997:20), particularly strongly 

criticised (Phillips, 2003:6; May et al, 2007:7). According to one source, businesses have found 

themselves “in over their heads” with their attempts to re-brand their business practices in a more 
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“social” light to their stakeholders (May et al, 2007:18). Without doubt, many of the notorious 

past events have “cut to the heart of [stakeholder] confidence” (Naughton, 2002:55).  

Because the prevailing view of trade has been described as “commerce without a 

conscience” (Roddick, 2000), interactions between business and society could in general be 

considered controversial (Stark, 1994; Sorrell, 1998). Firm’s inadequate assessment of risks and a 

narrow focus on short-term returns has led to a destabilisation of markets (Peters and Roess, 

2010:8). Other undesirable business activities include corporate governance, executive 

compensation, unethical accounting and stock option practices, insider trading, misuse of 

intellectual property rights, bribery and fraud, unsafe production processes for products or 

services, exploitation of employees and poor/unhealthy working conditions, discrimination, 

sexual harassment, various forms of environmental pollution, and deception of unwary 

consumers, and other forms of lying or abusive and intimidating behaviour (see for example 

Mallenbaker, 2004; Wagner, 2006; Ferrell et al, 2008; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:4; Crane and 

Matten, 2010:4). Such examples of corporate (mis)behaviour which capture the daily media 

headlines have formed a public perception of business which has been described as ‘alienating 

humanity’ (Roddick, 2000:7).  

In an age of globalisation, economic relationships are not limited to the concepts of agency 

theory which focuses on exchange risk (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-

36). Instead, they go beyond national boundaries and the organisations which operate in civil 

society (Albareda et al, 2008:349). As advances in communication, technology, and 

transportation are minimising the world’s borders, transactions across national boundaries bring 

people together from countries which have different cultures, values, laws, and ethical standards 

(Ferrell et al, 2010:409). Because business has become less territorially fixed, these challenges 

include new confrontations with frequently contradicting ethical demands in varying cultural 
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settings (see for example Donaldson, 1996; Kumar and Steinmann, 1998; Child, 2000; Sorge, 

2000; Deresky, 2000; Daniels and Radebaugh, 2001). Within the context of the macro-

environment of this global economy, businesses find themselves attempting to deal with 

complicated broad social, political, economic, legal, ethical, technological, and other issues 

which may well have pre-empted their business activities (O’Riordan, 1990; Scholte, 2000; 

Crane and Matten, 2004:14; Carroll and Bucholtz, 2009:7). As a consequence, when undertaking 

global activities business needs to carefully consider its relationships with and its impact on 

society (e.g. Deresky, 2000; Zadek et al, 2001; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-36).  

A growing demand for corporate accountability emerges as businesses become dominant 

actors on a global stage (Schwartz and Carroll, 2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:9). Accountability 

has been defined as being responsible to an audience with reward or sanction power (Beu and 

Buckley, 2001:58). More recently, the ISO 26000 principles for social responsibility define 

accountability as  

“the responsibility of an organisation for its decisions and activities, and state of being answerable 

to its governing bodies, legal authorities, and more broadly its other stakeholders regarding these 

decisions and activities” (ISO, 2010:2) 

 

The controversial nature of the relationship between business and society noted above has led to a 

modern view of corporate accountability which recognises the increasing role of corporations as 

social and political actors (Schwartz and Carroll, 2008:171). This is triggering broad questions 

regarding who in society controls corporations and to whom corporations are accountable for the 

consequences of their actions. However, given the many and often conflicting points of view 

which may be held in the many corners of the world in which global businesses typically operate 

(Deresky, 2000; Daniels, and Radebaugh, 2001; Stigson, 2002; Castka et al, 2004; Crane and 

Matten, 2010:149), and in light of the ongoing turbulence in the business and society relationship 
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per se (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:5), weighing the costs and benefits in the relationship 

between business and society could be described as challenging.  

As various stakeholder groups have become increasingly adept at holding companies to 

account for the social consequences of their activities (Porter and Kramer, 2006), society’s 

awareness of undesirable business activities typically derives from media reports which describe 

the company doing something wrong or abusing its corporate power (Crane and Matten, 

2004:12). The charge levelled against corporations can be summarised as a general disregard for 

the interests of society and its stakeholders’ rights, as well as insufficient respect for 

environmental, social and governance issues in their course of their business operations (Peters 

and Roess, 2010:8). A further general public criticism of business is whether the ethical 

responses they increasingly claim under various labels including CSR or corporate citizenship, 

represent a genuine commitment to accept their social responsibilities, or whether this merely 

portrays an increasing sophistication in deflecting scepticism through smart public relations (PR) 

techniques i.e. window-dressing (Crane and Matten, 2004:175). This critical attention puts 

mounting pressure on ‘big business’ operating in complex global contexts (see for example 

Glouberman & Zimmerman, 2002) to take action.  

Within the context of the continually evolving, growing, and materialising debate on 

responsible business behaviour (see for example Acutt et al, 2004; Hond et al, 2007; Crane and 

Matten, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Welford et al, 2008), CSR has become catapulted 

into the realm of what can today be termed a ‘hot’ topic (e.g. Sethi, 1971; Votaw and Sethi, 1974; 

Preston, 1979-1982; Carroll, 1999; Welford, 2004; Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Fairbrass et al, 

2005; Reich, 2007:168; May et al, 2007:7). Ultimately, the recurring reports of business scandals 

which continually bring countless social and ethical issues to the attention of society (see for 

example May et al, 2007; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:3), have generated a public perception 
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which questions the existence of business ethics per se (Crane and Matten, 2004:7). However, 

precisely because of the social implications of these (mal)practices, responsible business 

behaviour is currently a very prominent management topic (Ferrell, et al, 2010, Crane and 

Matten, 2010:224). Consequently, a review of the literature reveals how CSR has emerged as a 

priority for business decision-makers (Porter and Kramer, 2006). While the discretionary nature 

of CSR may pose barriers to firm’s ability to unlock the full value of a business’ potential (CSR 

Europe, 2009), recent literature is beginning to suggest that companies of all sizes increasingly 

see CSR not as something extra, but as part of their basic commercial strategy (Matten and 

Moon, 2005; International Business Leaders Forum (IBLF), 2009; ISO, 2010). The current 

popularity of this idea is demonstrated by the fact that an article claiming that companies can 

create competitive advantage by integrating social and environmental issues into core strategy 

(Porter and Kramer, 2006) won a major international award (Social Funds, 2009). That article 

claims that sustainability exists at the intersection between the interests of society and business. 

 

2.2 BUSINESS AND SOCIETY: MANAGING THE RELATIONSHIP  

As stakeholder groups such as the government, media, consumers and other activists 

increasingly demand that firms should behave more responsibly, managers find themselves 

recognising that ethical and ecologically sounder corporate behaviour may actually be good for 

business (Crane and Matten, 2004:12). Businesses and their stakeholders around the world are 

becoming increasingly aware of the need for and the benefits of responsible behaviour. In this 

regard, an organisation’s performance in relation to the society in which it operates has become a 

critical part of measuring its overall performance and its ability to continue to operate effectively 

(ISO, 2010:7). For instance, CSR has been defined by leading business thinkers as key to the 

future sustainable competitive advantage of firms (Porter and Kramer, 2006). In addition, the 

perception and reality of an organisation’s social responsibility performance is suggested to 
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possibly further influence a company’s reputation (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:40), its ability to attract 

and retain employees and customers, to motivate employees, sponsors and financial investors, as 

well as improve relationships with a range of stakeholders including other companies, the media, 

the community and governments (e.g. Greening and Turban, 2000; Crane and Matten, 2010: 9-17 

& 160-6; ISO, 2010: 73).  

In a global setting, the traditional role of governments is declining while corporate power is 

rising (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:11). The recently emerged extended view of corporate 

citizenship suggests a notion of liberal citizenship which recognises the responsible role for 

corporations in protecting, facilitating, and enabling the social, civil (e.g. Boele, et al, 2000) and 

political (e.g. Hertz, 2001) rights of individuals (see for example Crane and Matten, 2004:61). 

Clearly, these are areas which were previously considered the sole duty of government. 

Nevertheless, attempting to manage CSR from a stakeholder perspective i.e. recognising, 

balancing, and responding to societies’ various interest groups’ expectations (Epstein and Roy, 

2001; Woodward et al, 2001; Maignan et al,. 2002; Stigson, 2002; Haugh, 2003; Maignan and 

Ferrell, 2003; Baker, 2004b; Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Castka et al, 2004; Crane and 

Matten, 2007:511) has been identified in the literature as a challenge (e.g. Welford, 1995; 

Deresky, 2000; Lozano, 2008).  

In particular, all of these issues are acutely amplified in the especially ‘sensitive’ 

pharmaceutical industry. Pharmaceutical companies attract critical attention due to their size and 

success, as well as the ‘social’ nature of the ‘needs’ which their business and products address 

(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). As a result, the complex nature of its business particularly 

exposes the pharmaceutical industry to many of the complicated issues surrounding CSR 

stakeholder management. In particular, the pharmaceutical industry, already acting in a 

predominantly testing environment (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008), finds itself ‘invited’ to 
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respond to expectations determined by the ‘socio-political’ zeitgeist (Leisinger, 2002) regarding 

significant health problems and their financial provision in both developing and (increasingly) 

developed countries (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008, ISO, 2010:65-6). 

At its broadest level, managing a corporate response to these issues essentially necessitates 

addressing complicated questions regarding the very function of business in society at large. 

Significantly, CSR is a wide-ranging concept which requires that the state, the business 

community and the non-profit sector work together to develop solutions to complex challenges 

(Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007). This includes the rights and responsibilities of business relative to 

the role of government within the socio-economic system (see for example Albadera et al, 2008), 

what a firm must do to be considered socially responsible, and what managers must do to be 

considered ethical (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:5).  

Within this context, a co-operative approach to responsible behaviour looks beyond the 

boundaries of each stakeholder’s limited interests. To demonstrate the credibility often demanded 

of them by society, companies require a more comprehensive understanding of the impact of their 

core business activities in the environment in which they operate (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007). 

However, ethical or responsible management is an area which is still rapidly evolving. As a 

result, the academic literature on theory and practice in this field is still partial and inconclusive 

(Crane and Matten, 2010:224). Moreover, while some approaches to business ethics are excellent 

exercises in intellectual reasoning, managerial frameworks which specifically deal with the actual 

ethical decision-making situations facing business managers are generally lacking (Ferrell et al, 

2008). This means that specific tools to help decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry to 

manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities are deficient. Part of the problem is because 

the academic literature with respect to the perceptions and practices of CSR managers for this 

target group is incomplete. Consequently, research proposed in this thesis focuses not on the 
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wider framework of business in society, nor on particular areas of ethics such as moral 

philosophy or social responsibility, but more specifically on examining the specific CSR 

stakeholder engagement strategies which the pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany 

are pursuing within that broader context.  

Following these sections which positioned the work within the broader context of the 

relationship between business and society, the remainder of this chapter develops in greater detail 

on some the points introduced above which specifically concern the management challenges 

surrounding CSR stakeholder engagement for the selected target group. This review builds the 

information base from which the three research questions and the need for new frameworks to 

manage CSR are later developed. Within this focus, the next section first briefly examines what 

the corporation is responsible for by defining CSR.  

 

2.3 CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) 

This section elaborates on the concept of CSR which was briefly introduced above. As a 

first step in examining the charges levelled at business by society which were briefly summarised 

in the previous sections, Crane and Matten (2004:8) define business ethics as:  

“the study of business situations, activities, and decisions where issues of right and wrong are 

addressed”.  

In a similar but expanded definition the new ISO 26000 standard defines ethical business as 

behaviour which is  

“in accordance with accepted principles of right or good conduct in the context of a particular 

situation and consistent with international norms of behaviour” (ISO, 2010:12). 

 

Shifts and changes in the global economy in recent years have led to a new concept of business 

ethics in relation to the social role of business (French, 1979; Moore, 1999; Schwartz and Carroll, 

2008; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009). Within this emerging concept, confining the role of 



 29 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

corporations to their initial purpose of producing goods and services in a way that yields maximal 

profit for the shareholders of the corporation is deemed overly narrow (Crane and Matten, 

2004:70). Accordingly, the reasonably sound basis for a range of moral and business arguments 

in its favour indicate that CSR is becoming increasingly established as a key business activity 

(Crane and Matten, 2004:42; Ferrell et al, 2008).  

Nevertheless, a review of the literature reveals that CSR remains an emerging and elusive 

notion for academics, and a contested issue for business managers and their stakeholders (see for 

example Carroll, 1999, Acutt et al, 2004:302; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008:746; Ferrell et al, 

2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:224). Previous work (O’Riordan and Fairbrass 2008:746) 

highlights how the concept of CSR has evolved considerably since it first emerged in the 1950s 

(Carroll and Beiler, 1977; Sturdivant, 1979; Freeman, 1984:38; Carroll, 1999; Crane and Matten, 

2004:67). As a result, a substantial body of CSR literature has appeared over the last half a 

century on both CSR directly and its many related topics (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008: 747; 

Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009; Crane and Matten, 2010). More specifically, intensified discussions 

during the 1990’s resulted in expanding the topic to include aspects such as: corporate social 

performance, sustainability (see for example Marrewijk, 2003), stakeholder theory (Freeman, 

1984), green marketing, citizenship theory, and business ethics (e.g. May et al, 2007:7). This 

extension additionally included terms such as: ‘corporate citizenship’ (e.g. Altman and Vidaver-

Cohen, 2000, Waddell, 2000; Van Parijs, 2000; Maignan et al, 1999; Maignan and Ferrell, 2000 

& 2001) ‘corporate sustainability’ (e.g. Marrewijk, 2003; Marrewijk and Were, 2003; Acutt et al, 

2004), ‘corporate philanthropy’, ‘corporate giving’, ‘corporate community involvement’, 

‘community relations’, ‘community affairs’, ‘community development’, ‘corporate 

responsibility’, ‘global citizenship’, and ‘corporate social marketing’ (e.g. Kotler and Lee, 2005). 

Additionally academic and other literature adopts alternative labels CSR including: ‘responsible 
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business practice’, ‘social responsibility’ and ‘responsible practice’ (e.g. Bowmann-Larsen and 

Wiggen, 2004; Habisch and Jonker, 2005). Events such as the corporate meltdown of a number 

of high-profile US-Based corporations (including Enron, Arthur Andersen, WorldCom, et al) 

(e.g. Wagner, 2006; May et al, 2007:7), as well as the recent global financial crisis (e.g. 

Economist, 2009:392) document a reinvigoration of the debate which now appears to be turning 

gradually towards an increased awareness of values management aspects (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010; 

BBDO, 2009).  

Against the backdrop of this historical context, the resulting upsurge in literature (arising 

from the topic’s actuality and its proliferation of associated themes) has re-sparked an ongoing 

debate in which opinion already varied significantly (e.g. Fairbrass et al, 2005) regarding the 

meaning of the term CSR, as well as how, and (the business case for) why it should be 

implemented (e.g. Burke and Logsdon, 1996; Stigson 2002; Handy, 2003; Crane and Matten, 

2004; Fairbrass et al, 2005; Reich, 2007; Welford, 2004 & 2008). Further, the search for reasons 

to explain the recent global financial crisis (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009) prompts continued 

debate “regarding the role of corporations in society including a range of related terminology 

used to describe, study, and act upon the phenomena” (May et al, 2007:7).  

The resulting patchwork assortment of definitions has formed a concept of CSR in which a 

variety of practices and organisational approaches have emerged (Freeman, 1984; Welford 2004; 

Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Given this 

collection of underlying concepts, alongside interchangeably-used associated labels (noted 

above), the literature more explicitly reveals references to CSR practices described generally as: 

“achieving commercial success in line with ethical principles, respect for people, communities and 

the natural environment” (Acutt et al, 2004).  
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Probably the most established and accepted concept of CSR (Crane and Matten, 2004:43) was 

initially proposed by Archie Carroll (1979) and subsequently refined in later publications to 

encompass: 

“the economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic expectations placed on organisations by society at 

a given point in time” (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2000).  

 

From amidst the broad choice of definitions available, this thesis adopts the term CSR in line 

with the characterisation proposed by the World Business Council on Sustainable Development 

(WBCSD) which defines CSR as:  

“…the integration of social and environmental values within a company’s core business 

operations and […] engagement with stakeholders to improve the well-being of society the 

commitment of business to contribute to sustainable economic development”  (WBSCD, 

2002:6).  

This definition is chosen for its merit in communicating the integration of social and 

environmental values within a company’s core business operations (WBSCD, 2002:6). 

Specifically, its overarching triple-bottom-line aspects of businesses activities (see for example 

Elkington, 1999) comprise a synergic focus on the social (i.e. community programmes e.g. Hahn, 

2009), the economic (i.e. employment e.g. Carroll, 1991), and the environmental accountability 

(i.e. waste reduction e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass 2008). Similar to 

concepts such as ‘liberty’ or ‘equality’, which are regularly re-defined as needs change over time 

(WBSCD, 2002:6), the inherent diversity in practices required to meet this definition, and the 

range of terms adopted alongside or instead of CSR to communicate this concept, are a key focus 

of this research.  

For clarification, due to the fact that definitional approaches tend to differ according to their 

specific focus, no global consensus on a single definition of CSR exists (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 
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2010). To avoid definitional problems, this chapter adopts the term CSR and the other labels 

employed such as responsible or ethical business, corporate responsibility and so on 

interchangeably. Precisely due to the abundance of terms in use, in order to determine what 

concept of CSR they follow, this research investigates ‘terminology’ as a key aspect of the target 

group’s activities.  

In summary, although many firms may actually prefer not to take on a political role in 

society (see for example Crane and Matten, 2004:69), it is evident from the concepts associated 

with corporate citizenship (see for example Maignan et al, 1999; Maignan and Ferrell, 2000, 

2001; Crane and Matten, 2004) and CSR, that they increasingly do so. This response may be the 

result of voluntary, self-interest-driven corporate, or of compulsory public pressure reasons.  

Having now defined what the corporation is responsible for in this brief introduction to the 

CSR concept, before examining the management challenges facing decision-makers when 

attempting to balance their triple bottom line accountability targets, the next section first turns to 

the theme of stakeholder theory in order to address to whom the corporations is responsible.  

 

2.4 STAKEHOLDER THEORY 

The stakeholder theory of the firm is probably the most popular and influential theory to 

emerge from business ethics (Stark, 1994). Whilst the term ‘stakeholder’ was first recorded in the 

1960s, the theoretical approach was essentially developed by Edward Freemann (1984) in the 

1980s. Laplume et al (2008) note a substantial rise in stakeholder theory’s prominence since 

1995. In contrast with the CSR approach which focuses on the corporation and its 

responsibilities, the stakeholder approach emphasises the legitimate interest of a whole range of 

other groups alongside shareholders (Crane and Matten, 2004:50).  

In attempting to satisfy the CSR obligations inherent in the definitions and concepts 

presented above, it is now generally acknowledged that social responsibility comprises business 
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practice which pays attention to the impact of company behaviour on all of its stakeholders in 

society (May et al, 2007:7; Ethical Corp, 2009; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:5; Peters and Roess, 

2010:8). Content analysis of the major themes in stakeholder theory reveals that the literature on 

this theory clusters around five themes. These include definition and salience, stakeholder actions 

and responses, firm actions and responses, firm performance, and theory debates (Laplume et al, 

2008:1160).  

Because the term ‘stakeholder’ addresses those who hold some possible ‘interest’ in the 

business, past work has identified how the term ‘stakeholder(s)’ is broad ranging in scope (see for 

example Mitchell et al, 1997:853-54; Greenwood, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). It has 

been defined as meaning all those individuals and groups with a ‘critical eye’ on corporate actors 

(Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004). More neutrally, Freeman states that stakeholders are:  

“groups and individuals who can affect or are affected by, the achievement of an organization’s 

mission” (Freeman, 1984:52).  

Based on this definition, Crane and Matten (2004:50) apply the principles of corporate rights and 

effect (Evan and Freeman, 1993) to more precisely define corporations’ stakeholders as: 

“an individual or group which is either harmed by, or benefits from the corporation, or whose 

rights can be violated, or have to be respected by the corporation (Crane and Matten, 2004:50). 

 

Within this scope of this definition, a network model of stakeholder theory of the firm (Rowley, 

1997) recognises the company as one player within the context of the complicated web of duties 

and obligations which all stakeholders hold (see for example Crane and Matten, 2004:51). While 

Mitchell et al (1997) and others (e.g. Clarkson, 1995; Froomann, 1999; Greenwood, 2007) have 

undertaken a comprehensive typology of stakeholders and their salience for managers, 

stakeholder identification and salience remains the topic of substantial and on-going debate (see 

for example Laplume et al, 2008:1161). Moreover, the definition presented above determines that 
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in management practice, the range of stakeholders differs from company to company, and even 

for the same company in different situations, tasks, or projects. As a result, this definition does 

not allow the identification of a definitive group of relevant stakeholders for any given 

corporation in any given situation (Crane and Matten, 2010:62).  

In this regard, rather than being driven by economic or legal imperatives, the discretionary 

nature of strategy theory (e.g. Carroll, 1979, 1991; Kotler and Lee, 2005) has two implications 

for CSR stakeholder relations. First, the literature suggests that its voluntary nature determines 

that CSR efforts are targeted towards those stakeholder audiences with the greatest capacity to 

impact operations (Trebeck, 2008:352). Accordingly, the same author proposes that as a result, 

stakeholder demands “should be ranked and prioritised” (Trebeck, 2008:357). In this regard, 

while previous literature on stakeholder prioritisation in general ranks customers and employees 

as key stakeholders, and for instance, trade unions as less important (see for example Burchell 

and Cooke, 2006; Crane and Matten, 2007), past scholarship fails to reveal which stakeholders 

are considered key for the target pharmaceutical group. Neither does the literature disclose how 

this prioritisation process is managed. Consequently, the exploratory research in this thesis 

focuses in particular on exploring this ‘stakeholder’ aspect of the target segments’ CSR practices.  

More generally, the stakeholder view highlights the salience for CSR decision-makers of 

recognising that organisations do not operate in isolation, but are instead part of a number of 

communities which require new forms of interaction (e.g. Mitchell et al, 1997; Burchell and 

Cook, 2006 & 2008:40; Ethical Corp., 2009). For instance, ‘customer capitalism’ (Martin, 2010), 

suggests that it may be appropriate for managers to look to the firms’ constituencies and 

stakeholders when approaching strategic CSR planning activities (Murray and Vogel, 1997:142). 

Within the context of this approach, stakeholder and legitimacy theories (Lindblom, 1994; Stark, 

1994; Gray 1995: 52) are concepts which imply that stakeholders have a ‘stake’ in the business 
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(Campbell, 2000; Woodward 2001: 357; Haniffa and Cooke 2005:3; Mitchell et al, 1997). These 

both legitimise stakeholder interests and justify that managers invest time and other resources on 

their stakeholders (O’Riordan, 2006). This concept suggests that a key aspect of CSR involves 

maintaining with its stakeholders a “licence and goodwill to conduct business” (e.g. Ulrich and 

Fluri, 1995; Ethical Corp, 2009). As a result, stakeholders, acting either formally or informally, 

individually or collectively, are described as a key element in the firm’s external environment 

which can positively or negatively affect the organisation (Murray and Vogel, 1997:142).  

Having established in general terms for what the corporation is responsible and to whom, 

the next section investigates the stakeholder management challenges facing decision-makers. 

Against the background of the increased emphasis on the social and ethical responsibilities of 

companies within the macro-operating environment (see for example Donaldson and Preston, 

1995; Blair, 1998; Carroll and Bucholtz, 2009; Ferrell et al, 2010), it turns to consider the scope 

of the company’s obligation within the context of the broad range of competing rights and 

responsibilities outlined above. 

 

2.5 STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT  

From a micro-perspective of the firm, the concepts proposed in stakeholder theory 

(Freeman, 1984) suggest the idea that investing time and other resources in addressing 

stakeholders’ interests is a rational managerial activity. As a result, the stakeholder concept could 

be said to stand in contrast with the explicitly profit-orientated (shareholder value) focus held by 

businesses in the past (e.g. Friedman, 1970; Jensen and Meckling, 1976) which invariably 

provided the basis for traditional strategic planning and management approaches (Crane and 

Matten, 2004:50; O’Riordan and Fairbrass 2008; Martin, 2010). Acceptance of the contribution 

of a stakeholder imparts a moral duty upon the organisation towards that stakeholder 
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(Greenwood, 2007:321). This has triggered new and on-going developments in management 

thinking and practice (see for example Ferrell et al, 2008). 

For individual business managers who are searching for a clear working definition of 

stakeholder management, the fundamental dilemma of stakeholder theory is how to prioritise the 

myriad and diverse nature of stakeholder claims from the broad range of actors involved. The 

main challenge for businesses is the task of concretely identifying to whom they are responsible, 

and how far that obligation extends (Mitchell et al, 1997:856-63; Greenwood, 2007; O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008:747-48). In this regard, Mitchell et al (1997:853) note the maddening variety 

of signals on how questions of stakeholder identification might be answered. The difficulties of 

managing the relationship between a business and its stakeholders are summarised to include the 

issues of: 

• Divergent and often conflicting expectations between stakeholders (e.g. Murray and 

Vogel, 1997; Deresky, 2000; Oxfam/VSO/Save the Children, 2002; Stigson, 2002; Baker 

2004b; Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Brammer and Pavelin, 2004:706; Castka et 

al, 2004; Greenfield, 2004; The Globalist, 2004).  

• Contextual complexities (Freeman 1984; Daniels and Radebaugh, 2001; Bowmann-

Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; CSR Risk Mapping Initiative, 2004) that are further 

complicated by varying interpretations arising out of different geographical regions and 

cultures (Deresky, 2000; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 2001; Maignan et al, 

2002; Stigson, 2002; Haugh, 2003; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003; Baker, 2004b; Bowmann-

Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Castka et al, 2004; Crane and Matten, 2007:511). These in turn 

give rise to national perceptions of CSR which may cause diversity in CSR concepts (e.g. 

Matten and Moon, 2008). This begs the question whether Europe will develop its own 



 37 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

distinctive and unique model against the diversity of  national concepts (e.g. Habisch and 

Jonker, 2005:6). 

• The challenge of identifying what might be considered to be ‘best practice’ with regard to 

CSR stakeholder management strategy and then communicating this to stakeholders 

(Weiss, 1998).   

 

Attempting to manage the challenges identified with respect to the relationship between a 

business and its broad responsibility to multiple stakeholders in society assigns a new role to 

management (Freemann, 1984). Rather than simply acting as agents of shareholders, the modern 

view of stakeholder democracy, corporate accountability, and governance means that managers 

are required to take into account the (frequently competing) rights and interests of all legitimate 

stakeholders. Essentially they face the task of balancing the competing interests of many 

stakeholders for the long-term survival of the firm.  

Within this context, the controversial nature of the relationship between business and 

society discussed above has led to a modern view of corporate accountability which recognises 

the increasing role of corporations social as social and political actors. This can include concepts 

of stakeholder democracy in which corporations have a stakeholder board of directors which 

gives stakeholders the opportunity to influence and control corporate decisions (Freeman, 1984), 

and a legally binding code of corporate governance to regulate the various rights of stakeholder 

groups (Crane and Matten, 2010:64). In an operating scenario in which the board-rooms of 

companies have been termed “the command centres” of capitalism (Economist, 2010:72), part of 

the aspired new order of corporate governance includes increased transparency and 

accountability. This was partly driven by (controversial) Sarbanes-Oxley legislation (SOX, 2002; 

see for example Schlesinger, 2002; Wagner, 2006). One crucial aspect of corporate governance is 

the inclusion of board members from outside the firm to create an independent balance. This 
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creates a governance environment in which companies have powerful shareholders and 

independent directors to keep a watchful eye on their managers (Carroll and Buchholtz, 

2009:127). Nevertheless, good corporate governance alone is not expected to protect companies 

from a toxic corporate culture (Economist, 2010:72). Consequently, responsible business 

operations involve additional corporate practices such as accessing ethical performance (see for 

example Zadek, 1998; Ferrell et al, 2002:196), social accounting (see for example Gray et al, 

1997), formally and informally organising ethical programmes (see for example Trevino et al, 

1999) within specific management cultures (see for example Trevino and Nelson, 1999:204), and 

effective leadership (Kotter, 1990; Badaracco and Web, 1995; Gini, 1997).  

In one approach to managing their response to the broad range of interests which are now 

deemed to fall within the scope of companies’ responsibilities, Mitchell et al (1997:854) propose 

three key relationship attributes which they suggest are likely to determine stakeholders’ salience. 

These include stakeholder’s power to influence the firm, the legitimacy of their relationship with 

the firm, or the urgency of their claim on the firm. Greenwood (2007:321) suggests organising 

stakeholders according to moral or strategic definitions. Essentially however, the task of 

considering how far their responsibilities extend determines that stakeholder management is 

broad in scope. It can constitute a whole range of formal and informal business activities 

including production, marketing, accounting, and personnel. This may involve the decision-

making processes of planning, leading, organising, implementing and controlling (adapted from 

Crane and Matten, 2010:185).  

In summary, a review of the literature reveals insufficient material regarding the specific 

CSR stakeholder management activities of this target group. Moreover, the complexities of 

endeavouring to measure the relationship between a business and its stakeholders in society from 

a financial accounting perspective outlined in the literature (see for example Williams, 1987; 
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Laughlin and Puxty, 1981; Pallot, 1991; Gray et al, 1995; Greenfield, 2004), provide a strong 

indication of the practical dilemmas associated with stakeholder management which face 

decision-makers. More generally however, managing business relationships via policies, 

practices, and programmes such as stakeholder prioritisation and other choices (.e. Hill and Jones, 

2007:374-7) involves decisions about how to engage with a range of stakeholders. It is to this 

topic of stakeholder engagement that the next section now turns.  

 

2.6   STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT   

Stakeholder engagement is defined as practices which the organisation takes to involve 

stakeholders in a positive manner in organisational activities (Greenwood, 2007:317). It 

comprises a process of establishing, developing, and maintaining stakeholder relations. This can 

include stakeholder identification, consultation, communication, dialogue, and exchange 

(Burchell and Cook, 2006; Greenwood, 2007:322). More recently in this regard, the ISO 26000 

principles for social responsibility define stakeholder engagement as all those activities which are 

undertaken to 

“create opportunities for dialogue between an organisation and one or more of its stakeholders with 

the aim of providing an informed basis for the organisation’s decisions” (ISO, 2010:4) 

 

Stakeholder engagement activities may exist in a broad range of business activities due to 

the varied set of organisational stakeholders. These may include PR, customer service, supplier 

relationships, management accounting and human resource management (Greenwood, 1997:318). 

Within the wide scope of its definition, stakeholder relationships can take a variety of forms 

ranging in nature from confrontational to joint alliances (see for example Elkington and Fennell, 

2000; Hartman and Stafford, 1997; Crane and Matten, 2004:158). Within this context, 

engagement can be seen as a mechanism to achieve a number of objectives including consent, 

control, co-operation, accountability and involvement, as a method for enhancing trust or as a 
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substitute for true trust, as a discourse to enhance fairness or as a mechanism of corporate 

governance (Greenwood, 27:318). In ideal terms, stakeholder engagement could be interpreted as 

a mutually beneficial and just scheme of co-operation which takes the form of a moral 

partnership of equals (Phillips, 1997:54). However, in reviewing the various possible depictions 

of stakeholder engagement from various theoretical traditions such as business ethics, social 

accounting and reporting, as well as human resource management, Greenwood (2007:318) argues 

that stakeholder engagement is for the most part morally neutral. As a result, it can be employed 

in a moral or an immoral way. In business practice, it is the virtue of the actor which ultimately 

determines the motive behind the engagement undertaken. As a result, engagement with 

stakeholders does not necessarily equate with responsible business behaviour (Greenwood, 

2007:320). Accordingly, the argument that stakeholder engagement is linked with responsible 

treatment of stakeholders is simplistic (Greenwood, 2007:325). 

Nevertheless, the transition towards a greater focus upon stakeholders has resulted in the 

development of a broad range of engagement strategies which stretch from increased 

dissemination of information through detailed reporting practices towards more interactive 

stakeholder relationships (Burchell and Cook, 2008:35). Within the construct of stakeholder 

engagement, while rigid identification of the exact persons who qualify as stakeholders may be 

displaced as discussed above, identification of what counts as a stakeholder claim is vital 

(Mitchell et al, 1997). Once this identification has taken place, increased emphasis is placed upon 

the concept of stakeholder communication and dialogue and its many formats (Burchell and 

Cooke, 2006; ISO, 2010:73-6). The remainder of this section now elaborates on stakeholder 

communication and dialogue. 

Successful CSR communication comprises conveying the right message, and the right 

amount of information delivered through the right vehicle (Natural Market Institute (NMI), 2009) 



 41 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

The recent ISO 26000 standard highlights that internal and external communication is critical to 

many different functions of CSR. These include demonstrating accountability and transparency, 

engaging and creating dialogue with stakeholders, disclosing information and demonstrating the 

organisation’s CSR awareness and commitment. This helps to facilitate comparison with other 

organisations. Communication of responsible action, openness, integrity and accountability may 

also play a role in engaging and motivating employees, and in enhancing the organisation’s 

overall reputation by strengthening stakeholder trust in the organisation (ISO, 2010: 73). While 

most consumers prefer to learn about CSR through news media (a preference likely due to the 

media’s third party reference point), interestingly, company websites and product packaging are 

also claimed to play very important roles for consumers. Since both of these vehicles are 

“organisation controlled” they are deemed a vital part of any CSR strategy (Environmental 

Leader, 2009).  

The fall in stakeholder confidence which many cases of past notorious corporate behaviour 

have induced (see for example Naughton, 2002:55; May et al, 2007:7; Peters and Roess, 2010:8) 

means that an effective strategy to communicate CSR to various stakeholders has never been 

more paramount for brand equity and market share (BBDO, 2009; Times Foundation, 2009). As 

a result, some companies are taking “first steps” to explore the potential of more open and 

communicative approaches (for instance in the area of environmental risk management (see for 

example Gouldson et al, 2007)). The increased visibility of CSR over the past decade (Habisch 

and Jonker, 2005:6) has led to  

“a dramatic increase in companies seeking to engage in processes of stakeholder dialogue and 

engagement to increase trust and accountability and provide better processes of communication 

regarding their activities” (Burchell and Cook, 2006:154). 
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Stakeholder dialogue has been described to include all forms of intercourse which bring 

together diverse voices (e.g. Rockwell, 2003:31; Chapman et al, 2005) and demonstrate openness 

and a willingness to consider alternative viewpoints (e.g. Isaacs, 1994; Daft, 1999). As a result, 

dialogue is identified as a progressive form of engagement in its role as a channel through which 

to transcend traditional conflicts via processes of communication (Burchell and Cook, 2008). 

Within the context of this definition, stakeholder dialogue can be seen as a key vehicle for the 

“exchange” of CSR offerings between the firm and its stakeholders (Murray and Vogel 

1997:142). This exchange is one in which the firm offers something of value (typically a social 

benefit or public service) to an important constituency and, in turn, anticipates receiving the 

approval and support of key individuals and/or socio-political groups in its environment 

(O’Riordan, 2006). More specifically ‘stakeholder dialogue’ has come to be seen by some as part 

of the broader spectrum of socially responsible action and activities companies “should” 

undertake (e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2006 & 2008). This transition in manager-stakeholder 

relations has been described as an evolution from:  

‘the need for unilateral managerial cognition and control to a perceived need by some for 

reciprocal engagement and new dialogic forms of collective cognition’ (Payne and Calton, 

2002:121) 

 

In this regard, social/relational exchange theory views relationships as social entities within the 

context of a social structure (Granovetter, 1985) where firms are interdependent and rely on 

reciprocation (Blau, 1964; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). The essential nature of relational 

contracting as social exchange has been well documented (e.g. Macneil, 1980; Dore, 1983). This 

form of social exchange concentrates on the relationship and the interaction between the parties 

in that relationship rather than on the transaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982; Ford, 1990). 
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However, the communication strategies developed to communicate the fulfilment of 

stakeholder expectations of company obligations (i.e. the relational exchange between the firm 

and society) which are highlighted above, have generated sceptical discussion due to alleged gaps 

between ‘rhetoric’ and ‘reality’ concerning CSR policy and practice (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008). This may be because:  

“a one-way dissemination of information from company to stakeholders is regarded as a relatively 

weak form of engagement” (Burchell and Cook, 2006).  

More specifically, recent research suggests that NGOs are unhappy when dialogue processes are 

one-sided. In some cases they feel they were being mined for information with no guarantee of 

implementation or feedback (Burchell and Cook, 2008:41). Accordingly, an interactive form of 

communication with stakeholders is deemed valuable (Crane and Livesey, 2003:46). However, 

there is little detailed analysis either on these processes per se or on their beneficial impact 

(Burchell and Cook, 2006:154).  

To elaborate, consideration for stakeholders is widely documented in the literature to 

comprise one of the integral elements of corporate reputation or identity (see for example 

Schwalbach, 2000; Schreyögg and Werder, 2004:1262-1263; Ethical Corp, 2009). As a result, 

stakeholder engagement is argued to help to avoid the risk of damaging publicity and thereby 

increase the potential social capital of the firm. In this regard, a survey undertaken in Germany 

revealed that the most powerful motive for companies to seek dialogue with stakeholders is to 

forestall possible risks to their greatest asset: their corporate reputation (Pleon Kohtes Klewes, 

2005). However, recent literature suggests that in communication contexts where trust had 

already been lost, open engagement can lead to an initial deterioration in relations between 

companies and stakeholders while conflicting viewpoints are initially being ‘discussed’. 

Nevertheless, it is also argued that in the longer term trust can be built which leads to gradual 

improvement in levels of credibility and shared understanding over time (Gouldson et al, 2007). 
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This transition towards stakeholder management clearly creates increased interest in identifying 

effective processes to manage stakeholder engagement (Burchell and Cook, 2006). 

Significantly, CSR stakeholder engagement (including communication and other forms of 

dialogue) determines how the firm’s CSR response is viewed and evaluated by stakeholders 

(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2006). Accordingly, it is deemed to play a vital part in the 

development of CSR strategies (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). However, the broad and diverse 

nature of the term ‘stakeholder’, including its inherent range of actors, intrinsically poses a 

challenge in the search for a clear working definition for CSR for this target group (e.g. 

O’Riordan, 2006). As a result, the task of managing effective CSR stakeholder engagement for 

individual business managers in general, but in particular in the pharmaceutical business, an 

industry that is often termed “sensitive”, can be considered a demanding challenge. Before 

examining the general management issues involved in stakeholder engagement for the target 

group in question more closely, the next section first investigates the reasons why these 

challenges might be amplified for decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry. To achieve 

this, it presents background information which investigates the role of the pharmaceutical 

business in society. This examination includes a review of the sector’s communicated CSR 

concept and the (negative) perception which is typically held by its external stakeholders of the 

pharmaceutical industry. 

 

2.7   THE PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY 

The pharmaceutical industry has been chosen as a particularly interesting case study of 

CSR stakeholder engagement because of three distinctive characteristics including the nature of 

its products, the highly regulated market place in which it operates, and the industry’s power and 

size based on its past success in achieving high profit levels (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; 

ABPI UK, 2005; German Pharmaceutical Industry Website, 2005; Rifkin, 2005:2; O’Riordan, 
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2006:15). Specifically, the combination of the distinctive nature of its business and its 

stakeholders’ expectations, its particular characteristics, as well as the complex operating context 

in which pharmaceutical companies operate, serves to cumulatively create especially challenging 

CSR stakeholder conditions (e.g. Miles et al, 2002; O’Riordan, 2006:15; Crane and Matten, 

2010:364, 408 & 520). Despite these challenges and the fact that the pharmaceutical industry is 

particularly exposed to the critical spotlight, a review of past scholarship reveals significant gaps 

in knowledge about how pharmaceutical firms manage CSR stakeholder engagement in the UK 

and Germany. Based on the limited secondary sources available, this section now examines the 

role of the pharmaceutical business in society i.e. for what it claims it is responsible and to whom, 

as well as its stakeholder relationships. 

 

The Pharmaceutical Industry’s Perspective of CSR  

Before presenting the (negative) perception typically held by its external stakeholders, this 

section first establishes the pharmaceutical industry’s (own) perspective of how it manages its 

CSR concept. This is achieved via a selection of direct quotes from Dr. Harvey Balle Jr., Director 

General of the International Federation of Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associations (IFPMA) 

regarding the industry’s global responsible practice.  

Pharmaceutical products and services comprise therapies and diagnostics for human 

application/consumption aimed to enhance the quality of life, to cure illness and/or save lives. 

Within this business specialisation, the international association of research-based pharmaceutical 

companies: International Federation of Pharmaceutical Manufacturers’ Association (IFPMA) 

describes what responsible activities the pharmaceutical companies undertake. Within the context 

of its normal business area of specialisation, the IFPMA explicitly declares its understanding of 

its social role in society in stating: 
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“The primary societal responsibility of the pharmaceutical industry is to discover and develop new 

drugs and vaccines. The industry currently has more than 100 new drugs and vaccines in 

development for HIV/AIDS, plus major industry-supported initiatives to advance research and 

development for new drugs in malaria, tuberculosis and other diseases prevalent in developing 

countries. […] Between 1998 and 2002, contributions from the 10 largest pharmaceutical 

companies for health-related programmes in the least developed countries, totalled US$2.2 

billion” (IFPMA, 2009:1). 

 

This contribution from its normal business activities, which could be construed as a benefit to 

society in general, indicates an assortment of broad-ranging business operations to implement 

this CSR sustainability concept. The reported approach is:  

“multi-dimensional, encompassing a wide range of business practices (e.g. health and safety 

policies, community involvement, stakeholder dialogue, adherence to regular codes of conduct), 

but also covering activities that go beyond companies' operations” (IFPMA, 2009:1). 

 

Within this approach, the activities involved are reported to cover: 

“a number of areas such as: improving access to medicines […], donation programmes, research 

and development for diseases prevalent in developing countries, investing in health related 

education and prevention programmes, and establishing global safety and ethical standards into 

daily business practice” (IFPMA 2009:1).  

Moreover, with respect to its future business strategy the international pharmaceutical association 

states its on-going responsibility plans: 

“confronted with new emerging diseases and increasing microbial resistance to existing 

medicines, the most important role of the research-based pharmaceutical industry is to continue to 

create and develop new products” (IFPMA 2009:1). 

 

While past scholarship lacks a clear definition of for whom the industry precisely perceives 

responsibility, the available literature does indicate a broad understanding of obligation to society 
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as a whole which includes the needs of those in the developing world. In attempting to balance 

their various stakeholder interests, many companies in the research-based pharmaceutical 

industry claim to have responded to the needs of society in general by fully integrating CSR as an 

“element of their strategies and operations” (IFPMA, 2009:1). In the words of the IFPMA: 

“This implies that, in addition to following a socially responsible business model (consistent with 

global standards such as health, safety and environment policies, for example), pharmaceutical 

companies undertake many additional activities related to healthcare, particularly (but not 

exclusively) in developing countries” (IFPMA, 2009:1). 

 

In addition to this contribution, the association makes further claims regarding its ongoing work 

to alleviate global illness: 

“The industry has made and continues to expand its efforts to ensure that patients have access to 

the medicines they need. The vision for the pharmaceutical industry's role in global healthcare is 

to create and develop medicines that save and improve the lives of millions of people and, in 

partnership with governments and other organisations, to help improve access to them” (IFPMA, 

2009:1). 

 

To achieve this, the association further emphasises the co-operative aspect of its CSR practice: 

“Currently there are more than 50 separate public-private partnerships around the world, based on 

individual company contributions or working through groups of companies in collaboration with 

international bodies. In addition to donations, there are numerous initiatives where the industry 

provides education, infrastructure and technical assistance to developing countries” (IFPMA, 

2009:1).  

 

The Pharmaceutical Industry’s Contextual Operating Environment 

In undertaking these activities, the industry operates in a highly regulated, competitive 

market place (O’Riordan, 2006:16). A particular challenge facing pharmaceutical companies 
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includes complicated ethical issues involving biotech aspects such as genetic coding and 

manipulation to ‘improve’ the characteristics of organisms or species, as well as germ line 

therapy (O’Riordan, 2006:16).  

In delivering human health solutions, the industry has in the past enjoyed very high profits 

and as a result an extreme concentration of power which has been described as having “reached 

staggering proportions” (Rifkin, 2005:2). Accordingly, the pharmaceutical sector ranks high on 

the list of ‘big business’ organisations which  

“control vast resources, cross national borders, and effect every human life” and as a result 

comprises one of “the most powerful social entities on earth” (Phillips, 2003:1).  

 

A Critical Review of the Industry’s CSR Stakeholder Relationship 

To build on the CSR response claimed by the pharmaceutical industry which was presented 

above, this section now examines the literature to highlight the negative perception which its 

stakeholders hold of this industry’s business practices (see for example e.g. Economist, 2004; 

Time, 2004; Mallenbaker, 2004; Forbes, 2006; Business Week, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:364, 408 & 520).  

Against a backdrop of general business “scandals, affairs, and campaigns” allegedly caused 

by irresponsible managers (see for example Roddick, 2002; Kröher, 2007:1; Wagner, 2006:8; 

May et al, 2007:7; Carroll and Buchholz, 2009:4; Peters and Roess, 2010:8), CSR decision-

makers in pharmaceutical companies regularly find themselves facing sceptical stakeholder 

attention (e.g. Economist, 2004; Time, 2004; Mallenbaker, 2004; Forbes, 2006; Business Week, 

2007). Essentially, the critical stance assumed by stakeholders towards pharmaceutical 

companies implies that they are far from satisfied with the stakeholder engagement practices of 

this target sector. To elaborate, because good health is seen as a basic human entitlement, many 

stakeholders are keen to highlight what they see as the industry’s many faults (O’Riordan and 
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Fairbrass, 2008: 746). Specifically, despite the many demonstrable benefits which their research 

and development (R&D) has delivered (e.g. O’Riordan, 2006), some academic literature 

documents how the industry has traditionally been strongly criticised (see for example O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008:746, Crane and Matten, 2010: 364, 408 & 520). This comprises a range of 

allegations including: excessive profit levels; investment in ‘unnecessary’ drug development; 

misuse of patents; high price levels and price fixing; limited patient access to life 

saving/extending/enhancing medications; marketing expenditures; animal testing; research 

methods and patient clinical trials; and environmental concerns political lobbying; as well as 

more general accusations of: ‘creative accounting’; and excessive executive salary levels (see for 

example Quist-Arcton, 2001; Newsaic, 2001; Haugh 2003; CSR Risk Mapping Initiative, 2004; 

Get Ethical Matters, 2004; Third World Network, 2004; PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 2006; Forbes, 

2006; Ethical Corp, 2009).  

As a result, while most business organisations consider how their stakeholders both view 

and evaluate them as a matter of significant managerial interest, pharmaceutical companies in 

particular, regularly face informed, critical, and active stakeholder ‘interest’ from government, 

the media, from NGOs, and the public at large. Possibly this is because many stakeholder groups 

(who are affected by and attempt to affect the pharmaceutical industry) regard health to varying 

degrees as a fundamental human right and the direct responsibility of a sector that makes high 

profits relative to other industries (e.g. ISO, 2010: 2010:65-6). In attempting to respond to the 

pressure of a range of rising stakeholder expectations, the nature of their relationships and 

communications with their stakeholders accordingly become especially important. Consequently, 

the onus to act responsibly and to engage effectively with those stakeholders in what could be 

described as a particularly ‘sensitive’ sphere is heightened. However, at the same time, financial 

stakeholders and regulators continue to place more demands on financial performance and 
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information requirements (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008:746). Similarly, the changing role of 

governments (e.g. Klein, 2007; Reich, 2007; Albareda et al, 2008; Crane and Matten, 2010: 495) 

and the increasing healthcare budgets requirement due to demographic developments possibly 

further impact societal expectations regarding the role of industry to address these shortfalls.  

In attempting to suggest practical ways to respond to these challenges, past scholarship 

suggests a broad range of solutions. These include simultaneous advise for a micro focus at firm 

level (Ayuso et al, 2006) as well as an approach focusing on the meso or sectoral level (Draper, 

2006). In this regard, recommendations which urge more qualitative research to document the 

cognitive aspects of how managers respond to stakeholders’ expectations (e.g. Laplume et al, 

2008) are particularly appealing. Because attempting to manage the cumulative (often 

conflicting) interests of a range of stakeholders in everyday practice manifests itself in what can 

be termed ‘a complex operating context’ for pharmaceutical decision-makers (O’Riordan, 2006), 

this suggestion is However, the academic literature lacks evidence which reveals whether and 

how the CSR principles (stated by the industry) translate into actual stakeholder engagement 

practices. This is significant because the literature in general suggests that stated CSR values are 

often not reflected at operational level (Gouldson, 2002; Crane and Matten, 2007:145).  

In summary, this section has briefly examined the relationship between the pharmaceutical 

industry and society. By presenting the sector’s CSR concept with respect to what responsibility 

it perceives to assume to whom, as well as the (generally negative) perceptions of the industry’s 

stakeholders, it essentially establishes an information base from which to later address the 

particular management challenges facing pharmaceutical industry decision-makers when 

responding to their stakeholders’ CSR expectations. Because the research focuses on this sector’s 

activities in the UK and Germany, the next section now provides background information 
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regarding both the role of the pharmaceutical industry in those countries, as well as the possibility 

for potential similarities and differences in stakeholder expectations within that operating context.  

 

2.8   THE UK AND GERMANY 

Given the strategic importance of the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany, 

these two countries are chosen in a multiple case study to add geographic substance to the 

enquiry. A comparison of CSR behaviour within a European setting may potentially enhance 

illumination of the target sample’s CSR practices. To examine how decision-makers manage their 

response to their stakeholders’ CSR expectations, these countries are selected as institutionally 

similar research locations with some inherent contextual differences. The remainder of this 

section now elaborates on these points by briefly examining the general literature available 

relating to the contextual aspects of CSR management in the UK and Germany. 

While each country has its own unique political, cultural, and economic history, and differs 

significantly in terms of core characteristics such as business-government (e.g. Crane and Matten, 

2010: 495) and/or business-employee relationships (Maignan and Ferrell, 2003:56), both 

countries share common defining features. These include: democratic institutions; a similar level 

of economic development in western industrialised systems; close geographic proximity; in the 

EU and other international organisation (e.g. OECD, UN). Both have undergone, (and Germany 

is currently undergoing) strong political, institutional, and economic reform. For example, both 

countries have experienced significant macro-economic policy reforms via integration into the 

EU in many areas including legal reform, tax reform (e.g. Gabler, 1988), and other political, 

institutional, and economic areas including service industry change. These laws, regulations, and 

guidelines impact the CSR codes of conduct governing behaviour in each country, as well as their 

differences and similarities (Fuerst and Wieland, 2004; Wagner, 2006:13).  
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In both countries the pharmaceutical industry is of key strategic importance. For instance, 

according to the Association British Pharmaceutical Industry (ABPI) (2010), the British 

pharmaceutical sector is one of the world’s largest exporter’s of pharmaceutical products by 

value (Exports in 2005: STG 12.bn). An analysis of the world’s top 100 medicines reveals that, 

after the USA, Britain’s pharmaceutical companies’ market share is greater than all its European 

competitors combined (ABPI, 2005 & 2010). Additionally, pharmaceuticals consistently lead in 

the top three industrial sectors in terms of trade surplus. Similarly, according to the German 

Pharmaceutical Industry Website (VFA, 2005 and 2010), Germany is the third largest market for 

pharmaceuticals in an international comparison (EUR 3.8bn). 

In general however, a review of the literature available reveals insufficient material 

regarding how this target group specifically manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities 

in the UK and Germany. Initial indications do suggest that managers appear to recognise distinct 

stakeholder groups in each country and to manage their CSR activities accordingly (see for 

example Clarkson, 1995). For instance, this practice is institutionalised in corporate governance 

in Germany in the form of a two-tier supervisory board, while the UK is deemed to be more 

shareholder-orientated despite the fact that it does embrace the stakeholder concept to some 

degree (see for example Crane and Matten, 2004:156). Nevertheless, the literature suggests that 

the concept of “CSR orientation in different cultural settings” is still quite unexplored both in 

CSR theory and in empirical research (e.g. Sachs et al, 2005).  

To elaborate, a review of past scholarship highlights that there is insufficient research on 

the subject of possible similarities and differences in CSR stakeholder engagement activities 

between the UK and Germany (Habisch and Jonker, 2005). Essentially, the rationale for potential 

differences is based on an anticipated Anglo-Saxon version of CSR in the UK, which leans more 

towards the US-capitalist system’s ‘shareholder value’, in contrast with the capitalist-socialist 
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system of ‘stakeholder capitalism’ followed in Germany (e.g. Martin, 2010). However, the 

available information is limited in two key ways. First, past scholarship relating to the particular 

operating environment facing pharmaceutical industry decision-makers in the UK and Germany 

is thin. Second, information regarding the specific responses of the target to their stakeholders’ 

CSR expectations in both countries is lacking. Consequently, the purpose of the research enquiry 

is to fill these gaps. Before identifying the empirical and conceptual research gaps in greater 

detail, the analysis now turns to examine the literature with respect to the specific management 

challenges facing pharmaceutical industry decision-makers when responding in their every-day 

operations to their stakeholders’ CSR stakeholder interests and expectations. 

 

2.9 PHARMA MANAGEMENT OF STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT  

Against the background of the wider context of the relationship between business and 

society in general, and the more specific issues identified immediately above in the particular 

case of the relationship between the pharmaceutical industry and its stakeholders, this section 

now builds on the general review of CSR stakeholder management and stakeholder engagement 

presented earlier. It focuses on the complicated nature of the practical management challenges 

facing pharmaceutical industry decision-makers within the context of demanding operating 

circumstances outlined in the sections immediately above. 

The recent ISO 26000 standard recognises that because health is an essential element of life 

in society, all organisations should respect health as a human right and should contribute within 

their means to the promotion of health by preventing damage and improving access to health 

services (ISO, 2010:65-6). In this regard however, despite the wide abundance of past scholarship 

on the topic of managing CSR stakeholder engagement in general, a review of the literature 

reveals insufficient material regarding the specific CSR stakeholder management practices of the 

pharmaceutical sector target group.  
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In this regard, although the fall in stakeholder confidence which many cases of past 

notorious corporate behaviour have induced (see for example Naughton, 2002:55; May et al, 

2007:7; Peters and Roess, 2010:8) is sparking increased awareness in CSR values in management 

(Welford, 1995:114; Fürst and Wieland, 2004; Obama, 2007; Ferrell et al, 2008; BBDO, 2009), 

one of the challenges for managing stakeholder engagement is that even attempting to define 

CSR had been aptly described as “nailing jelly against a wall” (Leisinger, 2002). In an area where 

no consensus exists to define what CSR means, even understandings based on broadly accepted 

definitions (e.g. WBSCD, 2002; UN Global Compact, 2009) may be interpreted based on world 

views of differing (ethical) foundations (McDonald, 2009). Significantly, these varying 

expectations create controversy which determines that CSR may mean different things to 

different people. Within this ambiguity, the literature on management practices which reveals 

how to specifically implement the concept at company-level is under-developed. As a result, 

these activities remain relatively uncharted and unclear (Fairbrass et al, 2005; O’Riordan, 2006; 

Hond et al, 2008; Welford et al, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2008) for this target group. Consequently, it 

is uncertain how well companies’ combined economic policies serve social objectives (Gouldson 

and Roberts, 2000:20) and the perceptions of the target decision-makers in this respect are 

unclear. 

More specifically, a review of past scholarship (e.g. Crane & Matten, 2007), highlights a 

vague idea of company social obligation based upon a combination of moral beliefs and 

perceived vested interests. Moreover, the literature suggests that those vested interests (and the 

resulting stakeholder engagement approaches) appear to be defined by nothing more substantial 

than the (varying, unpredictable, sometimes conflicting) interpretations (e.g. Greenfield, 2004) of 

an assortment of stakeholder groups. The variety of “social” purposes targeted, and more 

significantly the outcome, appears to ultimately depend mainly on who is asked (Welford, 1995; 
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Woodward et al, 2001; Leisinger, 2002; Lozano, 2008). Furthermore, despite numerous ongoing 

attempts to compute its value (e.g. Alexander & Buchholz, 1982; Clarkson, 1995), no consensus 

exists to define what exactly denotes responsible business behaviour. In this regard, past 

scholarship offers scant evidence of debatable value to specifically prove why (or that) 

responsible behaviour is beneficial to business (Greenfield 2004:22; Welford, 2004; O’Riordan, 

2006; Reich, 2007).  

In an area which is evolving rapidly, much of the management literature is still incomplete 

(e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:224). Against the background of the developments presented above 

in CSR stakeholder management, the inherent challenges identified in managing the relationship 

between a business and its stakeholders including the general and specific criticisms levelled 

against this industry, trigger the need to improve current knowledge regarding how 

pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany actually engage with their stakeholders. In 

this regard, recommendations which urge more qualitative research to document the cognitive 

aspects of how managers respond to stakeholders’ expectations (e.g. Laplume et al, 2008) appear 

particularly appealing to uncover the perceptions and practices undertaken by the target decision-

makers within this complex operating scenario. More specifically, because acting in an 

accountable manner (see for example Schwartz and Carroll, 2008:171) means that companies 

need to assume responsibility for the impacts of their practices, policies and the decisions that 

stand behind those practices (Waddock, 2002:219), examination of this target group’s CSR 

response is required to investigate whether it is acting in a trustworthy and transparent manner 

(Tapscott and Ticoll, 2003). 

A systematic review of the abundant literature which has arisen in the comprehensive field 

of the business and society relationship, stakeholder theory, and CSR since the 1950’s indicates 

that from the wide range of possible aspects which could be pertinent to describe and explain 
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how this target sector manages its CSR stakeholder engagement, six themes emerge as 

particularly salient. These include the terminology employed, how stakeholders are prioritised, 

stakeholder CSR communication, organisation, the projects and activities undertaken, and the 

expectations and other factors which influence those choices. Significantly however, the literature 

lacks explicit detail with regard to these aspects. The next section now turns to examine these six 

aspects of CSR management in greater detail. 

 

2.10 SIX KEY MANAGEMENT ASPECTS OF CSR ENGAGEMENT 

First, with respect to terminology, industry has never been happy with the language used in 

business ethics (van Liujk, 2001; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008). The many terms employed often 

imply differing meanings which creates conceptual confusion in understanding what each 

concept means, or should mean, and how each might relate to the others (see for example 

Schwartz and Carroll, 2008:149). As a result, recognising practitioner terminology could be 

considered helpful (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2004:67). In this regard, the literature emphasises the 

value of paying close attention to the dynamics of language and visual imagery concerning the 

range of terms used instead of or alongside CSR (May et al 2007). Significantly however, past 

scholarship does not specify which terminology is employed by pharmaceutical companies when 

managing their stakeholder engagement responses in the UK and Germany. More specifically, 

the existing evidence merely points in general terms to the possibility of potential diversity with 

respect to definitions in the terminology adopted (O’Riordan 2006; Fairbrass et al, 2006; May et 

al, 2007: 8).  

Second, fresh research is needed to clearly identify how stakeholder interests and demands 

are prioritised and ranked along the approaches previously discussed above. In particular, 

stakeholder prioritisation and relationships with respect to power, legitimacy and urgency require 

investigation (Mitchell et al, 1997; Murray and Vogel, 1997; Frazier, 1999; Clark, 2000; Daniels 
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and Radebaugh, 2001:561; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 2001; Maignan et al,. 2002; 

Stigson, 2002; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003; Crane and Matten, 2004:439) because past scholarship 

fails to reveal which stakeholders are considered key for the target pharmaceutical group (see for 

example Burchell and Cooke, 2006; Crane and Matten, 2010). In this regard, the literature neither 

discloses the perceptions and practices behind this prioritisation nor how the process is managed.  

Third, data which reveals how CSR engagement responses are communicated to those 

identified stakeholders is needed. The discussion presented above on the recent developments in 

the field of CSR communication and stakeholder dialogue (see for example Habisch and Jonker, 

2005:6; Gouldson et al, 2007; Greenwood, 2007; ISO, 2010:73-6) indicates that an interactive 

form of communication with stakeholders would be valuable (Crane and Livesey, 2003:46; 

Burchell and Cook, 2008:41). However, there is little detailed analysis either on the processes 

and practices per se and for this target group (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) with respect to 

their impact (Burchell and Cook, 2006:154). As a result, given the salient role of communication 

in CSR (ISO, 2010), communication methods in stakeholder relationships need to be more 

closely examined (Clark, 2000:363 & 372). 

Fourth, past scholarship further fails to specifically detail how CSR stakeholder 

engagement is organised (e.g. Hond et al, 2007). One key issue is the nature of CSR itself which 

incorporates both the challenge of ethical relativism as well as the requirement to balance various 

triple bottom-line interests when deciding how to manage CSR (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:233-82). 

In general, the discretionary nature of CSR means that it is conceptualised as either a corporate or 

a managerial response (Hond et al, 2007:123). Because the various roles and job descriptions that 

comprise that structure may create opportunities for unethical behaviour (e.g. Ferrell et al, 

2010:302-12), the general literature suggests that the organisational structure is important in the 

study of CSR. However, the literature for this target group is incomplete. As a result, it is unclear 
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whether CSR is organised via a centralised or decentralised approach and how this affects or is 

affected by the corporate culture The voluntary nature of ethical decision making (e.g. Ferrell et 

al, 2010:268-70; Crane and Matten, 2010:149) is possibly the reason why the literature on 

strategic integration of CSR into business models is still underdeveloped (Denchev, 2005). The 

failure to integrate and embed corporate responsibility strategy into core business activities (e.g. 

Porter and Kramer, 2006) could cause inadequate stakeholder engagement due to a lack of 

enabling resources, structure, and accordingly commitment. This could pose a barrier to 

unlocking the full value of a business’ potential (CSR Europe, 2009). Nevertheless, recent 

literature is beginning to suggest that companies of all sizes increasingly see CSR not as 

something extra, but as part of their basic commercial strategy (Matten and Moon, 2005; 

International Business Leaders Forum (IBLF), 2009; ISO, 2010). Significantly in this regard, a 

review of the literature highlights that CSR efforts could be leveraged more advantageously in 

better developed strategies to improve the impact of these processes (Porter and Kramer, 2006). 

As a result, some authors recommend the need for more qualitative research to document the 

cognitive aspects of how managers respond to stakeholders’ expectations (Laplume et al, 2008). 

The complex operating context facing pharmaceutical decision-makers who attempt to manage 

the cumulative (and often conflicting) interests of a range of stakeholders in everyday practice 

(O’Riordan, 2006) may be part of the reason why the academic literature lacks evidence which 

reveals whether and how the CSR principles (stated by the industry) translate into actual 

stakeholder engagement practices (e.g. ISO, 2010:77-9). This is significant because the literature 

in general suggests that CSR is not always evident at operational level (Gouldson, 2002; Crane 

and Matten, 2007:145).  

Fifth, the academic literature does not make clear which projects/activities are being 

undertaken under the CSR label by pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. If 
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accountability means that companies assume responsibility for the impacts of their practices, 

policies and the decisions that stand behind those programmes (Waddock, 2002:219), past 

scholarship insufficiently illuminates the variety of activities that have emerged from the range of 

definitions that are noted to have formed a concept of CSR (Freeman, 1984; Welford, 2004; 

O’Riordan, 2006; Fairbrass et al, 2006; Crane and Matten, 2007). As a result, internal company 

CSR stakeholder engagement activities in the pharmaceutical industry remain unclear.  

Sixth, the general lack of transparency outlined immediately above and in the previous 

sections regarding how the target decision-makers specifically manage their stakeholder 

engagement activities significantly highlights ambiguity with respect to expectations regarding 

the likely outcome of investing business resources in CSR activities. While some authors suggest 

that employees might be attracted to work for and be more committed to corporations that are 

perceived as being socially responsible (e.g. Greening and Turban, 2000), the perceived benefits 

and costs which motivate responsible business behaviour are far from clear (Crane and Matten, 

2010). More specifically, although there are many good business reasons why it might be 

advantageous for companies to act in a social manner as described by Friedman (1970), the 

literature does not reveal details regarding the primary motivations of the decision-makers in this 

target group. As a result, within the general context of the ongoing turbulence in the business and 

society relationship per se (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:5), there is not sufficient material in the 

literature to establish whether or not the target companies are acting in an accountable, 

trustworthy and transparent manner (see for example Schwartz and Carroll, 2008:171;Tapscott 

and Ticoll, 2003). Moreover, the complicated operating scenario involving the conflicting points 

of view which may be held in the many corners of the world in which global businesses typically 

operate frequently confounds the operating context (Deresky, 2000; Daniels, and Radebaugh, 

2001; Stigson, 2002; Castka et al, 2004). In particular, although pharmaceutical companies and 
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associations claim (and deliver statistics to support) active CSR practice (delivered via 

stakeholder engagement) as part of their basic business model (see for example IFPMA, 2009), 

the actual impact of these practices is uncertain. In this regard, previous literature has produced 

mixed, inconclusive and controversial results for measuring CSR performance (e.g. Hond et al, 

2007; Welford et al, 2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:60) and the outcomes of stakeholder dialogue 

(e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2008:42). Because past scholarship suggests that CSR principles do not 

always translate into stakeholder engagement practices (Gouldson, 2002; Crane and Matten, 

2007:145), the possible existence of gaps between claimed CSR rhetoric and the reality of actual 

CSR practice requires exploration (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Consequently, examination 

of this target group’s CSR expectations might help to ascertain whether it is acting in a 

trustworthy and transparent manner (Tapscott and Ticoll, 2003). 

In summary, this critical examination of the empirical and conceptual research in the 

relevant field of study identifies the requirement for fresh exploratory research with respect to the 

specific practices related to the six themes of CSR management identified. Consequently, this 

review establishes part of the rationale for the research objectives and questions. In addition, in 

light of the complex operating context facing pharmaceutical decision-makers, a review of the 

factors which influence how the target decision-makers’ manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement is necessary. To explore these effects in greater detail, the next section provides a 

brief overview of a selection of factors which the academic literature suggests may influence the 

business operating environment facing CSR decision-makers. In overview, these include 

complications involving the institutional, political, and cultural contexts in the UK and Germany, 

the elusive nature of CSR itself, and factors related to how CSR impact is defined. 
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2.11 FACTORS WHICH INFLUENCE CSR MANAGEMENT 

The General Influence of Contextual Complications on CSR Management 

Carroll and Bucholtz (2009:7) state that the environment of a society is a key concept in 

analysing business and society relationships. At its broadest level, the macro-environment can be 

considered to include the total environment outside the firm. This is the complete societal context 

in which the organisation resides. One convenient conceptualisation of this macro-environment 

comprises the four segments: political, economic, social and technological (PEST).  

Within the general context of the developing, diverse and (principally) discretionary 

approaches to the management of CSR stakeholder engagement presented above (e.g. Ferrell et 

al, 2010:233-82), past scholarship additionally suggests a range of individual and situational 

factors (e.g. Ford and Richardson, 1994; Ferrell et al, 2010:311) which may influence ethical 

decision-making (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:148-176). This indicates that in addition to 

individual influences such as age and gender (e.g. Loe et al, 2000; O’Fallon and Butterfield, 

2005), personal values (Agle and Caldwell, 1999), and personal integrity, external situational 

factors such as the issues of moral intensity and framing, and context-related aspects such as 

rewards, authority, bureaucracy, work roles, organisational culture and national context/cultural 

factors (e.g. Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 2004), as well as organisational values, may affect 

ethical decision-making (Crane and Matten, 2010:161). Further, empirical work has generally 

tended to support the existence of inter-relationships between these factors (e.g. Vitell et al, 1993; 

Jackson, 2001; Christie et al, 2003; Crane and Matten, 2010:151). This suggests that the 

company’s moral climate may be affected by a range of factors including society, the business, 

the industry, the organisation as well as the individual manager’s and employee’s personal 

situation (Ferrell et al, 2010:311).  
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Against the backdrop of the influence of these individual and situational factors, the 

concept of stakeholder theory suggests that the organisation should involve stakeholders in a 

positive manner to create opportunities which improve the basis for their organisational activities 

(Greenwood, 2007:317; ISO, 2010:4). This focuses attention on the need for managers to 

recognise the interests of a broad range of stakeholders in society when developing their business 

strategies (Freeman, 1984). Mitchell et al, (1997:854) propose three rationales which may 

influence how managers sort stakeholders interests. These include either the power of 

stakeholders to influence the firm, the legitimacy of their relationship with the firm, or the 

urgency of their claim on the firm. In this regard, the discretionary nature of CSR decision-

making suggests that it is possible for managers to adopt varying moral and strategic approaches 

when addressing stakeholder interests (Greenwood, 2007:321). In general, the literature 

recognises the inter-dependencies of these claims. In other words, they do not compete as 

explanations of stakeholder status or CSR response but instead intersect to varying degrees 

(Mitchell et al, 1997:863).  

Economic and behavioural exchange theories provide various additional insights for 

examining the independencies in these relationships (Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-36). 

Exchange theories help to explain how managers make relationship decisions within the 

complexity of many contextual factors in their operating environments. More specifically, five 

relevant theories include agency theory which focuses on exchange risk (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989), 

transaction cost economics which concentrates on the economics of transactions (e.g. 

Williamson, 1979 & 1985), resource dependency theory which addresses the power and control 

in the relationship (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Frazier, 1999), social/relational exchange 

theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 1980), and interaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982). Because past 

scholarship suggests that all of these theories may play an influencing role in how the parties in 



 63 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

the relationship interact (e.g. Håkansson (1982), these theories are potentially relevant in CSR 

stakeholder management. However, the literature does not sufficiently explain either which 

theories play a role or the possible inter-dependencies involved for this target group. 

The possible differing regional and cultural distinctiveness within these influencing factors 

indicate the potential for variation in values which may generate varying expectations. Clearly, 

these aspects could influence both the CSR response and impact in each country. More 

specifically, contextual influencing factors may cause varying associated organisational 

approaches, activities, and differing expectations regarding return on CSR investment (Crane and 

Matten, 2007). Significantly in this regard, the literature further suggests that diversity in national 

perceptions of CSR may cause differing national concepts of CSR (Chapple and Moon, 2005). 

Some authors advocate that this implies that Europe as a region may develop its own distinctive 

and unique model of CSR (Crane and Matten, 2007), or that individual national concepts may 

flourish (Habisch and Jonker, 2005:6). Within this context, the evidence further proposes that the 

discretionary nature of CSR (e.g. Carroll, 1979, 1991; Kotler and Lee, 2005; Ferrell et al, 

2010:282) may itself cause diversity in organisational response when managing stakeholder 

engagement. To address these aspects in greater detail, the next sub-sections examine possible 

contextual complications in the UK and Germany. They then proceed to address how the 

intangible discretionary nature of CSR may influence its management, and how these factors 

potentially interactively influence the way in which CSR impact is defined. 

 

Contextual Complications in the UK and Germany 

Past scholarship (e.g. Matten and Moon, 2008) notes how complications involving the 

institutional, political, and cultural contexts in the UK and Germany influence CSR behaviour. 

Variations in CSR behaviour can be assumed to be influenced by what pharmaceutical decision-

makers consider to constitute [appropriate or effective] stakeholder engagement. However, in this 
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regard, the discretionary nature of CSR (highlighted in previous sections to include both target 

stakeholder audience focus and managerial response) may cause a diversity of (sometimes 

illogical or irrational) CSR expectations and responses. For example, certain contextual aspects 

(which are themselves complicated by varying interpretations) may affect CSR 

organisational/governance approaches and practices (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005:6-7). Clearly, 

some of the policy and practice issues highlighted in the literature are not yet resolved (e.g. Knox 

and Maklan, 2004).  

More specifically, the literature suggests that CSR practice is influenced by contextual 

complexities which cause varying interpretations arising out of different geographical regions and 

cultures (Deresky, 2000; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 2001; Maignan et al, 2002; 

Stigson, 2002; Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Haugh, 2003; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003; 

Castka et al, 2004; Baker, 2004; Crane and Matten, 2007). In brief, these varying contextual 

settings are interpreted to potentially influence CSR behaviour in the pharmaceutical industry in 

each respective country of operation (Cassel, 2002; Habisch and Jonker, 2005). For example, the 

literature notes fundamental differences in the way in which business ethics is practiced and 

studied in Europe compared with the USA (Crane and Matten, 2007:32). In this regard, America 

adopts a philanthropic approach which is claimed to be a driving force behind its civil society 

(Economist, 2007:78; Carroll and Buchholz, 2009:626-51). As a result, past scholarship makes a 

case for a distinctly European perspective on business ethics (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:32). 

Significantly, this might additionally lead to differences in the ways in which CSR is understood 

and implemented by firms on a country level (i.e. within two European countries). 

Notwithstanding the potential cultural differences, given the similarities between the UK 

and Germany presented previously, including the fact that both countries belong to a similar 

geographic region (and potential other parallels based on the global orientation of pharmaceutical 
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operations), it might be expected that the CSR practices of pharmaceutical companies in these 

two locations would not prove entirely different. Nevertheless, the literature highlights how each 

society (i.e. the macro-environment in which firms operate) possesses a unique historical, 

religious, educational, cultural, political, economic, social, technological and other particular 

relevant contextual factors (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Matten and Moon, 2005; Carroll and 

Bucholtz, 2009:7). This influences the values, beliefs, attitudes and shared understanding of the 

direct and indirect operating environment (e.g. Deresky, 2000; Daniels and Radebauch, 2001; 

Crane and Matten, 2007:32). Further, past scholarship suggests that these factors create a form of 

‘mental software’ which serves to reinforce the dominant patterns of thinking, feeling, and acting 

in many spheres of behaviour (Hofstede, 1997:235-237) which culminates in ‘national flavours’ 

of CSR (Chapple and Moon, 2005).   

For international managers attempting to develop business strategies to address these 

differences, the term “glocalisation” suggests the operational paradox which requires both the 

need for standardisation in organisational design, systems, and procedures as markets globalise, 

but simultaneous adaptation of practices to the local characteristics of the market, local 

legislation, the fiscal regime, the socio-political system and the cultural system (Trompenaars and 

Hampden-Turner, 2004:3). This approach assumes that despite the many common products and 

services in world markets, they may actually mean different things to the people in each culture. 

These meanings are influenced by value standards (Hofstede 1997:237) which affect the 

contextual operating environment facing CSR decision makers (for example) in the UK and 

Germany.  

To understand how possible similarities and differences between the UK and Germany 

might influence CSR practices, Trompenaars (2004:2) suggests that decision-maker’s culture of 

origin, their culture of work, and the culture of the organisation may potentially influence 
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management behaviour. As a result, because cultural programs vary in ways which are rarely 

acknowledged and often misunderstood (Hofstede 1997:236), differences in phenomena such as 

authority, responsibility, verification, accountability, good fellowship, and many others, are 

experienced in different ways (i.e. mean different things). Significantly, this leads to differing 

expectations among those involved (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2004:2). In addition, 

because the same words (i.e. labels) are used to describe these phenomena, misunderstandings 

can arise among stakeholders who remain unaware of their cultural biases (i.e. the fact that their 

accustomed conduct may not be appropriate or shared). Specifically for CSR, this means that 

cultural factors may give rise to different CSR practice including aspects such as the approach to 

CSR (Gardiner and Lacy, 2005), individual or collective responsibility, understandings regarding 

key actors, guidelines regarding ethical behaviour, CSR focus and content, as well as approach to 

stakeholder management (Crane and Matten, 2004:27-9). In this regard however, past scholarship 

does not specify the significance or otherwise of this phenomena with regard to how the target 

group manages its CSR stakeholder engagement in the UK and Germany. 

As a result, when considering the effect of contextual complications (e.g. as described in 

Fairbrass et al, 2005) on company-stakeholder relationships in the UK and Germany, previous 

research on culture has clustered the UK differently from Germany based on the attitudinal 

dimensions of culture and socio-political climates (see for example Lozano et al, 2008). 

Essentially, past scholarship does not however sufficiently explain the influencing role played by 

contextual factors when managing CSR stakeholder engagement activities in the UK (Habisch 

and Jonker 2005:51-66) and in Germany (Habisch and Jonker 2005:111-124) for this target 

sector. Accordingly, it was not clear whether pharmaceutical companies in the UK belong under 

an ‘Anglo’ cluster (alongside countries such as the US, Canada, Australia, Ireland, and South 

Africa) and those in Germany under a ‘Germanic’ cluster (with Austria and Switzerland) as 
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suggested in the literature (e.g. Ronen Shenkar 1985:449; Deresky, 2000:118). Consequently, 

new data is required to explore the role played by the host of potential differences which could 

lead to variation in CSR policies between the two countries (such as national e.g. legal 

requirements, institutional frameworks, or corporate strategy approach distinctions and culture). 

Ultimately, the many CSR aspects presented above highlight both common denominator CSR 

challenges, as well as the existence of the potential for a distinctive country-, or region-specific 

form of business ethics. Collectively, this begs the question of whether, within the EU, a 

distinctive UK and German perspective on CSR exists for the target group as suggested in the 

general literature by previous authors (Chapple and Moon, 2005). This triggers research 

questions about CSR management with respect to interpretations and expectations, as well as 

how these influencing factors manifest themselves within firms’ operations.  

Following this discussion regarding how contextual complications in the UK and Germany 

potentially influence how CSR stakeholder engagement is managed in those countries, the next 

sub-section turns to address how the intangible nature of CSR per se possibly effects CSR 

management. 

 

The Management Complication Related to the Elusive Nature of CSR 

The academic literature suggests that the factors which influence the inherent diversity in 

practices (to meet the broad definitions(s) and the range of terms and concepts) which signify the 

concept of CSR may be affected by meanings which have developed over time. They may also be 

due to different contexts which denote certain perspectives of doing business. Significantly, these 

meanings are documented as contested, shifting, and still evolving (e.g. May et al, 2007:8; ISO, 

2010:6). As a result, terms such as sustainability and sustainable development may sometimes 

hold strategically different meanings (May et al, 2007:7). In brief, the literature suggests that a 

number of specific factors may have been instrumental in influencing the ‘blurred’ meaning of 
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CSR practice. In general, the vast amount of CSR literature that has emerged over the last half a 

century suggests that the topic is influenced by a long research history which has generated many 

and varied theories, concepts, models, and themes (e.g. Carroll, 1999; Welford 2004; Habisch 

and Jonker 2005; Fairbrass and O’Riordan, 2006). The ‘loaded nature’ of the topic has also given 

rise to considerable debate relating to two further issues. The first is a generally negative image 

concerning businesses and their actions in relation to society (e.g. Wagner, 2006:8; Carroll and 

Bucholtz, 2009). Second, there appears to be some confusion relating to questions about 

businesses in terms of their alleged responsibilities and/or obligations towards society (Freeman, 

1984; Crane and Matten, 2007; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008).  

Within the context of the ongoing transformations with respect to the increased acceptance 

of stakeholder theory (see for example Lablume et al, 2008), CSR has often been presented in the 

academic literature as a ‘challenge’ for management. Past scholarship has suggested that this is 

due to the fact that the CSR debate has been associated with both external and internal 

influencing factors (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007). More specifically, the (external) macro 

economic corporate business model underpins (internal) business practices at company level 

(Lozano, 2008). The ‘challenge’ arises out of a broader debate about the role of the business 

organisation in society (Deresky, 2000; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 2001; Maignan 

et al, 2002; Stigson, 2002; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003; Haugh, 2003; Crane and Matten, 

2004:439; Ferrell et al, 2008; Hahn, 2009; Carroll and Buchholz, 2009). The resulting 

elusiveness surrounding the concept is based on various perceptions held by individuals in 

relation to the question of business responsibility and obligation in general. In this regard the 

ambiguity of the term “social” (i.e. external factor) is documented to play a key role (Lozano, 

2008). In addition to the lack of a generally accepted definition of social responsibility and the 

related ambiguity regarding the term “social”, as well as the diversity of inherent interpretations 
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and approaches (possibly due to cultural factors (see below)), combining the term social with the 

term “economic” in business practice is suggested to further complicate/influence CSR 

stakeholder engagement (Fuerst and Wieland 2004; Wagner, 2006; Crane and Matten, 2007).  

Following this discussion regarding how the intangible nature of CSR per se possibly 

effects CSR management the next sub-section now addresses how expectations regarding CSR 

outcomes may influence both why and how CSR stakeholder engagement is managed in the UK 

and Germany. 

 

The Complication of Managing/Measuring CSR Impact 

Because values differ due to the reasons explained immediately above, perceptions vary 

regarding what determines societal as well as business value or return. Specifically in this regard, 

the literature suggests that expectations regarding return on CSR investment may also influence 

CSR practice (Crane and Matten, 2004). As a result, past scholarship implies that factors related 

to how CSR impact is defined may influence CSR behaviour. 

To elaborate, because as noted immediately above, CSR practices are decided by nothing 

more concrete than the intentions (and therefore dependent upon the power) of the person who 

uses them (Lozano, 2008), it follows that the motives for business actions introduced by either 

managers or the corporation play an influencing role. Clearly, this influence may include the 

pursuit of personal or corporate benefits, as well as the role of emotions in selecting stakeholders 

groups to receive benefit. For instance, in this respect, the researched-based pharmaceutical 

industry communicates that: 

“Companies undertake [their CSR] activities individually and independently, but also 

involve stakeholders from different sectors (IFPMA, 2009:1).  

 

Further in this regard, the academic literature suggests that potential conflicts of interest 

between personal and corporate aspirations make theoretical distinctions between 
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corporate/strategic and personal values in CSR response difficult to separate clearly (Hond et al, 

2007:123). Moreover, the ‘glocalisation’ paradox presented above (Trompenaars and Hampden-

Turner, 2004:3) further highlights challenges regarding the use of value standards (Hofstede, 

1997:237). In this context, Hofstede states: 

“The main cultural differences among nations lie in values. Systematic differences exist 

with regard to values about power and inequality, with regard to the relationship between 

the individual and the group, to the social roles expected from men or women, with 

respect to ways of dealing with the uncertainties in life, and with respect to whether one is 

mainly preoccupied with the future or with the past and present” (Hofstede, 1997:236). 

 

Based on the above suggestions, the literature can be interpreted to imply that corporate response 

to CSR (and by definition related CSR organisation/governance and practices) as well as 

outcome expectations of CSR are (discretionarily) influenced by subjective perceptions which are 

driven by personal values (as suggested for example by Fuerst and Wieland, 2004).  

In addition, past scholarship suggests that cultural influences on corporate approaches to 

stakeholder management (Crane and Matten, 2004:29) may mean that European companies are 

not as dominated as American companies by the drive for shareholder value maximisation. This 

is significant, because many of the target leading pharmaceutical companies in the UK and 

Germany are of US and European origin. In this regard, the literature suggests that European 

companies tend to be managed by large executive and supervisory boards with considerable 

interlinked ownership structures (van Luijk, 1990; Grundei and Talaulicar, 2002; Zaumseil, 

2010). For instance, under Germany’s model of stakeholder capitalism (which took root after the 

Second World War and is judged to have contributed to its rapid economic growth until the 

1980’s) workers’ representatives fill half the seats on firms’ supervisory boards and a separate 

management board is responsible for running the day to day business operations. Further, 
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German companies are required to act in the interest of all stakeholders and not just shareholders. 

Overall, this corporate governance approach is generally viewed positively because it takes a 

long-term approach which is deemed to preserve the company for the future. However, this 

system of corporate governance also lends itself to ‘bad behaviour’ due to matters related to the 

governing board’s composition (Fauver and Fuerst, 2006). These failings of corporate 

governance are often addressed in other countries (such as the UK) from the outside by 

shareholders pressing for change or taking over companies which are performing poorly. 

However, Germans tend to be sceptical about shareholder’s role in holding managers to account 

(Reiermann and Reuter, 2009). This is possibly explained by a stronger understanding that 

government, trade unions, and corporate associations are key actors in business in Germany (e.g. 

Crane and Matten, 2004:28). Interestingly, the same authors suggest the UK tends to lie more 

closely to the USA from a cultural perspective (than to continental Europe). Crucially in this 

regard, the literature suggests that the concept of “CSR orientation in different cultural settings” 

is still quite unexplored both in CSR theory and in empirical research (Sachs et al, 2005).  

Finally, on the topic of how expected CSR impact influences CSR behaviour, previous 

academic literature has produced mixed, inconclusive, and controversial results, due to a lack of a 

solid theoretical framework for measuring CSR performance (Crane and Matten, 2010:61). In 

this regard economic performance in relation to CSR activities is deemed difficult to define 

because of: 

“The incremental economic impact which includes both direct money outlays and inflows 

and other implications whose monetary value is difficult to establish, such as a firm's 

image with customers, or workers' health and motivation” (Lankoski, 2009:1).  

 

Accordingly, traditional attempts to develop a cost-benefit analysis of social responsibility 

continue (e.g. Novick, 1973; Burke and Logsdon, 1996; Jonker and de Witte, 2006:91), as others 
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(polemically) suggest that finance and economics are “the curse of the ethical executive” 

(Economist, 2001:102). Within this context, despite various noted obstacles to defining CSR 

impact and outcome including for example definitional aspects (e.g. Barth and Wolff, 2009:245), 

and lack of quantifiable targets (e.g. Swoboda, 2007), some evidence suggests that investors are 

beginning to broaden their horizons regarding their evaluation of what determines sustainable 

investment. In this regard, enthusiasts are convinced that merely focusing on the profit and loss 

account and balance sheet is a blinkered approach (Insead, 2009). In essence, a recent Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) report on community investment suggests that even those giving away 

money through philanthropy or community investment only report on input (i.e. money, 

employee volunteering hours etc.) but rarely report on output and impacts. As a result, they do 

not know if they are failing (or succeeding) to make a difference because they are unable to 

define or measure what that difference is (Welford et al, 2008).  

In summary, the gaps identified expose the need for better illumination regarding the 

positioning of CSR within the company’s external environment (e.g. Freeman 1984:40; Murray 

and Vogel, 1997:142; Laplume et al, 2008; Carroll and Buchholz, 2009). To address the issues 

identified above the empirical research aims to investigate whether and how the selection of 

factors presented here may influence the CSR practices of the target sector. In this regard, 

although Crane and Matten (2010:551) significantly note that business ethics is not really a 

separate branch of management at all, the management tools and techniques in this field are 

evolving. As a result, past scholarship highlights the need for a clearer representation of all of 

these aspects (see for example Bhattacharyya et al, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2008; Schwartz and 

Carroll, 2008). In response to this recommendation, the next section critically reviews some 

relevant models, theories, and conceptual frameworks which could help decision-makers to 

manage their stakeholder engagement activities. The subsequent section then proposes a new 
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conceptual framework which aims to contribute as a practical tool to help decision-makers in the 

target sector to manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 

 

2.12 PREVIOUS ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORKS 

A Conceptualisation of the Business-Society Relationship  

To demonstrate the credibility which is increasingly demanded of them by society, 

companies require a comprehensive understanding of the impact of their core business activities 

in the environment in which they operate (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007). When attempting to 

conceptualise this impact it is necessary to understand the factors which may influence the firm’s 

response to various stakeholder groups on CSR issues. To frame the ‘confusion’ which could be 

argued to arise from the wide range of theories and the many alternative perspectives which the 

literature suggests could be relevant, Figure 2.1 organises, scopes and structures the options. 

 

Figure 2.1 Overview of Theoretical Alternatives  

 
(Source: O’Riordan, 2006) 
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does not claim to include all the possible theories, it contributes by graphically illustrating both 

the range of theories and their positioning within the subject domains.  

The choice of relevant elements in the later conceptualisation is driven by which 

perspective of CSR is being examined. For example, if the evaluation were related to policy and 

regulation, political economic theory might prove most relevant. Figure 2.1 locates political 

economy theory between the politics and economy domain. On the other hand, if the analysis 

took an institutional and power orientation leaning, institutional and power theories may be more 

relevant (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Frazier, 1999). Similarly, if the organisation is the focus 

of the study, organisational theories are most probably of value. In Figure 2.1 for instance, 

legitimacy theory is positioned under the domain of political theory, resource dependence theory 

under the domain of sociology and organisational behaviour (Haniffa, 2006). However, resource 

dependence theory could also have been placed between the politics and economic spheres. 

Further, stakeholder theory for example is considered to belong to more than one or two possible 

groupings. Overall, this establishes that the chosen positioning is driven by the research aims. 

Given the aim to develop a practical tool which conceptualises how the target sector 

manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities, many of the theories depicted in Figure 2.1 

could be relevant for this research. These include implementation, individual, organisational, and 

societal theories, and group theories (Yin, 2003:31). In addition, stakeholder, legitimacy, and 

agency theory are useful as described above. Further, decision-making theory (Yin 2003) allows 

the inclusion of individuals, organisations and social groups (O’Riordan, 2006).  

Because the specific focus of this research cuts across a number of these illustrative types, 

conceptually any or all of the above theories could be applied to describe, understand, and 

explain the CSR stakeholder engagement behaviour of the target decision-makers. Given the 

options, on balance, the theories and concepts chosen to inform this particular research comprise 
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a spectrum ranging between legitimacy (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005:5) and political economy 

theory (Woodward, 2001:358). Further, the ideas and approach within discursive institutionalism 

are deemed broad-ranging in scope to simultaneously encompass many theories in international 

business and management studies. In this regard, the literature suggests that although CSR has 

been the subject of substantial research, no coherence on which theories are most valuable is 

evident (Preston 1983; Ullmann, 1985). Given this lack of theoretical perspective to drive 

systematic research, rather than choosing sides in the theoretical or methodological debates in 

preference of one particular theory, a pluralistic approach is adopted which is sufficiently flexible 

to allow many factors to play a role (Schmidt, 2004:206). Following this examination of the 

scope and limitations of theoretical alternatives, the next section focuses on initiating the 

development of a management tool which is designed to be of practical use to decision-makers in 

the target sector. From the comprehensive range of factors identified in the literature review, it 

synthesises the wide range of CSR factors discussed above into clusters of inter-related 

components. These are depicted in a flow of context, obligation and response categories.  

 

An Illustration of the Contextual and Management Inter-relationships  

The broad scope of both the literature and the theories presented above demonstrate the 

comprehensive array of factors which could play a role in the way the target groups manages its 

CSR stakeholder engagement. Because this research aims to develop a practical tool which 

conceptualises this target groups’ CSR practices, Figure 2.2 below attempts to organise the 

factors which the literature review identified could potentially play an influencing role.  

Figure 2.2 suggests that CSR practices could be influenced by a range of factors which 

have been organised into three broad categories. This begins with the context i.e. way in which 

institutional factors framed by cultural norms or other aspects of the PEST operating environment 

including business type and record. This suggests that perceptions regarding obligation may 
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shape (and be shaped by) societal/stakeholder expectations. CSR practice may also be influenced 

by (but also influence) the leadership style and the internal company management culture. As a 

result, this may influence the way in which decision-makers manage their CSR response. This 

response may include CSR practices as well as other specific management aspects such as 

strategy, governance, communication, image/reputation, and/or measurement. Significantly, the 

overlapping circles and arrows presented in this representation highlight both the inter-

relationships and possible overlap between many of these factors.  

From the comprehensive range of factors identified in the literature review, Figure 2.2 takes 

a first step in ‘distilling’ CSR stakeholder engagement activities down into this illustration of the 

possible contextual and management inter-relationships.  

Figure 2.2 CSR Practices: Possible Influencing Factors  
 

 
 

(Source: O’Riordan, 2006) 
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A Framework for Classifying the Previous Literature on CSR Management  

Because this research aims to develop a practical tool which conceptualises how the target 

sector manages its CSR stakeholder engagement, it does not focus on theoretical aspects or on 

developing a wider framework for business in society. Instead it addresses the CSR strategies 

which companies pursue. Due to the fact that specific frameworks which comprehensively 

address CSR management were significantly lacking at the time when this research was 

undertaken, this section examines a purposefully chosen selection of conceptualisations relevant 

to this field.  

In an attempt to address the many aspects which could play a role in the practical 

management of CSR stakeholder engagement, Figure 2.3 below builds on the analysis presented 

in Figures 2.1 and 2.2 above. It presents a purposefully chosen overview of some selected 

contributions to the literature in this field. It presents an overview of selected relevant literature in 

this field at the time when the original framework was developed in 2005/2006. It categorises 

those theories, concepts, ideas, frameworks, and models which are considered useful when 

attempting to describe, analyse, and/or explain how the target group manages its CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities.  

Because the multitude of related aspects (see Figures 2.1. and 2.2) could be argued to 

ultimately actually confuse effective CSR management, this overview builds on the previous 

analysis of the previous scholarship to identify, classify, and thereby order the reviewed literature 

into three categories. These include influencers, response and outcome. Within these main 

categories, further sub-classifications are chosen. These categories and classifications are 

explained in greater detail below in Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3   Overview of Selected Literature up to 2005/2006 

 
 Source: Author      (Adapted from O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) 

 

Category Topic Sub-Topic Classification: Literature/Framework/Concept

CSR Drivers/Influencers
Context/Circumstance Macro & Micro Environmental Analysis PEST/Macro Factors: Crane & Matten, 2004; Acut et al, 2004; Wagner, 2006

Culture: Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 2004; Habisch & Jonker, 2005; Sachs et al, 2006
Diamond Framework, Value Chain & 5 Forces: Porter, 1985 & 1990
Sustainability: Hjediger, 199; Marrewijk, 2003
Economy/Political Stance Model: Blum-Kusterer & Hussain, 2001: 302-3
Open Systems Model: Deresky, 2000
Social Role of Business: Boele et al, 2000; Porter & Kramer, 2006
Environmental variables influencing management functions: Stark, 1994, Sorrell, 1998;
Roddick, 2000; Deresky, 2000:106; Mallenbaker, 2004, Teoh, 2004. Model: PWC, 2006
History: Carroll & Beiler, 1977; Sturdivant, 1979; Donaldson & Preston, 1995, Blair, 1998

Stakeholder Factors Friedman, 1970; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Frooman, 1999; Greenfield, 2004; Bowmann-
Larsen & Wiggem, 2004; Brammer & Pavelin, 2004; Bourne & Walker, 2005

People Exceptional Communicators/Motivators Networkers: Gladwell, 2005 
CSR Discretionary Nature: Carroll, 1991; Kotler & Lee, 2005

Motives Welford, 1995; Hemingway & MacLagan, 2004; Crane & Matten, 2004

Event Issue Type and Impact Gladwell, 2005; Blum-Kusterer & Hussain, 2001; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001; 
Miles et al, 2002; Phillips, 2002; Rifkin, 2005; Acut et al, 2004; Knox & Maklan, 2004
Factor Overview: Challen, 1974:40; Sustainability, 2005:1

Behaviour/Response
Values Philosophy: Vision, Mission, Objectives Welford, 1995; Burke & Lodgson, 1996; Fürst & Wieland,  2004; Crane & Matten, 2004; 

Grant, 2006
Scope/Boundaries/Limitations of CSR Deresky, 2000:56; Esrock & Leichty, 1998; Roddick, 2000, Greenfield, 2004 
Responsibility & Obligation Evolution in Cognition: Payne & Calton, 2002

Varying Interpretations: Baker, 2004; Greenfield, 2004

Alternatives Response Models & Options Corporate Social Responsiveness Model: Carroll, 1979 & 1999; Wood, 1991; Deresky, 2000:57
Selection/Prioritisation Clark, 2000; Leisinger, 2002; Greenfield, 2004; Crane & Matten, 2004; Ayuso et al, 2006; 

Draper et al, 2006
Level of Social Response: Teoh & Thong, 1984:190; Woodward et al, 2001
Market Transaction Approch to Goodwill: Murray & Vogel, 1997:142
Theory on Response: Woodward, 2001:359
Value Creation: Burke & Lodgsdon, 1996: 496-7
Dow-Jones Categories for Assessing Response: Knoepfel, 2001:8&10

Strategy Evaluation/Selection of Response Activites Factors Driving CSR: Crane & Matten, 2004; Sustainability, 2005:1
Leadership: Kotter, 1990; Gini, 1997; Tervino et al, 1999; Ferrell et al, 2002
Governance: Evan & Freemann, 1993; Crane & Matten, 2004
Programmes/Policies/Support Methods: Deresky, 2000:63 & 69; Kotler & Lee, 2005
Codes of Conduct & Definition/Decision-Making Scheme: Deresky, 2000:72
Practices: Zadek, 1998; Ferrell et al, 2002; Gouldson, 2002

Communication Process Process/Channels/Model: Deresky, 2000:140, 151 & 154
Cultural Factors/Regional Differences: Deresky, 2000:155; Habisch & Jonker, 2005
Transparency: Tapscott & Ticoll, 2003; Clarkson Principles (1999)

Stakeholder Engagement/Dialogue Stakeholder Theory: Freeman, 1984; Stark, 1994, Mitchell et al, 1997; Froomann, 1999
Engagement Process: Burke & Lodgsdon, 1996:501; Rockwell, 2003, Pedersen, 2006
Stakeholder Analysis: Mitchell et al, 1997; Froomann, 1999; Deresky, 2000:74-83
Dialogue/Engagement: Burchell & Cook, 2006; Greenwood, 2007
Relationships: Philips, 1997; Elkington & Fennell, 2000; Maignan & Ferrell, 2003
Licence to Operate: Ulrich & Fluri, 1995; Murray & Vogel, 1997
Relationship Theories: Blau, 1964; Ford, 1990; Donaldson & O'Toole, 2007: 21-36

Public Relations Stages: Clark, 2000:369-30 & 374

Control Indicators Measurement CSR Elements (Welford, 2004 & 2005)
Financial Aspects: Pallot, 1991; Gray et al, 1995;
Useful Approach: Brammer & Pavelin, 2004:708
Indicators: Esrock & Leichty, 1998:307;  Veleva et al, 2003:115
Performance: Clarkson, 1995
Response Issues: Velevaet al, 2003:115
Accountability: Beu & Buckley, 2001; Schlesinger, 2002; Crane & Matten, 2004; Wagner, 2006

Business Outcomes
Credibility Corporate Identity Image/Reputation/Goodwill: Ulrich & Fluri, 1995; Murray & Vogel, 1997; Balmer & Soenen, 

1999; Schwalbach, 2000; Schreyögg & Werder, 2004; Barney, 2004; Burchell & Cook, 2006

Social Impact Wood, 1991; Gray, 1997; Ferrell et al, 2002; Porter & Kramer, 2006
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In Figure 2.3, the first category CSR Drivers/Influencers is sub-divided into three further 

sub-categories of influencing factors. These include:  

• Context/Circumstance: comprising macro-environmental factors (such as political, 

economic, social/cultural; the environment including ecology, sustainability, 

government and institutional factors including governance forms; and broad 

questions regarding the role of business in society), and stakeholder factors (such 

as the interrelationship between the above factors on stakeholder behaviour). 

• Individual people: comprising a discussion on exceptional communicators, 

networking, motivation, motives for undertaking CSR, as well as its discretionary 

nature. 

• Event: refers to the issue type and the impact which those issues make. This can 

include company-specific characteristics. This sub-category suggests the element 

of risk, and the necessity to undertake risk assessment and crisis management into 

CSR management strategy. 

 

For clarification, the idea proposed here is that these contextual factors (cumulatively and to 

varying degrees) play a role in collectively forming responsibility/obligation perceptions, 

attitudes, and beliefs for both players i.e. industry/the company and their stakeholders. Further, 

these perceptions are likely to ultimately determine each player’s behaviour (Hofstede, 1997; 

Trompenaars, 2004). As a result, each essentially influences the other factors.  

The second category Behaviour/Response is sub-divided into five further sub-categories of 

influencing factors. These include:  

• Values: which comprise the company philosophy; vision; mission; objectives; as well as 

the defined scope/boundaries/limitations of CSR responsibility/obligation. Values are 

further influenced by evolution in cognition and varying interpretations. 
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• Alternatives identification includes a review of CSR response models and option 

selection/prioritisation. 

• Strategy relates to the evaluation and selection of a management response. This includes 

leadership-style and the action plan which is implemented by corporate governance and 

the CSR programmes/practices/policies adopted. 

• Communication: involves all stakeholder ‘interface’ activities including the 

communication process in stakeholder relationships. This includes stakeholder theory, 

analysis, engagement, dialogue, transparency and PR, as well as the inter-related 

influencing environmental factors such as culture. 

• Implementation and Control indicators address measurement and verification to ensure 

the system is working effectively and efficiently. This includes the concept of 

accountability. 

 

Finally, the third category Business Outcomes contains the sole category credibility. This 

introduces an output orientation into CSR management which proposes that business outcomes 

from CSR activities are focused on achieving greater credibility based on an improved corporate 

identity due to an enhanced image, reputation, and/or goodwill. This further involves the complex 

challenge of measuring social impact.  

The categorisations which have been developed in this overview essentially summarise the 

selected literature which is deemed relevant to the study field. This framework was developed in 

order to address the confusion surrounding this topic due to both the nature of the CSR topic 

itself, as well as the abundance of the potential aspects which could influence its practice. In this 

regard, it is important to note that ethical or responsible management is an area which is still 

rapidly evolving (Schwarz and Carroll, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2008). As the stakeholder concept 

continues to transform strategic management activities, CSR and stakeholder theory are emerging 



 81 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

across functional disciplines in the field of organisation studies (e.g. Laplume et al, 2008:1180). 

This is triggering increasing awareness and a growing acceptance of ethics and morality when 

addressing the practical aspects of how to manage business responsibly. While these 

developments turn the spotlight on management approaches and managerial frameworks for 

managing CSR stakeholder engagement, the academic literature on theory and practice in this 

field is still somewhat partial and inconclusive. In general, the review of the literature in the field 

of the management of CSR stakeholder engagement reveals an ever increasing continually 

expanding range of related themes in this already extremely comprehensive field. Significantly, 

this trend progressively emphasises an external, socially-based orientation rather than 

concentrating solely on ethical codes to ensure compliance (Crane and Matten, 2010:224). Before 

proposing a new explanatory framework which graphically depicts those elements which the 

review of secondary literature suggests as key to CSR management, the next section first 

critically examines the above frameworks. 

 

A Critical Examination of Previous Analytical Frameworks  

This section explores the strengths and weaknesses of the past research in this field at the 

time when the original framework was developed in 2005/2006. Many of the frameworks which 

have been examined in Figure 2.3 above are deemed useful (to varying degrees) in so far as they 

serve a variety of purposes in addressing certain aspects of how the decision-makers in the target 

group manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. Their merits have been discussed in 

previous literature (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008:748). For example, the representations of 

corporate social responsiveness in the action phase of CSR (Carroll, 1979; Wood, 1991) have 

been very influential (Crane and Matten, 2004:48). The benefit of Carroll’s four-part model 

(1999) is that it structures the various social responsibilities into different dimensions. While this 

is a pragmatic approach, it does not however help in specific management situations where 
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differences exist or when trade-offs are necessary. Moreover, the model is biased towards the US 

context (Crane and Matten, 2004:44). Porter and Kramer’s model (2006:5) builds on traditional 

strategic management theory in claiming to map the social impact of the value chain. 

Nevertheless, although it asserts a focus on value, it could in some aspects be considered to 

address certain (critical) details in an (overly) broad-brush manner. For example, the role of 

influencing factors (such as leadership values and motives as well as other contextual aspects 

including culture) which underpin the management philosophy behind CSR are depicted in 

general terms (e.g. fair, open, transparency). However, this portrayal does not sufficiently address 

leit-motiv aspects of CSR which require clearer definition regarding what these concepts really 

mean (and how they may change in different cultural settings) in actual business practice. As a 

result, the perceptions and motivations of the target group with respect to these aspects remain 

unclear. Further, the model is deemed light on details regarding specific matters of how to 

implement CSR practices that deliver measurable end results which concretely benefit society as 

well as the firm. Accordingly, the greatest value of Porter and Kramer’s comprehensive model is 

to manage inputs into strategic level CSR planning. In this regard, its insightful prioritisation of 

social issues into generic and competitive context categories is particularly useful as a first step in 

focusing on measurable social progress from business outcomes. Additionally, its incorporation 

of the diamond framework (Porter, 1990) holistically includes many aspects of local demand and 

other contextual conditions. Of further particular merit is Crane and Matten’s (2004:54) work on 

stakeholder theory approaches which is helpful to distinguish between the different forms of 

theory which have emerged in the field. In addition, the Clarkson principles offer managers 

practical guidelines for building stakeholder relationships (Clarkson, 1999). This work is based 

on years of observation and research in the field of stakeholder management. The principles 

suggest recognising, monitoring, listening, sensitivity, recognising inter-dependencies, co-
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operating, avoiding behaviour that would harm the relationship, and acknowledging conflicts. 

Significantly, this work establishes that a stakeholder approach requires a governing philosophy, 

a values statement and a measurement system. More specifically, the research undertaken by 

Burchell and Cook (2006) in the area of stakeholder communication/dialogue is valuable because 

of the level of detail at which it addresses stakeholder engagement activities. More broadly, the 

insights into the motives behind responses to CSR practice in Hemingway and MacLagan’s 

research is very useful (2004). Further, innovative ideas regarding concepts to manage the 

“corporate identity mix” which employs a practical approach to managing the gap between actual 

and desired identity (Balmer and Soenen, 1999) are additionally valuable. However, none are 

ultimately regarded sufficient in scope to adequately address the key issue of the overall social 

impact of business resources invested in CSR practice. 

Despite the undoubted value of these contributions, at the time when the original 

explanatory framework was being developed the approaches available were considered either 

fragmented or overly generic. None were adequate, sufficient, or satisfactory to offer an overall 

framework which serves as an effective model of what is happening in its comprehensive, 

complex entirety for the specific objectives of this research (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

More specifically, past conceptualisations which explain key elements of CSR stakeholder 

engagement were deemed weak. Theoretical conceptualisations were underdeveloped 

(Saravanamuthu, 2001:295; Cropanzano et al, 2004:109) and management models which address 

CSR activities and firm-stakeholder relationships are lacking (Murray and Vogel, 1997:141). 

Further, the theoretical frameworks (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006; Woodward, 2001; 

Hemingway and MacLagan, 2004) which claimed to explain key elements of CSR stakeholder 

engagement were judged to be overly broad-brush. Alternatively, when they did address a 

sufficient level of detail and specificity, they lacked comprehensiveness (see O’Riordan and 
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Fairbrass, 2008 for further details). This finding is confirmed by literature which suggests that the 

management instruments, tools and techniques for managing business ethics are lacking. For 

example, tools for managing CSR are often limited to social auditing and reporting control 

aspects which attempt to gauge the corporation’s performance against ethical criteria (Gray et al, 

1995; Crane and Matten, 2007:516). These deficiencies mean that both CSR conceptualisations 

and management tools for addressing CSR activities and firm-stakeholder relationships (e.g. 

Murray and Vogel, 1997:141; Ferrell et al, 2010:253; Crane and Matten, 2010:224) did not 

sufficiently help to address the four relevant questions in ethical management which Ferrell et al 

(2010:250-4) suggest include first, the descriptive question: What is?;  second, the normative 

question: What ought to be?; third, the practical question: How do we get from what is to what 

ought to be?; and fourth, the question of authenticity: What is our motivation?. As a result, a 

review of the existing frameworks at the time highlighted the need for a more comprehensive 

contribution which could encompass many of the excellent frameworks reviewed above at a more 

elevated strategic, yet detailed and specific but nevertheless inclusively broad-ranging level 

(O’Riordan, 2006).  

The review of relevant models, theories, and conceptual frameworks at the time when the 

new conceptual framework was being developed further identified gaps in previous empirical 

knowledge. Within the context of the fragmented patchwork of ideas and concepts discussed 

immediately above, specific gaps and misconceptions were identified to arise with respect to 

CSR stakeholder engagement in the pharmaceutical industry. Despite the critical stakeholder 

attention which this sector receives, data specifically showing how pharmaceutical companies 

manage their stakeholder engagement activities were largely absent (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008). This finding is confirmed by Ferrell et al (2008) who suggest that while some approaches 

to business ethics are excellent exercises in intellectual reasoning, managerial frameworks which 
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specifically deal with the actual ethical decision-making situations facing business managers are 

generally lacking. Essentially, this means that specific tools to help decision-makers in the 

pharmaceutical industry to manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities were incomplete. 

Moreover, the wide and extensive nature of the literature surrounding this comprehensive topic 

triggered the need for a new conceptualisation which is designed to be of practical use to CSR 

decision-makers when managing their stakeholder engagement activities.  

In summary, this section has established the information base from which to identify the 

empirical and conceptual research gaps in the field of study. However it focuses on literature 

which was available up to that time. To address the literature gap from 2006 onwards, the next 

section presents an update of the relevant literature which has emerged since then. While these 

new insights are addressed in the discussion section in Chapter 8, it is important to note that they 

were not available when the first version the original conceptualisation was initially developed.  

 

An Updated Examination of the Merits of Recent Literature  

In addition to the merits in past literature which were identified above, the following more 

recent literature which was not available at the time when the new framework was originally 

designed is deemed particularly useful for its comprehensive and insightful practical approach to 

managing CSR. Most significantly, the new ISO 26000 standard provides guidance on the 

underlying principles of social responsibility, on its core subjects and issues. Its direction on 

ways to integrate responsible behaviour into existing organisational strategies, systems, practices 

and processes (ISO, 2010) significantly emphasises the importance of results and improvements 

in responsible business performance which has been suggested by other authors (e.g. Crane and 

Matten, 2010:61). More specifically, this standard identifies seven principles of social 

responsibility, as well as the fundamental practice of recognising social responsibility and of 

identifying and engaging with stakeholders. Its focus on core subjects of organisational 
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governance as well as human rights, labour and other fair practices, the environment, consumer 

issues and community development determine that this tool is valuable as both a sufficiently 

comprehensive and detailed aid for managers in ethical decision-making. Most importantly, it 

specifically addresses the integration of social responsibility throughout the organisation (ISO, 

2010).  

Further, Ferrell et al’s (2010:232-44) framework for ethical decision-making in business is 

valuable because it focuses on how ethical issue intensity, individual factors, organisational 

factors and opportunities may lead to ethical or unethical behaviour. In general, Ferrell et al’s 

(2010:245-82) work which addresses the discretionary nature of CSR, ethical relativism, and the 

tensions which arise when attempting to manage triple bottom-line responsibilities are 

additionally helpful.  

Similarly, Wieland’s model (2009) is useful because it addresses some of the limitations 

identified in Porter and Kramer’s framework (2006:5). Wieland’s work (2009) concentrates in 

greater detail on values management while simultaneously offering a holistic approach. More 

specifically, its distinct focus on three elements of CSR practice including: people, systems, and 

organisations is valuable to concretely address CSR management. However, as with Porter and 

Kramer’s model, this approach similarly concentrates strongly on CSR business inputs. 

Wieland’s model focuses on inputs including organisational aspects and control-based outcomes 

(such as documentation, audits, and ratings). Accordingly, while less generic than the Porter 

model, it does not clearly depict the link between business investment and measurable societal 

outcomes.  

Of additional merit is new information which suggests a swing towards increased emphasis 

on “values management” as a repercussion of the recent economic crisis (e.g. BBDO, 2009) as 

well as further useful work which focuses on the behaviour of highly ethical leaders (see for 
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example Ferrell et al, 2010:244-8). Furthermore, other work which facilitates more in-depth 

stakeholder analysis is helpful (e.g. Buchholz and Carroll, 2009:81-115). Recent scholarship (e.g. 

Buchholz and Carroll, 2009:7) which discusses the complete societal context in which the 

organisation resides to the PEST maro-environment is also beneficial. Significantly, Carroll and 

Buchholz (2009:113) suggest however that the key to effective stakeholder management lies in 

its implementation. CSR is made operable when companies translate their stakeholder dialogue 

into practice. In this regard, new forms of social performance (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:71) 

and the crucial role which is likely to be played by new forms of social auditing and reporting, as 

well as the techniques and criteria for undertaking these assessments are particularly important in 

establishing how firm’s ethical performance will be evaluated in the future (Crane and Matten, 

2010:551). Recent work by Burchell and Cook (2008) in the field of stakeholder dialogue and 

organisational learning with respect to the changing relationships between companies and NGOs 

is particularly valuable. As are Greenwood’s (2007) insights in the field of stakeholder 

engagement and corporate responsibility, and Albareda et al’s (2008) work in the field of the 

changing role of governments in CSR.  

Overall however, none of this work is ultimately sufficient to adequately address the 

perceptions and practices of the target group with respect to how they specifically manage the 

business resources which they invest in CSR activities. As a result, the ultimate outcome (or the 

overall social impact) of the relationship between the pharmaceutical business and society is 

unclear. In this regard, a recent GRI report on community investment (Welford et al, 2008) is 

particularly insightful in highlighting the necessity to focus, not only on CSR inputs, but on 

measurable outputs to more specifically ensure useful social impact outcomes. Accordingly, most 

of the approaches reviewed since 2006 continue to either deliver detailed fragmented 

perspectives of CSR management, or overly general generic processes. As a result, they are 
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limited in scope and therefore not sufficient in their own right in providing a comprehensive 

framework to explain the perceptions and practices adopted by the target group when managing 

their CSR stakeholder engagement activities, or the factors which influence that management 

process and their relationships. Consequently, this review of past scholarship identifies not only 

gaps, but also some misconceptions in how CSR management is approached. Crucially, none of 

the models specifically address CSR practice in the pharmaceutical industry.  

In summary, from the broad and complex nature of the subject area, this purposefully 

chosen selection preview of past scholarship has critically examined a selection of the key 

contributions in the literature including the frameworks, concepts, and models, which contend to 

usefully describe, analyse, or explain CSR stakeholder engagement. It deduces that in general, the 

management instruments and tools and techniques for managing responsible business behaviour 

are lacking. Specifically, this confirms other research which suggests that tools for managing 

CSR are often limited (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:516; Ferrell et al, 2008). While many 

pharmaceutical companies claim to have already done much to improve the social and 

environmental consequences of their business activities (IFPMA, 2009), the literature generally 

suggests that those efforts could be leveraged more advantageously (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 

2006). Other writers more specifically advocate that CSR principles do not always translate into 

stakeholder management practices (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Crane and Matten, 2007:145). These 

practical issues trigger the need to undertake academic research which examines how the 

pharmaceutical industry has responded to what could be termed its role in society. Because this 

review of the relevant literature in this field has identified this area as lacking, a practical 

framework for CSR executives who face the challenge of responding in an effective manner to 

stakeholders (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; ISO, 2010:77-9) is needed. To fill this gap, this 

examination concludes that a new conceptual framework is needed in the form of a practical tool 
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which could more effectively help CSR decision-makers to manage their stakeholder engagement 

activities. To address this need, the next section proposes a new explanatory managerial tool in 

the form of a conceptual framework which is designed to offer a unified, structured, systematic, 

and comprehensive approach to CSR decision-making whilst simultaneously being of practical 

use to managers in this field.  

For clarification, it is important to note that while the new insights from the academic 

literature since 2007 which were presented above are employed in this research in Chapter 8 to 

examine in-depth interview findings, they were not available when this first version the original 

conceptualisation presented in the next section was initially developed.  

 

2.13 ORIGINAL EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK PROTOTPYE  
 

Introduction to the Components of the Original Framework  

In light of the weaknesses highlighted in the past frameworks, this section now presents the 

original version of an explanatory framework which was developed based exclusively on the 

secondary research presented above. Essentially, the objective was to develop a framework which 

would illuminate CSR practices within the pharmaceutical industry by representing the essential 

influencing or determining factors and the key management steps.  

The systematic review of the literature in this field which included the relevant alternative 

theories (see Figure 2.1), the contextual and management inter-relationships (see Figure 2.2), and 

the management literature (see Figure 2.3) forms the basis for identifying the fundamental 

elements which may be useful for conceptualising how the target group manages its CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities. In summary, this review of the abundant literature which had 

arisen up to that period in this comprehensive field indicated that four elements appear to emerge 

as particularly relevant in order to address the gaps identified in previous scholarship. These 

elements are depicted in the original explanatory framework presented in Figure 2.4 below.  
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Figure 2.4 Original Explanatory Framework Proposal                        

 
 (Source: O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) 
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power (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985, Frazier, 1999) which require consideration 

when devising CSR strategy and stakeholder engagement activities. The contention in 

constructing a systematic and comprehensive approach to CSR stakeholder engagement is that 

these four domains require particular consideration. The specific elements of this explanatory 

framework were selected for their merit in achieving a broad-ranging coverage of the topics 
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scene for the entire CSR management process. The remainder of this section attempts to 

demonstrate how.  

The first element ‘context’ addresses the external contingent conditional environment in 

which firms and their stakeholders operate. This includes the operating context in its broadest 

sense which relates to macro aspects such as PEST and historical or cultural factors. The context 

for CSR can also be determined by other conditional factors such as media influence, and 

effectiveness of stakeholder pressure. The contextual influencing factors at industry level may 

include competitor activity and industry structure.  

The second element focuses on the nature of ‘stakeholders’ themselves and their various 

(potentially conflicting) interests. This highlights the management aspects of their process of 

identification and stakeholder expectations within the context of a given set of circumstances. 

This can be affected by aspects such as company size, success level, type of business/industry, 

external listing status, business culture and governance practices (e.g. ISO, 2010:67). Essentially, 

stakeholders can be analysed based on approaches suggested by (Mitchel et al, 1997 and 

Frooman, 1999). 

The third element addresses the significance of a particular ‘event’ such as a serious health 

issue in a poverty-stricken region. This suggests that regardless of the favourable or unfavourable 

contexts and the particular players involved, a specific event could trigger CSR issues. Examples 

derive from the specific nature of the business activity itself e.g. health, its operational area e.g. 

third world/vulnerable stakeholders, or the firm’s management of aspects such as stakeholder 

communication and other practices.  

The fourth element concentrates on the potential or actual ‘management response’ within 

the operating context of the other factors or determinants. This element incorporates the idea of 

strategic planning to manage CSR stakeholder engagement as distinct from the role played by 
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management as stakeholders. The management response element highlights the values, opinions 

and ideas of individual decision-makers’ regarding responsibility, risk, image, goals, and 

stakeholder expectations/needs. Since this framework is designed to be of practical use in CSR 

management this aspect is now explained in greater detail. More explicitly, this element is 

depicted as a two-phase process comprising the five steps which included ‘values’, ‘alternatives’, 

‘strategy’, ‘implement/control’, and ‘output’. More specifically, within this CSR management 

process the first phase focuses on developing the CSR strategy. This involves a values step 

includes ‘vision’, ‘mission’, ‘objectives’ and ‘scope’. The alternatives step comprises aspects 

such as ‘stakeholder priorities’, ‘causes supported’, ‘methods of support’, and ‘practices and 

policies’. Then the strategy step suggests selecting and combing CSR alternatives based on their 

value and fit with the organisation. Finally, the second phase within this CSR management 

process addresses implementing this strategy. This involves an implement/control step which 

includes ‘communication’ and ‘stakeholder dialogue’, and an output step which includes aspects 

such as ‘goodwill’, ‘reputation’ and ‘image’ (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). See Appendix A 

for a graphical illustration of these details. 

In summary, an examination of the available literature in the field of study at the time 

suggested that this original framework contributed by expanding on previous work which was 

deemed overly broad-brush or limited in other ways. Specifically, it contends to be of benefit by 

depicting for pharmaceutical managers in the UK and Germany, the key elements which require 

attention when managing their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. As a result, the original 

framework presented in Figure 2.4 above proposes to significantly address some of the gaps 

identified in past scholarship (O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Ultimately, this 

framework is designed as a practical management tool. It aims to help to improve pharmaceutical 

decision-maker’s ability to choose responsible business practices. 
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The Relationships between the Elements in the Framework  

This section focuses on how each of the above elements relate to the others to cumulatively 

deliver responsible business responses. The ‘context’ element determines the landscape, playing 

field, or environment facing CSR decision makers. This serves as a checklist to clarify the factors 

which may influence how the target group manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 

By incorporating the macro-environment, this element facilitates a comprehensive inclusion of 

the broader aspects relating to the business in society when managing stakeholder engagement 

activities. Within this context, the ‘event’ component highlights the possibility of ‘triggering’ 

factors within that environment which can cause issues. The ‘stakeholder’ element focuses on the 

key players who may be relevant when managing the CSR response, and the ‘management 

response’ factor represents the skill or strategy required when deciding how to approaching CSR 

management.  

Clearly, these components are not always mutually exclusive but often interdependent (as 

previously identified in Figure 2.2 above which graphically positioned many of the related factors 

and illustrated some of the potential inter-linkages). Crucially however, while much has been 

written about discrete and fragmented aspects of the components in this conceptualisation (see for 

example Figure 2.3. above), and the past scholarship which was discussed in this chapter clearly 

suggests that these are important elements of CSR management, they have not been set down in 

this way before. As a result, because this framework is new, the review of previous literature in 

this field does not sufficiently explain the precise inter-relationships between these specific 

factors or the perceptions of the target decision-makers in this respect. 

Nevertheless, some previous work on the general interactions and relationships in the CSR 

management field has been undertaken. This includes work on the relationship between an 

organisation and its stakeholders (Zadek et al, 1997), and a framework for social accounting 
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which was established by the Body Shop (Sillanpää and Wheeler, 1997; Sillanpää, 1998) which  

includes stakeholder consultation, dialogue, and satisfaction surveys. Further, against the 

background of the hot debate and controversy surrounding the literature in the field of business 

ethics and leadership (e.g. Gini, 1977; Kotter, 1990; Badaracco and Webb, 1995), the work that 

has been undertaken does suggest that leadership (i.e. management response) has a profound role 

in shaping the ethical decisions of their employees (Crane and Matten, 2010:224). However, the 

discretionary (moral and strategic) nature of CSR decisions (e.g. Greenwood, 2007:321) means 

that the inter-relationships between the attributes which Mitchell et al (1997:854) suggest are 

likely to determine stakeholders’ salience (i.e. power-dependency, legitimacy and urgency of 

claim relationship) remain unclear for this target group (Freeman, 1984). As a result, it is unclear 

how these influence managers’ choices as they attempt to balance their stakeholders’ frequently 

varying and conflicting interests (e.g. Hill and Jones, 2007:374-7). Possibly as a result, many of 

the management approaches have been identified as vague, self-serving and therefore neither 

useful to stakeholders or to the organisations management (Crane and Matten, 2010:214). In this 

regard, past scholarship neither explains how pharmaceutical leaders shape ethical-decision-

making nor how well their management approaches are working. Accordingly, despite the 

ubiquity of the stakeholder concept (Donaldson, 2002) and stakeholder engagement activities, 

stakeholder engagement remains an under-theorised area (Greenwood, 2007:318). For instance, 

many accounts of stakeholders’ activities focus on the attributes of organisations and 

stakeholders rather than on the attributes of the relationship between them (Froomann, 1999). 

Consequently, although much has been written in individual topics, there is insufficient material 

which addresses the CSR perceptions and practices of pharmaceutical managers in the UK and 

Germany. 
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Due to this lack of detail in literature with respect to the interactions per se and given that 

the elements presented in the explanatory framework are new, only limited conclusions have 

been drawn about the inter-relationships between the elements at this stage. Precisely because the 

specific inter-relationships between the elements of the contextual domain remain unclear for the 

reasons discussed above, their overall linkages have not been demonstrated graphically. As a 

result, only the ‘management response’ step contains a suggested flow of management tasks. 

Given the elusive, comprehensive and evolving nature of this topic, and the noted lack of past 

scholarship on the target decision-makers’ motivations, perceptions and practices, the preference 

is to purposefully avoid predicting these inter-relationships. Instead, a key aim of the empirical 

research is to collect data which more clearly establishes the relationships between these four 

elements and their sub-elements to specifically test this proposed conceptualisation. The next 

section now turns to address how this might be approached. 

 

Methodology 

Robson (2004:63) states that a conceptual framework is a diagrammatic expression which 

represents ideas about what is happening and why. The decision to generate an explanatory 

framework based on the review of the existing literature is driven by a methodological approach 

which strives to develop a ‘hypothetical’ story about why acts, events, structure, and thoughts 

occur. Once this is in place, the complete research design then provides guidance in determining 

what data to collect and the strategies for analysing the data (Yin, 2003). Such a framework is not 

only useful when designing research in flexible research designs but additionally later as the data 

collection and analysis continues (Maxwell, 1996). Similar conceptualisations which establish the 

criteria and dimensions to explain CSR phenomena have been used by other researchers (see for 

example Burke and Logsdon, 1996; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 2001). Moreover, 

the critical realist approach can be employed to generate a particular kind of conceptual 
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framework. This is possible by specifying the various enabling and disabling mechanisms in 

operation in a particular situation and the contexts relevant to their operation (see for example 

Robson, 2004).  

Based entirely on secondary research, the original explanatory framework proposed in 

Figure 2.4 above contends to conceptualise the essential elements required to describe CSR 

stakeholder engagement in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. It was 

developed based on a critical realist perspective which assumes that the factors which determine 

stakeholder engagement are identifiable and can be described via the elements summarised in 

Figure 2.3. However, it has been developed exclusively from desk research. As a result it can be 

improved by collecting empirical research data from which to test the original assumptions 

(Sutton and Staw, 1995:378 quoted by Yin, 2003:29). To inform, re-examine, and ultimately 

improve the original framework presented above, the main purpose of the comparative empirical 

research enquiry is to test this conceptualisation and thereby examine its usefulness in a practical 

business setting. The next section turns to examine the research gaps which will drive the 

research enquiry in greater detail. Ultimately, this review establishes the secondary data base 

from which the empirical and conceptual research gaps are identified. 

 

2.14 THE RESEARCH GAPS 

The Three Research Questions and the Explanatory Framework 

The review of past scholarship presented in this chapter ultimately establishes the 

secondary data base from which the empirical and conceptual research gaps are identified. The 

knowledge gaps identified essentially highlight that to date the topic of how CSR is managed in 

specific situations remains quite poorly addressed in the academic literature (e.g. Hond et al, 

2007:123). Accordingly, although critical stakeholder attention with respect to CSR and the 

pharmaceutical industry is widespread and persistent, the empirical research concerning how 
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decision-makers in pharmaceutical companies manage CSR stakeholder engagement is limited 

(Fairbrass et al, 2006, O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Three research 

questions were developed to address these gaps.  

The first research question is formulated because actual CSR practices require illumination 

(Blum-Kusterer and Hussain, 2001; Business and Human Rights, 2003; Greenwood, 2007:318). 

Because the review of past scholarship presented above reveals significant gaps in knowledge 

regarding how decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement, this question aims to contribute to the literature by identifying: what CSR 

stakeholder engagement practices the pharmaceutical companies actually undertake.  

The second research question is added because the literature suggests that the concept of 

“CSR orientation in different cultural settings” is still quite unexplored both in CSR theory and in 

empirical research (e.g. Sachs et al, 2005). To expand the existing information-base, the Anglo-

German comparison of CSR practices aims to illuminate two aspects of CSR stakeholder 

management. First, whether the CSR practices of the target sample differ among different regions 

and cultures. Second, how such potential differences impact the management of stakeholders’ 

CSR expectations. This question specifically aims to investigate: possible similarities and 

differences in CSR stakeholder engagement practices between the UK and Germany.  

The third research question is included because despite the vast amount of CSR literature 

which suggests the numerous possible factors which could influence how CSR stakeholder 

engagement is managed as discussed above, the academic literature fails to specify precisely 

which ones are relevant for the target sector. This research question seeks to: explain the 

similarities and differences identified in the previous question by examining the factors which 

influence the CSR practices identified in the UK and Germany. 
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Testing the Original Explanatory Framework 

The purpose of the exploratory research enquiry is to gather information which answers the 

research questions to fill the identified research gaps. Because the data which will be collected on 

the practices and the factors which influence how the target group manages its CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities is expected to be broad, the original explanatory framework presented in 

Figure 2.4 above was designed to help organise the research enquiry findings. Ultimately, the 

empirical research will answer two key questions. First, whether or not a conceptualisation of this 

kind is of value to CSR decision-makers per se, and second, whether or not the proposed factors 

represent a valid reflection of the pertinent elements in stakeholder management for the target 

group. 

This section finalises the review of past academic and other literature with respect to 

background information relevant to the challenging operating environment facing pharmaceutical 

decision-makers when attempting to manage CSR stakeholder interests in the UK and Germany. 

These practical management issues set the scene for undertaking undertake academic research 

which examines how the pharmaceutical industry has responded to what could be termed its role 

in society.  
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2.15  SUMMARY 

This chapter justifies the need for fresh empirical and theoretical/conceptual research. It 

demonstrates that while past theoretical and empirical scholarship plainly holds clear merit, it 

lacks the comprehensiveness, sophistication, detail, and transparency, to satisfactorily illuminate 

how CSR stakeholder engagement is managed, and thereby aid CSR decision-makers in the 

pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. The chapter reveals that as CSR continues to 

gain momentum, many aspects of how to implement that concept in practice remain relatively 

uncharted and unclear (Gouldson, 2002; Welford, 2004; Fairbrass et al, 2005). Further, 

knowledge regarding managing CSR stakeholder engagement in the particularly challenging 

‘sensitive’, powerful, complex, globally operating pharmaceutical sector is lacking. Specifically, 

gaps revealed in past scholarship regarding what CSR concept is followed by this target group, 

which stakeholders are targeted and how their interests are balanced, as well as whether the 

current approach is effective or not, lead to a concrete research objective. This triggers the need 

for exploratory research to identify and describe CSR stakeholder engagement practices, to 

explain the factors that influence them, and to disclose whether differences exist between the 

approaches adopted in the UK and Germany. Inherent in this objective are two assumptions. 

First, that deviation in basic operational contexts could lead to diversity in CSR behaviour. 

Second, that by conceptualising the practices exposed, their influencing factors can be identified 

and explained. Ultimately, the research objective is translated into three research questions which 

focus on stakeholder engagement with respect to six specific managerial aspects of CSR practice. 

Significantly, the empirical evidence obtained from answering these questions will be employed 

to re-examine the explanatory conceptual framework presented in this chapter.  

Following the critical examination of past scholarship presented in this chapter, which 

establishes the information base for undertaking the empirical research, the next chapter now 

turns to address the research design for the proposed enquiry. 
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3.0 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter explains and justifies the research design plan adopted in this thesis by 

addressing in detail the four research design steps. These include problem analysis, data 

collection, data analysis, and data presentation. Within the scope of the research objectives and 

questions, it critically examines how to access the necessary information, and why the suggested 

approach is considered the most appropriate to collect the data required. To achieve this, the 

chapter first proposes a conceptual framework to address the research problem. Second, it 

discusses the philosophical positioning of the study by setting out the ontology and epistemology. 

This establishes the rationale for applying the critical realist approach. Third, the research 

methodology is addressed. This identifies and evaluates various alternatives for undertaking the 

research based on their expected merit for answering the research questions. Finally, this chapter 

presents the data collection, analysis, and presentation methods and techniques which have been 

chosen to undertake this study. For clarification, additional background detail with respect to the 

evaluation undertaken is available on a separate CD.  

 

3.1      PROBLEM ANALYSIS 

3.1.1 Research Design Process and Framework  

This section first presents the conceptual frameworks adopted for undertaking the research 

study. To construct the research design, a research design process and framework are employed 

to analyse the relevant elements of the research problem. Figure 3.1 illustrates the research design 

process adopted for this thesis (Yin, 2003:1). Essentially, this chapter sequentially addresses each 

of the stages of this research design process in turn.  

Figure 3.1 Research Design Process Steps                                                  
 

 
 

 
 
(Source: Yin, 2003:1) 
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Given the wide range of potential approaches which exist to conduct the social scientific 

research, the theoretical perspective adopted to accomplish the research project employs a 

practical outcome orientation (e.g. Bell, 2003: 101) which focuses on reaching a set of 

conclusions (or answers) from an initial set of questions (e.g. Yin, 1989:28). To address the 

research problem defined by the research objectives and questions, the framework presented in 

Figure 3.2 below is included to aid the research design development. This framework graphically 

depicts both a comprehensive account of the key components of the research design, as well as 

the linkages between them (Blaikie, 2004:61; Robson, 2004:59 & 86). Specifically, the 

framework depicts how the research context and situation influence the topic and the research 

objectives/questions, which in turn impact the choice options regarding the projects’ 

purpose/objective(s), questions, research strategy, and methods. Importantly, this facilitates a 

systematic examination of phenomena which are ongoing, and whose components require 

consideration not in a vacuum, but with recognition of their position as a part of a greater system.  

Figure 3.2 Research Design Framework 

 
Source: Adapted from Blaikie (2004:61) & Robson (2004:59 & 86) 
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3.2   Analysing the Research Problem via the Framework 

3.2.1     Context and Situation 
 

To construct the research design, this section addresses each element of the Framework 

presented immediately above in Figure 3.2. This examination commences with the context and 

situation element. This comprises the research motives, literature, philosophy, and restrictions. 

First, the research motives are discussed. The following reflexivity exercise examines the 

researchers’ underlying motives to identify potential areas of bias which could affect the validity 

of the research (e.g. Ahern, 1999). A researcher’s suitability to embark on the research study can 

be determined by their background. In recognition of the fact that the researcher’s underlying 

intentions may compromise the research study, as suggested by feminist ontology (e.g. Smith, 

2003), the researcher’s background, personal motives and goals for undertaking the research were 

stated in advance (see background section for further details). Specifically, these details are 

significant because they may generate bias. Accordingly, situated knowledge and conscious 

partiality is accredited in advance (Hodgson, 2004). In this regard, in order to appropriately 

reveal, locate, and circumvent potential validity issues, the researcher acknowledges that her 

viewpoint is shaped (and may be limited) by past experience. While this prompts the curiosity 

and interest in contributing to knowledge regarding CSR management behaviour in the UK and 

German geographic region, the past personal experience of the author in the pharmaceutical 

industry may for instance affect the outcome of this research with respect to areas of interest, 

opinions, and judgement. In addition, the underlying personal, academic, and social motives 

which trigger this research may further play a similarly influencing role. For example, the 

researcher could be considered to lean towards practically orientated research based on her past 

experience in decision-making roles in the target industry (particularly in the field of marketing 

and strategy). As a result, past experience and personal motives may effect how the data is 

interpreted and analysed.  
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Second, Figure 3.2 suggests reviewing background literature as a key component of the 

research design. In this regard, chapter two previously presented a critical examination of past 

scholarship including concepts, theories, and frameworks. This literature review was scoped 

based on parameters which are described in greater detail below in Figure 3.3 (Bell, 2003). 

Third, Figure 3.2 proposes next considering the research philosophy when constructing the 

research design. This topic addresses underlying aspects which include the philosophical, 

ontological, epistemological, theoretical, and other strategic considerations relevant to social 

enquiry. Chapter one stated that a critical realist philosophical stance has been chosen to achieve 

the research objective and to answer the research questions. In order to explain that choice, this 

section first addresses ontology and epistemology. In attempting to systematically discover 

verifiable knowledge from data (see for example Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996), 

ontology is defined as theoretical considerations concerning what is ‘real’. Epistemology 

addresses what can be ‘counted’ as ‘knowledge’ or ‘fact’ (e.g. Blaikie, 1993).  

Each of the potential approaches which could be adopted to conduct the social scientific 

research required to answer the research questions comprises different assumptions and 

recommendations which fundamentally address the basic issues of knowledge, truth, progress, 

reality, causality, imagination, and values (Smith, 2003). In selecting a research design, the 

research strategy depends on the epistemological and ontological stance (Hodgson, 2004). In 

contrast with research in the natural sciences, where knowledge is viewed as ‘objective’, research 

in the social sciences is regarded as ‘subjective’. More specifically, developing knowledge from a 

natural sciences perspective assumes that ‘truth’ can be described by scientific explanations 

which apply to all situations (Smith, 2003). However, in the social sciences, the element of free-

will is assumed to influence explanations and predictions of the social objects under investigation 

(Blaikie, 2000). As a result, when attempting to generate meaning in social science, interpretation 
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is influenced by the fact that social objects make decisions about their actions, which may be 

affected by personal experience, as well as cultural and other situational contexts (e.g. Blaikie, 

2000; Smith, 2003). This complicates the ability to both develop knowledge, and to ensure that 

the quality of the knowledge obtained is the best explanation possible. This aspect of subjectivity 

is significant because this research addresses questions regarding the management of CSR which 

the target respondents may be reluctant (or find difficult) to discuss for various reasons. These 

may include complexity, privacy, personal or company interests, lack of conscious awareness of 

motives, as well as other possible issues such as concerns regarding negative image in this 

controversial operating field. An approach suggesting ways to overcome these contextual 

challenges for the research is presented in greater detail below (see Figure 3.4). 

Ontologically, a critical realist perspective suggests a realist world view which recognises 

that knowledge is typically limited by perceptions and experience (Tsang and Kwan, 1999). 

Given that the research topic comprises an investigation involving people within a business 

context in ‘real life’ situations, the critical realist point of view could be argued to potentially 

provide the ‘best’ explanation possible to address the inherent challenge which lies in seeking to 

say something meaningful about a complex, relatively poorly controlled and generally 

‘disorderly’ situation (Robson 2002: 3-4). This presumes that critical realism most aptly explores 

what is ‘real’ for the respondent. How far this corresponds with what is ‘really’ (objectively) real, 

or at least real for the researcher, is arbitrary (Hodgson, 2004). Accordingly, while the results are 

not suitable for generalisation, this approach allows respondents opinions and behaviour to be 

examined in rich detail. It further facilitates a certain degree of explanation of the exposed 

phenomena. To elaborate, within the context of the many theoretical systems from which to 

choose to interpret meaning, a positivist approach has been rejected because it does not 

sufficiently facilitate the analysis of human thought (see for examples theories in scholarship 
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from Smith, 2003 and Denzin, 1998). Consequently, from the given range of knowledge 

spectrums (e.g. Hodgson 2004), an emic position is taken. The rationale for adopting a flexible 

approach (based on an approach suggested by Robson, 2003), lies in the existence of a small 

universe size, the fact that the researcher is involved in the information and knowledge, and the 

intention to use fieldwork. This ontological stance acknowledges that any attempt to determine 

meaning or association is inevitably based on individual values (because it could be argued that 

everyone is a cultural agent) (Smith, 2003). Accordingly, this approach recognises that trying to 

understand the world is a complex endeavour. As a result, attempting to identify “the best way” 

to answer the research questions creates a continual challenge for the researcher.  

Based on this approach, epistemologically, the social nature of the research is 

acknowledged. To most optimally answer the research questions, a flexible research design is, on 

balance, considered best capable of assessing the issues of knowledge, truth, and rationality 

within the social context of this research. More specifically, the social nature of this research 

necessitates an approach which most optimally addresses epistemological issues of representation 

in ‘real world’ research. These include the inherent challenge of human individuality, the social 

world in which humans exist, individuals shaping their own reality through experience in and 

contact with the world, subjective knowing, and truth depending upon individual perspective 

(Olsen, 2004; Bryman & Bell, 2007:19). This view acknowledges complexity as a fact rather 

than interpreting it as something that is confusing because it is not understood. Accordingly, it 

focuses on constant awareness of the unexpected and on recognising that there are always 

different interpretations. As a result, phenomena are not viewed as universal but more narrowly 

construed to comprise varying perspectives of meaning.  

The ontological and epistemological stance presented immediately above presume that 

what people regard as reality, as well as the mechanisms and interactions involved, can be 



 107 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

presented as theory (Robson, 2004:42). Within this context, this research aims to contribute to the 

literature by examining and conceptualising (in an explanatory framework) the extent to which, 

and how the pharmaceutical industry manages its response to the CSR stakeholder engagement 

challenge. In this endeavour, theory, defined as formally describing an idea (see for example 

Reynolds, 1971), is conceptualised via a series of processes in which theoretical constructs, ideas 

and concepts, are clarified, distinguished, and given definition (see for example Blalock, 1982). 

In this approach, concepts, defined as abstractions of objects in the empirical world (see for 

example Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996) provide a system of classification (Reynolds, 

1971). Their purpose is to reduce complexity by identifying and representing the research 

phenomena and their relationships (see for example Blaikie, 2000:165). The resulting 

conceptualisation is an initially untested expression of knowledge about the research 

phenomenon.   

More specifically, regarding the issues surrounding value judgements in social science, the 

principle of ‘value reference’ is adopted which suggests that concept formations are relevant to 

the problems of the time and place in which they are understood and used. The focus of analysis 

adopts the neo-Kantian approach (Smith, 2003:151) in which the objects of analysis address the 

concerns of the social research based on the problems identified within the context of the 

research. This approach is based on the consideration that social existence is a complex 

representation, which has cultural significance. The aim is to discover ‘meaning’ by attempting to 

explain relationships in the world including behaviour, culture, communication, and the use of 

language to communicate meaning.  

Further, to define phenomena and try to make them manageable, the aim is to identify and 

represent them, to examine the connections between them, and thereby try to understand (but not 

directly establish) cause and effect. Within this philosophical positioning of the study, in the 
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interest of brevity, while acknowledging the existence of other (possibly pertinent) alternatives, a 

critical realist philosophical explanation, and a deductive strategic approach are adopted as the 

basis for the methodological approach. To elaborate, the critical realist theoretical stance is 

chosen because it offers a third way between positivism and relativism, which can potentially 

fulfil the emancipatory potential of social research (Robson, 2004:29-41). More specifically, its 

features include taking note of participants’ perspectives, and possibly even promoting social 

justice (House, 1991). Consequently, realism acknowledges values in a way not open to 

positivists, and theoretical entities are not hypothetical but real. Further, observations are not 

viewed as the basis of science but rather as tenuous and always subject to re-interpretation 

(Manicas and Secord, 1983: 403). In the realist approach, explanations for social phenomena are 

sought based on the idea of mechanisms and context. For example, more than one mechanism 

may be involved in a particular situation (e.g. globalisation, local factors, other interests), and its 

effect will depend on the context (e.g. country of operation, company size, business nature). 

Consequently, critical realism is deemed a particularly relevant version of realism in the sense 

that it provides a rationale which questions the social practices that it studies (Bhaskar, 1989; 

Sayer, 2000; Collier, 1994; Robson, 2004:41).  

Within this positioning, the research design both inductively and deductively expands 

empirical and theoretical understanding of CSR management (Blaikie, 2000:10). It achieves this 

by developing an explanatory framework which was deduced from the available secondary 

literature. More specifically, the deductive approach adopted employs a framework in 

diagrammatic presentation form to test assumptions in order to examine and explain whether the 

factors and their relationships (which drive social phenomena i.e. mechanisms) exist in the 

manner postulated (Blaikie, 2000:ch. 4-5). This framework is then tested, and revised where 

necessary, based on knowledge derived from the perceptions and meanings which the target 
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pharmaceutical company internal senior executives attach to stakeholder engagement. 

Essentially, progress is considered to be achieved if the research assumptions, which are tested 

via the empirical insights, can be either stabilised or modified. As a result, this choice of 

scientific approach which uses theories, concepts, and frameworks, could be argued to most 

appropriately enable ‘what is happening’ to be ‘seen’ via its representation in the form of a 

simplified working version of phenomena. Developing such a conceptualisation can serve as a 

(surrogate) examination tool from which analysis can be undertaken (but not as it “really” is, 

because this is deemed impossible). Once the elements of this simplified framework are grasped, 

this is then understood as a starting point from which to plan and visualise previous and 

subsequent stages or steps and thereby potentially expose causality (Robson, 2004).  

For clarification, the flexible research design is additionally influenced by the emergent 

character of the work. Because the approach starts with a framework which has been deducted 

from the literature, the conceptualisation is tested by and refined from the data. More specifically, 

within the scope of the above philosophical stance, meaning is additionally extracted from the 

research phenomena by a practically orientated approach which does not rigidly follow any 

particular philosophical leaning per se. Instead, it readily dips into any possible approach which 

is considered to serve to illuminate understanding. As a result, within the context of the above-

described research design intentions, the methodology was modified as the data was gathered. 

This occurred, for instance, in the case of observation, which emerged in retrospect as a valuable 

source of information which had not previously been foreseen. To elaborate, as data became 

available during the telephone survey collection phase, new approaches for analysing and 

interpreting the information were developed which led the research down novel lines of 

investigation not initially planned at the outset. From the interesting (but not previously 

anticipated) observation data gained during the research (from simply observing stakeholder 



 110 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

behaviour as data was being collected for the survey questionnaire), it became clear that this 

evidence provided a valuable method to compare actual CSR practice with the CSR rhetoric 

(communicated on company websites). Particularly because the issue of distinguishing actual (as 

opposed to claimed) CSR in practice was identified as a key challenge to obtaining meaningful 

results (see Figure 3.4 below for further details), this ‘solution’ to an issue highlighted during 

prior problem analysis was employed as useful additional material in the enquiry. Clearly, 

however, the value of this data may be diminished due to the ‘special’ context of stakeholder 

dialogue in which it was obtained i.e. the targets knew that ‘stakeholder dialogue’ comprised 

doctoral research being undertaken in this area. As a result the observer could be argued to have 

‘taken part’ in the activity (Robson, 2004:319).  

Fourth, Figure 3.2 above proposes next considering the research restrictions inherent in the 

research design. This topic addresses the research feasibility, politics, and audience. For 

clarification, the research topic was freely chosen within the context of the above-noted personal 

social, academic, and political motives. This choice was not (in any significant way) determined 

by other audiences or political restrictions from authorities such as Universities, Government or 

funding bodies. Essentially, the main restriction concerning this topic is its inherent 

comprehensiveness which requires a conscious choice to limit its scope in order to ensure that the 

research undertaking is feasible. To elaborate, when attempting to contribute to knowledge on a 

topic as vast as CSR (or any of the other numerous labels by which it is recognised) in a useful 

way, a paramount first step is to adequately scope the discussion. To focus on a relevant area 

which additionally denotes a future trend that has not been researched extensively to date, the 

review of current literature plainly reveals gaps in past scholarship regarding the specific CSR 

stakeholder management activities of the selected target group. (See Chapters 1 and 2 for further 

details). That examination additionally highlights that past conceptualisations were lacking in 
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either specificity or comprehensiveness to explain CSR practice per se, but most significantly, for 

the target sample (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). These gaps justify the need for further 

research. Consequently, they drive the formulation of the research objectives and questions 

(presented in Chapter 1). In summary, to undertake exploratory research to identify and describe 

CSR stakeholder engagement activities, explain the factors that influence them, and whether 

differences exist between the approach within the pharmaceutical industry in Germany and the 

UK, Figure 3.3 below illustrates the scope of this assignment. 

Figure 3.3  Scope of Research Idea 

              
Source: Author 
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approach undertaken to ensure scientific results, the characteristics unique to this research project 

are identified in advance to ensure robust results (Barnes, 2001). This approach specifically 

facilitates identification of those methods and techniques which most optimally take account of 

the issues that require specific attention. This optimises the quality of the data gathered thereby 

later supports and justifies validity claims when final conclusions are drawn from the findings. In 

this regard, Figure 3.4 below describes the nature of the unique characteristics of the research. In 

summarising the relevant issues, it establishes a list of research requirements against which the 

various theoretical alternatives for undertaking the research are later judged. 

Figure 3.4   Summary of Research Contextual Challenges (relating to CSR) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Author         Adapted from Robson (2004:18)   
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of pharmaceutical companies) to answer the research questions, the methodology must allow 

sufficient detail, depth, and clarity to be obtained.  

In addressing these contextual challenges, Figure 3.4 crucially illustrates the research 

requirements against which the various methodological options are later judged. Ultimately, this 

approach facilitates identification of the most appropriate approach. To elaborate, in addition to 

the specific contextual factors noted immediately above, further contextual challenges for the 

research undertaking include the existence of a spectrum of differing standpoints prevailing 

around the CSR topic. For instance, a review of the literature identifies a range of contradictory 

viewpoints, misconceptions, opinions, perceptions and theories surrounding current CSR 

stakeholder management. (See Chapters 1 and 2 for further details). This is both caused by, and 

results in, varying understandings concerning what CSR means, its elements, and boundaries. 

Moreover, the inherently elusive nature of this spectrum of standpoints additionally complicates 

this (already) complex CSR topic. Accordingly, this multiplicity of contextual issues, as well as 

the inter-acting relationships involved, gives rise to a range of possible stakeholder stances which 

pose implications for decision-makers (and researchers) when defining how to position their own 

CSR concepts within this range of interpretations.  

In an attempt to address these issues (where confusion, key debates, concerns, and/or 

juxtaposing viewpoints are identified), a set of four base-line assumptions have been developed 

as a benchmark to anchor the study. These include first, that CSR in not new because some 

companies have traditionally addressed broader stakeholder interests for years. The second 

assumption infers that CSR is not a ‘choice’ for business but a ‘must’. In this regard, the 

discussion in the literature is presumed to have moved on from the debate about whether CSR 

should be undertaken to how ((Blum-Kusterer and Hussain, 2001:1). Third, rather than being a 

‘cosmetic’, ‘skin deep’, ‘window-dressing’ activity supported by ‘lip-service’ to the ‘nice’ idea of 



 114 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

increased ‘neighbourliness’, CSR is presumed to impact on the entire company and all its 

business functions (e.g. Pedersen and Neergaard, 2008). This view is opposed to the ‘bolt on’ 

activities adopted by some companies which fail to generate fundamental internal culture change 

(Welford, 2005). The fourth assumption suggests that CSR does not advocate a change from 

‘tough-mindedness’ to ‘tenderness’ because now business is ‘responsible to and for society’. In 

contrast, CSR is assumed to be about balancing a positive stakeholder image. This clearly 

includes the economic interests of the company (in the part of shareholders or investors as a key 

stakeholder group). This stance acknowledges the global competition facing pharmaceutical 

decision-makers which causes a “no excuses” operating environment where the bottom line is 

paramount. The assumption is that businesses have to generate wealth before they can distribute 

it. Consequently, the pharmaceutical industry, as any other business, is in business to survive. 

The nature of competitiveness within the capitalist system requires managers to be concerned 

with hard data, balance sheets, and share prices. But it does so with respect for its people and for 

society simply because to behave otherwise would endanger its long term business success. One 

paramount guiding principle within the context of this approach comprises the premise that a 

company presents merely one of a group of stakeholders which needs to identify and work with 

its significant other stakeholders to address CSR challenges. As a result, this assumed concept of 

stakeholder engagement does not over-estimate the role of the company as is the case in the 

traditional view presented in Figure 3.5 below.  
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Figure 3.5   Stakeholder Engagement Roles – Traditional View 

 

Source: Author       Adapted from Crane and Matten, 2004:51   
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Additional potential limiting restrictions for the research study include the researcher’s 

experience and skills. For instance, the researcher’s previous work-experience is focused chiefly 

on the pharmaceutical and retail business in Northern Europe. Her skill limitations include the 

need to develop and acquire new interpersonal and technical abilities to carry out the proposed 

research. Specific weaknesses in current skills include the danger of bias, interviewing skills, 

sampling skills, and data analysis skills regarding use of software analysis programmes. Based on 

a thorough strengths and weakness analysis, a strategy to close the skills gap was developed. 

More specifically, this aimed to reduce the danger of bias via aid from colleagues and reflexive 

techniques in an approach (suggested by Miles and Huberman, 1986) which lists thirteen tactics 

for generating meaning from data displays. The conclusions drawn include enhancing skills 

through pilot and pre-testing, feedback from colleagues, techniques to develop questioning skills 

which enhance the value of the data for analysis (including preparation and awareness of 

sentence construction and word use, as well as targeted questioning to gain clear evidence and 

qualify vague responses) and ways to limit data analysis issues. 

The final restriction of the study comprises the length limitations of this thesis, as well as 

practicality aspects which affect the feasibility of undertaking the research. More specifically, the 

specific factors unique to the CSR theme have been instrumental in determining that a vast 

amount of literature has emerged over the last half a century within the chosen specialist field. 

Clearly however, the quantity, richness of, and diversity within the available literature 

necessitates a focused approach to the topic. Consequently, the thesis can best be described as 

comprising a selective (i.e. subjectively determined approach), broad-brush overview based on 

the researcher’s interpretation of those themes which are deemed directly key, relevant, and 

essential to the topic (O’Riordan 2006).  
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Having presented the philosophical approach to social enquiry, and having framed the 

scope of the research by identifying its unique elements and the restrictions these pose, the next 

section now turns to address the research idea options.  

 

3.2.2 The Research Idea Choices  

Still in the problem analysis phase of the research design (depicted in Figure 3.1), this 

section examines the research idea options. In doing so, it addresses research design choices 

(illustrated in the theoretical framework in Figure 3.2 above) regarding the research objectives, 

questions, ethical considerations, and other researchers’ approaches.  

First, the research objectives and questions (presented in Chapter 1), are categorised into 

various types of research questions and linked (Blaikie, 2000:23; Robson, 2004:59). This 

identifies that the varying distinctive aims and requirements of the exploratory and partly 

explanatory objective focuses on three types of questions. More specifically, the research 

objectives are answered mainly by ‘what/who’ questions (i.e. what CSR practices are undertaken 

by whom/who is the target focus) but also by ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions (i.e. what  factors 

influence these practices, how and why is this the case (Philips & Pugh, 2003:46-50; Blaikie, 

2000:23 & 62; Yin, 2003). Following this presentation of the research options, this section now 

focuses on the search for the most ‘optimal’ research choices.  

The examination of the unique requirements of this specific research investigation 

(presented in Figure 3.4 above) ultimately serves to facilitate identification of the most 

appropriate research design approach. Specifically, that investigation establishes an information-

base of criteria which creates concrete research requirements against which to judge the various 

methodological options. However, before discussing and choosing a selected methodology for 

the research design, this section first focuses on the crucial aspects of data reliability, validity, 

and trustworthiness. In this regard, Figure 3.7 below summarises the factors which have been 
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identified as critical for obtaining optimal research results. For reasons of brevity (without further 

philosophical discussion on the merits or otherwise of adopting a scientific approach), the 

summary of critical success factors (CSFs) presented in Figure 3.7 below is included because it 

forms the foundation upon which all further considerations are developed. 

 

Figure 3.7   Critical success factors (CSFs) for undertaking scientific research  
 
 

 

General Underlying Principles: 
 

• Attempt to achieve “scientific” results via  
o Systematic Approach 
o Critical Evaluation 
o Ethical Behaviour 

 

Choose approach that most optimally produces: 
 

• Valid Results 
• Robust Conclusions 

o Consider contextual challenges and other factors that require specific attention 
o Identify via an evaluation of the pros and cons the most optimal methodology  

 
 The research problem must dictate the approach and strategy (Yin, 2003) 

 

 
Source: Author         Adapted from Robson (2004:18) 
 

This section now explains why these research choices are deemed key to the search for the 

most optimal methodology and methods. In summary, this approach strives for a ‘scientific 

attitude’ which is defined as carrying out the research in a systematic, sceptical and ethical way 

(Robson, 2004:18). The aim to achieve ‘optimal’ results is driven by the epistemological concern 

to achieve evidence outcomes which are ‘true’, or as close as possible to ‘reality’ to most 

optimally explain the phenomena under investigation. This clearly acknowledges the limitations 

of ever being able to ‘know’ which was addressed in the philosophical section above. A critical 

success factor for obtaining robust conclusions is the assurance that the data are trustworthy. This 

has implications for data reliability and validity which have both been sufficiently explained in 

the literature (e.g. Payne & Payne, 2004:195&233). The principle underlying the research design 

approach is to establish data trustworthiness while acknowledging the absence of a standard 

means of assuring reliability and validity in social science. In line with an approach suggested by 
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Robson (2004:ch2), the methodology followed in this thesis is based on a scientific aspiration 

which focuses on the qualities required for undertaking flexible research designs. This approach 

establishes that the data are trustworthy as far as possible. In this regard, the reflexivity exercise 

(covered in an earlier section which examined the researcher’s background, personal motives and 

goals for undertaking the research), served as a method to identify areas of potential research bias 

with the aim of attempting to increase the accuracy, correctness, and ‘truth’ of the data under 

investigation.  

Within the search for an ‘optimal’ approach, the underlying principle of ethical behaviour 

in the research choices taken is now addressed. Ethical considerations in research have 

intensified in importance in line with a general increase in awareness of, and concern for the 

overall priority of human rights (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 1996:76). A naïve approach 

to ethics is considered unethical in contemporary research (Mirvis and Seashore, 1982:100). 

Consequently, it is deemed good practice for researchers in the field of social science to 

recognise, understand, and put into action, their responsibility to behave in an ethical manner. 

Furthermore, it has become the researcher’s obligation to convince their various stakeholders that 

the work being carried out is of value, and undertaken along the principles of integrity (Bell, 

2003:37). Accordingly, far from being an add-on or an after thought, an ethical approach is a 

central element of the research process. Consequently, it merits attention from the first planning 

stages through to the final publication of the thesis (e.g. Miles and Hubermann, 1994:228-289). 

The principles of ethical outlined in Figure 3.8 guide the research.  
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Figure 3.8 Principals of Ethical Behaviour in Research   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source: Author       Adapted from the code of ethics developed by Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias (1996:95) 
 

To conclude the discussion on research idea choices, as a final step in the problem analysis 

phase of the research design process (see Figure 3.1), an overview of the approaches taken by 

previous researchers when addressing similar problems is now investigated. Although not 

considered a representative sample (due to the huge amount of research available as previously 

discussed), the review of the methods adopted by other researchers reveals that documentary 

analysis, survey, and interviews are all frequently used methods of data collection in this 

specialist field of study. This review further demonstrates the employment of data triangulation 

and mixed methods. Further, it highlights how the snowball sample technique is often employed 

to identify candidates for research areas who are considered ‘difficult’ (e.g. in health research) 

(Robson, 2004:265; Goodmann, 1960). Crucially, these results are confirmed in a continual 

review of the literature over the past ten years. (See separate Appendix B for further details of 

research methods used in this field of study). Following this examination of the research 

‘problem’, the next section now turns to address the chosen data collection methods which 

comprise the second phase of the research design (as illustrated in Figure 3.1 above). 

 

1. Researcher responsibility for all decisions on ethical issues to ensure “no harm” 
 

2. All actions consistent with ethical standards of the home and host community 
 

3. Best scientific judgement used at all times and aim to conduct research in a 
competent, objective manner, to achieve lack of bias in design, conduct, and 
reporting  

 

4. Assistance sought on unresolved ethical dilemmas from appropriate parties 
 

5. In general honouring all commitments made in research by being honest, avoiding 
deception, misrepresentation, and plagiarism etc. 

 

6. Commitment to maintaining the highest ethical standards on the key issues of:  
o Provision of relevant information e.g. purpose of research, sponsorship etc. 
o Ethical standards adhered to with regard to sampling, setting, research 

method used, telling the “whole” truth 
o Access, voluntarism, and informed consent 
o Respect of privacy including confidentiality, anonymity, and safety 
o Data analysis, storage, and possible further use of research by third parties 
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3.3     DATA COLLECTION  

3.3.1   The Chosen Data Collection Methodology 

This section addresses the second phase of the research design process (illustrated in Figure 

3.1). It serves to establish, explain, and justify the selected data collection approach. The insights 

gleaned in the previous problem analysis phase present the relevant conceptual and 

methodological considerations for this research undertaking. From this ‘illuminated’ platform, 

the data collection plan regarding how to answer the research questions is now proposed. To 

achieve this, this section first rationalises the research strategy by stating why the chosen methods 

and sources are considered to deliver trustworthy data. In doing so, it presents the basis for the 

subsequent section which the addresses how the data will be collected (see section 3.6 below). 

Essentially, the chosen data types and methods (including documentary analysis, a telephone 

survey, observation, and in-depth interviews) are presented, and the rationale for rejecting others 

is explained. Further, the technical details relating to sampling and data collection, design, 

piloting, and administration are covered.  

Based on the ontological and epistemological approach and the challenges presented in 

previous sections, to fill the identified gaps in past scholarship, a comparative evaluative 

empirical research approach in a case-study strategy employing mixed methodologies with a 

primarily qualitative focus, is chosen to investigate the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of 

the selected target group. Bearing in mind the research methods employed by previous authors in 

this field of study (see previous section for further details), and the range of choices available (see 

for example Blaikie 2000:233; Robson, 2004:ch4 & 12; Silverman 2005:111), a largely 

interpretative (qualitative) approach is chosen to identify, infer, and suggest mechanisms which 

may be factors influencing CSR stakeholder engagement in the target segment. Within this 

approach, a multiple case-study comprising an examination of two related cases, the UK and 

Germany, is included in order to compare CSR behaviour in a European setting. These cases are 
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selected based on an approach which suggests either that the same result, or predictably different 

results will be obtained (Yin, 2003:53-55). This research pursues both a conclusive and 

explanatory direction. It is conclusive in the sense that it is both descriptive and exploratory. It is 

explanatory because it aims to potentially expose causal factors.  

Accordingly, the research can be classified in principle as basic. However, based on the 

intent to identify current practice to guide managers when making CSR decisions, it additionally 

includes some elements of applied research (i.e. which may help to change/emancipate or 

intervene in the business decision-making situation). Within this context, to investigate how the 

selected target group manages CSR stakeholder engagement, both secondary and primary data 

are collected. The secondary data collection consists of a review of existing research to uncover 

current approaches via an evaluation of theories, concepts, and frameworks. The primary data 

consists of a combined range of methods including documentary analysis, a (small) telephone 

survey comprising written questionnaires (included to gain a broader perspective), and 

observation followed by in-depth personal interviews. Within this approach, the unit and focus of 

the analysis is primarily a sample of senior business executives from the largest pharmaceutical 

companies in the UK and Germany. Essentially, the investigation mainly comprises the collection 

of qualitative data concerning the opinions and behaviour of those internal company agents. The 

research questions which guide the study are based on a set of previously defined assumptions 

which are tested empirically during the investigation (see Section 3.3.3 below for further details). 

These assumptions are revised where necessary in a linear sequence of stages (during which 

secondary and primary data is captured as presented above), to describe and explain the CSR 

practices and compare similarities and differences between the two countries. 

 

This methodology is developed based on a review of the extensive literature on this topic 

(as suggested by e.g. Blaikie, 2000; Robson, 2004:65; Silverman, 2005). Although the research is 
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flexible in design, its outcomes can be used to support the existence of particular mechanisms in 

the area under study (Robson, 2004:65). Accordingly, the collected empirical data serves to 

inform the original explanatory framework (set out in Chapter 2). Despite the fact that the unit of 

analysis is the company, the qualitative leaning focuses on individual managers (including their 

perceptions, worries, feelings). Accordingly, the research approach is individualistic. Essentially, 

by collecting both secondary and primary data to investigate the research topic, this approach is 

designed to both develop a practical management tool to help CSR decision-makers to arrange 

their stakeholder engagement activities and to contribute to the academic literature in the research 

field. 

A major strength of the research design is that it allows the opportunity to use different 

methods and sources of evidence (specifically methodological and data triangulation) to assist in 

establishing data with greater trustworthiness (Robson 2004). To justify the research design 

adopted in this work, an extensive range of possible methods were comprehensively analysed in 

advance to assess their adequacy in sufficiently answering the research questions (Blaikie 

2000:233; Robson, 2004:ch4 & 12; Silverman 2005:111). Many of the data collection methods 

examined in this evaluation are seen (to varying degrees) as potentially valuable “tools” for 

undertaking the research. Overall, the methods were assessed focusing on the need to ensure a 

control mechanism to guarantee (as best as possible) that rhetoric on CSR matches the actual 

practices being undertaken (as addressed in Figure 3.4 above). To rationalise the choice of the 

case-study approach, previous literature was analysed (e.g. Arganoff and Radin, 1991; Miles & 

Hubermann, 1994; Yin, 2003:14&53-6; Payne, 2004:31; Robson, 2004:178-9,181&185; 

Silverman, 2005). This examination included a strengths and weakness evaluation of the data 

collection methods available within the case-study approach.  
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To elaborate, Yin (cited by Robson 2004:178) defines a case-study as a strategy for doing 

research which involves an empirical investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon 

within its real life context using multiple sources of evidence. The data can be quantitative 

though qualitative data are almost invariably collected (Robson 2004:178). Further, the context 

(i.e. the social and physical setting in which the case is situated) is deemed important (Robson 

2004:179). In summary, the design flexibility inherent in the case-study option is signalled by 

Robson (2004:185) who states that every enquiry is a kind of case-study. From the range strategic 

options considered, the case-study option allows inclusion of some of the merits identified as 

valuable for the delicate, intangible, and multi-disciplinary nature of the research topic. These 

include to some extent the first hand, in-depth, descriptive nature of the ethnographic study (via 

observation where the researcher is immersed in interviews for longer periods of time) which 

may lead to the unmasking of power structures and linkages. More specifically, while participant 

observation is a form of ethnography where there is close involvement in the organisation in 

order to gain a detailed understanding of other peoples’ realities (e.g. Easterby-Smith et al, 

2008:331), in this case, the degree of participation was limited (e.g. Robson, 2004:318). This was 

due to the researcher in the role of an interviewer undertook some observation but very little 

participation was involved (e.g. Bryman and Bell, 2007:454). According to Gold’s (1958) 

classification, this situation is best described by the term ‘observer-as-participant’ which for 

practical purposes has been abbreviated to the term ‘observation’ in this thesis. Essentially, this 

observation involved a form of interrupted involvement in which the observer was present 

sporadically over a period of time to observe the behaviour of different people within and across 

a number of different organisations (Easterby-Smith et al, 2008:157). Further, the emergent 

character of the work (Easterby-Smith et al, 2008; Bryman and Bell, 2007), which starts which a 

framework which has been deducted from the literature, is facilitated by a critical realist 
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perspective which aptly recognises social interaction (i.e. people as actors bringing complex 

meanings to behaviour via their interactions and processes) as discussed previously.  

Consequently, the case-study approach could be argued to deliver valid results.  

For clarification, while the survey option is presented in this examination as a strategic 

option in its own right (see for example Silverman 2005; Blaikie, 2000), for the purpose of the 

research design methodology it is classified within the case-study option. This approach is 

confirmed by Yin (2003:91). In summary, despite the practical limitations discussed, a survey 

strategy is a potentially useful option to add credibility (via scale and breadth of opinion) to 

achieve some aspects of the research objectives. However, the level of data yielded is insufficient 

on its own to fully achieve the research objectives. For this reason, the survey approach has been 

chosen as a useful option within the case-study approach. 

To further clarify, indicating the different types of study, Robson (2004:181) describes that 

a case-study can relate to one person, or to a community or social group. In this research, the 

‘case’ is a European country. While organisations and individuals are recognised as viable cases 

in their own right (Yin 2003:56), they are understood here as information sources within the case-

study. Further, Yin (2003:53) advises that choosing a ‘two-case’ case-study increases the chances 

of doing a good case-study based on the advantages of the possibility for replication and more 

powerful analytic conclusions arising from the ability to compare and reach findings common to 

both. Yin (2003:55) further advises that the case-study’s design can be modified by new 

information or discovery during the data collection (as occurred with the observation data). 

Overall, this advice was the basis for the decision to make a comparison between two cases: the 

UK and Germany. Based on evidence obtained in the literature review (e.g. Chapple and Moon, 

2005; Habisch and Jonker, 2005), these countries are deliberately chosen for their presumed 

potential ‘contrasting situations’. Here, the term “comparative case-study” is based on a 
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definition by Arganoff and Radin (1991), whereas a “multiple case-study” is defined based on 

Yin (2003:14). 

To obtain robust conclusions, the critical success factors which emerged from the previous 

problem analysis phase, inform this methodological approach. This facilitates the collection of 

meaningful data via the most optimal strategy. Specifically, this approach combines both a 

thorough understanding of the implications of the contextual issues with an appreciation of the 

goal of each question, while concurrently considering the precise types of information, and levels 

of detail each approach is capable of producing (Yin, 2003:91; Blaikie, 2000; Silverman, 2005). 

To elaborate, the case-study option is chosen based on a systematic examination process which 

identified the various relevant data form, type, and sources in an endeavour to obtain a clearer 

picture of the requirements for suitable data collection methods and techniques (Blaikie, 

2000:233; Robson, 2004:4&12; Silverman, 2005:111&11). This process acknowledges how the 

various sources of evidence in case-studies can be quite extensive (e.g. Yin, 2003:85). It 

identifies that surveys, interviews, observation, and documentary analysis have been selected by 

various researchers (e.g. Marshall and Rossman, 1989; Yin, 2003:85; Robson, 2004) based on the 

merits noted above. Further, an analysis of the abundance of previous research available shows, 

that case-studies have been widely used by other researchers when researching similar subjects 

(e.g. Castka et al, 2004; Acutt, 2004). Previous scholars similarly employed comparative study 

examples (e.g. Clark, 2000; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003). See Appendix B.  

Based on the above analysis, the research design illustrated in overview in Figure 3.9 below 

depicts what is considered on balance to represent the most optimal approach for answering the 

research questions. 
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Figure 3.9 Overview of Chosen Research Design Approach  
 

  
Topic 

 

Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility – Corporate Approaches to 
Stakeholder Engagement in the Pharmaceutical Industry in the UK and Germany 
 

 
Methodology 
 

 

Mixed multiple case-study approach. Includes primarily qualitative aspects and 
multiple data collection methods. These are employed in an alternating phased tactic 
to repeatedly test and refine a set of initial assumptions. This ultimately informs the 
explanatory framework 
 
 

 
Data Collection 
Techniques 
 

 

Pilot Testing + Documentary Analysis 





Initial Assumptions (I) + Explanatory Framework (I) 
 




Structured Telephone Survey Questionnaire 
 




Refined Assumptions (II) + Explanatory Framework (II) 
 


 

Observation 
 



Refined Assumptions (III) + Explanatory Framework (III) 
 




Semi-Structured In-Depth Interview Questionnaire 
 


 

Re-refined Assumptions (III) + Explanatory Framework (III) 
 


 

FINDINGS 
 

 
Data Collection 
Approach 
 

 

Pilot tests used to check the accuracy, efficiency, and suitability of the intended 
approach in each country  
 

 
Data Analysis 
Approach 
 

 

Triangulated findings to test the research assumptions. This ultimately facilitates 
examination and revision of the original explanatory conceptual framework 
 

 
Intended Outcome 

 

To provide fresh insights in a previously under-investigated area. This contributes to 
empirical evidence in the field of CSR stakeholder management scholarship by 
refining an existing managerial framework. The results provide useful insights to 
managers in the pharmaceutical industry by 1). Describing their CSR practices [what] 
2). Uncovering the factors which influence and explain those practices [why] 3). 
Identifying whether differences exit in practices in the UK and Germany [comparison 
of what & why] 

 
 

Source: Author 
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Figure 3.9 demonstrates how the case-study strategy presents the flexibility to clarify, 

check, and control responses via in-depth feedback, while additionally being sufficiently flexible 

to include the survey method. In the data collection phase, data trustworthiness is achieved by 

methodological triangulation via the use of different methods and sources (Robson, 2004). The 

resulting empirical findings are later employed both to re-examine an existing exploratory 

framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) and to test pre-established assumptions which are 

included to enhance data collection validity. Essentially, these research assumptions serve to 

guide the development of questionnaire questions which are then empirically tested in two 

successive stages. First, they are tested and cross checked via survey questionnaires. Second, they 

are revised where necessary, and subsequently re-tested in case-studies via in-depth interviews. 

They are then revised where appropriate. (For further details see Section 3.3.3 immediately 

below). To check the accuracy, efficiency, and suitability of the intended approach in each 

country, pilot testing is employed. Due to the exploratory nature of the enquiry, some of the 

results from the separate instruments (particularly in the case of the telephone survey and 

observation) provide a limited picture of the selected target groups’ CSR practices. As a result, 

they are sought as preliminary background data. However, the documentary analysis and, in 

particular the interview data, offer a much richer, more reliable and valid basis for describing and 

assessing the firms’ behaviour. Accordingly, individual results are often not sufficiently valid as 

standalone evidence. However, in combination with the other methods, their tentative indications 

help to substantiate the findings on the whole. Consequently, overall each method adds value as 

its contribution creates synergies which allow more dependable conclusions to be drawn.  

The research design presented in Figure 3.9 above is suggested to comprise the most 

optimal approach for answering the research questions based on three rationales. First, in order to 

investigate how CSR is actually managed within pharmaceutical firms, the critical realist 
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perspective adopted allows respondents’ opinions and behaviour to be examined and questioned 

in rich detail. Within this approach, mainly qualitative information is generated from primarily 

internal company stakeholders because this is deemed the most valuable way to answer the 

research questions. As the research focuses on internal management aspects, external 

stakeholders are not included in this enquiry. Second, the chosen descriptive and explanatory 

research design seeks explanations for social phenomena based on concepts of mechanisms and 

context which are employed to test a conceptual framework. The flexible nature of the research 

design allows the approach to be adapted as new data emerges. Progress is considered to be 

achieved if the research assumptions (presented in the next section), can be either stabilised or 

modified. Essentially, this strategy additionally allows these research results to be compared and 

further tested later in other industry sectors. Third, a major strength of this research design is the 

use of four data collection methods which allow the capture of various sources of evidence. 

These alternately combine to compensate for each others’ advantages and disadvantages as data 

sources. This triangulation assists in establishing greater trustworthiness (Robson 2004). 

Consequently, this design is judged to appropriately address the identified research issues.  

Following this presentation of the chosen data types and methods, the next section 

addresses technical details. In doing so, it addresses the research assumptions, sampling, data 

collection, design, piloting, and administration in greater detail.  

 

3.3.2   Research Assumptions 

The knowledge derived from the perceptions and meanings which the target pharmaceutical 

company internal senior executives attach to stakeholder engagement allow the original 

framework to be tested and revised where necessary. Within this approach, progress is considered 

to be achieved (from the evidence which was collected to inform the original framework) if the 

research assumptions (which are tested via the empirical insights) can be either stabilised or 
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modified. As a result, these assumptions are pivotal to this work. They are employed as assumed 

answer outcomes or testable propositions (Silverman, 2005:98) to test the robustness of the data 

which was collected to answer the research questions. They achieve this by facilitating a 

continual cross-check as data emerges during the successive stages of the research. The 

conjectures presented in Figure 3.10 below add value in two ways. They guide the formulation of 

the questions employed in the data collection instruments and further act as a process of 

reciprocal testing for the four specific instruments. This verifies the data gathered in each stage of 

the research. In a realist approach, these predicted answers to the research questions (e.g. Punch, 

1998:39-41) help to specify the enabling and disabling mechanisms within the relevant operating 

contexts (Maxwell, 1996:25; Robson, 2004:63). Consequently, their inclusion is based on the 

premise they enhance interpretation and data validity. 

Figure 3.10 Research Assumptions  
 

 

Main Assumption 

By conceptualising the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of pharmaceutical companies in an 

explanatory framework, it is possible to uncover patterns in the differences and similarities identified 

(between the UK and Germany), which help to explain the factors influencing the practices adopted 

Sub-Assumptions 

1. The CSR stakeholder engagement practices of pharmaceutical companies differ in the UK and Germany 

due to deviations in basic conditions including distinctions in institutional, political, cultural, and other 

contexts. These variations in basic conditions cause distinct diversity in the CSR approach, policy, and 

practices (subsequently named “CSR behaviour”) at individual firm level in each country 

2. This variation in CSR behaviour is influenced by what is considered by pharmaceutical decision-makers to 

constitute [effective] stakeholder engagement in the UK and Germany  

3. The influencing factors which determine the CSR process to manage [effective] stakeholder engagement are 

identifiable and can be explained by a framework based on the four elements: Context; Stakeholders; 

Management Response; and Event                                                          

Source: Author



 131 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

3.3.3   The Sample Strategy Approach 
This section provides details on the sample strategy. This includes the identification and 

choice of targets or sources from the overall population, sample size, as well as the method of 

selection. In doing so, it commences the presentation and explanation of the procedural 

technicalities concerning each of the data collection methods chosen in the previous section. (See 

Figure 3.11 below for further details). 

The sampling strategy is neither statistical nor purely subjective, but theoretically grounded 

(Silverman, 2005). Accordingly, the question of which targets to choose and how to choose them 

is approached based on their relevance to the research question, and their ability to explain the 

conceptualisation under investigation. Further, when devising the sampling strategy, a key aim 

was the identification of contacts and of building relationships from the target pool in the 

telephone survey stage to later identify and win participants for in-depth interviews.  

The sampling frame or target population for this research comprises a total of 934 

pharmaceutical companies overall in Germany, and 312 overall in the UK in 2006 measured by 

sales turnover in each country (IMS, 2006). Within this universe, a selected pool of sample 

targets comprising the leading 200 pharmaceutical companies in both countries was identified 

using industry sales data (IMS, 2006). For clarification, the IMS is the recognised as the leading 

provider of business intelligence and strategic consulting services for the pharmaceutical and 

healthcare industries. Given the aim is to achieve a response rate of 25-30% in each country (see 

Figure 3.11 below for further details), this initial targeting of the top 200 companies in each 

country comprises the potential overall pool of candidates (Appendix C).  

To elaborate, this pool initially represents the sample targets for the documentary analysis, 

telephone survey, and observation methods. Via those research contacts, in-depth interview 

participants were then prospected. Crucially in this approach, as is the case-study approach in 

general (Robson 2004:168-177), statistical power or sample size is not the most important 
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consideration. However, for all data collection approaches, choosing valuable candidates in a 

methodologically systematic way that best represents the geographic regions of focus is a key 

factor. Accordingly, the sampling technique chosen is a non-random method comprising a mix 

between quota and convenience sampling (Silverman, 2005). The sample is a selection of the 

population which is considered representative based on the rationale that the target list represents 

85% of total pharmaceutical sales in each country. Significantly, the targets for each country 

include some of the leading pharmaceutical players in the world.  

Finally, the sampling strategy for collecting the data can be defined as purposive. To 

achieve the research objectives based on the methodology proposed above, it chooses embedded 

cases (i.e. within each country) which illustrate features of interest to the research (Silverman, 

2005). This purposive search for evidence that is indicative of a phenomenon (e.g. in this case 

similarities and differences in CSR practices between the UK and Germany), facilitates 

investigation into why concepts are applicable in one setting but not another (e.g. Strauss and 

Corbin, 1998). This approach additionally employs a snowball sampling technique (Goodmann, 

1960; Eland-Goosensen et al, 1997; Etter and Perneger, 2000; Warner et al, 2003; Robson, 

2004:265; Shuh-jen Sheu et al, 2008). 

This presentation and explanation of the data collection approach (i.e. how the data will be 

collected and who will be asked) concludes the second phase of the research design process. The 

next section turns to address the third phase, namely the data analysis. 
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3.4 DATA ANALYSIS  

This section addresses the selected data analysis approach which comprises the third phase 

of the research design process (illustrated above in Figure 3.1). In doing so, it continues to 

present, explain, and justify the procedural technicalities concerning each of the data collection 

methods chosen in the previous section. 

By definition, the research design approach determines a heavy data analysis task to 

manage the range of ensuing data and figures collected. To analyse the qualitative exploratory 

findings, research assumptions (presented previously above) are included to enhance 

interpretation of the data and thereby validity. Essentially, this approach focuses on filling the 

gaps revealed in past scholarship to build a picture of the CSR practices of the target sample. 

Accordingly, the data is analysed to primarily identify what CSR concept is followed by this 

target group, which stakeholders are targeted and how their interests are balanced, as well as 

whether the current approach is effective or not.  

In this approach, data trustworthiness is established via data triangulation of the different 

methods and sources (Robson, 2004). Crucially, the findings are analysed with a view to their 

relevance to test and revise an original explanatory conceptual framework which was previously 

developed by the author (O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). In doing so, to 

reduce the data volume (without eliminating useful information), the data are categorised via 

themes and codes (for management purposes and to avoid information overload). In this regard, 

advance data reduction focuses on identifying ways to keep the data amount manageable. This is 

achieved through the planned and timely production of summaries and abstracts, coding and note 

writing. For clarification, text and other notes taken during the data gathering phase are 

documented. All of the original data collected is available in raw data form on a separate CD. 

Within this process, data reduction is specifically attained through categorising and pre-

coding the raw data (Blaikie, 2000). Coding is undertaken based on the choice of first and second 
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level coding, open and axial coding, and coding paradigms (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). More 

specifically, to fulfil the research objective, codes were identified in relation to each research 

question, concept, and theme. These aid data analysis and facilitate the testing of the components 

in the original framework. In this way, the findings from the four data collection sources were 

analysed using content analysis based on six codes to analyse the qualitative data. Their relevance 

was identified in the literature review. These pre-selected codes include ‘terminology’, 

‘stakeholders’, ‘communication’, ‘organisation/governance’, ‘projects/activities’, and ‘expect-

ations’. They are defined in the glossary at the beginning of this thesis.  

Within the scope of those definitions, depending on the research method employed, the data 

is analysed via these codes using text identification, transcript coding, and word counting. 

Although quantitative analysis does not play a major role in this research as explained above, 

some limited statistical analysis is performed on the quantitative data using SPSS software 

support. In this approach, key questions are continually asked with regard to the relationships 

between the main data units, the categories used, and the context and consequences in which the 

categories occur (Silverman, 2005). To analyse this multiple case situation, cross-case synthesis 

is employed as a particularly useful method of analysis (Yin, 2003). In this specific case, cross-

case conclusions are drawn from a uniform framework based on word tables developed for each 

individual case. The procedural technicalities for each method are addressed in greater detail 

below. (Please refer to Figure 3.11 below for further details). 

The cumulative evidence collected provides a data-set base which is then employed to 

explore, examine, update, and thereby improve, a theoretical framework. This framework was 

built exclusively from secondary data as one of the preliminary phases in the research (O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008). Consequently, the research design both inductively and deductively 

simultaneously expands empirical and theoretical understanding of CSR management. In doing 
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so, it derives knowledge from the perceptions and meanings which the target pharmaceutical 

company internal senior executives attach to stakeholder engagement.  

 

3.5.    DATA PRESENTATION 

The empirical data which was collected and analysed from the multiple sources outlined 

and explained in the previous section is presented via the six pre-selected codes. These include 

‘terminology’, ‘stakeholders’, ‘communication’, ‘organisation/governance’, ‘projects/activities’, 

and ‘expectations’. They are defined in the glossary at the beginning of this thesis.  Following the 

extensive literature analysis, background preparatory work, as well as pilot testing presented 

above, the accuracy, efficiency, and suitability of these codes as key components of the research 

design was pre-checked and verified within the context of the intended approach in each country. 

Following this brief discussion on data presentation, the next section now addresses the 

methodology in greater detail with respect the data collection, analysis and presentation of each 

data method.  

 

3.6    PROCEDURAL TECHNICALITIES FOR EACH METHOD 

This section sequentially presents the data collection, analysis, and presentation approach 

based on the research design process steps depicted in Figure 3.1 above for each of the chosen 

four data collection methods. These include documentary analysis, a telephone survey, 

observation, and in-depth interviews. In doing so, it addresses the procedural technicalities 

regarding how each method answers the research questions in greater detail. The remainder of 

this section focuses on each method’s purpose, and on how the data is collected (i.e. who is 

asked, where, when, and on what type of data is sought). It additionally explains how the data 

which is collected via each method is analysed and presented. Figure 3.11 below provides an 

overview of the procedural technicalities which were employed to gather the data between 2005 

and 2008.  
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Figure 3.11   Overview of Data Collection and Analysis Procedural Details   
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Figure 3.11 describes the explicit modus operandi for each data collection method with 

respect to specific data sources, the sample targets, the research administration, and data analysis. 

Based on the overview presented in Figure 3.11, the remainder of this section now more closely 

addresses these procedural details. For clarification, the sample size choices presented in the next 

sections are based on the sample strategy approach discussion established in Section 3.3.3 above. 

They are subsequently critically examined and justified in Chapter 8 in the Data Trustworthiness 

section. 

 

3.6.1   Documentary Analysis 

This section presents the procedural technicalities regarding how the documentary analysis 

method answers the research questions. The documentary analysis examines how selected (parent 

or headquarter) pharmaceutical companies portrayed CSR stakeholder engagement activities on 

their websites in late 2006 and early 2007. That content analysis entails direct observation of the 

website publications undertaken personally by the researcher in a desk research setting using data 

sourced from a selected target sample of 38 leading companies in the UK and Germany. The 

purpose of the documentary analysis is to obtain a preliminary ‘feeling’ for what practices are 

being undertaken by the target data sources and where their emphasis lies. Accordingly, it serves 

as an interesting starting point for the research to initially expose the way companies 

communicate their CSR ideas and emphasise CSR on their websites. In this regard, the labelling 

and other terminology used, as well as the choices of projects and activities to communicate 

CSR, is one initial reflection of their understanding of the CSR concept, (or possibly of the target 

groups’ understanding of stakeholder expectations).  

In this approach, documentary analysis is defined as using content analysis or indirect 

qualitative and quantitative analysis of documents which deal with something which has been 

produced for another purpose i.e. in another context and is therefore similar to structured 
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observation (Robson, 2004:350). However, the focus in this work is mainly qualitative. 

Documents such as annual reports, CSR reports, and web site text have featured in several studies 

(Haniffa and Cooke, 2005). Further, documentary or textual analysis has been used by 

researchers in case-study design (Yin, 2003:88). On balance, documentary analysis is considered 

useful to compliment the other data collection methods.  Essentially, its key role is twofold. First, 

it provides background material in preparation for subsequent survey and interview situations. 

Second, it presents a benchmark of what targets are saying about their CSR practice (i.e. rhetoric) 

against which actual practice can later be evaluated. 

To elaborate, based on a sampling strategy presented in Section 3.3.3 above, from the 

overall pool of all potential candidates in both countries, a total of 38 companies were selected. 

Figure 3.12 lists the selected target pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. 

Figure 3.12      Overview of Selected Target Company Websites  

 

The chosen companies were not selected randomly but deliberately chosen (on the basis of 

their size and reputation) as leading advocates and practitioners of CSR principles. For 

Leading Corporations in the UK & Germany in 2006
Ranking by Sales (€) incl. Manufacturers
Source: IMS Sales Data 2006

Market Share
# Cos UK D UK Market Share D Market Share

1 5 1 NOVARTIS 3.6 11.1
2 3 2 SANOFI-AVENTIS 6.5 5.9
3 4 4 ASTRAZENECA 5.7 3.9
4 13 5 BAYER 1.8 3.8
5 10 6 ROCHE 2.4 3.8
6 1 8 PFIZER 10.0 3.6
7 2 9 GLAXOSMITHKLINE 9.7 3.3
8 6 10 JOHNSON & JOHNSON 3.4 2.9
9 8 11 MERCK & CO 3.2 2.6

10 11 12 BOEHRINGER INGEL 2.1 2.5
11 7 14 WYETH 3.2 1.8
12 12 15 NOVO NORDISK 1.9 1.7
13 9 16 LILLY 2.4 1.6
14 58 18 MENARINI 0.1 1.3
15 31 19 BRISTOL-MYERS SQB. 0.4 1.2
16 32 20 ALTANA 0.3 1.2
18 30 22 MERCK KGAA 0.5 1.2
19 55 14 RECKITT BENCKISER 1.3 0.3

Total Market share: 58.5 53.7

Rank

List of Companies: 19 Documentary Analysis of Websites

(Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales Figures 2006)
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clarification, the companies do not represent the leading companies by rank in each country but 

rather companies that are leading in both countries. This approach is based on the wish to 

compare divergences between the CSR approaches of companies operating in both countries. 

(Thus important (generic) companies in Germany such as Ratiopharm (rank 3), Kohl Medical AG 

(rank 7), Stada (rank 13), and Emra-Med (rank 17), were omitted because they do not operate in 

the UK. Based on the same logic however, Reckitt Benkiser, which is ranked 14th in the UK but 

55th in Germany, was included because it operates in both countries).  

While the documentary analysis sought to analyse data collected mainly from company 

websites, in some cases hard copies of annual reports and CSR/Sustainability report sources were 

reviewed. Essentially, the data was collected and managed based on a review of selected 

literature in the research planning stage (e.g. Strauss, 1987; Crabtree and Miller, 1992; Glaser, 

1992; Blaikie, 2000; Yin, 2003:109; Robson, 2004; Silverman, 2005). This approach helps to 

ensure accurate, effective, and efficient data analysis within the planned methodological and data 

triangulation strategy. Accordingly, the data gathered to uncover CSR behaviour within the 

selected target group (presented in Figure 3.12 above) via the documentary analysis collection 

tool (presented in Figure 3.13 below), delivers mainly qualitative but also quantitative evidence 

(from word counting, text identification via noting the presence of categories/themes). More 

specifically, the data were collected using an evaluation table of pre-defined codes (based on the 

approach described in Section 3.4 above) which are listed in Figure 3.13 below. These codes, 

which comprise visibility, terminology employed, projects/activities, codes of conduct in use, 

stakeholder references, stakeholder communication/dialogue, and national differences, are 

defined in greater detail in Appendix D.  
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Figure 3.13      Documentary Analysis - Evaluation Table of Variables 

 

Source: Author 

 

Within the emergent nature of the critical realist philosophical framework discussed earlier, 

the qualitative data obtained were analysed following an iterative approach in which 

understanding of the phenomena under investigation gradually emerges as the study unfolds 

Company Name / Novartis Pfizer Glaxo Etc. Etc. Etc.
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Number of Personnel 

Possible Contact Dept. /
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Contact Name(s) for D + UK

CSR Department Yes/No?

Number of CSR Personnel 

UK & D Central ? Yes/No?
If Yes - Contact for UK?

Visability - CSR Easy to find - Yes/No?

Choice of Terminology

Key Projects/Activities Mentioned

Code of Conduct in Use

Stakeholders Mentioned

Stakeholder Dialogue Mentioned?

Forum for Stakeholder communication e.g. 
chat etc.

Divergences on local website?
   German site?
   UK site?

CSR APPROACH

KEY FACT OVERVIEW
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(Bryman and Bell, 2007). Within this strategy, the subsequent data collection was modified in the 

light of what emerged from the data gathered via this source. Ultimately, the results are employed 

to test and reassess the initial explanatory framework conceptualisation. More specifically, the 

ensuing data was analysed and presented based on a selection of six previously chosen codes or 

expectations (e.g. Glaser, 1992; Strauss, 1987) which were identified above. Defined according to 

the descriptions (presented in the glossary definition of terms at the beginning of this thesis), 

these codes are employed as indicators to manage, analyse, and describe the data obtained. 

Further, and most significantly, these codes are maintained to analyse the data from the other 

subsequent research instruments. The potential contribution, but also the limitations associated 

with this approach are discussed separately in Chapter 8. The original data findings sources are 

available in a CD as a separate attachment to this thesis. 

Following this description of the procedural technicalities for the documentary analysis, the 

next section now addresses the telephone survey. 

 

3.6.2 Telephone Survey 

This section presents the procedural technicalities regarding how the telephone survey method 

answers the research questions. Building on the CSR stakeholder engagement practices revealed 

by pilot testing and documentary analysis data, the purpose of the telephone survey is to further 

help to fill the gaps identified in past scholarship. To do so, it comprises direct telephone contacts 

(undertaken personally by the researcher) to obtain 46 completed questionnaires from the UK and 

German pharmaceutical affiliates who responded between July and October 2007. (These 

questionnaires are available separately in raw data hard-copy format if necessary). 

 

Figure 3.14 below provides an overview list of 46 the respondents who completed a 

questionnaire. 
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Figure 3.14      Telephone Survey - List of Respondents   

 
 

Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales 2006 

 
A concise definition of the telephone survey is difficult because of the wide range of 

studies which have been labelled as surveys (Robson, 2004). Nevertheless, the survey is defined 

as a way of collecting (mainly quantitative) but in this case qualitative data, from (usually 

representative i.e. large) samples of people (Payne and Payne, 2004:218; Robson, 2004:229). 

This research design employs the survey method in a qualitative approach to gather verbal 

responses to uniform sets of systematic, structured questions. These are presented in both 

telephone interviews, as well as in self-completion questionnaires. Surveys are considered the 

‘gold standard’ for social research (Robson 2004, Silverman 2004; Blaikie 2000). Accordingly, 

this method is deemed specifically valuable for this study in its ability to provide information 

about the distribution of a wide range of characteristics and the relationships between them 

# Company Name Response Origin # Responses Market Share UK Market Share D
1 ABBOTT D 1  1.2
2 ACTAVIS UK 1 0 
3 ALCON UK 1 0.2 
4 ALK-ABELLO D 1  0.1
5 AMGEN D 1  0.6
6 BOEHRINGER INGEL UK & D 2 2.1 2.5
7 BRAUN-MELSUNGEN UK 1 0 
8 CEPHALON UK & D 2 0.2 0.1
9 CSL UK & D 2 0 0.1

10 EISAI UK & D 2 0.8 0.3
11 FALK UK & D 2 0.1 0.3
12 JOHNSON & JOHNSON D 1  2.9
13 LILLY D 1  2.4
14 MERCK & CO D 1  2.6
15 MERCK KGAA UK & D 2 0.5 1.2
16 NOVARTIS UK & D 2 3.6 11.1
17 NOVO NORDISK D 1  1.7
18 OTSUKA UK & D 2 0.2 0.1
19 PROCTER & GAMBLE D 1  0.4
20 RATIOPHARM D 1 0 5.3
21 RECORDATI UK 1 0.1 
22 ROCHE UK & D 2 2.4 3.8
23 SANOFI-AVENTIS UK & D 2 6.5 5.9
24 SCHWARZ PHARMA AG UK & D 2 0.2 0.9
25 SERVIER UK 1 1.2 
26 SHIRE PHARMACEUT. UK 1 0.7 
27 SOLVAY UK & D & D 3 0.6 0.5
28 TAKEDA UK & D 2 0.7 1
29 TEVA UK 1 0.9 
30 UCB UK & D 2 0.7 0.5
31 WYETH UK 1 3.2 

Total UK: 22; D: 24 46 24.9 45.5

List of Companies: 46 Survey Questionnaires
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(Robson, 2004:230). For this reason, surveys have been commonly used in research and have 

been used by various researchers to investigate CSR topics (e.g. Welford, 2005; Eilbirt and 

Parket, 1973). More specifically, as part of a flexible research design (i.e. within a primarily 

interpretative approach to deliver case-study evidence), the survey questionnaire delivers mainly 

qualitative data for descriptive purposes (Yin, 2003:91; Robson, 2004:234). This gains a broader 

perspective in order to identify and infer mechanisms which influence CSR stakeholder 

management in the UK and Germany.  

The cover letter and three questionnaires in Appendix E are the result of an approach which 

employed a structured questionnaire containing closed-type questions (e.g. Easterby-Smith et al, 

2008:257-79). The questionnaire design involved the tasks of topic selection, question-wording, 

question order, question instructions, prompting and answer facilitation, recording answers, as 

well as considerations regarding answer coding, data analysis, and presentation (Silverman, 2004; 

Robson, 2004; Easterby-Smith et al, 2008:221-3; Bryman & Bell, 2007:227-9). The items were 

developed based on the six codes which emerged from the literature review as salient aspects 

when managing CSR stakeholder engagement. These included stakeholder engagement i.e. 

terminology and communication/dialogue, stakeholder identification and prioritisation, CSR 

organisation, projects/activities and expectations. These determined the specific content of the 

questionnaire questions within the overall research objectives and questions. More specifically, 

the questions asked participants to state the CSR terminology they employ in their day to day 

management of stakeholder engagement and if this includes the use of the term stakeholder 

dialogue. In addition participants were asked whether or not they organise their CSR activities 

via  a specific department, whether or not they officially communicate how much their company 

invests in CSR activities, which specific CSR activities they undertake, how they prioritise and 

engage with their stakeholders (i.e. the amount of dialogue and consultation and their perceived 
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importance of this), and what benefits they expect to ensue from investing their business 

resources in CSR activities. These questions required mainly yes/no responses or employed an 

adapted Likert scale to measure attitudes and opinions (e.g. Easterby-Smith et al, 2008:229-30). 

More specifically, the scale used to measure stakeholder prioritisation in this research was 

adapted to include 6 (as opposed to 5 points) following advice from research experts to encourage 

respondents to avoid a neutral mid-point response and thereby increase the of the value of the 

findings. Within the case-study strategy, the insights gained from the documentary analysis 

offered a rich and valid basis for describing and assessing the firms’ behaviour which were 

employed when developing these items. For instance, because the documentary analysis results 

highlighted the lack of stakeholder dialogue terminology and no communication of CSR 

expenditure on company websites, these questions were included to check those findings. In this 

way, the documentary analysis findings guided the development of the questionnaire which was 

employed in the telephone interviews by tailoring the questions to check the data which emerged. 

In addition to the documentary analysis, in order to ensure that data trustworthiness would be 

achieved, the research objectives, questions, assumptions and pilot testing helped to develop the 

questionnaire items. These guided the questionnaire content and assisted in achieving the most 

optimal accuracy, efficiency, and suitability of the survey approach in each country. This 

involved discussing the intended enquiry with academic, pharmaceutical, CSR and market 

research experts, asking them to review the questions and to comment on their appropriateness.  

The resulting cover letters and questionnaires were employed to contact prospective survey 

candidates from the overall sample target list of 200 leading pharmaceutical companies. See 

Appendix C. Details of those contacts with the entire target group were recorded by the 

interviewer and documented via a protocol which documented the contact minutiae and are 
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available as raw data on separate CD. These protocols subsequently play a crucial role as 

valuable data in observation (described in the next section). 

The data obtained from the survey was analysed using pre-defined tables and a coding 

system based on the data analysis approach presented in the previous section. This established 

that the six pre-defined codes are maintained through-out the data triangulation process to analyse 

the data from all research instruments. This analysis was supported to a limited degree by 

employing the software programme SPSS and standard statistical analysis tools to help manage 

the data. However, as explained above, quantitative analysis does not play a major role in this 

research. More specifically, the large amounts of data generated from the mainly closed questions 

in the structured questionnaire were analysed based on three simultaneous processes (e.g. Miles 

and Huberman, 1986). These include data reduction, data display, and conclusion 

drawing/verification (Silverman, 2005:177; Robson, 2004:475). The data set for the analysis was 

created from the data collected via a process which cleaned, standardised, and then reduced it to 

facilitate statistical analysis and graphic illustration (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Robson, 2004:475; 

Silverman, 2005:177). The computer software package SPSS was employed to a very limited 

extent to manage the data. Data display was achieved via descriptive and summary statistics 

which this package produces and displays. Based on a study of the various approaches to 

qualitative analysis (e.g. Crabtree and Miller, 1992), these methods are considered appropriate for 

this flexible research design.  

For clarification, the focus for the analysis remains qualitative despite the fact that a 

software programme is employed to ensure effective data capture and allow statistical 

calculations (such as correlations and cross tabulations which appear to suggest statistical 

validity). This decision is based on the small sample size, as well as the case-study research 

design within the interpretive approach followed. Consequently, because the focus for the 



 146 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

qualitative approach is to identify what the data is implying and make inferences about 

relationships between the variables, the results are not intended to be generalised. The limitations 

associated with the approach procedures presented here are discussed separately in Chapter 8. 

Following this description of the procedural technicalities for the telephone survey, the next 

section addresses observation. 

 

3.6.3 Observation 

Within the scope of the approach defined above in Figures 3.9 and 3.11, this section 

presents the procedural technicalities regarding how the observation method answers the research 

questions. To present an additional perspective on the data gathered via the previous methods, the 

observation which was described in section 3.3.1 above is based on data gathered in the 142 

telephone survey protocols (described in the previous section). These document the experience of 

engaging in stakeholder dialogue with the target sample while prospecting for candidates for the 

telephone survey in 2007. Specifically, because the variable under investigation is CSR 

stakeholder engagement, observation utilises the data on hand from those contacts. This allowed 

critical incidents to be appreciated (Bryman, 1989; Sanger, 1996).  

To elaborate, the previous section explained how contact information during the telephone 

contact phase with the entire target group was recorded by the interviewer and documented via a 

protocol. While recognising the reliability limitations (addressed previously and subsequently in 

Chapter 8), the resulting data was treated as valuable research information in the form of 

observation of stakeholder engagement. This rationale is based on the assumption that 

observation of responses to external questions allow social processes to unfold. Despite the 

drawback the data may be skewed because this dialogue does not pose a ‘normal’ business 

contact, nevertheless, the observation of company responses facilitates the assessment of CSR 

stakeholder engagement in the sense that the researcher can observe and evaluate the willingness, 
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ability, or interest of the initial contact partners to respond. Accordingly, because the data 

captured via these protocols reveal details of the experience of engaging in dialogue as a 

stakeholder with all the potential respondents, these findings are considered useful data content. 

Essentially, this data particularly aptly fulfils the critical success factors (identified in Figure 3.7), 

to address the difficulty of distinguishing between rhetoric and actual behaviour within the CSR 

topic.  

While this method has been used by other researchers in the case-study design (Yin, 

2003:93), it was originally not considered feasible for answering the research questions as a data 

collection technique in its own right. However, the critical incident of prospecting for the 

telephone survey situation allowed observation of respondents’ reactions and the language which 

they use to answer the interview questions (Robson, 2004:272). A further advantage is the 

virtually unique glimpse which is offered of what might lie behind participants’ claimed actions. 

In the case of this research, this approach contends that information value actually exists in not 

receiving any response or, put another way, absence or deficiency of response can be used as 

evidence. Accordingly, in this research, all responses are considered to count as data, because 

they offer valuable, interesting, and useful observations for answering the research questions. As 

a result, the data emerging from the contact protocols manifests itself as an unexpected wealth of 

additional information (Yin, 2003:55).  

Essentially, the purpose of the observation is to enhance the overall research enquiry by 

checking, and thereby improving the quality of the previous information obtained. In doing so, 

while acknowledging the limitations addressed immediately above, the observation method adds 

value to the overall research project by contributing to the research outcome in at least five ways. 

First, by examining actual participant behaviour (as opposed to how participants report they 

behave) this approach is beneficial because it checks for real world disparities between what 
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targets actually do and what they are saying the do. Second, given the research design approach 

(which follows a methodological and data triangulation strategy), observation serves as a 

particularly ‘sensitive’ data source which, assuming it is designed and analysed competently, can 

potentially improve the overall thoroughness of the research enquiry. Third, by testing previous 

findings (in particular the documentary analysis data), this method enhances the entire 

investigation and improves the quality of the prior information obtained. Fourth, it augments the 

information base of findings and thereby serves to secure a more comprehensive and insightful 

balance of the overall result. Fifth, although the data analysed in this section can clearly be 

essentially deemed a ‘waste’ product of the originally intended telephone survey questionnaire 

method, it aptly provides the solution to some of the major contextual challenges identified in 

Figure 3.4. More specifically, given the fact that it is usually very difficult to get access to 

actually observe behaviour in practice on the specific variables under investigation, this data is 

considered to serve as an important step to address the issue of response bias, social expectations 

issues, and other impediments which were highlighted as barriers to obtaining meaningful results. 

Additionally, it addresses potential over-claiming, defensiveness, blocking or refusals by the 

respondents that were noted as key obstacles to establishing valid results. In short, many aspects 

of CSR behaviour essentially become testable using this method.    

Because the purpose of the original telephone contact was to collect data for the survey 

questionnaire, the sample strategy presented above comprises the same sample for this 

observation investigation. Accordingly, the original pool of companies presents the sample target 

and approach (See Appendix C for further details). Essentially, the observation sample comprises 

all companies in the entire sample which could be reached (total=142) as potential participants 

for the survey questionnaire research. To clarify further, even in the case of those 42 companies 

which did not respond to the enquiry at all, and similarly in the case of those 44 companies which 
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explicitly refused to respond but supplied a verbal or written response that (or about why) they 

would not participate, stakeholder engagement/dialogue behaviour was documented.  

The protocol data of the social discourse or stakeholder engagement observed and 

experienced by the researcher when the target companies were approached was evaluated using a 

pre-defined list of seven explicit questions and assumptions for data analysis. Appendix F lists 

these data collection and analysis variables. From this pre-defined list of explicit variables, the 

ensuing data were analysed based on a coding sheet of variables including ease of identification 

and helpfulness of contact partner, CSR knowledge and professionalism, internal communication 

and responsibility, speed and intensity of response to the enquiry, CSR organisation, and interest 

in continuing the dialogue.  The data collected via these variables were analysed using a scale of 

1-6. (If necessary, further details regarding each value and how it is evaluated are available on a 

separate CD). For clarification, the values assigned to each variable are subjectively determined 

by the researcher based on her personal perceptions and judgements about the stakeholder 

dialogue experience.  

To sum up, in facilitating exposure of the target group’s CSR stakeholder engagement 

response from a different incidental perspective, the questions addressed via observation add 

valuable insights into the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of the target sample. The raw 

data source for all protocols is available on a separate CD which is submitted with this thesis. The 

contribution, but also the limitations associated with these approach tactics are subsequently 

discussed in chapter 8.  

Following this description of the procedural technicalities for the participant, the next 

section finally turns to address the in-depth interview data collection method. 
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3.6.4  In-Depth Interview 

Finally, this section presents the procedural technicalities regarding how the in-depth 

interview method answers the research questions. To more richly and therefore robustly verify 

the other data obtained, 18 in-depth interviews with senior executives were undertaken between 

April and September 2008. The ensuing data serves to test the research assumptions, but more 

significantly, informs the original framework. Essentially, this data thereby authoritatively 

qualifies and checks many aspects of the findings obtained via the other methods. 

Interviewing is defined in this approach to typically involve the researcher asking questions 

and receiving responses from the participant(s) (e.g. Robson, 2004:269). To determine the 

interview data collection method, the common typology distinguished by Robson was adopted. 

Given the type of business people who are the target of these questions (see Figure 3.11 for 

further details), the semi-structured questionnaire is the preferred approach as a flexible ‘middle-

way’ between an unstructured and a structured approach. Specifically, the semi-structured 

approach has the advantage of matching the participants’ time constraints, as well as additionally 

possibly better meeting their expectations of an interview discussion. It additionally allows the 

senior-level research targets a certain amount of leeway and freedom to take the discussion in 

directions they choose. It further presents a guideline to ensure that key areas are discussed, while 

concurrently remaining sufficiently flexible to allow modifications based upon the interviewer’s 

perception of what seems most interesting and appropriate. Additionally, to address issues 

regarding the ‘complicated’ nature of the topic (highlighted in Figure 3.4), it allows for changes 

in question wording, as well as explanations. Further, questions can be omitted and others added, 

to gain better insights on CSR practices as required. Accordingly, this tactic is deemed to most 

optimally fit the critical success factors identified previously in Figure 3.7.  

For clarification, an unstructured interview approach is rejected because it is deemed overly 

informal, with limited ability for the researcher to guide the conversation. Essentially, this 
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rationale is based on the danger that it could lead to difficulties in comparing results and 

accordingly issues with data reliability, interpretation, and analysis. Instead, more structured 

discussions which focus on clear and efficient use of time and pre-arranged topics are deemed 

more appropriate for the target group in question. However, as the survey approach employs a 

structured questionnaire, a less structured method is deemed of greater value. In allowing a more 

flexible, in-depth response, the assumption is that this would help to balance out the 

disadvantages of the questionnaire method. Consequently, the semi-structured questionnaire is 

the preferred approach as a flexible ‘middle-way’.  

Based on previous communication, when canvassing for the telephone survey, prospective 

interview candidates from a target list of 60 companies were selected from whom to potentially 

collect the data. Figure 3.15 below presents this initial target pool of candidates. These targets 

were chosen in an attempt to achieve a balance between obtaining sufficient valuable, robust 

results, and concerns regarding information overload. More specifically, in order to allow 

meaningful reflection on and comparison of their behaviour, the companies were chosen because 

each is considered an interesting case-study in its own right. The following aspects also play a 

role: 

o Geographic location (i.e. balance of UK and German) 

o Seniority of manager, CSR knowledge, (particularly interesting if the contact is an 

academic in the CSR field)  

o On their willingness to respond (as indicated in the survey questionnaire response) 
 

In addition, those participants who had given interesting and valid responses in the survey 

questionnaire phase were approached again to maximise the chances of gleaning rich, revealing, 

and meaningful information.   
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Figure 3.15      In-Depth Interviews – Initial Pool of Target Candidates  
 

 

Source: Author 

 

In line with the overall purposive approach adopted, a snowball sample technique was chosen 

where individuals from the population of interest were asked to identify other ‘appropriate’ 

members of the population (Robson, 2004:265). This approach is regularly used to identify 

# Company Location
1 ALK-ABELLO UK& D
2 BAUSCH & LOMB UK & D 
3 BAYER UK & D 
4 BOEHRINGER INGEL UK & D
5 CEPHALON UK & D
6 CSL UK & D
7 EISAI UK & D
8 FALK UK & D 
9 GRUENENTAHL UK & D 

10 MERCK KGAA UK & D
11 NOVARTIS UK & D
12 ORION UK & D
13 OTSUKA UK & D
14 PROCTER & GAMBLE UK & D
15 RATIOPHARM UK & D
16 ROCHE UK & D
17 SANOFI-AVENTIS UK & D
18 SCHWARZ PHARMA AG UK & D
19 SOLVAY UK & D
20 TAKEDA UK & D
21 UCB UK & D
22 ACTAVIS UK
23 ALCON UK 
24 TEVA UK
25 WYETH UK 
26 BRAUN-MELSUNGEN UK 
27 RECORDATI UK
28 SERVIER UK
29 SHIRE PHARMACEUT. UK
30 ABBOTT D
31 AMGEN D
32 ASTRAZENECA D
33 FRESENIUS D
34 GALEN D
35 JOHNSON & JOHNSON D
36 LILLY D
37 MERCK & CO D
38 LUNDBECK D
39 NOVO NORDISK D

Total 60
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candidates for ‘difficult’ subjects such as in health research (e.g. Goodmann, 1960; Eland-

Goosensen et al, 1997; Etter and Perneger, 2000; Warner et al, 2003; Shuh-jen Sheu et al, 2008). 

The cover letters and subsequent meeting organisation letter which were sent to prospective 

candidates are presented in Appendix G. In order to build on the findings from the survey 

questionnaire, and to focus on new or incomplete areas of enquiry, in line with the emergent 

nature of this research these documents were developed after the results from the survey had been 

received. The type of data sought was based on the research objectives, questions and 

assumptions. Additionally, in preparation for the interview discussion, an overview of the survey 

findings (in which the candidates participate), and a document which presented the original 

explanatory framework in overview were sent to all candidates.  

Figure 3.16 below illustrates when, where, how, from which sources, and for how long they 

participated in the interviews. During the free-flowing interview discussions, respondents were 

prompted to focus on the format set down in Appendix G.  Thus semi-structured questionnaire 

format approach allowed participants to address those areas which they considered salient. In this 

approach, discussion topics generally included CSR terminology, the role and practice of 

stakeholder dialogue; what CSR means for the respondent, as well as the role it plays in the 

company, and how CSR and stakeholder dialogue are managed and executed within the company 

(i.e. how these are planned, scoped, organised, and controlled). The data obtained in the interview 

discussions were recorded (following agreement from the participant) on a digital dictation 

device. Directly after each interview the data were listened to and transcribed in full in protocols. 

(For clarification the original recordings and these protocols are available in audio and text form 

on a separate CD as back-up evidence and for data control purposes). Figure 3.16 lists the 18 

respondents who participated in the in-depth interviews. To improve the openness of the 

responses, the company names have been made anonymous for confidentiality reasons.  
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Figure 3.16      In-Depth Interviews – Overview of Meetings 
 

# Name Location Interview Date Interview 
Format 

Interview 
Length 
 

1 Company 1 Germany May 20, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 40 m

2 Company 2 Germany May 23, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 18 m

3 Company 3 UK July 24, 2008 Telephone 0 hr 38 m

4 Company 4 UK/Germany July 29, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 50 m

5 Company 5 Germany July 29, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 33 m

6 Company 6 Germany July 30, 2008 Face to Face 0 hr 34 m

7 Company 7 Germany July 30,2008 Face to Face 1 hr 34 m

8 Company 8 Germany July 30, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 37 m

9 Company 9 UK/Germany July 31, 2008 Face to Face 0 hr 58 m

10 Company 10 UK August 1, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 51 m

11 Company 11 UK August 1, 2008 Face to Face 2 hr 35 m

12 Company 12 UK/Ireland August 18, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 01 m

13 Company 13 UK/Germany August 28, 2008 Telephone 1 hr 51 m

14 Company 14 UK/Germany August 29, 2008 Telephone 0 hr 47 m

15 Company 15 UK/Germany September 17 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 35 m

16 Company 16 Germany September 17 & 19 2008 Face to Face 
& Telephone 

0 hr 56 m

17 Company 17 UK/Germany September 24 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 35 m

18 Company 18 Germany October 1 2008 Telephone 1 hr 08 m
 

Average length of interviews: 1 hour 39 minutes 

 Source: Author 

 

The chosen approach facilitated effective data analysis while additionally allowing 

discussion in those areas where the data collected via previous methods had been identified as 

incomplete. It further provided the interviewee with sufficient leeway to introduce salient topics 

from his or her perspective. A crucial part of this approach involved discussing the survey 

findings and most significantly the original framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008).  

 

To analyse the data, each in-depth interview was seen as a separate example of 

ethnographic enquiry (Schostak, 2002:72). In this regard, the risks associated with analysing in-
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depth interview data comprise qualitative, high quality, rich, full, and real on the one hand, but on 

the other a “nuisance” (Robson, 2004). The challenge can be summed up to include three aspects. 

These include information overload, the central role played by the analyst, and the risk of naivety 

in interpreting results. As a key part of the flexible design in this multi-method approach, the 

eighteen semi-structured interviews clearly generate large amounts of complex verbal data. To 

analyse the data however, in contrast to the case of quantitative data, no clear accepted single set 

of conventions exist. In this regard, qualitative methods of analysis were used for description at 

various levels of abstraction (Blaikie, 2000). The data were reduced and cleaned according to an 

approach adapted from suggestions in the literature (e.g. Blaikie, 2000; Robson, 2004:475; 

Silverman, 2005:177). Specifically, it was decided on balance not to analyse the in-depth 

questionnaires using NUD*IST because searches via the windows word programme were deemed 

appropriately effective to identify key words and codes which count the topics and opinions 

mentioned. The transcript texts were coded and sorted (based on Strauss and Corbin, 1998) to 

locate and describe patterns in line with the data presentation coding approach (presented in the 

documentary analysis section which is continually adopted to analyse the data from each research 

instrument). In the analysis, cross-case synthesis was considered a particularly useful method to 

analyse the multiple cases and draw cross-case conclusions (e.g. Yin, 2003).  

To sum up, the approach to the data analysis is both inductive and deductive. It is 

concerned with employing a thorough methodology which seeks to extend knowledge. It is 

deemed valid based on the rationale that it is the most feasible available. Nevertheless, these 

findings are clearly not suited generalisation due the low number of responses and the qualitative 

nature of the findings (Bryman, 2001). Most significantly, the interview data crucially validates 

the claim that the six codes employed are useful variables around which to discuss the 



 156 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

management of CSR stakeholder engagement. The limitations associated with this approach are 

discussed separately in chapter 8.  

 

This chapter has provided a thorough examination of the entire research design process 

which included problem analysis, data collection, analysis and presentation as depicted in Figure 

3.1 above. Based on this presentation of the research design and methodology which this chapter 

proposed, explained and justified, the next chapter employs the triangulated evidence from the 

four separate data sources introduced above to answer the first research question.  
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4.0 INTRODUCTION 

This first findings chapter addresses the first research question by triangulating the 

empirical evidence from data collected over a three year period between 2006 and 2008. The data 

were obtained via documentary analysis, a telephone survey, observation, and in-depth interviews 

with a sample of leading pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. Its purpose is to 

map the way in which the target sample manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 

Evaluation of these practices is largely reserved for Chapter 6. The data is analysed using six 

codes including terminology, stakeholders, organisation/governance, communication/dialogue, 

projects/ activities, and expectations. Additional detailed analysis including graphical illustrations 

of results and descriptive statistics on these codes is available on a separate CD. In summary, 

whilst the survey data and observation provide a limited picture of the firms’ practices, the 

documentary analysis and the interview data in particular, offer a much richer basis for describing 

and examining the firms’ behaviour. In general terms, the data suggests that practices are not only 

diverse, dynamic, and interactive, but additionally in many aspects complex, and therefore 

uncertain and challenging. Essentially, while the findings presented in this chapter largely 

confirm those CSR practices reported for other industries (which were presented in chapter 2), 

their over-riding value comprises their contribution to establishing an information base of CSR 

practices specific to the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. For clarification, the 

confidence levels of the findings presented in the following sections are addressed at the end of 

this chapter. The remainder of the chapter now examines the evidence and highlights the key 

findings in more detail.  
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4.1 FINDINGS ON CSR PRACTICES  

4.1.1 Terminology  

As the literature review indicated a wide range and diversity of terms in use, the code 

‘terminology’ examines which labels are being employed by the target group. The data indicates 

that while the term ‘CSR’ is the most frequently adopted, pharmaceutical companies in both 

countries typically employ a multiple and diverse range of often individualised terms to portray 

their socially responsible practices. Moreover, the evidence suggests that the terminology adopted 

has evolved and is fashioned by contextual influences, as well as some measure of uncertainty 

regarding meaning and significance. Essentially, actual practices are judged more salient in CSR 

management than the terminology employed to communicate those practices. Nevertheless, the 

data presented in this section importantly establishes fresh evidence regarding which terms are 

employed by this target group to communicate CSR to its stakeholders. Consequently, this code 

provides initial important leads to gain insights into how decision-makers in the pharmaceutical 

industry in the UK and Germany interpret CSR. The remainder of this section now presents new 

empirical data in greater detail regarding which terms are employed and how this practice is 

managed. 

The documentary analysis and the telephone survey provide consistent data which reveal 

that various labels denoting CSR activities are employed by UK and German-based 

pharmaceutical companies. The documentary analysis findings reveal that not only are individual 

companies using different terminology when compared with each other, but roughly half of those 

examined use a diverse range of terms when referring to their own socially responsible activities 

on their websites.   

To elaborate on the specific terms employed, the documentary analysis initially indicates 

that in both countries the term ‘corporate responsibility’ was used most often followed by ‘social 

responsibility’, ‘corporate citizenship’, ‘corporate governance’, ‘sustainability’, and 
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‘responsibility’. As described above, many companies were using a range of terms 

interchangeably. For example, Sanofi (2007) used the terms ‘social responsibility’, ‘sustainable 

development’, and ‘solidarity’; Roche (2007) used the terms ‘social responsibility’, 

‘sustainability’, and ‘triple bottom line’, GlaxoSmithKline (2007) used the terms ‘responsibility’, 

and ‘corporate responsibility’. Surprisingly, the term ‘corporate social responsibility’ was not 

apparent on the websites examined despite its clear prevalence in academic literature. While the 

evidence which might explain this finding is weak, respondents in in-depth interviews (e.g. 

Company 7, 2008) suggest that in some cases, the diverse use of terms by one company may 

have been the result of abbreviation for practical contextual purposes. For example, AstraZeneca 

(2007) and GlaxoSmithKline (2007) might use the term ‘responsibility’ as a shorter form of 

‘corporate responsibility’.  

The telephone survey questionnaire also reveals a diverse range terms and multiple usage.  

Figure 4.1 – Overview of Terminology Employed*:  

   

 Source: Telephone Survey 

* For clarification please note that multiple responses were possible in this response. 
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Figure 4.1 identifies that the term ‘corporate social responsibility’ (CSR) is most frequently used 

by companies in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. While this claim is 

consistently substantiated in in-depth interviews, it nevertheless conflicts with documentary 

analysis findings which suggest that the term ‘corporate responsibility’ is used more often. To 

reconcile this discrepancy, dependable interviewees reveal that this may be the result of the 

necessity to shorten terms on websites for practical reasons as described above (e.g. Company 7, 

2008; Company 17, 2008).  

One fresh and important finding is that the next most common practice is to label activities 

under an alternative, unconventional, exclusive label not typically documented in the academic 

literature. Some examples of individualised terms reported within these ‘other’ categories include 

‘world in balance’, ‘we care’, ‘social engagement’, ‘human healthcare’, and then (more 

conventionally) ‘global citizenship’, ‘sustainable development’, and ‘responsible care’. In this 

regard, the telephone survey evidence is additionally supported by stronger evidence (obtained 

both during telephone conversations with respondents while undertaking the telephone survey 

and during in-depth interviews), which suggests why respondents choose to adopt this practice. 

First, additional in-depth enquiry reveals evidence which indicates the wish to differentiate their 

practices away from their understanding of current stakeholder perceptions regarding the 

‘meaning’ of CSR. Second, the in-depth evidence suggests that companies which choose to 

individualise CSR terminology are attempting to steer a new innovative approach (i.e. distinct 

from their own and their competitors’ past practices). An evaluation of these specific aspects of 

CSR practice is reserved for Chapter 6. 

While the documentary analysis and telephone survey provide some basic indications about 

the use of terminology by the target pharmaceutical firms, the in-depth interviewing data 

furnishes greater insights. In overview, in revealing a strong degree of diversity, multiple usage, 
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and dynamism (i.e. change) in labelling approach, the interview data in general strongly supports 

the evidence presented immediately above. More specifically, the interview data reveals that the 

labels adopted are reported to have often developed over time based on evolving understandings 

related in some cases to contextual factors (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 

17, 2008). This evidence suggests that CSR labels are often chosen to symbolise the type of 

activity undertaken within the context of the company’s operating environment. This is further 

discussed separately in chapter 6. 

Significantly, these findings indicate a certain degree of confusion and uncertainty 

surrounding the multiple labels being employed. Importantly, respondents (e.g. Company 17, 

2008) report how the terminology they employ has evolved as societal expectations have changed 

regarding the role of the company in its operating environment. However overall, actual 

behaviour is deemed by some respondents to be more important in CSR practice than labelling 

(e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 8, 2008).  The remainder of this section 

presents more detailed specific in-depth interview evidence to explore these claims. 

Interviewees (e.g. Company 1, 2008) confirm a high degree of variation, diversity, and 

dynamism surrounding the choice of terminology used. When asked to explain this multiplicity 

respondents often suggest that the underlying reasons are not always apparent or logical as the 

terms have often evolved over time and specific practice (e.g. Company 5, 2008; Company 8, 

2008; Company 9, 2008; Company 17, 2008). The comment of one CSR manager responsible for 

the environmental/sustainability department of a major manufacturing facility supports this point: 

“Well, I have to say [the choice of terminology] is and was not quite clear. We called it 

‘corporate sustainability’ in the past, now we call it ‘sustainability’ probably because we 

have a report called a sustainability report. We also use the term CSR. So there is some 

lack of clarity about what we call it […]. We also have brand labels that we use for lower 
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level activities. So we also have sub-initiatives under this main topic [label] of 

sustainability […] such as ‘research and development responsibilities’, ‘access to 

medication’, and ‘humanitarian initiatives’” (Company 8, 2008). 

 

These comments are supported by other respondents (e.g. Company 1, 2008). Another senior 

communications respondent from a major German manufacturing facility specifically confirms 

the previous preliminary findings stating:  

“people are making up their own names”, which is why “a lot of different terms are being 

used” (Company 8, 2008). 

Commenting on this trend, the CEO of a leading German company judges that this development 

is “bad” for the image of CSR as a whole (Company 1, 2008) as it causes confusion among (all) 

stakeholders. More specifically, a senior communications respondent states that this trend does 

not help to clarify definitions, but instead further complicates or clouds stakeholder 

understanding of what CSR means (Company 17, 2008). To solve this issue, the former 

respondent proposes that CSR as a concept would benefit if companies chose more standardised 

terminology when communicating with their stakeholders (Company 1, 2008). Significantly, 

authoritative in-depth interviewees suggest that individualising terms arises because of 

uncertainty regarding shareholder expectations (and consequently reaction). However, when 

decision-makers respond by generating more terms to address the perceived stakeholder 

misunderstandings, further confusion (rather than transparency) is suggested to ensue (Company 

1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 17, 2008).  

Overall, these comments support the documentary analysis and survey findings in 

suggesting the existence of a wide choice of terminology to label CSR activities. However they 

point to some significant questions with respect to the role played by terminology in (credibly) 

communicating CSR to stakeholders (Company 5, 2008). Consequently, when asked about the 
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significance of the wide variation of terminology in use to represent CSR practice, some 

interviewees suggest that what it is called is less relevant than the activities which are actually 

performed within that labelling. In this regard, the head of the environmental/sustainability 

department of a major manufacturing facility (Company 8, 2008) suggests that overall, the most 

important aspect of CSR is “to do what you say and say what you do”. The same respondent 

further confirms the complexity and diversity involved in offering: 

“Practically speaking, I have read many theoretical discussions in over 700 pages about 

this topic regarding all the different terms and aspects and I think that [what it is called] is 

not really that important” (Company 8, 2008).  

 

This comment suggests that actual practice is more important that what the practice is called. 

This finding is additionally supported by other authoritative sources (e.g. Company 4, 2008). 

Nevertheless, while supporting the idea that terms are not important, the majority of senior 

interviewees are in favour of some general base-line understanding of CSR (e.g. Company 1, 

2008; Company 8, 2008). Suggesting a potential way forward on the topic of diversity in 

terminology, the former CEO of a leading UK pharmaceutical company comments: 

 

“’Social responsibility’, ‘corporate citizenship’ and ‘sustainable development’ are terms 

that are being used by everybody today. They determine whether you as a company are 

thought of well or not. […] But in relation to terminology, what it means is not important. 

I think that it is the other way around. You find a term that people are subconsciously 

aware of [...] that reflects what you do. You do surveys to find out employee opinion and 

communicate it. But you do not fit yourself to a term. It is about putting a name on a 

concept” (Company 11, 2008).  
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In general, the in-depth interviews confirm the diverse range and multiple uses of terms 

identified via the other data collection methods. Additionally, they highlight the complexity and 

accordingly, some related confusion surrounding understanding about what the terms mean, as 

well as how to approach CSR labelling in practice. Importantly, most respondents agree that the 

label itself per se is not the important factor. Instead “common understanding” and authenticity of 

the actual practices which lie behind the chosen labels is deemed key. Nevertheless, significantly, 

terminology is considered important when communicating CSR intentions. In this regard, senior 

managers responsible for European CSR at leading pharmaceutical companies (e.g. Company 4, 

2008) suggest that clarifying which terminology to use is essential practice for employees in the 

PR department. However, in the words of the head of the environmental/sustainability 

department of a major German manufacturing facility:  

“It really does not matter what it is called, but when talking with NGOs it is about finding 

the right term to help to develop better [understanding]” (Company 8, 2008).  

 

To sum up, the primarily qualitative exploratory triangulated findings presented in this 

section illuminate the actual practices of UK and German-based pharmaceutical firms with 

respect to how they choose and manage their CSR terminology. While ‘CSR’ is identified as the 

most frequently employed term by the target group, the diverse range and multiple uses of both 

conventional and individualised terms implies that CSR terminology is evolving. Within this 

ongoing process, uncertainty and confusion regarding meanings is reported. Essentially however, 

actual CSR practices are noted as more relevant than the terms selected to depict them.  

Following the presentation and evaluation of the data employed to examine UK-based and 

German-based pharmaceutical practice regarding CSR terminology, the next section turns to 

address ‘stakeholder terminology and prioritisation’.  
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4.1.2 Stakeholders 

In continuing to answer the first research question, this section focuses on stakeholders. 

Company-stakeholder relationships were identified in the literature review as a relevant aspect of 

CSR practice. This section investigates two specific aspects of CSR stakeholder engagement 

among the pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. First, the precise role (i.e. 

importance) of the stakeholder concept in the CSR practices of the target group is addressed. 

Second, which stakeholders and how they are actually targeted is examined. The data reveals a 

diverse range of CSR stakeholder management activities. The evidence indicates that despite the 

confirmed salience of the stakeholder ‘concept’ in the conceptualisation phase of CSR 

management, the term ‘stakeholder’ is not always explicitly employed when communicating 

CSR. Crucially however, the data exposes that although it may not be overtly communicated by 

the target sample, stakeholder theory is relevant in CSR management. Significantly, stakeholder 

prioritisation is revealed as evolving and task-dependent rather than on generic pre-ranking as 

suggested in previous literature (e.g. Murray and Vogel, 1997; Trebeck, 2008:352 & 357). In line 

with previous more general research (e.g. Pedersen, 2006), the data indicates how managing 

stakeholder expectations poses a complex challenge for pharmaceutical decision-makers. In 

addition, within the broad and nebulous nature of the CSR concept, the fresh findings which 

highlight decision-maker’s uncertainty regarding how to optimally balance stakeholder 

expectations illuminate the specific complexity of responding to stakeholders’ expectations for 

the target group. This helps to explain the diversity identified. 

The documentary analysis, the telephone survey, and the in-depth interviews deliver data 

which consistently reveals a patchwork of diverse practices regarding stakeholders. The first 

indication of diversity involves whether stakeholder discourse is placed on websites. 

Documentary analysis uncovers a selection of practices which expose that just over half of those 

companies screened did not actually mention stakeholders on their websites or in website CSR 
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reports. The companies which did use the term ‘stakeholders’ or ‘stakeholder dialogue’ include 

Bayer (2007), Boehringer-Ingelheim (2007), GlaxoSmithKline (2007), Johnson & Johnson 

(2007), Lilly (2007), NovoNordisk (2007), Pfizer (2007), P&G (2007), and Roche (2007). 

Further practice variances were noted during documentary analysis in the use of the terms 

‘stakeholder’ and ‘stakeholder dialogue’. First, the term ‘stakeholder dialogue’ was found on 

only six company sites (e.g. GlaxoSmithKline, 2007; Johnson & Johnson, 2007; Lilly, 2007; 

NovoNordisk, 2007; Pfizer, 2007; and Procter & Gamble, 2007), compared with the nine sites 

which mention the term ‘stakeholders’. Examples of companies which used the term 

‘stakeholders’ only were Bayer (2007), Boehringer (2007), and Roche (2007). Interestingly, on 

some websites the references to stakeholders and stakeholder dialogue are from old corporate 

responsibility (GlaxoSmithKline, 2007), corporate citizenship (Pfizer, 2007) or sustainability 

reports (Johnson & Johnson, 2007) dating from between 2001 to 2005. This evidence is 

significant because despite the salience of the stakeholder concept reported in the literature (see 

for example Burchell and Cooke, 2006), it highlights that a large number of pharmaceutical 

companies do not explicitly employ stakeholder terminology in practice. In this regard, richer 

data from the in-depth interviews (subsequently presented below) reveals the reasons why the 

target pharmaceutical companies might choose not to overtly communicate the stakeholder 

concept on their websites. 

Another indication of diverse practices involves where meaningful text is placed on 

websites. For instance, the Pfizer (2007) website addresses the stakeholder topic (under the 

‘codes of conduct’ button) as a translation of their values and the needs of their stakeholders. 

These findings are interesting because, although they present weaker limited evidence, they 

nevertheless support the above results by indicating that the terms ‘stakeholders’ and ‘stakeholder 

dialogue’ are often not overtly employed to communicate CSR practice to stakeholders. 
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Crucially, the telephone survey consistently reveals a similar patchwork of diverse, less explicit 

practices. The telephone survey evidence obtained supports the documentary findings by 

confirming that the term ‘stakeholder dialogue’ is typically used within the company by only 

(just over) half of those who responded to the question. This is significant because on their own, 

these two sources of evidence imply limited use of stakeholder discourse in communication 

which could be interpreted to suggest that stakeholder dialogue is not crucial to CSR practice for 

this target group.  

However, to qualify the above preliminary documentary analysis and telephone survey data 

findings, the interviews provide greater and more robust insights to better illuminate these 

phenomena. The choice not to explicitly use these terms is revealed not to reflect any lack of 

importance. Rather, interview evidence more specifically identifies that interviewees typically 

employ the terms when conceiving CSR plans, just not always when communicating CSR 

activities. The rationale behind this delineation is that the term ‘stakeholder dialogue’ is often 

considered a bit ‘theoretical’ in nature (e.g. Company 1, 2008). In this regard, one senior 

communications executive states:  

“No, we do not use these terms [stakeholder dialogue] at least not in front of other 

employees. We might discuss it in the area of management as a concept. For example, if we 

are doing a plan and we are thinking about who our stakeholders are, then we talk about 

Interessengruppen (interest groups) or Zielgruppen (target groups)” (Company 2, 2008).   

 

These claims imply that stakeholder terms are not explicitly used by some companies in 

CSR communications. (See the communication section below for further details). However, the 

stakeholder concept is generally reported to be employed when planning and managing CSR 

(Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Further, respondents claim that 
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whether or not they are explicitly mentioned, the stakeholder concept is inherently present in 

most companys’ value statements. For example, the CEO of a leading German company reports: 

“This English version [of our CSR guiding principles] exists since 1943. I would guess 

that this is the first and probably the most successful stakeholder-oriented statement which 

is still valid […] today and is very important for [our] Corporation” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

Moreover, the in-depth interview data in general confirms that consideration of 

stakeholders is nevertheless commonly understood to be pivotal to all CSR practice (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008; Company 15, 2008) as suggested in the literature for industries in general (e.g. 

Freemann, 1984, Pedersen, 2006; Burchell and Cooke, 2006). Consequently, the interview 

evidence suggests that stakeholder dialogue is considered a relevant factor of focus in CSR 

management. Significantly, one respondent even states that:  

“Many of the [CSR] projects undertaken are chosen to actually get some dialogue going” 

(Company 4, 2008).  

 

These comments are supported by other respondents (e.g. Company 7, 2008; Company 18, 2008). 

Regarding stakeholder prioritisation, the telephone survey results indicate, that respondents 

in both counties rank customers and employees as their most important stakeholders by far. This 

finding confirms previous literature regarding ranking in general (e.g. Burchell and Cooke, 

2006). However, trade unions get the lowest rank in both countries in contrast with claims made 

in other scholarship (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007). Interestingly, the telephone survey further 

reveals that when asked whether this ranking reflects the actual amount of CSR dialogue 

undertaken by the target companies, respondents in both countries now state that they most 

typically regard their own internal directors as their most important stakeholders. (See the 

communication section below for further details). 
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The in-depth interview data provides greater insights to illuminate the CSR stakeholder 

prioritisation practices of the target sample. More specifically, authoritative data supports the 

findings exposed via the other data collection methods regarding which stakeholder groups are 

considered most salient. In more precisely describing the internal and external stakeholder groups 

revealed by the telephone survey data (such as customers and society), the interview findings 

further highlight how the prioritisation process is evolving. Not surprisingly, doctors, patients, 

and employees are strongly emphasised by interviewees as important stakeholder groups 

(Company 1, 2008; Company 6, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 

2008).  Additionally, some respondents explicitly state that ‘shareholders’ are seen as a key 

stakeholder group (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 16, 2008). 

This evidence supports the telephone survey findings regarding the importance of the board of 

directors as a stakeholder group (Company 1, 2008; Company 3, 2008; Company 4, 2008; 

Company 9, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Additionally, some respondents also specifically mention 

the media or press as salient stakeholders (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 

2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Accordingly, these rankings provide fresh 

evidence which exposes the specific stakeholder priorities of the target sample. Interestingly, in 

this respect, when describing their relevant stakeholder groups, the interviewees focus mainly on 

general categories. Significantly for instance, they do not mention other stakeholder groups such 

as ‘future generations’, ‘excluded potential patients in developing countries’, or (more 

controversially) those who may potentially be affected by products and procedures such as use of 

stem cells or cloning. This may be due to the fact that they prefer not to communicate these 

complex issues, and/or that (possibly due to the complexity involved) they have (for whatever 

reason(s)) not yet developed a satisfactory CSR stakeholder response.  
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The interview responses additionally serve to illuminate ranking variations regarding 

consultation or dialogue with stakeholders (as opposed to general ranking) revealed in weaker 

telephone survey data. Significantly, the interview evidence more robustly uncovers how the 

target group manages its stakeholder prioritisation process in actual practice. In-depth interview 

data suggests that respondents appear to generate a general map of their important stakeholders 

(general ranking). However, when specifically asked whether or not they prioritise stakeholders 

generally per se in advance, the evidence is somewhat contradictory. While some do prioritise 

generally (e.g. Company 7, 2008), some do not (e.g. Company 18, 2008). Others state “it 

depends” (e.g. Company 9, 2008). Accordingly, the evidence suggests that in actual practice, 

prioritisation is dynamic and dependent upon the activity involved. For example, most 

respondents report that stakeholder prioritisation in practice typically “depends on the specific 

project being undertaken” (Company 9, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 

16, 2008). Accordingly, in contrast with some claims in current literature (e.g. Murray and Vogel, 

1997; Trebeck, 2008:352&357), stakeholder prioritisation is discretionary. This means that it is 

often undertaken on an ad-hoc, informal, case-by-case basis, based on the ‘common-sense’ needs 

of the specific issue at hand (e.g. Company15, 2008).  

Interview data delivers one possible explanation for these phenomena. Some respondents 

consider that if genuine concern is being taken to innovatively balance the business activity 

within its operating environment, in practice this means that the scope of that responsibility 

cannot by definition be limited or focused per se in advance (Company 9, 2008; Company 18, 

2008). In this regard, one respondent responsible for CSR communications at the headquarters of 

a leading Germany company, suggests that defining problem areas of focus in advance belongs to  

“crisis, image or reputation management rather than to CSR […]” (Company 9, 2008).  
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Additionally, the same respondent states that “because CSR means caring for stakeholders” this 

cannot be considered  

“from the aspect of taking proactive influence on issues such as how people should think 

about current or future business issues” (Company 9, 2008).  

 

If this is correct, it would support previous results which suggested evolving, diverse, and 

dynamic practices. Further, it could potentially explain the differences in stakeholder rankings 

revealed in the survey results regarding general prioritisation, and ranking on relevance, as well 

as for consultation. However, the qualitative exploratory nature of the investigation including the 

small sample size advise against interpreting these findings to reliably represent overall CSR 

practice (either for the pharmaceutical industry or in general). 

To sum up, the findings presented in this section illuminate the actual CSR practices of UK 

and German-based pharmaceutical firms with respect to the concept within which they manage 

and prioritise their stakeholders. Within the context of a diversity of evolving, dynamic, activity-

based practices, the documentary analysis and telephone survey findings reveal that the term 

‘stakeholder’ is not always explicitly employed when communicating CSR. Nevertheless, richer, 

more detailed in-depth interview evidence confirms the salience of the stakeholder ‘concept’ in 

the conceptualisation phase of CSR management. In particular, the fresh evidence presented in 

this section illustrates how the complexity involved may mean that companies often do not 

understand themselves what they mean exactly by the CSR stakeholder concept. As a result, this 

may signify that they are missing some key opportunities to innovatively leverage its advantages. 

This aspect is later discussed in the expectations section below.  

Following this presentation and evaluation of the data which examined stakeholders, the 

next section now turns to address CSR ‘communication’.  
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4.1.3 Communication  

‘Communication’ and ‘Dialogue’ were identified in the literature review as salient aspects 

of CSR practice. In continuing to focus on the first research question, this section primarily 

examines how the target companies engage in dialogue with their stakeholders. This engagement 

is investigated based on six indicators which include the number of themes communicated, ease 

of contact-partner identification, helpfulness, speed and intensity of response, CSR knowledge 

and professionalism, and interest in continuing the dialogue. In essence, the data indicates high 

levels of explicit communication on a diverse range of CSR themes, communicated via an 

evolving process. Accordingly, overall, the indicators reveal that the target sample does, in 

general, actively engage with its stakeholders. Significantly however, some barriers to dialogue 

are identified in three aspects of stakeholder communication. First, a high level of stakeholder 

scepticism surrounding the pharmaceutical industry per se is confirmed by the internal executives 

investigated. Second, a lack of organisational structure to enable CSR practice is revealed. Third, 

a failure to communicate to (and/or train) employees about both how to engage with CSR 

stakeholders, and why this could be of benefit to the company is discovered. Effectively, by 

describing how these barriers cloud transparency (and thereby amplify stakeholder 

misunderstandings), these fresh empirical findings illuminate the complicated nature of CSR 

communication for this target sample.   

Fresh empirical data from authoritative in-depth interview findings furnish results which 

support documentary analysis evidence to reveal that high levels of overt CSR content, is 

communicated by the target pharmaceutical companies to their stakeholders. The documentary 

analysis findings indicate that eighty-four percent of companies screened (16 companies) 

addressed CSR prominently and explicitly in text on their home (or main/front) page(s) (via the 

label ‘CSR’ or using another label to represent CSR). Additionally, the documentary analysis 
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reveals the communication of a diverse range of activities and the wide variation of CSR-related 

themes/activities on the company websites selected. Figure 4.2 lists these themes.  

Figure 4.2 – Overview of CSR Activities Mentioned*:  
 

CSR Activity Mentioned 
 

 

Mentions* 
 

Company 
 

Commitment to: Society/ Community/ 
locally etc. 
(Incl. social commitment and caring) 

 

12 Altana; Astra; Bayer, GSK; 
Lilly; Merck; Novartis; 
NovoNordisk; Pfizer; P&G; 
Roche; and Wyeth 

 

Ecological Environment/Nature 
 

12 Astra; Bayer, Boehringer; 
BMS; GSK; J&J; Lilly; 
Merck; P&G; Reckitt 
Benckiser; Roche; and 
Wyeth 

 

Patient/ Health/ Safety  
 

11 Boehringer; BMS; J&J; 
Lilly; Merck, Novartis, 
Pfizer; Roche; Sanofi-
Aventis; Servier; and Wyeth 

 

Specific company projects being 
undertaken 

 

9 Altana; Astra; Bayer, BMS; 
J&J; NovoNordisk; Pfizer; 
Sanofi-Aventis; and Wyeth 

 

Employees (and their) families / 
Workforce/Workplace  

 

7 GSK; Lilly; Merck; P&G; 
Roche; Sanofi-Aventis; and 
Servier 

# 

Access to Medicines/ Helping those in 
Need/ Enabling Access/ Patient 
Assistance 

 

6 Astra; BMS; GSK; Merck; 
Roche and Wyeth 

 

Reporting / Transparency 

 

6 Astra; Bayer; GSK; Merck; 
NovoNordisk; and Roche 

Education/Training 3 BMS; Lilly; Wyeth 
 

Ethnic/Cultural Diversity 
 

3 Altana; Bayer; and J&J 

Good Clinical Practice 3 BMS; Lilly; Roche 
Honesty / Values / Integrity 2 BMS; Merck 
 

Human Rights 
 

2 GSK and Lilly 

Innovation 2 Boehringer; NovoNordisk 
 

Key Issues & Challenges  
 

2 Bayer; Novartis 

Management/ Measurement/ Control 2 Astra; Reckitt Benckiser 
Outcomes / Milestones  2 NovoNordisk; Novartis 
Philanthropy 2 BMS; Lilly 
Biotechnology 1 Astra 
Legitimisation of Activities 1 NovoNordisk 
Rewards / Recognition 1 NovoNordisk 
Social Acceptance 1 Altana 
* Multiple responses are possible for this question                          Source: Documentary Analysis 
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In overview, these topics are interpreted to imply how the selected companies have chosen 

to communicate their underlying understanding of what CSR practice entails, as well as their 

approach to the topic. The themes span a broad spectrum of subjects. They comprise 

philosophy/intent aspects such as values, honesty, integrity, and views on global challenges, as 

well as management aspects regarding measurement and control, and also education and training. 

These are further addressed below in the practices section. In addition, Appendix H provides a 

selection of quotes from original texts from target company websites which portray the broad 

diversity in understanding regarding the CSR themes. These include topics/content/scope (e.g. 

Novartis, 2007; Sanofi-Aventis, 2007; Boehringer, 2007; Lilly, 2006; Reckitt Benckiser, 2007), 

initiatives/activities (e.g. AstraZeneca, 2007; GlaxoSmithKline, 2007; Johnson&Johnson, 2007; 

Wyeth, 2007; Procter&Gamble, 2007), assumed responsibility (e.g. Bayer, 2007; Merck & Co., 

2007; Merck KGaA, 2007; BristolMeyersSquibb, 2007; NovoNordisk, 2007; Altana, 2007; 

Servier, 2007; Procter&Gamble, 2007), and values/principles (e.g. Merck & Co., 2007; Roche, 

2007; Pfizer, 2007). Overall, these initial indications of overt communication of a wide variation 

of CSR themes and activities are substantiated by all in-depth interview respondents. 

Significantly, by exposing how this target group explicitly communicates CSR behaviour, these 

findings indicate both the evolving diversity of CSR, as well as its nature as a topical trend (e.g. 

Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008). 

To compliment the above data (which illuminates one-way CSR stakeholder 

communication), the observation data additionally deliver evidence which helps to identify how 

the target companies actually engage in dialogue with stakeholders (i.e. two-way interaction) 

(e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2006:155). However, for clarification, reliability issues (which are 

addressed in Chapter 3 and again subsequently in this chapter) highlight that the observation 

findings cannot be generalised as ‘normal stakeholder engagement’ due to the fact that the 
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researcher comprises a ‘special case’ of stakeholder communication. Nevertheless, bearing this 

limitation in mind, the high visibility of CSR content observed on selected target websites in the 

empirical documentary analysis presented above was checked via five indicators which include 

‘ease of identification of contact-partner, ‘helpfulness’, ‘speed of response’, ‘dialogue intensity’, 

and ‘CSR awareness’. These findings are now addressed in greater detail.  

First, in general it was relatively easy to identify a contact-partner at most of the companies 

as most websites provide direct contact information or a central switchboard number to either 

directly call or to obtain guidance. Second, despite a few exceptions, most respondents were 

friendly, helpful and open in assisting the researcher to identify the correct contacts within their 

company or at the relevant target affiliates in this specific case of stakeholder dialogue. Examples 

include (Abbott (D), 2007; Johnson&Johnson (UK & D), 2007; Lilly (D), 2007; NovoNordisk 

(D), 2007; Otsuka (D), 2007; Sanofi-Aventis (D), 2007); and Solvay (UK) 2007). Third, the 

observation identifies that speed of response was generally high. Nearly 10% of participants 

responded to the enquiry on the first day, and over 20% responded within the first week of 

contact. Fourth, a meaningful level of dialogue was held with nearly 50% of the target 

prospective participants. Overall, these results could be interpreted to imply active stakeholder 

engagement within the target group for this particular case of stakeholder communication. Fifth, 

the observation additionally examined whether the salience placed by the target companies in 

visibly communicating CSR on their web sites (identified via the documentary analysis findings) 

is confirmed by a similar level of CSR awareness among representatives from those same 

companies. The observation findings indicate that contact-partners in general displayed active 

awareness and knowledge of the term CSR as they addressed the enquiry. However, in some 

cases company employees did have to be assisted to understand the nature of the enquiry because 

they were not familiar with the term ‘CSR’ (or other labels typically used to describe socially 
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responsible activities). Significantly, while this phenomenon was observed more often at smaller-

sized companies, it also sometimes occurred in larger companies. In some of these cases, a clear 

discrepancy was observed between ‘rhetoric’ and ‘reality’ when the target company had highly 

visible material on CSR (under potentially different labels) on its website, but its employees 

lacked awareness of the relevant information and consequent understanding or appreciation of the 

topic.  

This highlights two deficiencies in CSR practice. First, that employees are not always 

aware of (or trained to tackle) CSR at operational level. Second, the evidence indicates that the 

internal organisational enabling structure (required to practice CSR) is, in some cases, lacking. 

This finding is important because it confirms for this specific target group, both the complexity of 

the terms and topics chosen to communicate CSR (as identified in the previous two sections), as 

well as how companies often fail to effectively communicate CSR to employees. These results 

indicate that because CSR is sometimes ineffectively communicated to employees, stakeholder 

engagement/dialogue with other interest groups may also be affected. Nevertheless, because this 

qualitative exploratory evidence originates from low numbers of responses sourced exclusively 

from observation, caution against generalising these findings is advised.   

In addition, the observation evidence additionally explored whether the respondents wished 

to provide further information by participating in subsequently planned in-depth research. The 

observation findings reveal a generally high level of interest in maintaining stakeholder dialogue 

in this specific case. In this regard, the nature of that dialogue may be skewed due to the fact that 

the contact partners knew that the stakeholder in this case is an academic researcher. 

Nevertheless, the negative and disinterested responses which were received suggest that this was 

not necessarily an advantage or indeed perceived by the respondents as a potential reason to alter 

the type of response that would otherwise have been forthcoming. Specifically, the results reveal 
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that overall, more than 25% of those targets contacted agreed to continue the dialogue. In this 

case that dialogue took the form of a face to face in-depth interview. While this could be 

interpreted as a further indication of the openness and engagement of the target companies 

towards CSR external enquiries, as well as their interest in maintaining meaningful dialogue, it 

might on the other hand simply reflect a positive attitude to academic research.  

Linked with the ‘helpfulness’ variable presented above, the observation findings 

additionally reveal that only one third of respondents claim to possess the necessary internal 

communication knowledge to gain access to the responsible CSR contact at the other affiliate. 

Because this is interpreted to serve as an indicator of whether a structure for communication 

exists at the company, this finding may indicate the target sample’s capacity (or maybe simply 

willingness), to undertake stakeholder dialogue. In revealing that good internal communication 

does not always exist, it confirms the observation findings presented immediately above in 

possibly implying a lack of appropriate resources (or maybe climate), for constructive dialogue 

with external stakeholders at many of companies examined.  

The telephone survey, documentary analysis, and more robust data obtained via the in-

depth interview enquiry additionally deliver data to validate the above preliminary results which 

were obtained via weaker observation. First, despite the positive overall results presented above, 

when compared with the observation evidence the documentary analysis data indicates some 

inconsistency in CSR communication at the target companies. This is exposed in cases where 

strong claims regarding stakeholder dialogue in website communications differed from actual 

internal policies. For example, in certain instances lack of provision of names or other CSR 

response policies effectively posed barriers which blocked communication. To highlight this 

inconsistency, documentary analysis data indicates that 95% of target companies do not provide 

explicit possibilities for feedback, or ‘chat’, or other forms of (two-way) communication 
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interaction on the websites. Further, despite the high level of visibility in CSR communication, 

the telephone survey data additionally reveals inconsistencies regarding the transparency of what 

is actually reported. That evidence indicates that a typical over-riding trend in both countries (i.e. 

nearly 90% of cases) is not to publish any official amount on what they spend on CSR-type 

activities.  

These initial indications of CSR communication practice offered by documentary analysis 

and the telephone survey are additionally qualified by more valid in-depth interview evidence. 

Respondents suggest room for improvement on their CSR dialogue with stakeholders (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 16, 

2008). Interestingly, in this regard, some respondents claim that they plan to modify or increase 

CSR transparency in the future (Company 13, 2008). This suggests that (at least in some cases) 

the trend towards improved transparency may increase. For instance, the intention to officially 

publish its CSR expenditure figure is one example of some firm’s aim to improve transparency in 

the future (e.g. AstraZeneca, 2007; NovoNordisk; 2007; Company 10, 2008). 

These findings are further illuminated by observation data which provides details regarding 

the reasons given by non-responders for not participating in dialogue. In this regard, the most 

common reason given for not responding included a ‘blocking’ policy (e.g. not to participate in 

surveys) (17%), lack of resources (10%), or work overload (6%). Interestingly, in frankly 

claiming they were “not interested” in participating, employees from three companies responded 

to the CSR stakeholder enquiry by blocking (or ignoring a request for) dialogue. In-depth 

interview data aptly corroborates this phenomenon. In this regard, the CEO of a leading German 

company (Company 1, 2008), openly criticises some aspects of the pharmaceutical industry’s 

CSR response to enquiries from stakeholders in general. In confirming the existence of internal 

barriers to stakeholder communication in CSR practice, he suggests that companies’ failure to 
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respond to stakeholder enquiries is a “contradiction in itself” when compared with the huge 

amount of money spent on advertising and other marketing activities to present the company in a 

positive light. Specifically he states:  

“We spend millions of Euros to talk to our customers and sometimes if our customer calls 

us, he needs 25 minutes to get to the person he wants to talk to, or never gets to them at 

all. Or how come that we spend €100 minimum [on sales-force activities] for three 

minutes for a doctor’s visit […the value of which can be low…] but when somebody, who 

may be one of our customers actively seeks information, we are not able and structured 

and prepared to give them that information” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

While this statement could be considered valid for general stakeholder management, it 

significantly highlights certain aspects of this target group’s CSR communication practices which 

are considered to require improvement. These findings are supported by other respondents (e.g. 

Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). 

Significantly, the in-depth interviews furnish more detailed insights which provide fresh 

evidence which exposes some of the inherent challenges facing decision-makers when attempting 

to manage CSR stakeholder communication practice. For instance, one senior manager from a 

leading company (Company 1, 2008) specifically confirms that “in the healthcare industry 

finding a proper balance between stakeholder groups” is not “easy”. Here, he highlights the 

almost impossible task facing all industry decision-makers if they hope that their communication 

can satisfy all stakeholder interests. A further complication is the confirmation by interviewees 

(e.g. Company 17, 2008) that stakeholders’ expectations are evolving. While the government and 

shareholders may in the past have comprised satisfied stakeholder groups (based on the 

industry’s economic achievements), this may change as pharmaceutical companies are 

increasingly being called upon to finance health budget deficits (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 



 181 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

4, 2008; Company 17, 2008). This aspect is subsequently addressed in greater detail in later 

chapters. 

In confirming current general scholarship (e.g. Pedersen, 2006), all interview respondents 

substantiate the particular stakeholder dialogue challenge facing CSR decision-makers caused by 

the industry’s negative perception among the public in general. More specifically, in frank 

discussions many respondents state that they consider the “TV and press” as very important 

“multipliers” of this controversial image (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 

2008; Company 13, 2008, Company 16; 2008). In addition to the critical stance by the media 

claimed by many of the internal agents interviewed (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008), 

other respondents allege that media reporting on the pharmaceutical business to general 

audiences is often of low quality (e.g. Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 2008).  

This critical stakeholder stance becomes amplified in complex issues involving, for 

example, cases of animal rights activists, or lobbying by groups concerned with ethical issues in 

science (e.g. Company 10, 2008). Interestingly, interviewees suggest reasons to explain the 

sceptical stance. These include ‘unrealistic’, ‘incorrect’, or ‘irrational’ stakeholder expectations 

regarding healthcare provision (Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008), and profits (Company 1, 

2008; Company 15, 2008). Ultimately, respondents suggest that this phenomenon poses a major 

barrier to effective stakeholder dialogue (Company 13, 2008). Nevertheless, despite these issues, 

many respondents confirm current scholarship (e.g. Burchell and Cooke, 2008:45) in proposing 

that the best solution is an attempt to engage openly with stakeholders despite the difficulties 

noted (Company 11, 2008).  

Significantly, however, the complexity described above with respect to diverse 

employment of CSR terms and practices, as well as the failure to authentically demonstrate how 

they address the interests of particular groups such as the poor who require medication, generates 
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credibility issues in stakeholder communication (both with the above groups and in general). In 

this regard, in specifically illuminating practices for this target sample, the data collected 

confirms the issues reported in the academic literature in general (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Crane and 

Matten, 2007:145). Significantly, the findings expose that internal company decision-makers 

(e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 17, 

2008) are aware that their stakeholders notice and react negatively to unrealistic and unrealisable 

(internal and/or external) communication of CSR claims which are not translated into actual 

business behaviour (i.e. CSR practice). This finding which is related to communication practice is 

further substantiated by evidence presented in subsequent sections with respect to CSR 

organisation, projects, and expectations. The issue of CSR rhetoric and practice is similarly 

reserved for later chapters.  

The in-depth interviews furnish data which interestingly reveals how some respondents 

blame their own industry for the critical stakeholder stance which has developed (e.g. Company 

1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). This includes assertions by 

some interviewees (e.g. Company 4, 2008) who consider that the industry could react more 

innovatively to social issues. More specifically, some consider that pharmaceutical 

communicators sometimes behave (overly) defensively (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 17, 

2007). Others claim that the industry’s communication response itself is to blame (e.g. Company 

7, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 13, 2008). In this regard, some state that the CSR 

response is often focussed on “selling nice projects to the public” based on the assumption that 

they will be believed (Company 4, 2008). This substantiates the transparency issues discussed 

above, as well as the need for improved clarity regarding the practices adopted (e.g. Company 8, 

2008). As a result, in suggesting that CSR communication is evolving, some respondents confirm 

that CSR could be improved (e.g. Company 7, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 13, 2008; 
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Company 16, 2008). Specifically, some interviewees verify observation findings by noting that 

internal policies and procedures sometimes create barriers to external communication. Some 

respondents suggest that these ‘obstacles’ are erected based on the need to prioritise due to the 

large number of enquiries obtained (Company 3, 2008). Others state they may occur out of fear 

of being misquoted or misunderstood (Company 2, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 10, 2008) 

as noted previously in the terminology section with respect to the choice of terms when 

communicating with stakeholders (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 7, 2008; 

Company 10, 2008; Company 15, 2008).  

Crucially, however, possibly even more important than the communication issues described 

above, is the implication that barriers in stakeholder dialogue mean that pharmaceutical 

companies are failing to credibly communicate how they balance their stakeholders’ interests. 

This aspect addresses a failure to communicate to all stakeholders (including to themselves as 

employees) why CSR practice is of benefit to the company. This aspect is discussed separately 

under ‘expectations’ below. 

To sum up, the qualitative exploratory triangulated empirical findings presented in this 

section illuminate the actual CSR practices of UK and German-based pharmaceutical firms with 

respect to their actual CSR communication practices. The findings from four separate data 

sources combine to illuminate both the diversity and uncertainty which complicates stakeholder 

communication. In doing so, their over-riding value comprises their contribution to establishing 

an information base regarding the ill-defined nature of the CSR concept within the context of the 

specific nature of the pharmaceutical industry’s and operating environment in the UK and 

Germany. In particular, the authoritative interview data substantiates the weaker findings from 

the other data sources. The observation facilitates some degree of validation by examining critical 

incidents of actual stakeholder engagement responses as opposed to what respondents claim to 
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do i.e. rhetoric. Most importantly, the findings reveal how internal company agents consider that 

stakeholder perceptions regarding differences between what is said and done amplify stakeholder 

scepticism which complicates the ability to communicate credibly. This evidence reveals how 

managers are failing to credibly communicate with their stakeholders. Significantly, the findings 

presented in the previous section, which suggested that companies often do not themselves 

understand what they mean exactly by the CSR stakeholder concept are supported by the issues 

relating to lack of transparency in stakeholder dialogue. Specifically, the evidence highlights 

room for improvement in the communication aspects of both transparency, employee training, 

and the provision of an internal structure to enable dialogue to take place.  

Following this presentation of the triangulated data which presented the CSR practice of the 

target sample in relation to communication, the next section turns to address ‘Organisation’.  

 

4.1.4  Organisation/Governance  

The literature review highlighted ‘organisation and governance’ as salient aspects of CSR 

practice. In continuing to address the first research question, this section essentially investigates 

how CSR is organised for two reasons. First, it illuminates how the relatively new concept of 

CSR is positioned in business practice. Second, it explores how the target companies specifically 

manage their resources to respond to stakeholders via CSR functions and roles. Consistent with 

the findings presented in the previous sections above, the combined fresh empirical data indicates 

a diverse, dynamic, activity-based approach to CSR organisation. In doing so, the evidence 

presented in this section is new in the sense that it illuminates organisational aspects of CSR 

practice at a level not previously addressed in past scholarship for this sector.  

Essentially, the evidence reveals how the broad scope inherent within CSR practice spans a 

range of business functions. This exposes why CSR is a complex management task which is 

rarely undertaken by one dedicated department. Rather, multi-functional networks of responsible 
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designated individuals address CSR at business/operational level among the selected targets. 

Further, these networks are guided by central (global) principles (e.g. from headquarters). 

Significantly, these central guidelines are then implemented (depending on the company’s CSR 

evolutionary stage of development (see subsequent chapters for further details) at local affiliate 

level. Within this typical approach, the PR department plays a notably pivotal stakeholder 

engagement/dialogue (i.e. communication) role. 

To elaborate, the triangulated empirical results from the telephone survey, observation, and 

in-depth interviews deliver consistent data which suggest that CSR is typically organised at local 

affiliate level via a multi-functional network rather than a specific dedicated CSR department. 

The telephone survey data reveals that only 20% of respondents state that they have a specific or 

separate department with exclusively dedicated staff responsible for undertaking CSR-type 

activities. In addition, the observation results confirm the survey findings by revealing that in the 

majority of cases, affiliates do not have a specific department dedicated to the CSR function. On 

average 80% of the targets contacted did not organise their CSR activities via an autonomous 

department. Instead, the PR or communications department (under varying labels including 

corporate communications, corporate affairs, press department, external affairs etc.) is the most 

likely to respond to CSR-related enquiries and, by definition, therefore to engage in stakeholder 

dialogue. (See next chapter for further details). The documentary analysis identifies only two 

websites which explicitly mention how CSR is organised or governed. The GlaxoSmithKline 

(2007) website refers to a corporate ethics and compliance function comprising full-time 

‘compliance officers’ who work with business units to identify compliance issues and how to 

address them. While the Novartis (2007) website mentions an ‘ethics committee’. Overall, these 

findings are significant for two reasons. First, they reveal new evidence regarding how CSR is 

organised by the target group. Second, they highlight possible management challenges regarding 
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responsibility and organisation of response to stakeholders which are addressed in greater detail 

in chapter 8. 

In-depth interview data furnishes greater insights into why most of the targets do not 

manage CSR via a dedicated CSR department. Significantly, all respondents confirm that the PR 

department (based on the inherent nature of its function) typically plays a pivotal role in 

communicating CSR responses. Interestingly, this is based on the understanding that because 

communication/dialogue is considered key in CSR, the communication department is a logical 

function for co-ordinating, as well as (in some cases) for developing, the CSR response. 

However, the PR department is not the only division which engages with stakeholders. In-depth 

interview evidence exposes the rationale behind the organisation’s choices for those cases in 

which the observation findings identify surrogate departments (such as the marketing department, 

as well as the General Manager or CEO) take the PR department’s place in CSR dialogue. These 

cases are often individualised to specifically address management challenges such as the lack of 

resources which may hinder an appropriate CSR enabling structure. Essentially, the findings 

suggest that these organisational choices are primarily driven by the company’s wish to respond 

effectively to stakeholder enquiries. As a result, in some cases for instance, the enquiry was dealt 

with by more than one department. Examples include Braun-Melsungen (2007) in the UK, 

Norgine (2007) in Germany, and Gilead (2007) the central headquarters. 

The in-depth interview data additionally furnishes greater insights which expose how and 

why pharmaceutical companies tend to practice CSR via a network or committee of designated 

representatives who are sourced from selected responsible divisions. In this regard, some 

respondents suggest that a dedicated department may be useful for co-ordinating CSR (e.g. 

Company 9, 2008). However, a centralised approach is deemed less effective when implementing 

CSR (Company 5, 2008; Company 8, 2008, Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). For 
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instance, one senior communications CSR manager from the European headquarters of a leading 

German affiliate (Company 9, 2008), suggests that the administration costs of having a dedicated 

CSR department in all local regions would channel resources away from achieving the most 

effective social impact from the investment. Further evidence suggests that an informal network 

of individuals is preferred over a formal process to manage CSR projects (Company 5, 2008; 

Company 15, 2008). For instance, one respondent (Company 14, 2008) suggests that the 

responsible team may prioritise stakeholders in a flexible approach on an  

“ad-hoc, case-by-case basis to most effectively address each given specific combination 

of issue and stakeholder grouping” (Company 15, 2008).  

 

This evidence suggests that the representatives who address CSR tasks are selected (in a 

discretionary manner) from those functions which are believed to have the greatest relevance 

depending on the project/issue at hand. Accordingly, alongside the communications or PR 

functions, key departments are typically reported to include research, commercialisation (e.g. 

marketing, product & finance managers), health and safety, procurement, and other relevant 

divisions with operational responsibility (Company 15, 2008). This approach means that CSR in 

the UK and Germany is not isolated into a separate department but embedded into all activities. 

Specifically for example, this might explicitly manifest itself in the form of employees (from 

different functions) addressing CSR matters or highlighting issues which have been raised (in 

their department) which they feel requires awareness or priority (Company 4, 2008; Company 9, 

2008; Company 17, 2008).  

In addition, the in-depth interview findings probed further details regarding how CSR 

responsibility is specifically executed. In summary, the following details focus on specific 

implementation examples reported by some of the interviewees. To elaborate, depending on the 

chosen approach and/or how high-level the CSR team is, it typically meets to discuss directional 
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CSR strategy at various intervals during the year (Company 1, 2008). Sometimes the entire vision 

is re-addressed every three years (Company 12, 2008). These meetings are reported to represent a 

form of “think-tank” or a “steering group” (Company 3, 2008) which is considered to reflect a 

“quasi ‘conscience’” of the organisation (Company 15, 2008). Ultimately, they provide the 

opportunity to assess and steer the organisation’s guiding practices. Some respondents report that 

leading consultants may be contracted to inform and assist in developing a 3-5 year CSR strategy 

or on implementation aspects (Company 1, 2008; Company 3, 2008; Company 7, 2008; 

Company 8, 2008). Further, depending on the approach, the CSR team members may be led by 

senior board level management supported by division managers (Company 13; 2008; Company 

14, 2008; Company 16; 2008). This information suggests how CSR practices are organised 

differently depending on each company’s individual approach and activity. Further, it reveals 

how, depending on the issues involved, in some cases top level management may also be 

involved in high level challenge meetings to discuss and revisit the CSR strategy (Company 12, 

2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). Additionally, benchmarking is deemed important 

when organising CSR “to compare via desk research” (Company 13, 2008) what other companies 

are doing within and outside the pharmaceutical industry (Company 14, 2008). However, some 

respondents qualify that benchmarking CSR activities only makes sense if companies of similar 

size are compared (Company 2, 2008; Company 3, 2008; Company 13, 2008).  

Significantly, this evidence supports the findings presented in previous sections in 

demonstrating both the complexity (including the dynamism), but also the diversity (i.e. due to 

the potentially broad scope) of CSR activities. Overall, when combined with the findings 

presented in previous sections above, the findings strongly suggest that the scope and content of 

CSR management may potentially coincide with any aspect of the entire business operation, as 

well as any possible related idea or innovation. Interviewees define this scope specifically within 
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the focus of the “general values and principles” (Company 14, 2008) which (ideally) would then 

be translated into “clear objectives and tangible functional deliverables” (Company 13, 2008). 

In further exposing how the target companies organise their CSR response, the observation 

and in-depth interviews consistently indicate an organisational hierarchy which follows a 

centralised approach. This involves centralised decision-making (typically from headquarters) in 

a top-down approach (Anheier, 2000).  The observation findings are additionally addressed in the 

subsequent chapter which addresses Anglo-German practices. To explain why a centralised 

approach is most often adopted, the in-depth interview findings provide a more sensitive check to 

verify the preliminary findings from observation. They confirm a centralised approach regarding 

overall CSR “guidelines” or “principles” (Company 2, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 7, 

2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Crucially, 

CSR “values” are dispersed down through the business functions in a top-down decision-making 

approach (Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 

9, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 12, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 16; 2008). These 

guiding principles from headquarters are then implemented locally in accordance with local 

needs, resources, and perceptions (Company 4, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 8, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008). This explains the possibility of local diversity as long as 

the overall aim conforms with the companies centralised principles. Most importantly, 

respondents suggest that the greatest opportunities for developing meaningful CSR responses 

exist at local affiliate level (Company 5; 2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 

14, 2008). This aspect is further addressed in subsequent chapters. 

Significantly, the triangulated data presented above delivers a methodological mosaic of 

fresh evidence which demonstrates how CSR at the target pharmaceutical companies is organised 

from conception through to implementation. In particular, authoritative interview data confirms 
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how CSR strategic direction originates at board level, and is then operationalised down into the 

business functions. In some cases this implementation may be facilitated by a small dedicated 

team at headquarters (or some other relevant location) which adopts a CSR co-ordinating 

function. In this regard, one interviewee responsible for CSR management at the European 

headquarters of a leading company, explains how ideally, a centralised CSR co-ordinating 

function can act as an interface for ideas (from the top down and bottom up) across the entire 

organisation (Company 13, 2008). However, the same interviewee importantly clarifies that the 

‘real’ responsibility is performed by (enabled i.e. trained) individuals within their specific 

business functions operating according to the CSR guidelines established by senior management. 

In this regard, successful CSR strategy implementation to lower division or sector level is 

described to involve management groups of approximately  

“10-12 people personally learning to become aware of how CSR principles can be 

translated into their own specific tasks” (Company 1, 2008).  

 

These findings crucially demonstrate the salience for this target sample of individual employee 

responsibility in CSR organisation (Company 4, 2008). 

To sum up, the overall picture of the CSR ‘organisation and governance’ practices of UK 

and German-based pharmaceutical companies presented in this section by primarily qualitative 

exploratory robustly triangulated data from four separate sources, cumulatively depicts a general 

landscape of diverse, dynamic, interactive, and activity-based CSR management. While many of 

the aspects presented in this section may not appear new, they comprise fresh evidence to reveal 

the specific CSR practices of the pharmaceutical target sector under investigation. These include 

the identification that CSR principles are typically organised centrally from headquarters (despite 

local decentralisation at project level), that dedicated CSR departments for co-ordinating CSR are 

rare, and that while the PR or communications department usually responds to engage with CSR 
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stakeholders, multi-functional/departmental involvement is also typical. Significantly, these 

findings additionally highlight the salience of the role of the individual employee in CSR 

stakeholder engagement.  

Following the presentation and evaluation of the data empoyed to examine the target firm’s 

practice regarding CSR organisation, the next section turns to address ‘Projects’.  

 

4.1.5 Projects 

In continuing to answer the first research question, the code ‘projects’ was chosen to 

examine the wide variety in CSR behaviour (including activities, policies, and practices) noted in 

the literature review. This is significant because the number and range of activities claimed in the 

name of CSR point not only to the diversity of projects being undertaken, but additionally 

indicate how CSR stakeholder engagement is actually practiced by the pharmaceutical 

companies in the target group. Accordingly, this code presents a further indication of how 

stakeholders’ interests are balanced. Clearly, this examination also highlights what this sample 

communicates about those CSR practices (as discussed in a previous section). In a nutshell, the 

data indicates a diverse patchwork of broadly scoped, individualised, and evolving projects and 

themes. Additionally, the evidence supports previous findings which suggested that the CSR 

principles communicated are not always translated into actual practice. Significantly, the CSR 

projects of the target sample are interpreted to comprise two categories of approach. One is 

philanthropic and the other is integrative in nature. Philanthropic CSR focuses on investing 

business resources in social projects which are external to the business. Integrative CSR is an 

approach which aims to assimilate CSR principles (ideally based on a sustainable strategy) into 

the business model. It thereby incorporates the firms’ values in a concrete way into the everyday 

operations of the firm. In this regard, the evidence suggests that not all companies yet practise 
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CSR in ways which assertively address the ‘big’ issues facing its industry (such as sustainability 

or the ethics of their scientific methods).  

The documentary analysis of selected pharmaceutical company websites, the telephone 

survey, and more authoritative in-depth interview data cumulatively provide consistent signals 

which suggest that a broad and diverse range of projects are undertaken in the name of CSR. The 

documentary analysis evidence confirms the academic literature findings in highlighting a wide 

range of varied practices. More specifically, 95% of the companies reviewed mention CSR 

activities. Documentary analysis additionally provides evidence which indicates a broad range of 

references to a variety of diverse CSR projects. In overview, the four key topics and theme areas 

for the CSR projects identified most frequently include ‘society and the community’, ‘the 

ecological environment’, ‘patients’ health & safety’, and interestingly, communication of 

‘specific internal projects’ which companies are taking under the name of CSR. Overall, these 

projects are assumed to be salient to the target group, and to reflect their prioritised understanding 

of what CSR practice entails.  

To elaborate, the telephone survey investigation supports the documentary analysis findings 

in similarly uncovering a wide variety of projects. Overall, these weaker survey results reveal that 

the most frequent CSR practices implemented in both countries include ‘charitable donations’, 

‘re-cycling of waste’, ‘health and safety programmes at work’, ‘reductions in energy use’, and 

‘practices to improve work-life balance’. They further expose that these are the activities on 

which much of the stakeholder dialogue (claimed in the stakeholder section above) is stated to be 

based.  

Documentary analysis additionally reveals more robust evidence which indicates that the 

majority (84%) of target companies address the CSR practice theme ‘codes of conduct’ or 

‘compliance’ on their websites. (See Appendix I for further details). Significantly, that data 
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provides details which illustrate that internal policies or codes are one of the most regular 

features. Specifically, 30% of companies communicated their existence on their websites. 

Additionally, original text discovered during documentary analysis demonstrates evidence of 

both similarity and diversity in approach. The findings consistently support the empirical findings 

presented above which suggested that many companies choose to adopt their own unique or 

individualised approach to CSR. The ensuing diverse range of practices identified is confirmed in 

past scholarship (e.g. Fairbrass et al, 2005).  

Whilst the documentary analysis and telephone survey data provide a first indication of 

CSR practice, the in-depth interview enquiry delivers data to more substantially verify the 

findings presented above. In overview, the interview data collected consistently supports the 

other evidence obtained in confirming that a diverse range of projects, activities, and policies 

(including codes of conduct and other guidelines) are being undertaken under the CSR label.  

Importantly, the findings perceptively qualify the previous research results by more 

precisely exposing the patchwork of diverse CSR projects based on the broad selection of themes 

identified. For instance, the interview evidence confirms the general existence of an 

understanding of broad ranging responsibility to the environment, as well as (local and global, 

direct and indirect) society. Accordingly, the numerous projects undertaken are aimed at 

addressing/balancing stakeholder interests (addressed separately in the stakeholder section). In 

this regard, documentary analysis confirms that this reported responsibility is widely 

communicated (in website texts for instance) to explicitly address many the ‘big issues’ facing 

pharmaceutical companies (such as sustainability, access to medicine, ethical dilemmas relating 

to scientific approaches and production methods). Crucially however, the actual projects being 

undertaken by target companies are often not integrated in a sustainable way into actual business 

practices (e.g. Company 4; Company 13, 2008). Interestingly, this fragmented approach has been 
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criticised in the general literature for all business per se (Porter and Kramer, 2006). More 

specifically, despite some convincing (but still evolving) exceptions (e.g. Company 1, 2008; 

Company 4, 2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 13, 2008), the projects discussed by most 

interviewees focus on individual company attempts to address isolated issues. This highlights 

that, possibly due to the complex and ill-defined nature of CSR, decision-makers at many of the 

target companies are uncertain about which projects most appropriately serve stakeholder 

interests.  

Overall, in this regard, the interview data suggests two distinct categories of CSR projects. 

The premise for these categories is based on statements which distinguish between what is 

conceived in continental Europe to comprise (mere i.e. mundane) ‘philanthropy’, and what is 

considered more (meaningful) ‘integrative CSR’ (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; 

Company 5, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 12, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 

2008). To elaborate, in-depth interviews importantly furnish evidence which suggests clear 

distinctions in the cognitive understanding between these two categories of projects. For instance, 

one former CEO of a leading UK company states that philanthropy is not directly related to the 

business but instead denotes one (initial) part of CSR (Company 11, 2008). However, 

philanthropy is considered to deliver outcomes of questionable (value) impact (Company 7, 

2008). Taking this a step further, one senior executive responsible for European CSR at a major 

manufacturing headquarters in Europe (Company 13, 2008), suggests that “the idea that CSR is 

about philanthropy” must be “eradicated”. Despite this claim, preliminary fact finding (via 

documentary analysis and the telephone survey data) is verified by interview data which does 

however strongly suggest that all major pharmaceutical companies, in fact, practise philanthropy. 

Accordingly, the evidence strongly suggests that in practice, philanthropy is generally perceived 

as a valuable part of CSR. In this regard, philanthropy is reported by interviewees to typically 
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include project-orientated activities which are distinct from business operations but may be 

indirectly related to the business activity. Specifically, this includes for example foundations, 

donations, and other forms of charity or giving, as well as healthcare projects aimed at solving 

healthcare dilemmas (e.g. malaria or multi-resistant tuberculosis or diabetes projects). 

Significantly, many of these activities date back to the 19th century i.e. long before CSR as a 

concept was addressed in the academic literature (Carroll, 1979). Nevertheless, this enquiry 

exposes fresh findings for this target sample, to reveal that philanthropy is considered to be 

insufficient as a standalone concept of CSR.  

Instead, most respondents perceive what many describe as “more meaningful” CSR to go 

beyond philanthropy. This practice is classified into a second category of CSR practice under the 

label ‘integrative CSR’. Significantly, this category characterises CSR practice in which some 

companies state they are addressing the ‘big issues’ facing pharmaceutical companies as 

discussed immediately above. To elaborate, one senior executive, responsible for European CSR 

within the communications department of a leading manufacturing facility (Company 7, 2008), 

describes this category as “a broader view” which manifests itself as “a completely different 

perception of what [CSR] means”. He claims that this broader view is about looking “at societal 

challenges in a different way and see them not as an obstacle but as an opportunity” (Company 7, 

2008). In this regard the CEO of another leading German company specifically describes 

integrative CSR activities in stating: 

“[CSR] is about imbedding the business model in the whole overall healthcare society and 

system. This is how we consider our responsibility on an everyday basis” (Company 1, 

2008). 

 

Similar claims are made by other authoritative sources (e.g. Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 

2008; Company 17, 2008). Referring to this integrative management approach to CSR, the 
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European CSR director of CSR at another leading company additionally confirms the dynamism 

of CSR (identified in previous findings). In stressing the need for (new) diverse and flexible 

response practices by managers who better understand the dilemma of taking difficult decisions 

when balancing stakeholder interests, he states:  

“We are undergoing a fundamental change in the way that business is managed” 

(Company 4, 2008).  

 

Referring to this call for required change, a further interviewee responsible for CSR at the 

European headquarters of a leading company explains that a new approach is needed because 

philanthropy is not sustainable (Company 13, 2008). Specifically describing how this new 

(integrative) approach identifies new opportunities for undertaking CSR projects, another senior 

communications executive at the European headquarters of a leading company in Germany 

states: 

“CSR really has to do with things like pricing – that is what people question. CSR is about 

your marketing practices, your business model meaning that it must be sustainable in a 

different environment. Here we should look at developing countries as a market 

opportunity” (Company 17, 2008). 

 

The integrative understanding of multiple bottom line responsibility differs from 

philanthropy in that it attempts to fundamentally integrate (or more closely assimilate) chosen 

projects into the basic expertise and competence or the core business. In doing so, it crucially 

impacts the firm’s business at an operational level of activity. The premise for incorporating CSR 

projects into the core business is a focused awareness of both business and social opportunities 

inherent in the undertaking. One interviewee responsible for CSR at the European headquarters 

of a leading company (Company 13, 2008) claims that this process ideally commences with the 

firms’ general values, which are then consequently, specifically, and meaningfully translated into 
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business practices at all levels of operation. In this respect, the CEO of one company (Company 

1, 2008) claims that his organisation has been historically practicing this embedding of its values 

based on the principles contained in a stakeholder-orientated credo dating back to as early as 

1943. Importantly, this orientation is stated to comprise a balance of stakeholder interests which 

(for example) includes employees as a key stakeholder group (e.g. Company 7, 2008; Company 

17, 2008). Most crucially however, this balance of interests simultaneously realistically 

acknowledges the company-internal economic bottom line. Importantly, this can include 

measures which protect the company’s intellectual property (Company 14, 2008).  

Significantly, some interview data suggests that although many companies state that their 

projects reflect their stated values, despite some exceptions (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 

2008; Company 15, 2008), few demonstrate (via explicit management activities) that these values 

are concretely integrated into the business operations. In this regard, one interviewee responsible 

for CSR at the European headquarters of a leading company explains his view that a company 

can only then demonstrate (i.e. communicate) credible CSR practice to its stakeholders, when its 

stated values are appropriately aligned with its business processes (Company 13, 2008). In other 

words, when company values are not translated into specific integrated CSR projects, the 

company’s credibility is negatively impacted.  

To sum up, the picture of the actual CSR practices of UK and German-based 

pharmaceutical companies with regard to the ‘projects’ undertaken under the label of CSR, which 

were combined from three sources of sufficiently robust data, suggests a patchwork of diverse, 

dynamic projects which are evolving to characterise two distinct approaches to CSR.  These have 

been termed ‘philanthropic’ and ‘integrative’. Significantly, integrative CSR practice signifies a 

more assimilative approach (or leadership mindset) to addressing the ‘big issues’ facing the 

pharmaceutical industry than philanthropic practice, which is confirmed as relevant, but less 
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sustainable. These findings contribute to past scholarship by illuminating CSR practice at a level 

of detail not previously addressed for this target sector. 

Following the presentation and evaluation of the data employed to examine UK, and 

German-based pharmaceutical practice regarding CSR projects, the next section turns to address 

the last code which focuses on ‘Expectations’.  

 

4.1.6   Expectations 

The literature review identified the code ‘expectations’ as a significant aspect of CSR 

practice. Still focusing on the first research question, this section acknowledges the relevance of 

presenting a business case for CSR. It examines the likely benefits (i.e. likely return or other 

value outcome) which are envisaged by the targets to accrue from investing resources in CSR 

stakeholder engagement. Essentially, the data indicates that practicing CSR is perceived by the 

target group to positively impact their image/reputation, and thereby possibly additionally 

motivate employees. However, because the presently understood benefits are largely intangible in 

nature, they are deemed difficult to quantify and accordingly, to measure. Significantly, data from 

two instrument sources consistently further reveal, that rather than being interpreted as a 

differentiating factor which could innovatively lead to reliable and sustainable competitive 

advantage, CSR is generally perceived by decision-makers in the target sample as a cost to the 

business. This innovatively highlights a key area of both uncertainty and ineffectiveness 

surrounding CSR practice for the target sample. 

The telephone survey and the in-depth interviews deliver consistent data which suggest that 

the target group considers CSR stakeholder engagement to potentially positively impact their 

company image/reputation. For instance, in the telephone survey ‘favourable effect on 

image/reputation’ receives the highest rank regarding likely benefits from engaging in CSR 

activities. The in-depth interview enquiry delivers more robust data which consistently 
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authenticates this finding (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008). Significantly in this regard, 

one senior respondent responsible for CSR at European headquarters of a major concern 

(Company 13, 2008), additionally significantly adds that (according to a recent internal study 

undertaken on physicians purchasing rationale), ethics is the second biggest driver for company 

reputation. These comments are supported by other authoritative respondents. For example, one 

such interviewee is responsible for communications at the European headquarters of a 

pharmaceutical company in the UK. Specifically, she stresses the importance of being seen to 

undertake CSR for image reasons (e.g. Company 10, 2008).  

Additionally, the telephone survey data provides initial evidence which suggests the 

salience of the ‘ability to attract or motivate employees’ as a likely expected return from CSR 

practice. In this regard, more robust in-depth interview evidence provides mixed results. They 

reveal that many (but not all) respondents confirm that CSR motivates employees. For instance, 

authoritative evidence supporting this claim (e.g. Company 1, 2008) is not substantiated by other 

responses which at least dilute (if not actually contradict) it. For example, one senior 

communications executive (Company 7, 2008) shares how he holds reservations. More 

specifically, while confirming CSR’s potential valuable role in motivating employees, he 

suggests that overall, this advantage is secondary to employees’ financial considerations. 

Additionally, another senior executive responsible for European CSR at a major concern 

similarly confirms the previous respondent’s reservations regarding whether CSR motivates 

employees. Significantly, introducing the idea of differing stakeholder perspectives on benefits, 

he suggests that because employee values vary, perceptions of value outcome accordingly differs 

(e.g. Company 4, 2008). Accordingly, this evidence suggests that CSR’s ability to motivate 

various stakeholders depends on what they consider to represent valuable outcomes. To reconcile 

these varying accounts, the same dependable respondent confirms the literature findings in 
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suggesting that the complicated nature of CSR itself causes challenges which can affect staff 

motivation (e.g. Leisinger, 2002). He further suggests that employee uncertainty regarding why 

their company adopts certain CSR practices may result in lack of transparency surrounding CSR 

intent. For instance, he explains that if employees perceive CSR as a ‘control check’ rather than a 

‘value system’, its potential impact may be lost (Company 4, 2008). This finding underlines the 

salience of effective communication (to all stakeholders but particularly to employees) 

highlighted previously. 

In addition to the above aspects regarding the benefits expected by the target group from 

investing business resources in CSR activities, the telephone survey significantly provides further 

data which dependably supports in-depth interview findings. It reveals that CSR is generally 

perceived by the target group as a cost to the business. Respondents ranked the variable 

‘favourable effect on operating costs’ lowest in the telephone survey results. The in-depth 

interview data authoritatively substantiates that most respondents consider a low likelihood that 

concrete tangible benefits would accrue from investing resources in CSR ventures (particularly in 

the short to medium term). These findings indicate vagueness among the target sample regarding 

the expected likely outcomes from investing resources in CSR practice.  

Possibly as a result, such benefits are rarely overtly mentioned. For instance, the 

documentary analysis evidence from pharmaceutical company websites identifies only very 

limited cases in which companies explicitly communicate the concrete ‘return’ expected from 

engaging in CSR activities. For example, only the Bayer (2007) website has an explicit button 

labelled ‘benefit to the company and society’ which overtly states the expectation that higher 

overall economic return can be generated by adhering to all triple bottom line responsibilities. 

Further, the Lilly website directly states the understood benefit of engaging with stakeholders in 

the claim: 
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 “…By listening and responding to our stakeholders’ concerns, Lilly can improve its 

transparency and the way it does business” (Lilly, 2006).  

 

Additionally, the Pfizer website states that stakeholder relationships lie:  

“…at the heart of our citizenship because they define what it means for Pfizer to create 

value. They are the ones who will determine when Pfizer fulfils its mission to become the 

world's most valued company to stakeholders” (Pfizer, 2006).  

 

Significantly however, although these concepts appear to imply overt certainty regarding some 

company’s understanding of the benefits expected, in contrast, observation evidence discovered 

that in the latter two cases (i.e. Lilly in the UK, and Pfizer in the UK and Germany), key aspects 

of these statements may comprise mere rhetoric. Consequently, in these cases, communicated 

CSR intent may not always be enabled by specific integrated CSR practice. As a result, the 

credibility of the company’s CSR stakeholder engagement is negatively impacted.  

The in-depth interview enquiry data more sensitively authenticates the findings presented 

above regarding the likely benefits which target companies envisage to accrue from investing 

resources in CSR practices. While respondents largely furnish perspectives which confirm the 

initial telephone survey indications (regarding expectations of primarily intangible benefit from 

CSR practice), nevertheless, some insightful interviewees highlight that CSR can be leveraged as 

an innovative differentiating factor (e.g. Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Consequently, 

despite the general understanding that CSR poses a cost to the business, some respondents 

provide evidence that done well, CSR and ethical behaviour may not pose a drain on resources 

(even in the short term). Crucially, these examples address an integrative approach to CSR 

practice (discussed in the previous section). This is addressed in greater detail in subsequent 

chapters. More importantly, the evidence suggests that the majority of respondents neither 
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appreciate, nor share these insights. Significantly, this highlights uncertainty and confusion in 

CSR practice. 

The interview data additionally substantiates telephone survey evidence regarding the fact 

the amount invested in CSR (i.e. CSR expenditure or inputs) is rarely publicly/officially 

communicated. The interview enquiry further pinpoints that CSR measurement is viewed as a 

key challenge when attempting to assess CSR impact. In this regard, a strong consensus exists 

among respondents that measuring CSR impact is a difficult task. More specifically, interview 

evidence suggests that part of the reported uncertainty regarding CSR outcomes is linked with 

two challenges. First, it is caused by inadequate (limited) measurement tools (e.g. Company 13, 

2008). Second, it is amplified by a missing correlation between CSR inputs (i.e. expenditure), 

and CSR output (i.e. social impact) as suggest in the literature (e.g. Welford et al, 2008). To 

elaborate, cost or expenditure is suggested as an unreliable indicator of the impact of the CSR 

investment. As a result, measuring the relationship between what is spent and its outcome is 

deemed difficult due to the nature of CSR and its relative youth as a business concept (e.g. 

Company 13, 2008). Part of this measurement issue is suggested to be due to the inherent nature 

of ethics for which there is no moral calculator to define what is correct in a given situation (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Interestingly in this regard, one 

respondent responsible for CSR at the European headquarters of a major pharmaceutical 

company (Company 13, 2008) suggests that CSR measurement is typically approached based on 

false expectations. Specifically he suggests:  

“The assumption that ethics is always against making the numbers is wrong and needs to 

be broken” (Company 13, 2008).  

 

These findings importantly suggest the need for a new approach to CSR practice. Interestingly, to 

address current uncertainty regarding CSR outcomes, an appeal is made (by the same highly 
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authoritative respondent (Company 13, 2008)), for an alternative, more appropriate measurement 

approach. This call is supported by other respondents. For instance, more imaginative 

consideration of CSR investments, which directly focus on generating (high) social impact are 

suggested to yield highly sustainable economic outcomes (Company 4, 2008). Clearly, this could 

reliably satisfy the double digit growth expectations of business shareholders after which many 

directors strive. However, this new approach implies the need for business objectives to become 

intrinsically aligned with a more integrated (ethical) approach to CSR practice (as described in 

the previous section). 

To sum up, the actual CSR practices of the target group revealed in this section suggests 

that company reputation and employee motivation are key expected benefits of practicing CSR. 

However, CSR is essentially viewed as a cost to the business by many decision-makers in the 

target group. Consequently, management uncertainty arises regarding the impact of CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities. This is explained by performance measurement issues, due 

both to the intangible nature CSR outcomes, as well as the underlying varying anticipations of the 

stakeholders involved.  
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4.2 SUMMARY 

4.2.1   Overview of the Findings 

The triangulated empirical findings which have been presented and evaluated in this chapter 

are summarised in Figure 4.3 below. As a first step in filling many of the gaps in past scholarship 

identified in the literature review, the results serve to establish a detailed database of background 

information to answer the first research question with respect to the CSR practices of 

pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany.  

The evidence gathered from four data sources begins to develop a chart of the CSR 

stakeholder management landscape in which pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany 

operate. Significantly, the results illuminate four specific aspects of CSR for the target sample. 

First, they indicate the many aspects of CSR in which a diverse, inter-active, and dynamic 

concept is followed. These include terminology, communication, organisation approach, and 

projects chosen. Examples of this response type include the frequent use of multiple terminology 

which is often individualised, alternating centralised and decentralised organisation i.e. 

‘glocalisation’ (Trompenaars 2004:3), and a patchwork assortment of (highly visibly) 

communicated practice themes. Second, the results reveal which, and how, stakeholders are 

targeted. Third, in uncovering a range of stakeholder expectations, they essentially highlight the 

complexity of attempting to balance stakeholders’ interests when managing CSR stakeholder 

engagement. Fourth, they expose issues in the current approach. These issues arise due to the 

ambiguous nature of the CSR concept (e.g. May et al, 2007), as well as from dilemmas in 

balancing stakeholder interests.  

Importantly, fresh evidence regarding expectations of likely outcomes from business 

investments in CSR indicates the need for corrective action in the way the target group manages 

its CSR response. The findings suggest the need for more effective tools to measure CSR impact 

within a better defined CSR concept. Significantly, this lack of management tools to measure 
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CSR performance, coupled with the complexity identified, combine to amplify the uncertainty 

for all stakeholders. This is important because transaction cost and resource dependency theory 

(introduced in Chapter 2) suggest that dependency increases in conditions of high uncertainty 

(e.g. Hallen, Johanson and Seyed-Mohamed, 1991; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:27). This may 

lead to negative outcomes due to power conflicts (e.g. Stern and Reve, 1980; Gassenheimer and 

Calantone, 1994).  

Crucially, these findings serve to inform the original framework by helping to explain the 

influencing factors and inter-dependencies in stakeholder relationships.  
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INSERT SUMMARY TABLE FIGURE 4.3 
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4.2.2   How these Findings Inform the Conceptual Framework 

Most significantly, the fresh empirical data presented in this chapter provides an 

information base of evidence which assists in testing the original conceptual framework 

(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). The findings inform three elements of the original framework 

including ‘stakeholders’, ‘management response’, and ‘event’. The remainder of this section 

elaborates in greater detail on how the findings with respect to each of the six codes help to 

improve the original conceptualisation. 

The findings which address the code terminology crucially furnish fresh insights which 

expose which labels are employed by the target group to signify their concept of CSR. The 

evidence identified concerning the evolving, diverse range of frequently individualised terms 

serves to illuminate the ‘management response’ element in the sub-factor areas ‘culture and 

approach’, ‘responsibility and obligation’, as well as the ‘implementation’ sub-element of the 

‘CSR process’.  

The data with respect to the code stakeholders contributes new evidence which most 

importantly informs both the ‘stakeholders’ and ‘management response’ elements of the 

conceptual framework. By explaining the complex nature of CSR facing the target companies 

when attempting to balance stakeholder expectations, and by mapping how stakeholders are 

actually identified and prioritised in practice, the findings illustrate how the complexity involved 

may mean that decision-makers often do not understand how exactly (or best) to define their CSR 

concept. As a result, this may signify that they are missing some key opportunities to 

innovatively leverage its advantages. Specifically, these insights regarding stakeholder 

identification and prioritisation processes illuminate the ‘stakeholder’ element. Further, the data 

provides fresh insights into both the ‘values’ and ‘alternatives’ steps of the CSR strategy 

development phase of the ‘management response’ element. 
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The findings which address the code communication significantly furnish new insights 

which inform both the ‘stakeholders’ and ‘management response’ elements of the conceptual 

framework. More specifically, the stakeholder element is illuminated by insights which describe 

and explain certain aspects of stakeholder behaviour in communication/dialogue such as (for 

instance) their sceptical stance. The data further informs the sub-factor ‘communication’ in the 

‘implement/control’ step of the CSR strategy development phases of the ‘management response’ 

element of the conceptual framework. This includes aspects such as high visibility when 

communicating CSR activities. Importantly, in this regard the paradox of rhetoric versus the 

actual practices undertaken is identified as both a management issue and a potential barrier to 

effective CSR stakeholder communication.  

 

The results with respect to the code organisation crucially contribute to the literature by 

concretely informing two elements of the conceptual framework. The fresh evidence regarding 

the organisational approach to CSR management presented in this chapter establishes the 

foundation upon which the entire concept of stakeholder engagement/dialogue is (or is not) 

integrated (at all levels and across all business functions) into active CSR practice (see previous 

point). This informs the original framework in two ways. First, it allows revision of the ‘event’ 

element on the aspect ‘activity undertaken/business division’. Second, it reveals important 

information in key areas of the ‘management response’ element. In this regard, both sub-factors 

‘approach to stakeholders’, and the first phase of the strategic development sub-factor ‘values’ 

under the ‘CSR process’ are illuminated.  

The cumulative fresh empirical data presented on the code projects exposes CSR practice 

for the specific target sample. This helps by informing the conceptual framework on both the 

‘event’ and ‘management response’ elements. More specifically, the evidence which reveals the 

specific activities undertaken/issues involved regarding healthcare aspects allows revision of the 
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‘event’ element. Further, the ‘management response’ element is tested via data which explains 

the sub-factor ‘responsibility/obligation’, as well as the first phase of strategic development sub-

factor ‘strategy selection’ under the ‘CSR process’ aspect.  

The findings presented on the code expectations crucially serve to inform the ‘management 

response’ element of conceptual framework. Specifically, they confirm expected benefits such as 

an improved corporate image and employee motivation. Significantly, CSR is identified to be 

perceived by many respondents as a cost to the business. By explaining the benefits expected by 

the target group from investing resources in CSR activities, this data facilitates revision of the 

sub-factor ‘output’, under the implementation (phase 2) of the ‘CSR process’.  

To sum up, by examining the CSR management activities on the codes presented above, as 

well as the reasons why the target group chooses to engage with their stakeholders on these 

practices in the way it does, these results establish a detailed background database of information 

which significantly helps to improve the original version of the conceptual framework 

(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Following the above explanation of how the data collected to examine UK and German-

based pharmaceutical practice on the six codes serves to inform the original conceptual 

framework, the next section now finally addresses the degree of confidence in the results 

presented in this chapter.   
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4.2.3 The Confidence Level of the Findings  

The cumulative empirical triangulated qualitative exploratory evidence gathered from four 

separate data sources which was presented in this chapter, generally presents strong grounds to 

answer the first research question concerning the actual practices of UK and German-based 

pharmaceutical firms. To illustrate data trustworthiness, Figures 4.4 to 4.7 below present the 

confidence level of the findings for each data collection method. For clarification, further details 

are available on a separate CD which provides raw data of documentary analysis findings if 

necessary. 

In summary, these statistics indicate that the findings provide valid material which builds a 

robust basis from which to describe and explain the CSR stakeholder engagement activities of the 

target sector. More specifically, the survey data and observation conducted here provide a less 

reliable picture of the firms’ practices. This is due to the relatively small sample size of the 

survey and the ‘special’ condition of approaching companies as a doctoral student in the 

observation which could skew the results. However, these methods furnish valuable preliminary 

data which are verified by more robust documentary analysis data. Most importantly, the 

interview data offers a much richer basis for describing, analysing, and assessing the firms’ 

behaviour by delivering data to qualify, check, and illuminate many aspects of these more 

preliminary findings. Accordingly, while the robustness of many of the claims based on data 

gathered from one source could be queried (due both to low sample size and in some cases 

limited response levels), overall, when triangulated, the findings are considered to present firm 

evidence. Most significantly, this claim is substantiated by high-level (senior management), 

authoritative, qualitatively rich, in-depth interview evidence which serves to verify the other 

sources of less certain quality. Moreover, in defence of the ‘small’ sample size, its rationale is 

based on the existence of a small universe sample (see Chapter 3 for further details). 
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Nevertheless, the qualitative exploratory nature of the enquiry, coupled with the small number of 

responses, advises against drawing any hard conclusions or generalising these results beyond the 

target sample. 

Figure 4.4a   Data Confidence Level: Documentary Analysis: Sources & Statistics 
 
 

 

Figure 4.4b   Data Confidence Level: Documentary Analysis: Descriptive Statistics 
 

Variable  Missing Data Valid Total % Valid 
          
Terminology Employed 0 38 38 100
Stakeholder References 0 38 38 100
Communiction Visibility 0 38 38 100
Website Dialogue Enabled 0 38 38 100
Projects Mentioned 2 38 38 95
Codes of Conduct Mentioned 6 38 38 84

Source: Documentary Analysis 
 
Total Number of Cases = 38 

 

Leading Corporations in the UK & Germany in 2006
Ranking by Sales (€) incl. Manufacturers
Source: IMS Sales Data 2006

Market Share
# Cos UK D UK Market Share D Market Share

1 5 1 NOVARTIS 3.6 11.1
2 3 2 SANOFI-AVENTIS 6.5 5.9
3 4 4 ASTRAZENECA 5.7 3.9
4 13 5 BAYER 1.8 3.8
5 10 6 ROCHE 2.4 3.8
6 1 8 PFIZER 10.0 3.6
7 2 9 GLAXOSMITHKLINE 9.7 3.3
8 6 10 JOHNSON & JOHNSON 3.4 2.9
9 8 11 MERCK & CO 3.2 2.6

10 11 12 BOEHRINGER INGEL 2.1 2.5
11 7 14 WYETH 3.2 1.8
12 12 15 NOVO NORDISK 1.9 1.7
13 9 16 LILLY 2.4 1.6
14 58 18 MENARINI 0.1 1.3
15 31 19 BRISTOL-MYERS SQB. 0.4 1.2
16 32 20 ALTANA 0.3 1.2
18 30 22 MERCK KGAA 0.5 1.2
19 55 14 RECKITT BENCKISER 1.3 0.3

Total Market share: 58.5 53.7

Rank

List of Companies: 19 Documentary Analysis of Websites

(Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales Figures 2006)
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To elaborate, the descriptive statistics for the documentary analysis is presented in Figures 

4.4 a&b above. It demonstrates the dependability of information on the CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities posted on the websites of a selection of 38 (parent or headquarter) 

pharmaceutical companies (from a total of a possible 312 for the UK and 934 overall Germany), 

in late 2006 and early 2007. More specifically, Figures 4.4 a&b illustrate the data 

representativeness. While generalisation from these results is not the aim of this qualitative 

explorative enquiry, it illustrates that the documentary analysis data nevertheless cumulatively 

embodies evidence from companies which realise nearly 60% of sales in the pharmaceutical 

market in the UK, and approximately 55% in Germany (according to industry sales statistics 

(IMS, 2006)). Figure 4.4b additionally presents a summary of descriptive statistics of the 

documentary analysis data gathered to answer question one. Overall, it confirms data validity due 

to a low level of missing data.  

Figures 4.5 a&b below illustrate overview statistics concerning the telephone survey which 

comprised 46 completed questionnaires obtained from local affiliates in the UK and Germany 

undertaken in the period between July and October 2007. By illustrating how 22 of those 

responses for the UK and 24 for Germany, Figure 4.5 confirms a 32% response rate (from the 

original pool of 142 targets contacted). It additionally demonstrates the data dependability. While 

generalisation from the results is not the aim of this explorative enquiry, these descriptive 

statistics establish that the telephone survey data nevertheless signifies evidence from companies 

which represent nearly 25% of sales in the pharmaceutical market in the UK, and approximately 

45% in Germany (according to industry sales statistics (IMS, 2006)). In addition, the summary 

table of descriptive statistics in Figure 4.5b confirm low levels of missing data for most of the 

variables, with a few minor exceptions. These involve lower confidence in the results associated 

with expected benefits, and stakeholder prioritisation, consultation, and relevance.  
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Figure 4.5a   Data Confidence Level: Telephone Survey: Sources & Statistics 

 

 
 

(Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales Figures 2006) 
 
Figure 4.5b   Data Confidence Level: Telephone Survey: Descriptive Statistics 

 

 

 

# Company Name Response Origin # Responses Market Share UK* Market Share D*
1 ABBOTT D 1  1.2
2 ACTAVIS UK 1 0 
3 ALCON UK 1 0.2 
4 ALK-ABELLO D 1  0.1
5 AMGEN D 1  0.6
6 BOEHRINGER INGEL UK & D 2 2.1 2.5
7 BRAUN-MELSUNGEN UK 1 0 
8 CEPHALON UK & D 2 0.2 0.1
9 CSL UK & D 2 0 0.1

10 EISAI UK & D 2 0.8 0.3
11 FALK UK & D 2 0.1 0.3
12 JOHNSON & JOHNSON D 1  2.9
13 LILLY D 1  2.4
14 MERCK & CO D 1  2.6
15 MERCK KGAA UK & D 2 0.5 1.2
16 NOVARTIS UK & D 2 3.6 11.1
17 NOVO NORDISK D 1  1.7
18 OTSUKA UK & D 2 0.2 0.1
19 PROCTER & GAMBLE D 1  0.4
20 RATIOPHARM D 1 0 5.3
21 RECORDATI UK 1 0.1 
22 ROCHE UK & D 2 2.4 3.8
23 SANOFI-AVENTIS UK & D 2 6.5 5.9
24 SCHWARZ PHARMA AG UK & D 2 0.2 0.9
25 SERVIER UK 1 1.2 
26 SHIRE PHARMACEUT. UK 1 0.7 
27 SOLVAY UK & D & D 3 0.6 0.5
28 TAKEDA UK & D 2 0.7 1
29 TEVA UK 1 0.9 
30 UCB UK & D 2 0.7 0.5
31 WYETH UK 1 3.2 

Total UK: 22; D: 24 46 24.9 45.5

List of Companies: 46 Survey Questionnaires

Variable Missing Data Valid Total % Valid CD Details

Response Statistics 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.31
Terminology Employed 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.32
Transparency of CSR Expenditure 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.33
Use of Stakeholder Terminology 2 44 46 95 CD Figure: 4.34
CSR Department 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.35
CSR Implemented Practices UK&D 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.36
Dialogue on Implemented Practices UK&D 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.37
Stakeholder Prioritisation UK&D 16 30 46 65 CD Figure: 4.38
Stakeholder Consultation 17 29 46 63 CD Figure: 4.39
Stakeholder Relevance 17 29 46 63 CD Figure: 4.40
Expected Benefits 14 32 46 70 CD Figure: 4.41
Wish to Continue Dialogue 0 46 46 100 CD Figure: 4.42

Total Number of Cases = 46

Source: Telephone Survey
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Figures 4.6 a&b below present statistics which support the robustness of the observation 

data. These Figures summarise the dependability of data gathered in 142 protocols which 

document the experience of engaging in stakeholder dialogue with the target sample while 

prospecting for candidates for the telephone survey in 2007. More specifically, the summary 

tables of descriptive statistics in Figure 4.6a below confirms low levels of missing data for most 

of the variables, with one minor exception. In doing so, it highlights that data concerning 

‘knowledge and professionalism of the contact partner when addressing the CSR enquiry’ is less 

reliable due to the fact that data is missing for nearly half of the cases investigated. 

 

Figure 4.6a   Data Confidence Level: Observation: Descriptive Statistics 
 

 

 
In addition, Figure 4.6b below illustrates that the observation data is gathered from 

companies which cumulatively achieve nearly 80% and 90% of total market share in the UK and 

Germany respectively. Again, while acknowledging the fact that generalisation is not the aim, 

these statistics nevertheless demonstrate the internal validity of the data gathered.  

  

Variable Missing Data Valid Total % Valid CD Details

Contact Identification UK & D 4 138 142 97 CD Figure: 4.43
Helpfulness 4 138 142 97 CD Figure: 4.44
Speed of Response 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.45
Intensity of Response 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.46
Knowledge and Professionalism 69 73 142 51 CD Figure: 4.47
Interest in Continuing the Dialogue 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.48
Internal Dialogue with CSR Colleagues 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.49
Non-Responder Reasons 1 141 142 100 CD Figure: 4.50
CSR Department 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.51
Which Department Responded 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.52
CSR Approach 0 142 142 100 CD Figure: 4.53

Total Number of Cases =142

Source: Observation
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Figure 4.6b   Data Confidence Level: Observation: Sources & Statistics 
 

 
Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales Figures 2006 

# Company Name Market Share UK Market Share D

1 ABBOTT 0.8 1.2
2 ACTAVIS 0 0.3
3 AKZO NOBEL 0.6 0.5
4 ALCON 0.2 0
5 ALK-ABELLO 0.1 0.3
6 ALLERGAN 0.2 0.2
7 ALTANA 0.3 1.2
8 AMGEN 0.1 0.6
9 ASTELLAS PHARMA 0.7 0.9

10 ASTRAZENECA 5.7 3.9
11 BARR PHARMA 0 0
12 BAUSCH & LOMB 0 0.4
13 BAXTER INT 1.8 3.8
14 BAYER 1.8 3.8
15 BOEHRINGER INGEL 2.1 2.5
16 BRAUN-MELSUNGEN 0 0.2
17 BRISTOL-MYERS SQB. 0.4 1.2
18 CEPHALON 0.2 0.1
19 CHIESI 0.2 0.1
20 CSL 0 0.1
21 DAIICHI SANKYO 0.1 0.2
22 EISAI 0.9 0.3
23 EMRA-MED 0 1.6
24 EURIMPHARM 0 1
25 FALK 0.1 0.3
26 FERRING 0.3 0.2
27 FRESENIUS 0 0.2
28 GALDERMA 0 0.1
29 GALEN 0.3 0.1
30 GENZYME CORP 0.1 0.3
31 GILEAD SCIENCES 0 0.3
32 GLAXOSMITHKLINE 9.7 3.3
33 GRUENENTHAL 0.3 0.7
34 JOHNSON & JOHNSON 3.4 2.9
35 KOHL MEDICAL AG 0 3.7
36 LEO PHARMA 0.6 0.1
37 LILLY 2.4 1.6
38 LUNDBECK 0.6 0.3
39 MEDA 0.2 0.4
40 MENARINI 0.1 1.3
41 MERCK & CO 3.2 2.6
42 MERCK KGAA 0.5 1.2
43 MINNESOTA 3M 0 0
44 MUNDI INT 0.9 0.9
45 NESTLÈ 0 0
46 NORGINE 0.3 0.1
47 NOVARTIS 3.6 11.1
48 NOVO NORDISK 1.9 1.7
49 OMEGA PHARMA 0.1 0.1
50 ORION 0.1 0.2
51 OTSUKA 0.1 0.1
52 PFIZER 10 3.6
53 PROCTER & GAMBLE 1 0.4
54 RATIOPHARM 0 5.3
55 RECKITT BENCKISER 1.3 0.3
56 RECORDATI 0.1 0.2
57 ROCHE 2.4 3.8
58 SANOFI-AVENTIS 6.5 5.9
59 SCHERING PLOUGH 0.8 1.1
60 SCHWABE 0 0.9
61 SCHWARZ PHARMA AG 0.2 0.9
62 SERONO 0 0.9
63 SERVIER 1.2 0.2
64 SHIRE PHARMACEUT. 0.7 0.1
65 SOLVAY 0.6 0.5
66 STADA 0.1 2.5
67 STIEFEL LABS 0.3 0
68 TAKEDA 0.7 1
69 TEVA 0.9 0.2
70 UCB 0.7 0.5
71 WYETH 3.2 1.8

142 Total Market Share 75.7 88.3

List of Companies: 142 Participant Observations 
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The dependability of the in-depth interview data is depicted in Figures 4.7 a&b below. The 

overview of data sources first confirms the data representativeness. The in-depth interviews were 

undertaken with respondents whose companies accomplish nearly one fifth of the entire UK, and 

33% of the German pharmaceutical market (according to industry sales statistics (IMS, 2006). 

The countries of origin statistics show that the data is appropriately balanced from a geographical 

point of view (i.e. 10 interviews were undertaken for the UK and 14 in Germany). Second, to 

confirm the robustness of the individual data sources, the overview of respondent demographics 

indicates the level of authority of the participant sources from whom the data was gathered. 

Figure 4.7a   Data Confidence Level: In-Depth Interview: Sources & Statistics 
 

 
 

To elaborate, Figure 4.7 demonstrates the seniority, gender breakdown, and company 

position/role of the respondents. Overall, these details confirm the superior rank of the interview 

respondents. While all participants were senior executives, three were CEOs, nine worked in a 

CSR function at their affiliate, and nine were employed in a PR or communication function. 

Within this participant pool, in line with current gender trends in senior management positions, 

slightly more males (11) than females (7) were interviewed. In addition, Figure 4.7b below lists 

statistics which illustrate when, where, how, and for how long the 18 respondents participated 

between May and October 2008. It demonstrates the quality of the data by showing that 80% of 

# Company Name Response Origin Market Share UK* Market Share D* Grade** Position Gender
1 Annonymous D  2.9 A CEO M
2 Annonymous D 0.1 0.1 B PR F
3 Annonymous UK 0.7  B PR F
4 Annonymous UK + D   A CSR M
5 Annonymous D  1.2 A CSR M
6 Annonymous D  0.3 C PR F
7 Annonymous D  2.4 B PR/CSR M
8 Annonymous D  5.9 A/B PR/CSR M
9 Annonymous UK + D 2.1 2.5 A CSR F

10 Annonymous UK 0.2  A PR/CSR F
11 Annonymous UK 0.6  A CEO M
12 Annonymous UK 3.4  A CEO M
13 Annonymous UK + D 3.6 11.1 A CSR M
14 Annonymous UK + D 6.5  A CSR M
15 Annonymous UK + D 0.5 1.2 A CSR F
16 Annonymous D  1.7 B PR M
17 Annonymous UK + D 1.8 3.8 B PR M
18 Annonymous D  0.6 B PR F

Total UK = 10; D =14 19.5 33.7 A=10; B=6; A/B=1; C=1 CEO:3; CSR:6; PR/CSR:3; PR:6 M=11; F= 7

* Source: IMS Pharmaceutical Market Sales Figures 2006
* Note: Market shares are not double counted

Grade Key**

List of Companies: 18 Interviews

A = Very Authorative Source (based on position &/or experience &/or length of time at company &/or strategic/policy maker)
B= Authorative Source (based on senior level position at an operational level)
C = Less Authorative Source 
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respondents participated in face to face interviews. This facilitated optimal communication 

(including observation of non-verbal signals) and response checking. Figure 4.7b further depicts 

that the discourses took place in locations such as respondents’ offices which facilitated relaxed, 

open, and unperturbed discussion. It additionally details a relatively long overall average duration 

of one hour, 39 minutes per interview which facilitated sufficient discussion. 

Figure 4.7b   Data Confidence Level: In-Depth Interview: Sources & Statistics 

# Name* Location Interview Date Interview 
Format 

Interview 
Length** 

1 Company 1 Germany May 20, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 40 m

2 Company 2 Germany May 23, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 18 m

3 Company 3 UK July 24, 2008 Telephone 0 hr 38 m

4 Company 4 UK/Germany July 29, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 50 m

5 Company 5 Germany July 29, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 33 m

6 Company 6 Germany July 30, 2008 Face to Face 0 hr 34 m

7 Company 7 Germany July 30,2008 Face to Face 1 hr 34 m

8 Company 8 Germany July 30, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 37 m

9 Company 9 UK/Germany July 31, 2008 Face to Face 0 hr 58 m

10 Company 10 UK August 1, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 51 m

11 Company 11 UK August 1, 2008 Face to Face 2 hr 35 m

12 Company 12 UK/Ireland August 18, 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 01 m

13 Company 13 UK/Germany August 28, 2008 Telephone 1 hr 51 m

14 Company 14 UK/Germany August 29, 2008 Telephone 0 hr 47 m

15 Company 15 UK/Germany September 17 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 35 m

16 Company 16 Germany September 17 & 19 2008 F to F & Tel. 0 hr 56 m

17 Company 17 UK/Germany September 24 2008 Face to Face 1 hr 35 m

18 Company 18 Germany October 1 2008 Telephone 1 hr 08 m

  
Source: In-Depth Interviews 
 
*     For clarification the respondents in the above table have been made anonymous for confidentiality reasons 
        (discussed in chapter 3) 
                                                       

**   Average length of interviews: 1 hour 39 minutes 
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In summary, these statistics indicate that the findings presented in this chapter provide 

robust material. This builds a strong basis from which to describe and explain the CSR activities 

target group. In dependably confirming the more general results suggested in past scholarship, 

they more importantly convincingly illuminate new aspects of CSR practice based on the codes 

examined.  

Following this presentation of the data to answer the first research question, the next 

chapter now turns to address the second research question by undertaking an Anglo-German 

comparison of the data collected. 
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Anglo-German Comparison of CSR Practices 
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5.0 INTRODUCTION 

This second findings chapter builds on the data presented in the previous chapter to answer 

the second research question. It undertakes an Anglo-German comparison of the CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities of the target pharmaceutical companies to test whether potential national 

differences suggested in the literature are discernible (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005). It draws on 

the fresh empirical findings presented in the preceding chapter (which were obtained via the four 

data sources and investigated via a selection of six codes), to examine the similarities and 

differences in CSR management between the UK and German affiliates in the target group. In a 

similar approach to the one adopted in the previous chapter, evaluation of the practices identified 

is largely reserved for Chapter 6. Overall, whilst the telephone survey, documentary analysis 

data, and secondary literature provide insufficient evidence, interview evidence once again more 

subtly suggests that cultural differences do exist. In general, the findings reveal similarity in the 

firms’ overall intent and accordingly (high level) approach to managing CSR stakeholder 

engagement in both countries. Nevertheless, some national differences are identified with respect 

to how CSR is actually managed locally. Possible reasons for these differences (i.e. influencing 

factors), are addressed in the subsequent chapter. For clarification, the confidence levels of the 

findings presented in the following sections are addressed in conclusion. The remainder of this 

chapter now examines the evidence and highlights the key findings in more detail.   

 

5.1      ANGLO-GERMAN COMPARISON OF FINDINGS 

5.1.1 Terminology  

Building on the characteristics of CSR practice found based on the code ‘terminology’ 

presented in the previous chapter, this section addresses the second research question. In 

overview, an Anglo-German comparison of the data indicates general overall similarity in choice 

of labelling between the two countries. Nevertheless, three exceptions are noted. First, the terms 
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‘CSR’ and ‘Sustainability’ are adopted more often in Germany. Second, choice of terminology is 

more standardised in the UK (or conversely Germany demonstrates a greater diversity in use of 

labels). Third, German websites (unsurprisingly) employ more German language terms.  

The telephone survey and in-depth interview furnish data which consistently confirms 

general similarity between both countries in choice of labelling in CSR practice. Figure 5.1 below 

presents a comparison of the terms employed gathered from telephone survey evidence. 

 

Figure 5.1   Comparison of Terminology Employed:  
 

 
Source: Telephone Survey  
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Figure 5.1 indicates that while ‘CSR’ is the most frequently adopted label in both the UK 

and Germany, affiliates in both countries typically employ a multiple and diverse range of (often 

individualised) terms to portray their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. To gain more 

detailed insights to validate these initial indications from telephone survey results (which could 

be considered weak due to sample size issues), these findings are enhanced by more valid 

narrative from the in-depth interview enquiry. The interviewing data strongly confirms the 

preliminary survey evidence. Essentially, in line with evidence presented in the previous chapter, 

and further addressed below in the organisation/governance section, most respondents indicate 

that CSR practices are generally labelled based on a centralised approach. Accordingly, this 

practice implies that pharmaceutical companies adopt standard overall terminology, not only in 

both the UK and Germany, but also throughout Europe and the rest of the world (Company 1, 

2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008). More specifically, this global approach is 

confirmed by respondents who state that their companies adopt the American term ‘corporate 

citizenship’ in their European operations to facilitate this global standardisation (Company 4, 

2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Further supporting this claim, one senior European 

manager from a leading pharmaceutical company responsible for CSR in both the UK and 

Germany (Company 4, 2008) comments that his company chose to adopt the label ‘Corporate 

Citizenship’ to label its activities in the UK and Germany because  

“the term CSR would never be accepted by our US headquarters”.  

 

Similarly, another senior respondent responsible for CSR in Germany (Company 1, 2008), states:  

“…the Americans don’t like the word CSR - I don’t know why”.  

 

In the same vein, commenting on the choice to adopt the term ‘corporate citizenship’ to label its 

UK and German CSR practices, one senior CSR manager of a leading German manufacturing 

concern (Company 5, 2008) explains that individual countries are not labelled differently. 
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Consequently, these findings suggest that CSR managers operating in complex organisations in a 

wide field across many operations and divisions, at least aspire to standard labelling (Company 

17, 2008). In this operational context, according to one CEO of a leading German concern 

(Company 1, 2008), the aim is to choose one appropriate term which best reflects the CSR 

concept to all company stakeholders. 

Despite the generally suggested overall similarity in CSR labelling behaviour presented 

above, both telephone survey and documentary analysis data nevertheless reveal some variation 

in the use of terminology between the affiliates in the two countries. More significantly, 

authoritative in-depth interview data consistently supports the weaker preliminary signals from 

survey data in three specific cases of country variation in CSR terminology practice. First, the 

telephone survey results when triangulated with in-depth interview evidence, suggest that the 

terms ‘CSR’ and ‘Sustainability’ tend to be adopted more often in Germany than in the UK. 

These tentative telephone survey findings are substantiated by some (but not all (e.g. Company 7, 

2008)) interview respondents (Company 8, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 2008). 

Further, due to differing contextual influences (which are the focus of the next chapter), 

respondents indicate that the terminology adopted is evolving. In this regard, interviewees refer to 

the challenge of managing CSR meanings and interpretations within the context of varying 

stakeholder expectation possibilities. 

 

Second, the triangulated findings consistently indicate that the choice of terminology is 

more standardised in the UK than in Germany. More specifically, the telephone survey reveals 

that respondents from German affiliates named 38 different terms, while respondents from UK 

affiliates designated only 26 different terms. To compensate for possible reliability issues (due to 

the low number of responses obtained in the telephone survey data), in-depth interview data 

furnishes more authoritative insights. Respondents suggest that sometimes when multiple terms 
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are used, usually one ‘key’ or ‘main’ term is selected alongside the other labels. While these 

findings are limited by the small sample size (i.e. statistically insignificant), when combined with 

the other three sources, they more validly confirm the literature findings concerning a wide 

diversity in use of terms (e.g. May et al, 2007). Further, they highlight actual variation in the 

choice of CSR labels within the same affiliate in both countries.  

Third, the triangulated data from three sources consistently (and perhaps unsurprisingly) 

reveals that German websites employ more German language terms. Although the documentary 

analysis results significantly expose many cases in which English terms are used on German 

websites, when compared, they additionally indicate that German websites tend to adopt more 

terms in the German language. This is important because it highlights how cultural aspects (such 

as language in this case) influence CSR behaviour in practice. This aspect is further addressed in 

the subsequent chapter. To elaborate, examples of the use of English labelling on German 

websites include the German website of Merck KGaA (2006) which uses the term 

‘Responsibility’, and the Bristol-Myers-Squibb (2006) German site which labels its activities 

‘social engagement’. However in contrast, examples of German labelling include ‘Nachhaltigkeit 

und Engagement’ (i.e. sustainability and engagement), (Bayer, 2006), ‘Verantwortung’ (i.e. 

responsibility), (Boehringer-Ingelheim, 2006), ‘soziale Verantwortung’ (i.e. social responsibility) 

(Novartis, 2006), and ‘soziales Engagement’ (i.e. social engagement) (Wyeth, 2006). Evidence 

obtained via in-depth interviews supplies more thorough validation to substantiate these initial 

basic indications from both the telephone survey and documentary analysis data regarding the use 

of terminology. Specifically qualifying why more German language terms are used in Germany, 

one communications manager of a leading concern highlights the nuances associated with the 

different uses of terminology in Germany in stating:  
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“The term ‘CSR’ is one that we would not really use in German communication efforts. 

Because my understanding is that ‘CSR’ has a kind of image that it is being used by 

companies in a way to ‘wash their hands’. But internally and in expert groups we do use 

the term ‘CSR’. However when we communicate it in Germany, we call it ‘Engagement’ 

(engagement) and ‘Gesellschaftliche Verantwortung’ (social responsibility” (Company 7, 

2008). 

 

Further comments providing evidence to qualify the documentary analysis findings that more 

German language terms are used on German websites include the following statement from one 

CEO of a major German concern. He offers: 

“Then we have the problem with our own language that ‘Burgerschaftliches Engagement’ 

(Citizen Engagement) is a pretty heavy word. And then we use the words 

‘Sozialeverantwortung’ (Social Responsibility), or ‘Gesellschaftspolitisches-

Verantwortung’ (Societal-political responsibility)” (Company 1, 2008).  

 

These insights regarding the use of German terminology are further supported by other 

respondents. For example one senior interviewee responsible for CSR communications 

(Company 2, 2008) suggests that German connotations tend to be adopted because it can be  

“very difficult to communicate [the term] ‘CSR’ within the company”.  

 

In this regard, she claims that German terms such as ‘Socialeverantwortung’ (social 

responsibility) or sometimes ‘Nachhaltigkeit’ (sustainability) are used. However, these terms are 

reported to be used “not because we really want to” but rather to improve communication 

(Company 2, 2008). In suggesting that the German terms are not considered more ideal either 

(because they are not necessarily less vague than the English labels), this respondent supports 

evidence from another German CEO (Company 1, 2008) who similarly mentions that these 
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[German] terms are perceived to be abstract and therefore to also hold inherent challenges when 

engaging in stakeholder dialogue.  

To sum up, an Anglo-German comparison of the triangulated findings evaluated in this 

section presents sufficiently robust evidence to suggest general overall similarity in the choice of 

language (terminology) selected to communicate the concept of CSR. Significantly, in 

demonstrating various ‘glocal’ approaches to CSR (identified in the previous chapter), the data 

indicates how global companies in some cases adapt their CSR terminology to address local 

(mis)understandings. One specific example includes the evidence which suggests the 

simultaneous existence of greater diversity in use of terminology in Germany than in the UK, 

despite Germany’s higher propensity to adopt the terms ‘CSR’ and ‘sustainability’. In partly 

explaining the multiplicity of terms identified in the previous chapter, the findings underline the 

complexity facing the target sample when deciding how best to choose labels which 

communicate the complicated concept of CSR in different operating cultures. These aspects are 

addressed in greater detail in subsequent sections below, as well as in the next chapter which 

examines the factors which influence CSR practice more specifically.  

 

Following this presentation and evaluation of the data which was employed to compare UK-

based and German-based pharmaceutical practice regarding CSR ‘Terminology’, the next section 

turns to address a comparison of both countries under the ‘Stakeholders’ code.  

 

. 
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5.1.2 Stakeholders  

In continuing to address the second research question, the Anglo-German comparison of 

‘stakeholders’ presented in this section reveals general similarity between the two countries 

concerning the communication of the stakeholder concept and stakeholder prioritisation. 

However, some sufficiently robust triangulated evidence exposes differences on three specific 

aspects. First, an evaluation of stakeholder ranking importantly suggests a stronger business focus 

in the UK, and a stronger emphasis on society in Germany. Second, despite some indications of 

possible differences in how CSR is practiced, the evidence suggests overall similarity between 

the two countries regarding the stakeholder concept. These indications appear to imply that the 

term ‘stakeholder dialogue’ is used less in the UK than in Germany. Both of these findings 

confirm past scholarship with respect to the UK’s ‘shareholder value’ focus and Germany’s 

‘leaning’ towards a ‘stakeholder-capitalism model’ (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005, Martin, 

2010). Third, while the evidence consistently suggests that CSR intentions (and the resulting 

general practices) are similar, authoritative interview data indicates some differences in how CSR 

stakeholder engagement is actually practiced in both countries. Essentially, these findings 

highlight some variances in which, and how stakeholders are prioritised in the UK and Germany. 

To elaborate, first, as indicated above, an Anglo-German comparison of stakeholder 

rankings indicates a potentially stronger business focus in the UK, and a stronger emphasis on 

society in Germany. Although the telephone survey evidence predominantly suggests overall 

similarities regarding how respondents rank their most important stakeholders, it initially 

(weakly) reveals one fresh finding regarding some interesting ranking differences between the 

two countries. Specifically, the results illustrated in Figure 5.2 below appear to indicate that 

affiliates in the UK adopt a stronger business focus by rating ‘suppliers’ and ‘alliance partners’ in 

3rd and 4th place. However, German affiliates rank these stakeholder groups lower in 8th and 5th 

place respectively, but rate ‘government’ and ‘society’ in 3rd and 4th place.  
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Figure 5.2    Comparison of Stakeholder Prioritisation 
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 UK D UK D UK D 
Suppliers 3 8 5 6 4 8 
Alliance Partners 4 5 9 5 8 7 
Government 5 3 6 7 5 5 
Society 7 4 7 10 6 3 
Employees 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Directors - - 1 1 1 2 
Customers 1 1 3 3 3 1 
NGOs 8 6 10 8 9 4 

 
Source: Telephone Survey 

 

Clearly, because the telephone survey is qualitative in nature, these findings do not claim 

statistical significance. Further, due to the contradictory findings regarding stakeholder 

prioritisation per se revealed in the previous chapter, they are not reliably substantiated by in-

depth interview data. Possible reasons for this are examined in greater detail in the subsequent 

chapter. Interestingly however, although these indications are not sufficiently strong enough to 

serve as dependable evidence on their own, they are supported by very recent secondary 

literature. More specifically, a major study similarly suggests a clearer traditional values 

orientation in Germany towards societal (environmental) concerns compared with a higher profit 

orientation in the UK (Corporate Values Index, 2009).  

Nevertheless, despite this evidence which implies the existence of differences in 

stakeholder prioritisation, the telephone survey data reveals substantial similarity between the 

two countries regarding the stakeholder group ‘employees’ in general prioritisation, as well as 

which stakeholder groups are typically actually consulted when developing practice, and how 

relevant these responses were perceived to be. In this regard, respondents from companies in both 

countries claim to similarly most typically consult ‘directors’ first, followed by ‘employees’ and 
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‘customers’ in that order. Interestingly, despite their lobbying power noted in the literature 

discussion, ‘NGOs’ get a particularly low score on consultation in both the UK and Germany 

while respondents from German affiliates rank NGO’s markedly higher on relevance than UK 

participants.  

This data presents preliminary indications that in some countries stakeholders’ relevance 

may not necessarily be linked with the amount of dialogue undertaken with those stakeholders. 

For example, UK affiliates report that they typically consult with their ‘local community’ but the 

perceived relevance of this stakeholder group receives a lower ranking. Other stakeholder 

prioritisation aspects worth noting include that respondents from both countries confirm that 

internal company ‘directors’ take priority in business practice (in contrast with their ranking in 

general). Interestingly, the stakeholder group ‘community’ similarly receives a different (higher) 

ranking in both countries when respondents prioritise generally. These findings are important 

because they provide fresh evidence which initially suggests that stakeholder prioritisation is both 

activity-based and purpose-driven. 

Significantly, this data serves to illuminate the operational complexity involved when responding 

to CSR stakeholder expectations in each country. Essentially, the variation in rankings between 

the understood importance of stakeholder groups per se when compared with their deemed 

relevance when actually taking management decisions, appears to highlight possible interesting 

distinctions in how management responds to stakeholders’ CSR expectations in different 

countries. Further evaluation of this finding is reserved for Chapter 6.  

Second, despite some indications of possible differences in how CSR is practiced, the 

evidence suggests overall similarity between the two countries regarding the stakeholder concept. 

To elaborate, the telephone survey, documentary analysis, and in-depth interview data 

consistently confirm general similarity between both countries regarding employment of the term 
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‘stakeholder dialogue’ in CSR practice. The centralised ‘organisation/governance’ approach 

reported in chapter 4 (as noted in the previous section) supports this finding. More specifically, 

an Anglo-German comparison of telephone survey data reveals overall similarity between both 

countries regarding the high number of respondents who claim that they do not adopt stakeholder 

terminology in CSR stakeholder management. Nevertheless, although the survey evidence 

suggests that stakeholder terminology is adopted less often in the UK, the data is weak as 

standalone evidence. Neither is it sufficiently supported or illuminated by clear in-depth 

interview evidence. This result may possibly derive from the ambiguous nature of the stakeholder 

approach per se which was discussed in the previous chapter. For instance, a further example the 

general diversity confirmed by strong in-depth evidence is the variation revealed in a comparison 

of UK and German target company websites during documentary analysis. This data identifies 

some cases in which the same company approaches the topic of CSR stakeholder dialogue 

differently in each country. Specifically, in one example, Procter & Gamble mentions 

stakeholders and stakeholder dialogue on its German site but not on its UK or main dotcom site 

(Procter & Gamble, 2007). Similarly, Bayer does not mention stakeholders on its main site but 

does on local German and UK sites (Bayer, 2006). Interview data presented below additionally 

supports and illuminates these findings. Despite the few exceptions however, in attempting to 

substantiate the initial indications from the other data sources, in-depth interviewing generally 

confirms overall similarity in the use of both stakeholder terminology and prioritisation between 

both countries.  

To build on the evidence presented above, stronger interview data confirms the overall 

similarity consistently suggested in CSR stakeholder practices between both countries. Interview 

data (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008) additionally provides greater insights which 

both explain this similarity (due for example to standardisation requirements needed to manage 
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global operations), whilst nevertheless illuminating grounds for some differences in how CSR 

stakeholder strategy is implemented in both countries (see evidence presented below). As a result, 

the data obtained significantly highlights how the added complexity of responding to local 

stakeholders’ expectations can lead to the diverse, dynamic and activity-based project-orientated 

approach to stakeholder prioritisation reported in the previous chapter.  

Third, in line with the findings presented immediately above, while the evidence 

consistently suggests that CSR intentions and the resulting general practices, are deemed similar, 

authoritative interview data indicates some differences in how CSR stakeholder engagement is 

actually approached and implemented at local affiliate level. In this regard one CEO from a 

leading UK concern shares: 

“Having worked in both countries, both have a corporate philosophy which incorporates 

the idea that you need to be a good corporate citizen and do something good for the 

neighbourhood in which you work. But what that means is different in both countries” 

(Company 11, 2008). 

 

This claim regarding local differences is additionally supported by evidence from a senior 

executive responsible for CSR at European level at a leading company who states: 

“I think that CSR is done differently in both countries. […] In the UK […] you can bury 

[CSR] very quickly under the question of whether you have some form of community 

group or employees volunteering - which is fine, [because the] Anglo-Saxon system has a 

different sort of rhythm definitely” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

The interview data further furnishes some rationale to explain some of the differences regarding 

the approach to stakeholders in both countries. According to some respondents, this relates to 

differences in understanding regarding personal obligation. In one example, a senior 

communications executive from the UK states: 
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“In the UK people see a more individual responsibility and we are more willing to give 

money or time ourselves personally based on this concept” (Company 10, 2008).  

 

This claim which suggests an attitude of greater personal obligation to CSR among stakeholders 

in the UK than in Germany is confirmed by other respondents (e.g. Company 11, 2008). Other 

participants similarly suggest that this is why volunteering is stronger in the UK than in Germany 

(e.g. Company 17, 2008).   

   

These assertions regarding inherent stakeholder differences are further supported by additional 

claims from a senior UK communications executive (Company 10, 2008). In communicating her 

understanding of increased formalisation in CSR practice in Germany, she refers to greater 

provision and adherence to rules and regulations. In this regard, she states her belief that:  

“a more formalised approach [to CSR] would be ok” in Germany while “people in the UK 

[…] undertake more [CSR] activities themselves” and “might prefer to do their own thing 

and make up their own minds” (Company 10, 2008).  

 

This notion of increased levels of formality in the stakeholder approach in Germany is further 

substantiated by evidence from a former UK CEO who suggests that in Germany “formality is 

preferred” which preserves “the separation between work and private life” (Company 11, 2008). 

These claims that individuals tend to be more personally/privately actively engaged in CSR in the 

UK are additionally confirmed by other respondents (e.g. Company 4, 2008). These findings 

further support past scholarship (see for example Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2004 

presented in Chapter 2).  

 

However, one senior communications executive from the global/European headquarters of a 

leading German manufacturing concern (Company 7, 2008) suggests that stakeholder behaviour 

in Germany may be changing. This is confirmed in general by other senior managers who are 
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responsible for CSR at their companies (e.g. Company 15, 2008). Additionally, according to 

authoritative interviewees, expectations regarding the role of the company in society are reported 

to be changing (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Further, in some branches such as 

biotechnology, strong stakeholder opinion is noted (e.g. Company 18, 2008). Interview evidence 

from senior interviewees responsible for CSR communication for instance specifies explicit 

stakeholder differences in stakeholder groups such as the media (Company 10, 2008). These 

aspects are further examined in greater detail in the next chapter. 

To sum up, the triangulated data provides robust results which reveal general similarity 

between both countries regarding the underlying intentions behind the CSR stakeholder concept. 

This similarity reflects the overall global CSR principles which direct the CSR practices of the 

target companies involved. Nevertheless, amply strong evidence indicates possible distinctions 

between the two countries regarding certain aspects of how the stakeholder concept is managed 

locally. Significantly, this evidence serves to illuminate some of the complexity of the CSR 

operating environment facing decision-makers in complex operating environments (identified in 

the previous chapter). The stronger business focus revealed in the UK could imply an Anglo-

Saxon version of CSR suggested in the literature (e.g. Matten and Moon, 2005). On the other 

hand, the stronger emphasis in Germany on society suggests a value orientation in line with a 

more social-capitalist model (Habisch and Jonker, 2008). Cultural differences in stakeholder 

behaviour are identified (Hofstede, 1999) which may culminate in diverse, dynamic, and activity-

based CSR stakeholder practice per se, but also between company affiliates.  

Following this Anglo-German comparison of ‘Stakeholders’, the next section addresses a 

comparison of CSR practice among the target group in relation to ‘Communication’. 
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5.1.3 Communication/Dialogue 

The Anglo-German comparison of communication practices addressed in this section to 

answer question two effectively highlights a mixed picture of findings. While suggesting general 

underlying similarity in the overall dynamic and evolving forms of CSR stakeholder 

communication identified, some evidence nevertheless reveals certain specific differences 

regarding how those CSR practices are communicated by affiliates in each country. The 

documentary analysis reveals a consistent lack of standardisation in the message portrayed on 

local websites in general, as well as the existence of language barriers on some German websites. 

Additionally, the weaker observation evidence also exposes possible differences including 

apparently higher levels of responsiveness at German affiliates but (conversely), more policies in 

operation to block stakeholder dialogue than in UK affiliates. Interestingly, this evidence could 

support other findings which suggested that CSR is more formalised in Germany. To more 

dependably substantiate these preliminary findings, more robust evidence from in-depth 

interviews dependably reveals overall similarity in the CSR communication practices between the 

two countries. Nevertheless, interview data concurrently confirms that underlying cultural 

differences exist in the UK and Germany with respect to how CSR is managed. The remainder of 

this section now elaborates on these findings. 

A comparison of the CSR practices communicated on website texts by the targets during 

documentary analysis initially suggests a high degree of dissimilarity. More specifically, 

documentary analysis data reveals a non-standardised approach between the target companies’ 

main websites and local UK and German websites, as well as high diversity between the 

messages communicated on UK and German sites. Documentary analysis additionally reveals 

that most companies adopted a varied approach locally compared with their main websites. 

However, in the case of six companies AstraZeneca (2006), Bayer (2006), Boehringer-Ingelheim 

(2006), GlaxoSmithKline (2006), Procter & Gamble (2006), and Reckitt Benckiser (2006), an 
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approach similar to the main dotcom site was employed in one of the local countries. For 

instance, in the case of AstraZeneca (2006), GlaxoSmithKline (2006), and Procter & Gamble 

(2006), the local UK website (i.e. but not the German site) is similar to (but not an exact replica 

of) the main dotcom site. However, in the case of Bayer (2006), Boehringer (2006), and Reckitt 

Benckiser (2006), the German site adopts an approach and language similar to (but not an exact 

replica of) the main site, while the UK site was different. Nevertheless, in other cases 

communication differed greatly on the local websites. For example, in the cases of Pfizer (2006), 

GlaxoSmithKline (2006), NovoNordisk (2006), and Lilly (2006), no visible CSR information 

was discovered on the German website while the UK website did communicate significant 

amounts of text with CSR information. This finding was particularly interesting in the cases of 

NovoNordisk (2006), Lilly (2006) and Pfizer (2006), whose main websites posted notably rich 

CSR information, while information on the local website was scarce or totally lacking.  

Importantly, some cases were identified (with respect to companies of German country of 

origin), in which language possibly impedes communication. One specific example from a main 

website (Altana 2006) serves to demonstrate this potential issue. The UK Altana website has a 

link to a German Herbert-Quandt Foundation. However, because this link directs viewers to 

information on the main (German) website (which is written in German), communication with 

those who do not speak German would be excluded. Further, (ironically) the German text claims 

that the foundation “... supports dialogue between science, research, and education …” (Altana, 

2006). This evidence possibly highlights a failure to communicate with local stakeholders, not 

because of the complexity of addressing CSR and stakeholder expectations per se, but 

significantly because local processes are not in place to enable this.  

In contrast with these examples, telephone survey, observation, and more robust in-depth 

interview evidence generally point to overall similarity in CSR communication between the 
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target UK and German affiliates. In contrast, despite the evidence of a non-standardised approach 

presented above, a country comparison on CSR communication practice from the observation 

investigation reveals a high level of similarity regarding the way in which target companies from 

both countries actually engage with stakeholders. More specifically, an examination of the five 

indicators to measure the CSR stakeholder engagement presented in the previous chapter 

identifies overall similarity in response on all variables at both affiliates when they were 

approached with a CSR enquiry. For instance, the findings indicate overall similarity on the 

indicator which measures how easy it was to identify a contact partner. In parallel, similar levels 

of helpfulness on the indicator which measures stakeholder engagement regarding how friendly 

or open the contact partner behaved was found in both countries.  

Nevertheless, German affiliates obtain a slightly higher rating on helpfulness/openness. 

This is possibly due to ‘blocking’ tactics experienced in some cases in the UK in which contacts 

stated the existence of an explicit ‘no name policy’. As a result, the central switchboard would 

not transfer external calls if the caller did not already know the contact name of the person to 

whom they wished to speak. As a name was not always available/identifiable on the company 

website, this behaviour was interpreted as a ‘barrier’ to dialogue. While this finding is weak as 

stand-alone evidence, it is deemed relevant to explain some of the differences confirmed below 

by more substantial in-depth interview data. Further, observation data additionally confirms 

similar levels of knowledge and familiarity between target affiliates in both countries regarding 

responsible contact persons at the other affiliate. While this data could be considered weak due to 

its interpretative nature, it interestingly suggests generally similar (enabling) lines of 

communication at affiliates from both countries. This aspect is further addressed in the 

organisation/governance section below.  
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Despite the overall similarity presented above, the (weaker) observation data additionally 

provides some evidence which suggests differences on certain aspects of CSR communication. 

While acknowledging that the evidence may be biased by the nature of the particular case of 

stakeholder dialogue in question, the data indicates a faster response overall as well as a higher 

propensity to continue the dialogue at German affiliates. Interestingly, it further illustrates how 

over twice as many participants responded on the first day from German affiliates as from UK 

affiliates. In addition, this data further indicates that a response from German affiliates is also 

more likely after a considerable time had elapsed than from UK affiliates. Specifically, as well as 

responding faster initially, this evidence implies that the overall likelihood of a reply was greater 

from German affiliates. However, the data relating to intensity of response suggests overall 

similarity in response from both countries. In addition, this less reliable observation evidence 

further reveals similarity regarding a general above-average level of awareness and knowledge of 

the term CSR among contact partners from both countries as they addressed the enquiry.  

The (weaker) observation evidence preliminarily provides further interesting data on non-

responders which could potentially highlight some differences between the two countries 

regarding the reasons given by respondents for not participating. In overview, the findings 

present a mixed picture of partly contradicting evidence to possibly suggest some degree of 

higher responsiveness among German affiliates. For instance, UK affiliate non-responders gave 

no reason in twenty cases, while the corresponding figure for German affiliates was eight. This 

evidence which suggests a greater affinity to communicate by German affiliates is only partly 

reconciled by telephone survey evidence which depicts how German affiliates report to publish 

information slightly more often than UK affiliates. Interestingly, in German affiliates, overtly-

stated policies which block survey participation exist in eight cases in comparison with only one 

in the UK.  
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Overall, this statistically weak survey evidence appears to support similarity between the 

two countries (as due to sample size issues, any differences presented are deemed too minimal by 

themselves to confidently suggest variation between the two countries). Nevertheless, these 

examples of variation possibly reveal interesting details which initially illuminate some of the 

variation in CSR communication practice identified in the more robust interview enquiry. 

More validly, the in-depth interview enquiry exposes the reasons for the general overall 

similarity between the CSR communication practices in both countries with greater strength. 

First, the interview data validates the above results by confirming the general importance of the 

communications role within CSR in both countries (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 10, 2008). 

In doing so, interview evidence substantiates the findings presented above regarding essential 

similarities in the underlying intentions and challenges associated with communicating CSR 

practice. Additionally, the interview data in general confirms the global approach to CSR across 

all countries and practices (presented previously) which clearly standardises the communications 

approach to CSR in both the UK and Germany (Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 

14, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Further, interviewees from both countries confirm the existence of 

similar communication issues in the UK and Germany due to parallel stakeholder scepticism 

challenges (Company 7, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 16; 2008). 

Specifically in this regard, one experienced respondent responsible for CSR at the German 

headquarters of a major concern refers to the fact that in the pharmaceutical industry in general a 

“certain amount of radicalism and scepticism is given” (Company 15, 2008). In this regard, some 

evidence suggests that in both the UK and Germany, pharmaceutical companies could improve 

their CSR communication by highlighting (via localised success stories) the positive impact 

achieved (Company 4, 2008). Accordingly, the findings imply that while local affiliates typically 

share many of the general stakeholder engagement dilemmas which complicate CSR 
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communication, their local operating environment concurrently importantly offers interesting 

opportunities to develop meaningful CSR practice.   

Additionally, interview evidence interestingly reveals potential reasons which help to 

explain some of the differences between the communication practices of affiliates in both 

countries presented above. Significantly, the results suggest the existence of some regional 

differences between the UK and Germany. Specifically, some respondents group Germany and 

the UK together as one region i.e. “Europe” (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 

2008; Company 12, 2008; Company 14, 2008), while others interpret the term “Europe” to mean 

“continental Europe” i.e. with the UK as a separate region (Company 10, 2008). This view is 

supported by references from other interviewees to “mainland Europe” as distinct from the UK 

(Company 4, 2008). In this regard, however one CEO of a leading German concern specifically 

states that “there is no dissent [between countries or regions]”. However, qualifying this 

statement he highlights “a difference in terms of presenting the information [in some cases]” 

(Company 1, 2008). Specific evidence of this difference is explicitly reported by other 

respondents. For example one senior communications executive from a leading UK concern 

states: 

“The media in each country is different […]. So we try to give the affiliates in Europe 

some tools to help them to inform the media on certain products” (Company 10, 2008). 

 

The differences exposed are important because they suggest that (differing) local stakeholder 

expectations may trigger the requirement to localise the CSR communications approach. 

Significantly, in this regard, the interview data provides specific evidence of cases where, for 

instance, one senior interviewee responsible for CSR communications at the German affiliate of a 

leading biotechnology company (Company 18, 2008) states that “biotechnology is a key problem 

in Germany”. Pointing to the resulting need to improve communications she specifically adds: 
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 “People have to get [biotechnology] information explained to them better in Germany” 

(Company 18, 2008).  

 

In another case, many respondents mention that Germans are additionally sensitive to (and 

accordingly sceptical of) the topic of company profits (Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008). In addition, 

some inherent diversity in national CSR communication is consequently pre-determined based on 

the claimed importance of maintaining communications with local stakeholders (Company 1, 

2008, Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 18, 2008). In this 

regard, one respondent specifically states “we try to communicate to the local press” and we 

communicate our “good story” on our website to target “people who are preparing for job 

interviews [in our company]” (Company 2, 2008). Other respondents from communication 

functions similarly verify the need for a locally-tailored CSR communication approach (e.g. 

Company 17, 2008).  

Interestingly, some evidence suggests that the German approach to communicating CSR 

tends to be less publicly explicit than that in the UK. One experienced CSR respondent from a 

leading German concern states that companies from other countries “might actually start talking 

about what they are doing in the area of [CSR] even before they have any results” (Company 15, 

2008). This senior CSR manager typifies the German approach to communication in claiming: 

“In Germany we have a different culture so we tend to wait until we first have results and 

then maybe we talk about it. I would not say that ‘passive’ is the right word to describe 

this, but it is more about not wanting to over-emphasise what we do – not overstating it or 

not wishing to promise too much that we cannot feel sure we can then deliver” (Company 

15, 2008).   
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This approach is further confirmed by the following statement from a senior communications 

executive at a major German facility (Company 17, 2008) who compares the UK and German 

approach to communication: 

“My feeling is that in the UK CSR is being used as a PR tool. They are also trying to 

name as much as they can under the label of CSR. When they spend money on an 

engineering technology investment they call that CSR. We do not do that here” (Company 

17, 2008).   

 

Another senior respondent from a CSR/communication function (Company 7, 2008) refers to a 

different communications approach between the UK and German affiliate of his company. 

Specifically he reasons that because they speak English, UK affiliates tend to get more external 

enquiries. This may mean that they erect barriers to filter enquiries for practical management 

reasons. However, he states his opinion that because stakeholder dialogue is the job of the PR 

department, incoming enquiries should be addressed.  

Some further diversity in communication is additionally reported in relation to the choice of 

terminology (previously reported in the terminology section above). In this regard, one 

communications respondent from a major German company suggests that CSR communication 

poses more than a mere external challenge. Specifically, she notes how, particularly in the case of 

Germany, it can sometimes be “very difficult to communicate CSR within the company” as this 

sometimes gets misinterpreted as a PR or marketing tactic (Company 2, 2008). Clearly, this 

evidence suggests that in order to appropriately motivate employees, internal communication of 

CSR practices requires careful management.  

Additionally, the in-depth interview evidence qualifies local level issues in connection with 

claims regarding the term ‘social’ or ‘CSR’ (presented in the previous chapter). Confirming 

suggestions in the literature regarding a stakeholder-capitalism approach in Germany (e.g. 
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Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Martin, 2010), one authoritative source responsible for CSR at the 

European Headquarters of a leading German affiliate explains that within German companies:  

“there is an understanding about citizenship activities, sustainability and about 

responsibility” (Company 15, 2008).  

However, when “people on the street” are asked, she suggests that “not everyone might 

understand” all CSR terms. She suggests that:  

“More would understand [the term] ‘corporate responsibility’ than [the term] 

‘sustainability’” (Company 15, 2008).  

 

The evidence (from UK respondents) indicates a similar stakeholder reaction to the 

communicated terminology in the UK (Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008). In essence, it 

highlights the salience of both external and internal communication in CSR management. 

Because this aspect is significant, it is subsequently addressed again in later chapters. 

To sum up, the data indicates general standardisation in the communication of overall CSR 

intent in both countries. Nevertheless, stronger in-depth interview evidence supports weaker 

findings from the other data sources to suggest some distinctions in how CSR is communicated to 

stakeholders locally. Overall, these findings expose a ‘glocal’ approach which concurrently 

strives to communicate standard CSR principles which are presented differently to address local 

sensitivities, needs, and (when leveraged effectively) opportunities. For clarification, the possible 

rationale behind those cases of apparent mixed results are reconciled by the fact that responses to 

(varying) local stakeholder (mis)perceptions when implementing global CSR intent are still 

evolving. This underlines the complexity involved in CSR practice in general. This aspect 

subsequently addressed in greater detail below and in later chapters.   

Following this presentation of the evidence which investigated Anglo-German similarities 

and differences in ‘Communication’, the next section compares CSR ‘Organisation’.  
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5.1.4 Organisation/Governance  

This section undertakes an Anglo-German comparison of CSR organisation/governance 

practices in connection with research question two. In line with earlier sections, despite certain 

(evolving) differences between the affiliates in both countries, the findings reveal a general 

picture of overall similarity in CSR organisation. More specifically, while some limited evidence 

from the documentary analysis, which suggests a diverse approach at affiliate level is supported 

by (some) observation and in-depth interview evidence, overall, dependable interview 

respondents indicate a centralised approach to CSR organisation. Additionally, the telephone 

survey and observation data both consistently reveal that the PR department plays the leading 

role in stakeholder dialogue in both countries. Two interesting differences appear to unfold. First, 

observation findings suggest that the marketing department may respond more often to enquiries 

in the UK, while the CEO may be more likely to respond in Germany. Second, in-depth interview 

data reveals that CSR organisation may be less formal in the UK than in Germany. The remainder 

of this section now elaborates on these findings. 

An Anglo-German comparison of the telephone survey, observation, and in-depth interview 

data consistently indicates general overall similarity in CSR organisation practice between both 

countries. Telephone survey data reveals that 80% of respondents in both countries similarly 

report that they do not have a specific department dedicated to CSR. Interestingly, some (weak) 

survey evidence suggests that German affiliates have a slightly higher tendency to organise via a 

specific department. However, as this difference is neither statistically significant, nor explained 

by in-depth data, it is plainly not suitable for generalisation. A country comparison of the 

observation data findings presented in Figure 5.3 below reveals parallel overall similarity 

between both countries regarding how CSR is organised.  
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Figure 5.3  Department Responsible for CSR in UK&D  
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More specifically, Figure 5.3 above illustrates (weaker) observation data which reveals how 

in both countries the PR or communications departments (under varying labels including 

corporate communications, corporate affairs, press department, external affairs etc.) are the most 

likely to respond to CSR-related enquiries (i.e. engage in stakeholder communication/dialogue). 

Interestingly however, the data additionally indicates some slight differences between the two 

countries when the PR department does not engage in CSR dialogue. Specifically, while in both 

countries the marketing department and General Manager or CEO took second and third place, in 

the UK the marketing department is the most likely second point of response followed by the 

CEO in third place. However, in Germany, a CSR enquiry is twice as likely to get a response 

from the CEO as in the UK. Also in Germany, the CEO is the second most likely internal 

responder after the PR department. This preliminary evidence appears to suggest some local 

(possibly activity-based) diversity in how CSR is organised. Country-specific rationale to explain 

this complexity is presented by insights obtained from more robust in-depth interview evidence 

presented below.  

To substantiate the initial indications from the telephone survey and observation evidence 

presented above, the in-depth interviews furnish stronger evidence which confirms a centralised 

approach to CSR. Authoritative interview data suggests that this phenomenon could derive from 

the common strategic global CSR direction identified in the previous chapter. Specifically, one 

senior interviewee responsible for CSR at European level highlights that the similar general 

nature of the (global) challenges facing executives when attempting to organise/govern CSR 

underlies this similar approach (Company 14, 2008). Significantly, he points out that overall CSR 

organisation is similar because scoping and functional responsibility of “the big stakeholder 

issues” are not country specific. This claim is supported by other senior CSR executives (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008).  
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The former interviewee additionally suggests that because values management is holistic and 

horizontal, CSR organisation requires an approach which facilitates its broad prospective scope. 

For instance, CSR may include various diverse activities which could potentially belong to many 

areas and levels of responsibility (Company 14, 2008).  

In further explaining the organisational challenge for global companies, another respondent 

(Company 4, 2008) specifically states that pharmaceutical companies belong to a category of 

organisation typified as ‘complex’ (Glouberman and Zimmerman, 2002). In complicated 

environments where information which can seriously damage company image travels fast, these 

types of organisations require a “special type of person” who is trained and flexible in their 

approach to address ethical matters (Company 4, 2008). This complexity additionally requires 

‘special employees’ who “think differently”. These skills are based on “a question of education” 

as well as training in company and personal values (Company 4, 2008). Clearly, this evidence 

concerning the scoping and education/training challenges facing complex organisations is 

globally relevant to all CSR practice and not country-specific. Accordingly, it explains one 

rationale for the centralised approach identified. 

Nevertheless, both documentary analysis and interview data reveal some variation and 

dynamism in organisation practices between the two countries. For instance, some differences 

identified in a comparison of documentary analysis data between the two countries signals 

diversity in organisational approach. Specifically, this manifests itself in the form of a lack of 

standardisation between the CSR message communicated on main and local sites. To more 

closely examine the evidence presented in the previous chapter which exposed this local 

variation, some interviewing evidence points to the existence of locally implemented versions of 

overall CSR strategy at operational level. To elaborate, the CEO of one leading German affiliate 

explicitly confirms an overall centralised approach in stating how his company’s value statement 
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“is the most important common denominator among the many [company divisions]”. However, 

he does suggest that because healthcare is “pretty diverse”, each division operates in a “very 

individual and decentralised” manner (Company 1, 2008).  

The in-depth interviews additionally provide evidence (via UK-specific and German-

specific examples) which helps to explain the findings presented in the previous chapter which 

suggested that CSR organisation/governance is dynamic and has recently changed locally. 

Authoritative evidence significantly suggests that the different evolutionary stages of CSR 

organisation between both countries may cause differences. This data exposes the fact that some 

companies (and often affiliates within those companies) are still developing their CSR 

stakeholder response. This implies that CSR is still evolving at many companies. Because this 

aspect is significant for CSR management it is subsequently addressed in greater detail in the 

next chapters. Evidence of varying stages of evolution are apparent in evidence provided by one 

senior UK communications executive (Company 10, 2008) who compares her company’s CSR 

organisational approach in the UK and Germany. She states that a comparison “is complicated 

because we have moved from a centralised to a decentralised structure”. Supporting the evidence 

presented above regarding stakeholder differences between the two countries she adds: 

“We changed our approach because we have different needs in the different markets. Also 

the opportunities in each country are different and wouldn’t work if we were trying to 

dictate a standardised approach” (Company 10, 2008). 

 

Additionally, another senior executive, responsible for CSR at the European headquarters of a 

major concern similarly explains that his company’s internal approach to organising CSR has 

changed recently to bring CSR “down to a more operational level where the business divisions 

are involved” (Company 13, 2008). Further explaining the dynamism in the organisational 

approach taken he adds:  
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“I could also imagine that if necessary a sub-committee could be developed for a period 

of time if you had a specific topic or a project. In this committee the relevant colleagues 

could then be assembled. But in [our CSR] department we communicate differently. 

There we have a matrix of two hundred part-timers” (Company 13, 2008).  

 

In contrast to the evidence presented above which suggests a possible trend towards a 

decentralised approach, one experienced respondent responsible for CSR at the European 

headquarters of a leading German affiliate (Company 15, 2008) highlights the diversity inherent 

in organisational approaches to CSR by revealing that her company has just moved in the 

opposite direction. Specifically, she states that CSR activities at her company have recently been 

re-organised from a decentralised to a centralised approach. Clarifying that CSR used to be 

organised by the operating business, she reports that responsibility has now been brought back to 

board level presumably to facilitate more centralised control of operations. In her opinion 

however, this approach loses the advantage of “a lot of expertise” which facilitated “people 

discussing together” (Company 15, 2008). Overall, the patchwork of CSR organisation 

approaches presented above highlights both local divergences due to roll-out and localisation 

effects, as well as the possibility of varying evolutionary stages between affiliates.  

On a separate aspect of CSR organisation, additional evidence more precisely helps to 

explain previous findings which suggested that UK affiliates tend to engage with CSR 

stakeholders via the marketing department. In this regard, the senior communications manager 

from a leading German affiliate voices his concern that this is not the best way forward because 

marketing employees are particularly strongly focused on sales performance (Company 7, 2008). 

However, the same respondent suggests that integrative CSR among the business functions is 

valuable. Specifically, in this regard he adds that the intrinsic nature of CSR implies by definition 

that many departments should be involved. For instance, the Human Resources (HR) department 
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is reported by many respondents to play a particularly important role (e.g. Company 2, 2008). 

However, while many departments participate in CSR, this evidence suggests that in Germany in 

particular, the marketing department is considered the wrong ‘owner’ of CSR responsibility due 

to its strong economically-driven orientation (Company 7, 2008). These findings support 

previous evidence and past scholarship (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Martin, 2010) regarding 

differences in perceptions in Germany with respect to profit generation. 

Finally, this Anglo-German comparison of CSR organisation exposes similar cultural 

effects to those identified in the previous stakeholder section. Evidence which suggested that 

individual initiative tends to be higher in the UK (Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; 

Company 11, 2008) is expanded by claims related to perceived differences regarding formality in 

CSR organisation in both countries. Specifically, one senior UK communications executive states 

that German affiliates follow a more formalised approach as they tend to adopt top-down 

organisation structures more frequently. In contrast, she suggests that in UK organisations, 

employees take more personal or individual responsibility (Company 10, 2008). This claim is 

supported by further evidence from another former UK CEO (Company 11, 2008) with previous 

management experience in Germany who states that  

“work in Germany is more strictly segmented. This results in stronger delineations between 

the private and personal sphere” (Company 11, 2008).  

 

Significantly, one interviewee highlights the requirement for a flexible organisational 

approach because of the existence of “very different needs”. Consequently, these local 

differences require ‘respect’ and ‘attention’ when managing CSR organisation (Company 10, 

2008).  

To sum up, the triangulated data presented in this section reveals why the organisational 

challenge for the globally active target companies is not country specific in the first instance. 
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Overall, the evidence suggests that when organising their CSR stakeholder response in complex 

operating environments, the ‘big’ CSR stakeholder issues are generally similar in the UK and 

Germany (as well as for other countries). Nevertheless, authoritative in-depth interview evidence 

supports weaker findings from other data sources which indicate some distinctions between the 

two countries regarding the local CSR organisational approach. This includes who responds and 

how. Significantly, interview evidence suggests that these differences may present one route to 

meaningful CSR practice. It further crucially reveals that some of the evolving diversity 

identified may occur, not as a result of an intended tailored approach to CSR management, but 

rather from varying evolutionary stages of CSR organisation between the two countries. Because 

this aspect is significant, it is addressed again in chapter 7.  

Following this examination of ‘Organisation’, the next section now undertakes an Anglo-

German comparison CSR practice for the target group regarding the ‘Projects’ code. 

 

5.1.5 Projects 

The Anglo-German comparison of CSR practices presented in this section continues to 

examine the results connected with question two. In parallel with earlier sections, the findings 

reveal a general picture of overall similarity in CSR projects regarding the themes addressed and 

the conduct followed by affiliates in both countries. Further, in both countries active stakeholder 

dialogue regarding implemented activities is claimed. Despite the overall similarity identified in 

this Anglo-German comparison of practices, authoritative in-depth interview data nevertheless 

exposes some diversity with respect to a more standardised general CSR framework in the UK. 

For instance, the Business in the Community (BITC) charity is a body specific to the UK which 

influences the UK approach to CSR (BITC, 2009). A similar organisation does not exist in 

Germany. At the same time, the evidence validly indicates higher business and environmental 

regulation in Germany. These national differences essentially illuminate the complexity inherent 
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in the operating environment typically facing CSR decision-makers. In doing so, they both 

confirm and help to partly explain some of the differences identified earlier with respect to 

greater diversity in Germany. The remainder of this section now elaborates on these findings in 

greater detail. 

The patchwork of projects presented in the previous chapter included a diverse range of 

CSR activities and varying emphasis on a broad spectrum of themes. Nevertheless, an Anglo-

German comparison of the projects undertaken based on evidence from documentary analysis, 

telephone survey, and interview data, largely consistently indicates similarity at UK and German 

affiliates. Documentary analysis data reveals that companies in both countries tend to emphasise 

similar themes on their websites. These include ‘society and the community’, ‘the ecological 

environment’, ‘patients’ health & safety’, and ‘communication of specific projects’ (undertaken 

in the name of CSR). In parallel, the telephone survey results additionally indicate strong 

similarities between the CSR practices most commonly implemented in the UK and Germany. 

For instance, telephone survey data indicates that the most frequent CSR activity in both 

countries is ‘charitable donations’. Otherwise, only minor differences are revealed. Even the 

‘other CSR projects’ reported by UK and German affiliates similarly target social/environmental 

projects or programmes. Specifically, in the UK these activities include a general project relating 

to the environment, a diabetes project, a project with schools and colleges, a day care centre for 

children, as well as free health checks and daily provision of fresh fruit for employees (Company 

3, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008). In Germany, these ‘other’ CSR practices 

explicitly include specific projects or programmes on diverse topics ranging from childcare 

sponsorship, regional health days, donations of old PCs to charity, fitness programmes for staff, 

other sporadic sponsorship, and other initiatives specific to company internal CSR programmes 

(such as for example the world in balance initiative) (Company 1, 2008; Company 15, 2008; 
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Company 17, 2008). While the documentary analysis and telephone survey data sources could be 

considered weak due to low sample size, the similarity they indicate is supported by evidence 

presented in the previous chapter which suggested that codes of conduct/guidelines tend, by 

definition, to stem from headquarters. They are additionally confirmed by more robust data from 

in-depth interview enquiry. That evidence (reported in the previous section) consistently supports 

the existence of a centralised/standardised approach to governance (which impacts the projects 

undertaken). Significantly, one senior executive responsible for CSR at his company’s European 

headquarters confirms a global approach which is adapted to local needs in stating:  

“Here in Germany this [global approach] specifically means that the German affiliate 

needs to follow global goals set as a philosophy for the entire company. And then try to 

find a way to address in dialogue with their important stakeholders [based on their needs 

and opinions] what they should do and figure it out themselves” (Company 13, 2008). 

 

Telephone survey data additionally demonstrates active dialogue (in 70% of cases) on these 

implemented projects in both countries. Interview data more authoritatively substantiates an 

overall active level of dialogue on the practices implemented. This is further confirmed in the 

literature which generally notes increasing inclusion of stakeholders in business projects (e.g. 

Burchell 2006 & 2008). Interestingly however, while in the UK the reported dialogue largely 

corresponds with the order of claimed importance of the project itself, German affiliates report 

some variation between dialogue on projects/activities and their claimed importance. 

Additionally, dependable interview evidence specifically supports this weaker implication in 

revealing that the relevance of and dialogue on projects are not always congruent. Interview 

respondents clarify that this occurs when certain stakeholders are not willing (or able) to engage 

with one another (Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). Significantly, respondents suggest 
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that the company itself sometimes creates barriers which block effective dialogue (Company 1, 

2008; Company 4, 2008). 

Despite the overall similarity noted above, some documentary analysis data is supported by 

more substantial in-depth interviewing to furnish additional insights which do however indicate 

some diversity. This evidence illuminates claims made in the previous chapter which described 

CSR stakeholder engagement among the target sample to involve a patchwork of diverse and 

multiple activities (particularly in relation to labelling, as well as stakeholder prioritisation and 

communication). Explaining this complexity, documentary analysis data demonstrates some 

regional differences in CSR activities. For example, the Merck & Co. (2006) website 

demonstrates differences in the activities it presents on its UK website (which refers specifically 

to codes of conduct) in comparison with the German site (which does not). Further examples 

include cases where local websites present CSR rewards for good behaviour and website links to 

their (local) social responsibility reports.  

Significantly, based on the two categories of CSR projects established in the previous 

chapter (i.e. philanthropic and integrative), in-depth interviewing reveals that Germany follows 

the integrative category of CSR practice  more so than the UK (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 

2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). While the UK in contrast, is judged to lie closer 

to the US model of philanthropy (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 17, 2008). More specifically, interview data 

furnishes robust evidence which explains local diversity concerning the way in which global CSR 

projects are implemented locally. Importantly, this evidence confirms suggestions that Germany 

follows a socialist-capitalist model as suggested in the literature (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005) 

which focuses more on stakeholder-capitalism (e.g. Martin, 2010). To explain this, one senior 

manager responsible for CSR at the European headquarters of a leading organisation suggests 
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that “a business case of responsible business” is more integrated into the business model in 

mainland Europe than in the UK which often focuses more on stand-alone activities (Company 4, 

2008). Similarly, another trustworthy respondent responsible for CSR at the European 

headquarters of a leading company likewise confirms the previous evidence which revealed 

differing practices:  

“In the UK, CSR is more separated from the business debate. In a way it is a form of 

diluted philanthropy which is operated in the US. But in Germany, social responsibility is 

ingrained into the whole concept of doing business and formally set down in regulations 

or CSR rules” (Company 13, 2008). 

 

Further illuminating this trustworthy interview evidence, another interviewee describes his view 

of German CSR in stating: 

“A long time ago we spoke with somebody from a big important company because we 

wanted him to get involved in CSR. He said: CSR is done differently here from in the 

UK. He said that: in Germany if they do not like the law about community investment 

they call a few colleagues and meet together to make sure that things happen. This is the 

Rhineland model. It is about Community. It is about the old boy’s network and the law. 

They do not argue how they will implement it” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

A further senior authoritative interviewee, who is similarly responsible for CSR at the European 

headquarters of another leading organisation, additionally illuminates these claims in sharing how 

he considers the national differences depicted above to be based on variations in the health 

services and in the overall social approach to charity. He explains how local stakeholder 

perceptions (e.g. regarding bio-ethics), as well as the nature of their business operations in each 

country, affect how global projects are implemented. Significantly, he suggests that these 
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differences mean that CSR practice requires adaptation in each operating environment (Company 

14, 2008). These claims are re-addressed in subsequent Chapters. 

 

Other evidence additionally supports this notion of differences in suggesting that policies to 

regulate CSR practice (particularly in relation to environmental activities) are more stringent in 

Germany than in the UK (Company 5, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 

17, 2008). In this regard, one former CEO of a leading UK company, who additionally worked in 

Germany (Company 11, 2008) confirms a generally broad amount of regulation in Germany. He 

states: 

“One of the struggles is that so much CSR is legislated for. Working hours, holidays, 

contribution to medical care, taxes for the church in Germany, taxes per se, environmental 

regulations…” (Company 11, 2008).  

 

Similarly confirming the above claim that business in general in Germany is strictly regulated, 

another expert responsible for managing CSR at the European headquarters of a major German 

company (Company 15, 2008) additionally suggests that CSR practice is defined as ‘the 

voluntary activities undertaken in addition to the legal requirement’. In stating that Germany 

often has more strict regulations with regard to employee representation on the board and the 

advisory board, she suggests that CSR is not formally spoken about (i.e. communicated) in 

Germany “because it is the way that business is done” and accordingly it is often forgotten 

(Company 15, 2008).  

While agreeing with this overall higher tendency historically in Germany to regulate what many 

would call CSR behaviour (e.g. environmental and social activities) as part of business behaviour 

in general (i.e. integrative CSR), a senior executive responsible for CSR at European level 

(Company 13, 2008) additionally notes that: 
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“Formalisation of laws [...] introducing rules for CSR […] went faster in the Anglo-Saxon 

area than in Germany” (Company 13, 2008).   

 

As a result, despite the fact that German law historically required companies to adhere to 

environmental and social regulations to a greater degree (which has now changed since both 

countries are subject to EU law), he nevertheless identifies greater standardisation of CSR 

projects and practice in the UK: 

“[...] in the UK you have CSR laws on reporting, or rules which recommend companies 

what to do to become a responsible company. This does not exist in Germany as far as I 

know” (Company 13, 2008).  

 

To sum up, the triangulated data presented in this section essentially robustly indicates 

general similarity in the CSR activities of the target pharmaceutical companies in the UK and 

Germany. This includes parallels on the choice of themes addressed and in codes of conduct 

guidelines followed, and the dialogue undertaken on those projects. These findings are likely to 

be due to standardisation in organisational approach identified in the previous section. This was 

identified to be based on the global nature of the complex operations undertaken by the target 

sample on the ‘big’ CSR stakeholder issues which similarly impact both the UK and Germany. 

Nevertheless, the results additionally expose certain aspects of diversity in the projects 

undertaken. This includes some national differences due to local regulations, cultural diversity, 

and differing local needs. For instance, CSR is revealed as more standardised in the UK due to 

BITC influences. In Germany, greater business and (historically) environmental regulation is 

exposed. Importantly, these findings present interesting indications of potential influencing 

factors which are the focus of the next chapter.  
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Following the presentation and evaluation of the data examined to compare UK-based and 

German-based pharmaceutical practices regarding CSR ‘Projects’, the next section turns to 

address the topic of CSR ‘Expectations’.  

 

5.1.6 Expectations 

The Anglo-German comparison of CSR expectations addressed in this section with respect 

to research question two highlights general overall similarity in expectations between the two 

countries. The triangulated data consistently indicates that UK and German respondents similarly 

expect improved reputation and possibly employee motivation are to accrue from CSR activities. 

Moreover, the data further dependably reveals that decision-makers from both affiliates similarly 

view CSR as a business cost. Some (weaker) evidence also suggests that German affiliates rate 

these expectations higher. Significantly, complicated by indications of national differences in 

perceptions regarding value and the role of the company in society, the findings crucially confirm 

similar overall challenges relating to CSR impact measurement. The remainder of this section 

now elaborates on these findings. 

The telephone survey and more robust interview data provide consistent data which reveal 

similarity with regard to the expectation that CSR practice can improve company reputation and 

that CSR comprises a cost to the business. Supporting telephone survey data which indicates that 

respondents expect CSR to improve image and motivate employees, more trustworthy in-depth 

interview data reveals general similarity between both countries regarding overall aspects of CSR 

outcomes/benefits (as presented in the previous chapter). That chapter suggested that CSR 

improves reputation, possibly motivates some employees, and may act as a differentiating factor. 

In this regard, the general (global) stance (which contradicts national diversity) claimed by most 

interviewees regarding expected benefits from undertaking CSR, is aptly stated by one senior 

respondent responsible for European CSR at a major company. He states:  
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“First we are a company and we have to produce economic benefits. But second as a 

health partner we have a moral obligation to research in key areas such as malaria. This is 

not a legal obligation but it is our contribution to improve health in the world and thereby 

help society. And in our work in this area we reassure our partners as a key part of this 

obligation” (Company 14, 2008).  

 

Additionally, no evidence was obtained in in-depth interviewing to suggest that the issues 

highlighted in the previous chapter regarding CSR expectations on aspects such as measurement, 

scoping, and translating values into operational CSR practice, differ in either country. Instead, the 

following example qualifies the generality of the issues in managing CSR stakeholder 

engagement. Significantly, it reveals why measurement is particularly challenging for countries 

which adopt more integrative-style CSR (as opposed to philanthropic practices). In this regard, 

one senior executive responsible for CSR in both the UK and Germany states that sometimes 

measurement in both countries is focused on (the wrong aspects of) justifying activities when 

they should be looking more at impact (Company 4, 2008). The same respondent provides a 

specific example of an innovative approach to CSR which generated high societal 

impact/outcome/benefit in the UK to address specific local social needs in the target countries. 

This was described in “a diabetes project in Bradford” undertaken in the UK six years earlier 

which specifically addressed measurement of outcomes aspects (Company 4, 2008). Other 

evidence suggests that local health needs similarly offer opportunities for business to get 

involved in Germany (Company 1, 2008; Company 5, 2008). For instance, one senior 

communications manager from a leading German manufacturing facility states how CSR is 

evolving specifically because local Government are calling on (i.e. expect) companies to get 

involved to finance healthcare (Company 17, 2008).  
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Crucially however, measuring the impact of these evolving expectations is exposed to be 

complicated by cultural diversity which alters perceptions of value. In this regard, whilst the 

triangulated evidence presented above provides sufficiently robust data to indicate general 

similarity between both countries regarding Anglo-German expectations of likely CSR outcomes, 

as well as universal issues (such as CSR outcomes measurement), some authoritative interview 

evidence does indicate certain differences. More specifically, national differences with respect to 

expectations are reported regarding perceptions of what comprises value, varying degrees of 

formality and regulations, different working environment, distinctions between private and public 

work-life balance, and other factors. These are suggested to cause national differences regarding 

expected CSR outcomes. These influencing factors are addressed separately in the subsequent 

chapter.  

Importantly, in-depth interviewing furnishes greater insights to illuminate the possible 

nature of these differences. For instance, regarding perceptions about what determines a valuable 

outcome, one senior-level respondent who was a former CEO of a leading UK concern with 

direct experience of working in Germany (Company 11, 2008), claims that a lot of differences 

exist between the UK and Germany due to their different social and economic structures 

(Company 11, 2008). In stating that “in Germany […] there is a different impression about what 

is valuable to do” (Company 11, 2008), this respondent additionally suggests that cultural 

diversity can ultimately generate different stakeholder expectations regarding CSR aims and 

outcomes in both countries. The same respondent further suggests that in the UK 

 “there is a different emphasis” [because] “people’s expectation is low and they are very 

pleased when companies give to charity [...]” so there exists “an expectation that [any 

CSR activities] will be accepted […] because many people do a lot of charity work” 

(Company 11, 2008).  
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In stating that “there is no expectation here [in the UK] that the company should be 

benevolent” (Company 11, 2008) the same respondent interestingly suggests possible differences 

in CSR outcome expectations between the UK and German society. This possibly indicates a 

stronger business orientation in the UK (i.e. in line with the Anglo-Saxon version of CSR which 

leans towards US-style capitalism) as predicted by past scholarship (Matten and Moon, 2005; 

Martin, 2010). This is confirmed by comments which indicate that Germany lies closer to a 

socialist model of capitalism (e.g. Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). 

Significantly in this regard, some evidence interestingly suggests that (due to globalisation 

effects), social expectations may now be changing in Germany (Company 13, 2008). More 

specifically, interview data reveals that Germans traditionally expected (and possibly still expect) 

companies to play a benevolent role in society based on the ‘Rheinland’ model of capitalism 

(Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). While evidence of a more integrative 

CSR style in Germany (presented earlier) would support these claims, concrete differences are 

nevertheless difficult to reliably pinpoint. For instance, in this regard, some interviewees 

importantly suggest that different views and motivations may often exist even within the same 

company (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). 

Consequently, personal conviction may influence CSR expectations as strongly as (or maybe 

even more than) national influences. 

To sum up, whilst the robust triangulated evidence presented in this section suggests 

general similarity in Anglo-German expectations of likely CSR outcomes, some indications of 

cultural diversity crucially point to possible varying notions with respect to the underlying CSR 

concept in both countries. As a result, CSR expectations many differ in the UK and Germany due 

to cultural diversity regarding understandings relating to what determines value and the role of 

the company in society. Essentially however, the global nature of pharmaceutical business 



 261 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

operations (which may encourage a standardised management approach as discussed in the 

organisation section above), combined with the complexity of CSR stakeholder engagement per 

se, possibly limit the effect of national influences. Significantly, the combined data highlights 

universal issues such as CSR outcomes measurement which similarly impact both countries. 

Importantly, these findings portray an overall picture of similar levels of diversity and dynamism 

in both countries.  

 

Following this Anglo-German comparison of the data regarding CSR ‘Expectations’, the next 

sections summarise the chapter before turning to then address the topics of how these findings the 

conceptual framework and data confidence.  
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5.2 SUMMARY  

5.2.1   Overview of the Findings 

The triangulated empirical findings presented in this chapter are summarised in Figure 5.4 

below. They build on the information base established in the previous chapter to answer the 

second research question. The Anglo-German comparison of the CSR practices investigates the 

similarities and differences in the target sample’s CSR activities. In drawing on four data sources, 

it examines empirical findings on the six specific aspects of CSR management employed in the 

previous chapter to reveal general overall similarity in the CSR practices of the selected targets in 

both countries. Essentially, this is explained by the centralised CSR organisation approach 

adopted in complex global environments which generates a strong degree of similar overall CSR 

intent. Significantly however, some national differences do unfold in the form of non-

standardised regional CSR practice. This is possibly caused by attempts to respond to culturally 

diverse local stakeholder perceptions as well as differing local regulations and needs. Crucially, 

these differences imply some degree of adaptation regarding how CSR is managed locally. This 

evidence confirms the anticipated Anglo-Saxon version of CSR in the UK in comparison with the 

Rhineland socialist-capitalism model noted in past scholarship (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005; 

Matten and Moon, 2005). The findings highlight how local expectations differ regarding CSR 

value outcomes and the role of the company in society. These national differences demonstrate 

how the already given complexity of CSR practice per se, is amplified in global operating 

environments for this target group. This implies that national differences can generate additional 

challenges with may complicate CSR management. Significantly, the evidence suggests that this 

diversity may offer interesting differentiation CSR opportunities, which, if managed effectively, 

could present new routes to stakeholder engagement. Crucially, these results both inform and 

prompt revision of the original framework. 
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INSERT SUMMARY TABLE FIGURE 5.4 
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5.2.2   How these Findings Inform the Conceptual Framework 

The fresh empirical data presented in this chapter furnishes new evidence which ultimately 

informs, and thereby facilitates re-examination of the original conceptual framework (O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008). The findings inform all four elements of the original framework. The 

remainder of this section elaborates in greater detail on how the findings with respect to each of 

the six codes help to improve the original conceptualisation. 

The data presented in this chapter which examined potential similarities and differences in 

the terminology employed in the UK and Germany crucially informs three elements of the 

original framework. Specifically, the ‘management response’ element regarding stakeholders’ 

expectations and implementation is informed by the differences identified with respect to more 

frequent use of the terms ‘CSR’ and ‘Sustainability’, as well as greater diversity in choice of 

terminology in Germany. Further, the fresh evidence with regard to behaviour within particular 

geographical areas informs the ‘event’ element. In addition, the data presented exposes aspects 

with respect to external conditional issues (such as approach), which inform the ‘context’ 

element. 

The data which addresses stakeholders, additionally informs all four elements of the 

original framework. Specifically, it illuminates the ‘stakeholders’ element by providing insights 

regarding possible differences with respect to ‘identification and prioritisation’. The evidence 

informs the ‘management response’ element by highlighting variations regarding business culture 

which impacts how stakeholder response is managed locally. Additionally, this chapter furnishes 

findings which facilitate examination of the ‘event’ element regarding geographical area, and the 

‘context’ element with respect to external/contingent/conditional issues such as for example the 

PEST factors, stakeholder expectations, and media influence. 
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The data with respect to the code communication similarly contributes new insights which 

inform all four elements of the conceptual framework. Specifically, the evidence which 

highlights differences due to stakeholder perceptions and the requirement for local sensitivity 

facilitates re-examination of the ‘management response’ element concerning CSR process aspects 

of ‘values’ and ‘implementation’. Further, these and additional insights relating to business 

culture/expectations aspects of CSR practice initially inform the elements ‘stakeholder 

expectations’ and ‘implementation’. Significantly, the evidence regarding local sensitivities 

facilitates examination of the ‘activity’ factor in the ‘event’ element. Finally, the ‘context’ 

element is informed by evidence relating to regional similarities and differences.  

The combined evidence presented in this chapter with respect to the code organisation 

informs three elements of the conceptual framework. First, it facilitates revision of the 

‘management response’ element by illuminating aspects related to the complex scope and nature 

of ‘business culture and approach’ for this target group. This includes fresh insights into which 

departments respond to CSR enquiries and the seniority of response partners. It additionally 

informs the ‘CSR process’ sub-element ‘CSR strategy development’ by investigating various 

aspects of organisational alternatives. This includes for instance, choices regarding whether to 

adopt a centralised/decentralised organisational approach, and/or an integrative/philanthropic 

response. Further, by examining regional aspects, the insights provided with respect to cultural 

diversity inform the ‘event’ element on ‘activity undertaken’. This includes the tendency for 

higher formality and a greater aversion to firms generating high profits in Germany. Third, this 

evidence informs the ‘context’ element by suggesting that key aspects of the identified 

differences in organisational approach between UK and German affiliates are triggered by 

differing local market needs and management methods. 
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Significantly, the combined evidence presented in the projects section additionally informs 

all four elements of the conceptual framework. More specifically, by presenting data with respect 

to which projects are undertaken and what the degree of dialogue is practiced, the findings 

illuminate the ‘management response’ element regarding both sub factors of the CSR process 

sub-element ‘alternatives’ and ‘implementation’. The results inform the ‘context’ element by 

exposing differences in underlying external conditions such as local legal regulations, as well as 

economic and social contingent aspects. The findings further facilitate a re-examination of the 

‘event’ element (regarding activity undertaken) by furnishing insights with respect to the projects 

and activities undertaken in different regional areas. Significantly, these findings additionally 

(more indirectly) inform the ‘stakeholders’ element (regarding expectations) by highlighting how 

contextual variations may influence perceptions regarding rights and obligations.  

Finally, the findings with respect to expectations presented in this chapter crucially serve to 

inform both the ‘context’ and the ‘management response’ elements of conceptual framework. 

Specifically, by identifying potential underlying contingent differences between the two countries 

with respect to perceptions regarding what determines value, the findings inform the ‘context’ 

element. The effect of these external conditions is addressed in greater detail in the next Chapter. 

These indications of cultural diversity possibly additionally expose potential varying notions with 

respect to the underlying concept of CSR followed by managers in both countries. Accordingly, 

these results inform the ‘management response’ element. Significantly, CSR is identified to be 

perceived by many respondents as a cost to the business. By explaining the benefits (or lack of 

same) expected by the target group from investing resources in CSR activities, this data facilitates 

revision of the sub-factor ‘values’ under the strategy development (phase 1) and ‘output’, under 

the implementation (phase 2) of the ‘CSR process’.  
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To sum up, by examining the potential similarities and differences in the target groups’ 

CSR management practices, these results significantly help to improve the original version of the 

conceptual framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). To confirm data trustworthiness, the 

next section now turns to address the degree of confidence in the results presented in this chapter.   

 

5.2.3 The Confidence Level of the Findings  

The cumulative empirical triangulated qualitative exploratory evidence gathered from four 

separate data sources which was presented in this chapter, generally presents strong grounds to 

answer the second research question which examines the data for similarities and differences in 

the CSR practices of UK and German-based pharmaceutical firms.  

In summary, this chapter employs the data presented in the previous chapter to investigate 

for possible differences between the CSR practices in the two countries. Consequently, the 

statistics presented in that chapter which confirmed the dependability of those findings, establish 

the general basis for the claim that the data presented in this chapter are robust. (Please refer to 

the overview tables of the confidence level of the findings for each data collection method in 

Figures 4.4 to 4.7 presented in the previous chapter for further details on data trustworthiness).  

To elaborate, as indicated in the previous chapter, the survey and observation data provide a 

less dependable picture of the firms’ practices due to the relatively small sample size of the 

survey and the ‘special’ condition of approaching companies as a doctoral student in the 

observation which could skew the results. However, these methods furnish valuable initial data 

which are verified by more trustworthy documentary analysis data. Most importantly, the 

interview data offers a much richer basis for describing, analysing, and assessing the firms’ 

behaviour by delivering data to qualify, check, and illuminate many aspects of these more 

preliminary findings.  
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Significantly however, the robustness of some of the claims based on data gathered from 

single sources could be queried. For instance, the low sample size of the telephone survey per se 

combined with limited response levels on some questions (such as for example expected benefits, 

stakeholder prioritisation, consultation, and relevance, as well as claims regarding the adoption of 

stakeholder terminology in the UK) are weak as standalone evidence. As a result, caution is 

required when interpreting this data in those cases which were highlighted as insufficiently 

supported or illuminated by clear in-depth interview evidence. As noted in the previous chapter, 

the qualitative, exploratory nature of the enquiry, coupled with the small number of responses, 

generally advises against drawing any hard conclusions or generalising these results beyond the 

target sample. Accordingly, while the external validity of these results is not the aim of this 

research, overall, the findings are considered to present firm evidence for this target group. This 

claim is based most particularly on the authoritative, qualitatively rich, in-depth interview 

evidence presented, which serves to verify the other sources of less certain quality.  

Following this presentation of the data gathered to answer research question two, the next 

chapter now turns to address research question three. In doing so, it examines in greater detail the 

factors which influence the management of CSR stakeholder engagement activities which were 

presented in this and the previous chapter. 
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6.0 INTRODUCTION 

This findings chapter addresses the third research question. It examines the factors which 

influence the CSR practices which were presented in the previous two chapters. In doing so, it 

serves to explain the similarities and differences in the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of 

pharmaceutical companies targeting stakeholders in the UK and Germany. Whilst initial 

indications regarding the factors which influence the CSR practices of this target sample were 

exposed by three of the research instruments used, namely the documentary analysis, telephone 

survey, and observation data, their appropriateness to answer this research question is limited. As 

a result, they primarily play an informational, supporting role in this exploratory investigation. 

Instead, the findings presented in this chapter are predominantly sourced from richer data 

gathered via the in-depth interviews. In summary, this fresh empirical evidence suggests which 

contextual internal and external factors influence CSR practice and how their significance varies 

depending on the given circumstances. Ultimately, the data informs all four elements of the 

original conceptual framework. The remainder of this chapter now examines the evidence in 

greater detail.  

 

6.1      FINDINGS ON FACTORS INFLUENCING CSR PRACTICES  

6.1.1     Background 

Overall, most respondents reacted with reluctance and uncertainty when asked during in-

depth interviews to identify the factors which influence how they manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities in the UK and Germany. While this response clearly limits the direct 

evidence available to answer this research question, it is interpreted as a reflection of the 

difficulty, ambiguity, and frequent confusion experienced by even the most senior and 

experienced decision-makers, when confronted with the CSR topic (Company 5, 2008; Company 

7, 2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 14; 2008; 
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Company 15, 2008). This confirms the issues identified in the literature review in chapter 2 

which indicated that CSR is a complex, ill-defined, complicated concept for all involved (e.g. 

Leisinger, 2002). Accordingly, some in-depth interview evidence suggests that less senior 

respondents (e.g. Company 6, 2008) or those with limited international experience (Company 3, 

2008; Company 9, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 2008), feel 

particularly unsure about answering CSR questions of such an abstract nature. Significantly, the 

inherent complexity of the subject suggests, that because it addresses high-level aspects (such as: 

corporate strategy, company culture, and value outcomes), CSR stakeholder management is a 

matter which requires senior management attention. Within the boundaries of these background 

conditions, the remainder of this chapter now exposes the factors which drive the CSR behaviour 

presented in the previous chapters.  

 

6.1.2 Terminology  

This section examines the in-depth interview data to investigate the potential factors which 

may influence CSR stakeholder engagement relating to ‘terminology’. Essentially, it attempts to 

expose the reasons for the diverse range of multiple, often individualised, largely standardised 

global labelling practices chosen by the selected targets to signify CSR which were identified in 

the previous two chapters. In doing so, it serves to reveal the factors which influence the concept 

of CSR adopted by the target decision-makers. The data indicates that the terminology chosen is 

explained by four factors. These include local perceptions driven by (evolving) societal 

roles/expectations, culture/country of origin factors, perceived differences between internal and 

external communication, as well as differentiation objectives related to both business activity and 

other contextual factors. Further, the evidence suggests that these factors are interactive and 

interdependent. The remainder of this section explores the evidence to elucidate these influencing 

factors in greater detail.  
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First, the interview enquiry exposes the potential factors which influence the choice to 

employ a plethora of different labels identified in the previous two chapters. The diverse and 

fragmented use of terms identified is explained by one senior communications manager of a 

leading manufacturing facility (Company 8, 2008) to be “an indicator that the area is evolving”. 

This finding verifies the general increase in CSR stakeholder engagement over the past 15 to 20 

years noted in previous chapters. This claim is further supported by a number of additional senior 

respondents including two CEOs and a communications director (Company 1, 2008; Company 

11, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Further explaining these phenomena, another authoritative source 

responsible for managing CSR for the European region for a leading company (Company 4, 

2008) suggests that the adoption of new CSR terminology may be a reflection of its evolution. 

This claim is based on the fact that “it has now become accepted that company’s role [in society] 

has changed”. The same respondent suggests that as a result “new functions are being developed 

today” to improve stakeholder relationships such as “strategic affairs” which require “new 

terminology that did not exist before” (Company 4, 2008).  

Significantly, the same interviewee suggests that this new evolution triggers the need for a 

fundamental change in the way that business is managed. Specifically he states: 

“The point is that we are witnessing, when you look over the last 20 years, a change in the 

way we manage. There is increased complexity that has become very challenging and we 

need managers who are able to deal with this complexity in a way that understands that 

there are many solutions. We are undergoing a fundamental change in the way that 

business is managed. Some people call this CSR” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

This evidence indicates that the evolving nature of CSR is affected by changes in societal roles 

which impact both stakeholder perceptions and expectations.  
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Second, additional interview data reveals the influence of local perceptions (based on 

culture/country of origin factors) in the choice of terminology. For instance, one authoritative 

source responsible for CSR in both the UK and Germany comments that his company chose to 

adopt the label “Corporate Citizenship” for its activities in the UK and Germany because CSR is 

a term which would never be accepted by decision-makers at the company’s US headquarters 

(Company 4, 2008). The CEO of a German affiliate additionally supports this claim (Company 1, 

2008). Similarly, another former CEO of a UK company, states that his company’s choice of 

labelling was influenced by the understanding that ‘sustainability’ and ‘CSR’ are the most typical 

terms used in Europe (Company 11, 2008). More specifically, the terms ‘citizenship’ or 

‘corporate citizenship’ are understood to mean global or overall investment in the community. 

Most respondents agree that these terms are commonly used in the US (e.g. Company 11, 2008). 

Nevertheless, in this regard the interview data provides conflicting evidence concerning the 

effect of country of origin on choice of terminology. For example, possibly in line with a global 

centralised organisational approach discussed in previous chapters, some subsidiaries of 

American companies with international operations (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 5, 2008) 

adopt the term ‘citizenship’ or ‘corporate citizenship’. However, in other examples companies of 

American origin operating in Europe, these terms are not chosen (e.g. Company 7, 2008; 

Company 18, 2008). To reconcile this apparent lack of consistent evidence, one CEO of a 

German affiliate suggests that contextual historical factors play a role in influencing the CSR 

stakeholder approach. He proposes that Germany is “different from all other countries […] 

because there is no national CSR body to drive CSR”. As a result, varying (fragmented) types of 

CSR is followed in Germany (driven, for instance by Siemens in Munich, or the VW or the 

Deutsche Bank communities), as opposed to a more standard approach in the UK (which is 

determined for example by organisations such as the BITC). Accordingly, each group adopts its 
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own approach and each ‘club’ is often followed by other companies (Company 1, 2008). In 

further explaining the diversity in the terminology employed in CSR practice in Germany, the 

same respondent suggests that these ‘clubs’ use different wordings to describe CSR. This 

behaviour, combined with the complicated nature of the words employed to communicate CSR in 

the German language (which were described in the previous chapters), influences both the 

terminology chosen and the diversity identified. 

Third, various interviewees further suggest that the situational effects of internal/external 

communication additionally cause the diverse choice of terminology employed. Significantly, 

respondents comment on distinctions between the terminology employed in internal 

communication and the labelling adopted externally (e.g. to the press or on websites). The 

communication section subsequently addresses this finding in greater detail.  

Fourth, in-depth interviewing data furnishes insights which expose how CSR terminology 

may be influenced by business objectives and business activity (i.e. contextual factors other than 

culture which may however be influenced by culture). Explaining how business objectives may 

affect the choice of terminology, one senior respondent responsible for CSR communications in a 

major manufacturing facility (Company 8, 2008) states that companies sometimes choose to 

adopt their own unique approach to CSR to differentiate their CSR activities from competitors. 

This behaviour is interpreted as an attempt to (re-)position their company within the evolving 

contextual scenario depicted immediately above. Specifically, supporting the findings from the 

weaker telephone survey results, the same respondent claims that “people are making up their 

own names” (Company 8, 2008). Other authoritative respondents verify this evidence (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 17, 2008) which further serves to explain why “a 

lot of different terms are being used” (Company 8, 2008). This choice of individualised 

terminology to differentiate their own niche or spin on CSR (i.e. business activity factors) is 
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additionally identified to be influenced by the nature of the business conducted (i.e. contextual 

factors). In this regard, one senior respondent responsible for CSR environmental management at 

a major pharmaceutical manufacturing location comments that the label used to describe CSR 

practices depends on the company’s business: 

“because for example a financial services company will not have environmental issues of 

production [however] they might [have other issues] with regard to buildings or 

construction” (Company 8, 2008).  

 

As a result, the same respondent suggests that because a bank (for example) would not have same 

sustainability issues as a manufacturing company, it might employ the term differently. 

Accordingly, business activity may affect the choice of terminology (Company 8, 2008). This 

evidence suggests that the terminology chosen is characterised by whether the affiliate has a 

manufacturing or service orientation. In addition, those companies with manufacturing operations 

are obliged to comply with country-specific environmental reporting regulations which often 

influence their choice of terminology (Company 4, 2008). To elaborate, interviewees at major 

manufacturing locations (who are heavily involved in production or technology), report how their 

strong environmental focus influences their choice of the labels ‘sustainability’ or ‘sustainable 

development’ (Company 8, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Specifically, the 

reason for choosing the latter term is stated by one company to be because  

“they are considered to reflect the concept of preserving the planet while improving the 

quality of life for its current and future inhabitants” (Company 8, 2008).  

 

Another former CEO of a UK affiliate who also worked in Germany (Company 11, 2008) 

similarly explains how the term ‘sustainability’ is chosen by companies possibly because it is 

considered to reflect industrial and environmental operations or concerns (Company 11, 2008). A 

further extension of this term is offered as ‘corporate sustainability’ (Company 8, 2008; 
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Company 16, 2008). This term is considered to reflect the combination of long-term 

environmental concerns with the way a company does its business. Accordingly, the companies 

adopting this term reason that it demonstrates how they balance managing a sound business with 

simultaneously accepting their commitment to (both local and global) sustainable development.  

In contrast, the term ‘responsibility’ is considered by many to be more easily understood by 

the (internal and external) public in general (Company 1, 2008; Company 9, 2008). 

Consequently, this evidence suggests that those companies in the target group whose activities 

are more focused on providing services (i.e. less production orientated), will tend to particularly 

veer away from sustainability terminology and be more likely to choose labels of a more 

corporate-type nature.  

To sum up, this interview data provides fresh empirical evidence regarding the CSR 

behaviour of pharmaceutical targets in the UK and Germany. It exposes the CSR concept adopted 

by revealing how the terminology chosen to signify CSR stakeholder engagement practice is 

influenced by both internal and external contextual influencing factors. The data reveals that the 

terminology chosen by the target group is influenced by four factors. These include evolution in 

expectations regarding a company’s role in society, cultural/country of origin factors (such as 

history, politics & language), business objectives and activity (including differentiation and 

internal/external communication aims). Consequently, the evidence helps to explain the diversity 

in the terminology choices identified in the previous chapters. For instance, these results may 

elucidate that the strong manufacturing-orientation of many of the German affiliates might be the 

reason why German affiliates in the target group employ a range of sustainability-related terms. 

Importantly, the significance of these factors’ depends on the specific context of the CSR 

practice. This evidence further indicates how many of these influencing factors have an 

interactive (synergic) effect upon each other.  
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Following this presentation of the data gathered to explain the factors which influence the 

CSR practice of the target group with respect to the code ‘Terminology’, the next section turns to 

reveal the factors which may influence the ‘Stakeholder’ aspect of CSR management. 

 

6.1.3 Stakeholders  
 

Introduction 

In continuing to address the third research question this section reveals the factors which 

influence CSR ‘stakeholder’ practice. It attempts to explain the results presented in the previous 

two chapters which revealed similarities and differences in stakeholder prioritisation and 

engagement between the two countries. To explain the diverse, dynamic, and activity-based 

phenomena identified, primarily in-depth interview data is again examined. The data reveals the 

influence of local perceptions within the concept of CSR adopted by the target group. These 

perceptions are determined by an (evolving) understanding with respect to societal roles and 

expectations regarding stakeholder rights and obligations in each culture/country of origin. 

Within this context, the management of CSR stakeholder prioritisation and engagement is 

determined by both external and internal influencing factors. First, external cultural contextual 

factors (for instance PEST factors such as the welfare state, economy, social reaction, and 

culture) affect CSR practice. Second, internal factors (including the company’s business profile 

and activity, and its stage of CSR evolutionary development) play a crucial role in determining 

how CSR is managed at the target companies. Significantly, this evidence sparks the requirement 

for supplementary expansion of the original explanatory framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 

2008). Accordingly, Chapter 7 subsequently proposes two new conceptualisations which more 

closely examine these external and internal determinants. In addition, the findings presented in 

this section support the results in the previous section which similarly identified business activity, 
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task and expectations as determining factors in CSR practice. The remainder of this section now 

explores the evidence to elucidate these factors in greater detail. 

 

The General Influence of Evolving Local Perceptions 

The in-depth interview data robustly provides authoritative insights which help to 

illuminate the factors which influence CSR stakeholder practice. First, the evidence exposes that 

local perceptions, determined by (evolving) societal roles/expectations in each culture/country of 

origin, play a determining role. Significantly, the in-depth interview evidence indicates that 

stakeholder practice is influenced by decision-makers’ perceived understanding regarding (local) 

stakeholders’ (mis)understanding and expectations. For instance, all respondents confirm how 

negative stakeholder perceptions of the pharmaceutical industry per se influence (both external 

and internal) stakeholders’ expectations (e.g. Company 16, 2008). Additional evidence which 

supports this claim was presented in the previous chapters (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 

2008; Company 4, 2008). This is addressed in greater detail below in the communication section.  

Many respondents confirm the evidence presented in the previous section in stating that 

their CSR practice is influenced by both internal and external stakeholder perceptions and 

expectations regarding a company’s obligation to society (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; 

Company 8, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 15, 2008). In this regard, one senior 

communications respondent from a leading German manufacturing facility (Company 17, 2008) 

comments that his firms’ CSR activities are driven not only by expectations from society “but 

also because you expect it from yourself”. He further confirms legitimacy theory (e.g. 

Woodward, 2001: 357; Haniffa and Cooke, 2005:3) by adding: 

“It is about this idea of the licence to operate. It also came to the fore because of the CSR 

debate which named things and made them obvious and made people more conscious of 
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social activities. But it is also because of the welfare state which we have in Germany. So 

our activities are questioned and challenged more” (Company 17, 2008). 

 

Further evidence which suggests that stakeholder prioritisation may be influenced by the 

firm’s CSR stance regarding its obligation to society is reported by a number of respondents who 

reveal that they deliberately scope their CSR practices loosely in order to maintain as flexible a 

response to stakeholder needs/expectations as possible (Company 9, 2008; Company 14; 2008). 

Specifically commenting on the danger of focusing CSR too tightly, one senior manager 

responsible for CSR at European level at a major concern states:  

“The more you try to put it into a box and define it means that everything else is outside 

of the scope. Then some [divisions] will not be or feel responsible. But then you have to 

be pragmatic and you want to move forward and it is the big wave that counts” (Company 

4, 2008).  

 

The same respondent further explains how stakeholder expectations regarding the role of 

the company in society are evolving. Specifically, he suggests that local health-care economic 

issues (i.e. events) affect the political regulatory environment. In this regard, he highlights how 

health Ministers of various countries increasingly expect companies to get involved in issues 

including “hardcore social welfare such as pensions [and] social insurance” (Company 4, 2008). 

This is suggested by another respondent responsible for communications at a leading German 

manufacturing concern, as one of the reasons why the CSR discussion has evolved to become “so 

big in Germany” (Company 17, 2008). The same respondent additionally explains that: 

“The Government is looking at CSR with the expectation that companies should co-

finance activities because they know that they cannot afford to pay for all the social 

programmes that they financed themselves in the 1970’s and 1980’s” (Company 17, 

2008).  
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Another senior respondent responsible for CSR communication for both the UK and Germany 

provides additional supporting evidence which suggests evolving company involvement in 

matters which were previously undertaken by other stakeholders (e.g. Company 18, 2008). For 

instance, an example of an education programme targeting diabetes patients in Bradford 

addresses how a pharmaceutical company got involved in a local social aspect of healthcare 

provision which was previously financed by the UK Government (Company 4, 2008).  

Significantly, within the context of the evolving understanding regarding stakeholder rights 

and responsibilities presented above, observation data is consistent with the in-depth interview 

evidence  in indicating that the target group’s internal management approach to stakeholder 

prioritisation is evolving. This means that companies (and often affiliates within those 

companies) may manage their CSR stakeholder responses differently due to the fact that their 

response strategy is still developing (i.e. being formulated or introduced). Accordingly, 

companies find themselves at different management stages of CSR evolution. For instance, some 

companies in the early stages of CSR evolution may have no formal CSR stakeholder 

engagement policy at all, while others may have established a CSR response strategy at 

headquarters, but not at affiliate level. In contrast, other companies in more advanced stages of 

CSR evolution may have already developed formal strategies for engaging on CSR matters with 

their stakeholders. More specifically, less robust observation evidence which initially suggests 

that the company’s stage of CSR development influences its CSR stakeholder practice, is 

substantiated by stronger in-depth data which significantly indicates that those companies at an 

early stage of CSR development (Company 6, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 2008) 

appear to approach stakeholder prioritisation in a less clear/formalised way. Conversely, 

companies at an advanced stage of CSR development appear to be more actively implementing 

integrative CSR processes into their business to concretely address specific stakeholder needs 



 281 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

(Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). This evidence which suggests that 

companies find themselves at different stages of CSR evolvement is strongly supported by 

interview data (e.g. Company 2, 2008; Company 3, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Moreover, linked with the 

company’s CSR stage of development, interview evidence further suggests that stakeholder 

prioritisation practice may also be influenced by the level of resources allocated to the CSR 

function. In this regard, clearer guidelines regarding stakeholder priorities are evident in 

companies which appear to invest substantial resources (at least at headquarters) into CSR 

activities (Company 7, 2008; Company 17, 2008).  

 

The Specific Influence of External Factors  

In addition to the evidence presented above which suggests that the diverse, dynamic, 

activity-based and sometimes incongruous approach to stakeholder prioritisation (revealed in the 

previous two chapters) is due to the evolving nature of CSR expectations, in-depth interview 

evidence further elucidates how external cultural contextual circumstances influence stakeholder 

practice. In this regard, one senior communications manager from a leading German 

manufacturing concern states that “the PR approach and welfare state is different in the UK from 

here [Germany]” (Company 17, 2008). Additional differences were listed in the previous 

chapters including higher/more active personal involvement in CSR projects which is possibly 

influenced by a less formal/structured approach to management in general in the UK and more 

passive adherence to rules in Germany (Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 

2008; company 17, 2008). Further, interviewing evidence suggests that stakeholder reaction 

differs by region. In this regard, some interviewees specifically refer to the particularly strong 

Aids lobby in some countries (Company 1, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 13, 2008). For 
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instance, one former CEO of a UK company provides additional evidence of local differences in 

stakeholder behaviour stating: 

“In reality people feel that the government [in the UK] is not really pro-industry 

[although] traditionally the Labour party has been easier on industry that the 

Conservatives. In [other countries] the opposite is true” (Company 11, 2008). 

 

The remainder of this section explores the possible reasons for the above-noted differences. 

The findings presented above suggest that CSR expectations do not only change over time (i.e. 

evolve), but additionally differ geographically. To explain why this is the case in the context of 

the complex (global) operating environment facing pharmaceutical companies the evidence is 

now investigated in greater detail with respect to the PEST factors (e.g. Grant, 2006). Overall, 

this examination confirms claims made in past literature (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008), which 

asserted that various cultural factors (which were summarised as ‘the PEST environment’ within 

the different operating regions or countries) influence CSR stakeholder expectations (and 

accordingly practice). For clarification, this analysis focuses on the four PEST factors as is 

assumes that the other typical acronyms (such as ethics, legal, demographics etc.) are included in 

those aspects. 

The political factors which may include diverse legal, taxation, and other regulatory 

conditions can ultimately converge to impact the context and thereby at both complicate CSR 

stakeholder management while simultaneously offering operating opportunities. In this regard, 

the evidence indicates that political elements such as the legal or tax environment (e.g. based on 

differences between Roman and common law) are considered to strongly and significantly affect 

CSR practice. For instance, variations in corporate and tax laws effect how countries approach 

CSR stakeholder alliances. This explains why Anglo-Saxon countries embark on partnerships 

differently from mainland European countries (Company 4, 2008). For example, the literature 
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suggests that as part of the profit motive of the company, global corporate tax regulations are 

compared by decision-makers. These findings confirm past scholarship which suggests that tax 

incentives for charitable benefits may play an important role in affecting CSR practice (e.g. 

Webb, 1996).  

Further, local rules and regulations are also revealed to impact CSR behaviour. For 

example, in the US sentencing guidelines have clearly impacted business by prescribing and 

describing what businesses have to do to avoid misbehaviour (e.g. Wagner, 2006). The evidence 

additionally suggests that this impacts the behaviour of global companies operating in countries 

outside the US (an aspect which is closely linked with the cultural approach to organising 

activities). For instance, one respondent who is responsible for CSR at his companies European 

headquarters reports that in Anglo-Saxon countries it is considered typical to act first and then 

think about structure. While in mainland Europe, it is more typical to spend substantial time first 

discussing and agreeing who will do what and how. He states that a legal entity may even be 

established before any significant action is taken (Company 4, 2008). These ideas are 

substantiated by other senior respondents including a former CEO and a CSR communications 

manager (e.g. Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008).  

The economic factors (which are clearly interactively influenced by local political, legal, 

and historical aspects) additionally determine the stage of development of a country (which 

impacts stakeholder expectations regarding rights and responsibilities). Significantly, the 

evidence suggests that the economic context plays a crucial role for pharmaceutical companies 

because they often sell healthcare solutions in markets where the social infrastructure fails to 

ensure adequate access to medicine for its citizens. Accordingly by definition, global 

pharmaceutical companies operate in particularly sensitive spheres. For example, the past 

assertiveness of the African and Indian governments to affect new legislation to gain access to 
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anti-retroviral medication in the AIDS campaign occurred in a scenario where (due to the given 

weak political, economic, and technological infrastructure) the local authorities found themselves 

unable to effectively address the dilemma within the constraints of the existing legal/social 

regulations. In this example, both UK and German pharmaceutical companies were significantly 

affected (in their role as headquarter locations for these regions). In this regard, when discussing 

the negative public image typically held by stakeholders of the pharmaceutical industry 

(presented in previous chapters in the stakeholder and communication sections) many 

respondents (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 5, 2008; Company 9, 2008; 

Company 12, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008) refer to the significant role played 

by the economic stage of development in influencing both their business operations in different 

countries, as well as their stakeholders’ reactions to those activities. Crucially, the identified 

salience of this factor triggers the requirement to expand the original conceptual framework. 

An analysis of social factors such as religion may affect CSR practice. In this regard, one 

interviewee responsible for CSR at the European headquarters of a leading concern suggests that 

belief in Catholicism or Protestantism may produce underlying variances regarding moral values 

and work approach. For instance, stereotyping a Catholic and Protestant approach, he states his 

opinion that some might claim that a Protestant community exhibits less exuberance. Here he 

compares an example of a Dutch and a Belgian company. In doing so, he suggests that Dutch 

companies which follow a Northern Calvinistic approach are often more successful and more 

focused on business management. However, in Belgian or southern Catholic countries, the 

overall business approach is sometimes identified to reflect an “increased sense of guilt, and more 

of a moral conviction that the deeds that are undertaken should be ‘right’” (Company 4, 2008). 

Accordingly, the historical evolution of each country’s social background may for example 

influence how strongly stakeholders apply pressure, or demonstrate resistance to achieve these 
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expectations. In this regard for instance, the organisational professionalism and the strength of  

the AIDS lobby in the US could be considered a factor of the proactive ‘just do it’ or ‘anything is 

possible’ mentality typical of that country (e.g. Company 1, 2008). Similarly, the stakeholder 

activism in the UK reported by some respondents regarding for example animal rights (e.g. 

Company 3, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008), may be possibly explained by the 

phenomenon that its culture is considered to lie closer to the US model. (See Chapter 7 for further 

details). Conversely, claims in the literature that German stakeholders tend to behave more 

passively, although possibly now changing (e.g. Company 1, 2008, Company 13, 2008; Company 

17, 2008), may reflect the influence of the ‘unwritten agreement’ based on a ‘Rheinland 

Capitalism’ understanding (presented in Chapters 1 & 2).  

Significantly, these findings confirm anticipated differences suggested in the literature (e.g. 

Hofstede, 1997; Habisch and Jonker, 2005). Within the specific context of the other influencing 

factors, they importantly expose the possibility of national ‘flavours’ of CSR (Matten and Moon, 

2005). Crucially however, the existence of other (possibly more significant) influencing factors, 

such as business activity or intent (e.g. a centralised/standardised global approach to CSR) means 

that culture may but does not always play a significant role in CSR practice. Clearly however, in 

cases where it does, the evidence indicates that an Anglo-Saxon version of CSR might exist in 

UK affiliates in comparison with a capitalist-socialist version in Germany.  

 

The Specific Influence of Internal Factors  

Building on these findings which expose how external cultural contexts may affect CSR 

stakeholder engagement, internal influencing contextual factors additionally help to explain the 

diverse, dynamic, activity-based and sometimes incongruous approach to stakeholder 

prioritisation revealed in the previous two chapters. These include both the company’s profile and 

its business activity. First, a pharmaceutical company’s profile may in itself play a role in 
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stakeholder relations (All respondents). Because its players are regularly ranked among the 

leading, wealthiest, and most successful international companies in the world, the industry has 

won the reputation of being extremely profitable i.e. it earns above average financial return from 

its business activities (e.g. Fortune, 2007). As a result, many stakeholders assume that the 

companies involved hold increased responsibility obligations. (See Chapter 8 for further details). 

Another possibly very significant factor which influences stakeholder expectations is the typical 

size of operations of the pharmaceutical companies involved. Because many of the leading 

pharmaceutical companies in the world possess more assets than some countries, and possibly 

also due to the industry’s demonstrated resilience to the current global economic crisis (due to the 

degree of stable wealth inherent in those same assets), many stakeholders expect these companies 

(more so than others), to take a responsible stance (All respondents). These ideas are 

substantiated by legitimisation theory which was outlined in Chapter 2 and further discussed in 

chapter 8. Essentially, this ‘mix’ of internal contextual factors may help to explain the rationale 

behind the particular criticisms levelled by stakeholders at the pharmaceutical industry identified 

in Chapter 2. It may additionally highlights how many companies have not yet developed 

practices at their affiliates to adequately manage their CSR responses. 

Second, the evidence suggests that internal business activities may be related to the 

management response which in turn determines stakeholder prioritisation (Company 9, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). In this regard, stakeholder prioritisation is possibly 

additionally (interactively) influenced by the perceived benefits which are expected by the 

decision-makers to flow from undertaking CSR activities. This is based on national context and 

the specific task at hand. The effect of differing contexts may be amplified by the influence 

which different stakeholder groups assert upon each other. For instance, one CEO of a leading 

German concern explains how developing innovative solutions for patients, doctors, and other 
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health care providers motivates employees (Company 1, 2008). Similarly, another 

communications respondent shares how prioritisation is influenced by the expectation that their 

internal philosophy makes the company “special and differentiates us from others” (Company 6, 

2008). Respondents suggest that this approach motivates employees because they “feel special” 

when they realise that “our business is not only about selling the drugs” (Company 6, 2008). 

 

Interactive Influences in the Pharmaceutical Context  

When the contextual external PEST environment factors which influence the target 

companies in the UK and Germany are combined with the internal business profile activity 

influencing factors, the collective outcome demonstrates how these ‘circumstantial givens’ 

clearly complicate CSR practice for the decision-makers involved. The following example serves 

to demonstrate the strongly interactive (and potentially amplifying) effect which these 

influencing factors assert upon each another within the context of the operating environment 

facing the Pharmaceutical Industry.  

The specific nature of the pharmaceutical industry, as well as field of operation, and 

company profile aspects (such as ownership structure, size or success) were noted in Chapter 2 as 

factors which may strongly influence stakeholder expectations in the UK and Germany. Those 

aspects inherent in the operating environment facing pharmaceutical executives may include the 

nature of their business in the sensitive area of healthcare; the fact that their business activities 

are often undertaken in developing, third world, or other disaster, or poverty-stricken locations; 

the issue that those in need of their therapeutic products and services often derive from vulnerable 

groups of society e.g. the ill, the elderly, children or mothers. Clearly, these may all affect 

stakeholder expectations and consequently reaction. For example, when healthcare issues arise in 

regional poverty-stricken country locations (e.g. the AIDS issue as mentioned above) or among 

vulnerable members of society (as described above), stakeholder expectations (or public reaction 
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in general) to the business activity undertaken can be expected to be particularly strong (e.g. 

emotional, irrational, or possibly even aggressive). Moreover, the media and possibly other 

interest groups e.g. NGOs, often hold their own particular interest in actively communicating 

these ‘newsworthy’ matters (Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 16, 2008). 

As big business in general, and the pharmaceutical industry in particular, has come under 

increasing pressure from its stakeholders to act more responsibly, a key underlying dimension of 

this expectation relates to more effective engagement with those groups in society which it 

affects or which influence it (Freeman, 1984). The pharmaceutical business activity impacts a 

diverse range of stakeholder interests i.e. mutually inclusive groups such as shareholders, 

employees (directors, managers, lower level staff), patients and their families/significant social 

groups (which may extend to society at large), doctors, healthcare institutions, insurance 

companies, government regulatory and financing authorities, the media, NGOs, insurance 

companies, suppliers, and research institutions for example. As there groups’ interests may often 

conflict or even collide, the evidence suggests that their expectations need to be recognised and at 

least considered (although possibly not always fulfilled based on reasons explained earlier).  

 

Essentially, the findings presented in this section help to explain why attempting to balance 

the resulting potential range of diverse (i.e. rational and irrational as well as evolving) 

expectations possible (which the above discussion indicated are additionally complicated by 

circumstantial conditions), within the spirit of the stakeholder engagement concept, poses a 

particularly complex task for pharmaceutical decision-makers. While it could be argued that 

judging how to balance stakeholder interests is a challenge for all business managers, the issues 

facing pharmaceutical managers are particularly complicated for three specific reasons. First, 

insurance companies or governments (but often not the patients themselves) are the customers of 

(life-saving/enhancing) pharmaceutical offerings. This means the consumers of this sectors’ 
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products and services (i.e. patients) leverage less control in the ‘buying decision-making process’ 

(see for example Kotler et al, 2009). Second, the complicated nature of the products requires 

particular regulations regarding development, production, distribution, and application which 

may be difficult for many non-experts to sufficiently comprehend. Clearly this lack of 

understanding can affect stakeholder mis(understanding) and accordingly expectations. 

Typically, part of this complexity involves researchers, doctors, pharmacists and other health 

carers/advisors/decision-makers who often act as ‘gate-keepers’ or additional decision-makers in 

the product choice and use. These factors all additionally potentially serve to increase the cost 

(and often therefore the price) of the required medication. Third, the academic literature states 

that stakeholders (including management decision-makers themselves, but also the media, and 

various other lobby groups), do not always behave rationally (e.g. Greenfield, 2004) or fairly 

(e.g. Wagner, 2006). This claim is supported by empirical evidence gathered in in-depth 

interviews (e.g. Company 1, 2008, Company 3, 2008, Company 4, 2008, Company 10, 2008, 

Company 11, 2008, Company 12, 2008, Company 17, 2008, Company 18, 2008). Part of this 

issue could be interpreted to lie in the fact that many of the factors driving their behaviour are 

based on perceptions which are dependent on personal interests. In this regard, the evidence 

confirms past scholarship by clearly indicating that the operating environment in which 

pharmaceutical decision-makers take business decisions is complicated by the nature of health 

issues (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008; 

Company 16, 2008). More specifically, as a result of the potentially severe life-threatening 

implications of health-care problems, this business area is often perceived by many stakeholders 

(from a personal or social interest perspective) as a basic human right. This helps to explain why 

many stakeholders may not always behave rationally. 
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To sum up, this interview data provides fresh robust empirical evidence which helps to 

explain the CSR behaviour of pharmaceutical targets in the UK and Germany with respect to 

stakeholder practice. Within the defined concept of CSR adopted by the target group, it assists in 

exposing the factors which influence the stakeholder prioritisation chosen. By presenting 

authoritative opinions from senior executives gathered in in-depth interviews, this section reveals 

the interactive (or synergic) effect of both external and internal influencing factors. First, 

stakeholders’ (differing and evolving) expectations (with respect to societal roles and 

expectations regarding stakeholder rights and obligations in each culture/country of origin) are 

driven by external contextual circumstances (i.e. PEST factors). Second, internal business 

conditions may, but do not always, affect how CSR stakeholder engagement is managed. 

Crucially in this regard, the company’s internal stage of CSR evolutionary development plays a 

key role in how decision-makers at the target companies manage their CSR stakeholder response. 

Significantly, these findings expose the inherent complexity involved for this particular target 

group in attempting to balance its stakeholders’ interests. Most importantly, this evidence sparks 

the requirement for supplementary expansion of the original explanatory framework (O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008). For clarification, many of these aspects are discussed in greater detail the 

subsequent sections below.  

Following this presentation of data which examined the factors which influence CSR 

‘Stakeholder’ practice, the next section focuses on ‘Communication’ with those interest groups.  

 

6.1.4 Communication/Dialogue 

Introduction 

This section attempts to illuminate the factors which cause the high visibility and other 

aspects of CSR communication practices which the previous two chapters highlighted for the 

target companies. It explains the factors which influence how the target decision-makers 
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communicate their defined CSR concept to their targeted stakeholders, as well as how this 

communication balances these groups’ various interests. In doing so, it addresses the results 

presented in the previous two chapters which revealed the frequent choice to limit 

communication of the stakeholder concept to the conceptualisation phase of CSR management. 

Similar to the previous section, it essentially identifies internal and external contextual aspects 

related to positioning/differentiation objectives as influencing factors. These are based on 

decision-makers’ understanding of (local) stakeholders’ evolving (mis)perceptions, which (a 

previous section identified) may in turn be determined by culture/country of origin. The evidence 

further indicates that the diverse communication response chosen by management to the resulting 

(evolving) societal roles/expectations is influenced by circumstantial factors related to both 

business profile and activity. Significantly, these findings trigger the need for substantial changes 

to the original framework. The remainder of this section explores the evidence to elucidate these 

findings in greater detail.  

 

The Interactive Influence of Contextual Factors  

In the search for plausible rationale to explain the findings regarding CSR communication 

presented in the previous chapters,  in-depth interviews furnish evidence which suggests that 

contextual factors interactively influence (and may be influenced by) CSR communication 

practice. In this regard, the previous chapters identified that CSR decision-makers reported their 

intention to improve transparency in their communication with stakeholders. This included 

claims regarding increased clarity on CSR reporting regarding for instance expenditure (inputs) 

and impact (output). Communication issues with respect to stakeholder scepticism, expectations, 

and dialogue were additionally exposed. To help to explain some of these identified phenomena, 

interview evidence indicates that the language and/or labelling chosen in CSR external and 

internal communication is often influenced by contextual factors based on distinctions between 
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internal labelling and what is communicated externally (e.g. Company 2, 2008; Company 8, 

2008).  

To elaborate, one interviewee states that sometimes “German words” are chosen in both 

internal and external communication in order to avoid misinterpretation in Germany. In addition, 

further evidence suggests that the language used to label CSR activities is influenced by decision-

makers’ understanding of stakeholders’ (mis)perceptions. In these examples, internal 

communication is adapted to address country of origin factors in an attempt to improve 

stakeholder understanding. For instance, in both countries companies report that they prefer to 

exclude the word ‘social’ from the CSR term (so they end up using the label corporate 

responsibility) based on their experience that people apparently associate this word with charity 

or welfare rather than business activity (Company 3, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 15, 

2008). Accordingly, the word ‘social’ is reported to be frequently understood to be met with 

scepticism both internally by employees and by the public in general (Company 2, 2008; 

Company 7, 2008). In this regard, one senior UK communications executive additionally adds the 

words “profits” and “capitalism” to the list of taboo-expressions in communication “on the 

continent” (Company 10, 2008). 

 

The Influence of External Factors  

To explain the evidence presented immediately above, this section more specifically 

demonstrates how the PEST contextual factors (introduced in the previous section) affect CSR 

stakeholder communication practice. In-depth interview evidence from one senior 

communications respondent from a major German manufacturing concern aptly explains how 

context-related social, economic and political influencing factors affect stakeholder expectations 

in Germany: 
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“… our social and economic and political tradition is that people are very sceptical and 

critical of companies. Even if you think of the free market in Germany - it is based on 

regulation. Liberalism was not born in Germany but communism was [...], and people are 

affected by this. It is also strange that young people are critical of the companies but at the 

same time their parents work at those companies” (Company 17, 2008).  

 

Significantly, this statement, as well as evidence from other respondents (e.g. Company  1, 2008; 

Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008) confirms the socialist leaning within 

the capitalist model followed in Germany as suggested in the literature (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 

2005; Martin, 2010). As a consequence of these influences, many respondents agree that CSR 

stakeholder dialogue practices differ due to deviations in conditions based on decision-makers’ 

understanding of (local) stakeholders’ evolving (mis)perceptions regarding societal 

roles/expectations based culture/country of origin (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; 

Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008). The remainder of this section now 

presents further evidence which underscores the interactive influence of each individual PEST 

factor on CSR communication.  

First, political contextual circumstances (e.g. in the form of political stance on health care 

provision or governmental regulations) are reported to influence communication. In this regard, 

some clear national differences were identified between the UK and Germany. A comparison of 

legal sustainability reporting requirements in the UK and Germany identifies that reporting 

legislation in the UK is stricter (Kolk, 2005:161; Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007). The interview 

evidence which compares European CSR reporting practice confirms these results (e.g. Company 

4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008). For instance, some respondents refer explicitly 

to the companies act (formerly the companies bill) passed by parliament in 2006 in the UK 

(Companies Act, 2006) which strengthened the annual sustainability report publication 



 294 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

requirements for British companies (e.g. Company 13, 2008). In contrast, interviewees note that 

in Germany, CSR reports are not required by law (e.g. Company 4, 2008). Instead they are 

‘encouraged’ by government. This includes support for the Eco-Management and Audit Scheme 

(EMAS) and a voluntary management system which does however include compulsory 

environmental reporting (Kolk, 2005:161). Accordingly, while environmental reports have 

become a common feature of corporate communications and CSR reports are increasingly 

expected, many of the German CSR reports are considered to be below international standards 

(e.g. Company 4, 2008). This finding confirms past scholarship which reveals that CSR 

communication in Great Britain is heralded as professional, transparent, and leading edge 

(Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007). Further, these findings confirm an earlier report by KPMG which 

identified the UK (alongside Japan) as the top two countries in the world regarding CSR 

reporting (KPMG 2005:8). Another report (produced by ACCA (Association of Chartered 

Accountants), suggests that Europe, which as a region has led the way in non-financial reporting, 

accounts for over half of all reports produced globally. It is important to note however that this 

trend is strongly influenced by behaviour from Scandinavian countries. Nevertheless, the same 

report identifies that within Europe, the UK accounted for 28% of the reports produced, while 

Germany accounted for only 13% (ACCA 2004:49). Interestingly, this report identifies the 

pharmaceutical company ‘Novo Nordisk’ as a best in class example of sustainability reporting in 

Europe in 2003 (ACCA 2004:50). Overall, these secondary findings combined with the interview 

findings confirm past scholarship regarding the influence of governmental regulation on CSR 

practice. 

Second, economic contextual circumstances (in the form of changes in governmental 

regulations regarding health care financing) are reported by a number of respondents to influence 

not only CSR practice, but also communication opportunities (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 
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2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). For instance, the example 

presented in the previous chapter which described how one company adapted its communication 

approach to local market needs, highlights the practical influences of a combination of both 

economic and social influencing factors (Company 4, 2008). In that example, the company 

developed a DVD for (local) pharmacists and community healthcare centres targeting diabetes 

patients in Bradford, in the UK. The DVD was developed at a time when Government financing 

in this area was withdrawn. This economic development triggered the opportunity for the 

company to create the DVD to support their diabetes awareness campaign. In particular, because 

diabetes is a problem which is particularly severe in certain ethnic minorities of the Bradford 

population, the information was communicated by ethnic representatives of those groups and was 

translated into the appropriate languages to facilitate understanding (Company 4, 2008). 

Third, in addition to the opportunities presented by influencing factors such as ethnic 

minorities presented immediately above, evolving stakeholder expectations (presented in 

previous sections) present further social contextual circumstances which may offer new CSR 

communication opportunities (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). For instance, some documentary analysis data suggests 

that CSR communication management is influenced by country of origin factors related to 

‘cultural closeness’ (e.g. Hofstede, 1997). This implies that affiliates whose stakeholders have 

similar cultures may communicate with those interest groups in a similar way. For instance, an 

examination of the messages communicated on target sample websites identified that in cases 

where the local stakeholder target group possesses cultural likeness to the main website 

stakeholder group, a related website communication approach was adopted. To elaborate, in the 

case of P&G (2006) which is American, the resemblance between the US and UK CSR websites 

supports this idea. Further, in the case of Reckitt Benckiser (2006) which is Dutch, the 
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resemblance between the Dutch and German CSR websites also corroborate this claim. Likewise, 

the local AstraZeneca (2006) and GlaxoSmithKline (2006) in the UK market are similar to the 

main CSR websites. Similarly, the main CSR websites of the German Bayer (2006) and 

Boehringer (2006) communicate content which closely echo the local German affiliate website.  

Nevertheless, regardless of the degree of standardisation in the communication message 

adopted, one senior manager responsible for global CSR at his company’s European headquarters 

(Company 13, 2008) confirms the findings presented previously with regard to the evolving 

nature of social expectations. In doing so, he explicitly identifies a factor which he considers to 

present an important underlying issue in CSR communications management. Specifically, he 

states that company credibility is dwindling as a previously understood “unwritten agreement” 

that business behaves responsibly is “breaking”. He states: 

“companies need to decide how to address [this issue] and fill the new gap going forward to 

recreate expectations” (Company 13, 2008).  

 

Again, this evidence demonstrates how evolving stakeholders’ expectations are presenting new 

opportunities which require novel responses from CSR managers. 

Fourth, a number of senior executives identify technological contextual circumstances as 

influencing factors on CSR communication. Specifically, they refer to the effect of the internet in 

speeding up stakeholder connectivity/dialogue (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 

7, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008; Company 18, 2008). 

Importantly, the fact that, facilitated by technology, ‘bad news’ can travel faster today than ever 

before, some respondents suggest that CSR effective stakeholder communication is one of the 

most important tools in managing CSR stakeholder engagement (e.g. Company 4, 2008, 

Company 16, 2008).  



 297 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Significantly, the evidence presented in this section triggers the requirement for substantial 

revision to the original explanatory framework. See Chapter 7 for further details.   

 

The Influence of Internal Factors  

Within the context of the evolving external (PEST) context of stakeholder expectations 

indicated by the evidence presented in the previous section, the findings suggest that decision-

makers attempt to position their concept of CSR to communicate a societal role which often 

individualises (or differentiates) their internal CSR practice from other companies. However, in 

doings so, their internal policies and business activity/profile may actually block effective 

stakeholder communication.  

To elaborate, interview evidence specifically reveals that companies choose to adopt their 

own unique approach to CSR in an attempt to position themselves in this new and evolving 

scenario (Company 8, 2008). This claim is supported by other respondents who suggest that 

many companies are influenced by the desire to communicate CSR in a new, often unique, 

credible, more transparent approach (Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 3, 2008; 

Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Documentary 

analysis data supports these claims. For example, the Novo Nordisk (2006) website states the 

desire to move from stakeholder dialogue towards partnerships. Moreover, the Lilly website 

exposes a new approach to stakeholder dialogue in which ‘…the varied backgrounds and interests 

of our stakeholders […] present us with fresh ideas for improvement’ (e.g. Lilly, 2006). In this 

respect, the documentary analysis data reveals cases of CSR communication which support 

interviewing evidence to suggest that companies are seeking a new CSR engagement approach. 

Essentially, previous evidence with respect to individualisation of terminology/language and 

evolving practices further substantiates these findings. In general, they present interesting 

examples of how specific companies are communicating their response in an attempt to achieve 
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social acceptance. Further, in certain cases, the communicated rhetoric closely reflects the 

concept of stakeholder (e.g. NovoNordisk, 2006; Lilly, 2006) and/or legitimisation theory (e.g. 

Roche, 2006; Altana, 2006).  

Significantly, documentary analysis further provides (more limited) evidence which 

additionally supports the above suggestions. More specifically, the data indicates how attempting 

to respond to (their understanding of) what their stakeholders expect of them, combined with the 

desire to uniquely position their CSR practice, generates diversity in both CSR management and 

communication response. Authoritative interview evidence (e.g. Company 2, 2008) suggests that 

this diversity could also be influenced by the CSR decision-makers’ intention to present an 

‘individual spin’ on their CSR web pages by emphasising CSR in relation to their business 

activities. Examples include aspects such as biotechnology or manufacturing, inclusion of ethnic 

or cultural programmes, views on human rights, emphasis on innovation, and/or philanthropy. 

Part of the uniqueness of each companies approach is evident in text which chooses language 

which appears to be influenced by the wish to demonstrate a certain stance or role within society. 

(See Appendix J for further details of website texts which reveal the evolving broad scope 

influence of stakeholder interests (e.g. NovoNordisk, 2006; Lilly, 2006)).  

Overall, however, whilst previous chapters identified CSR decision-makers’ reported 

intention to improve transparency in their communication with stakeholders (this included claims 

regarding increased clarity on CSR reporting for instance on expenditure (inputs) and impact 

(output), the evidence does not sufficiently imply that the companies are achieving this goal. The 

remainder of this section now explains how internal policies and business activity/profile 

influences effective stakeholder communication. Crucially, the claimed interest in broad and 

increased stakeholder dialogue communicated via target company’s websites (presented above) 

does not appear to influence some companies’ policies which actually block dialogue with 
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stakeholders. Consequently, this evidence (and additional findings reported in previous chapters) 

confirm past scholarship to expose how the concept of CSR which is communicated is not always 

matched by the actual practices (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Crane and Matten, 2007:145). In this 

regard, companies’ business profiles coupled with the complexity of their activities appear to 

confuse communication.  

More specifically, the documentary analysis evidence indicates that respondents (from both 

countries) often communicate their concept of CSR to their chosen stakeholder targets via claims 

which emphasise a strategic link between their (unique) business activity and benefits to society. 

Significantly, in-depth interview evidence suggests that achieving this aim is not an easy task. 

For instance, one respondent from a leading pharmaceutical company responsible for CSR in 

both the UK and Germany interestingly describes the difficultly, uncertainty, and confusion 

experienced in practice by executives attempting to communicate its company’s stance within the 

ill-defined context of the CSR topic. He reveals the challenge facing employees when 

communicating CSR due varying perceptions regarding its definitions in different regions. For 

example, he explains that in China his company mainly undertakes philanthropy because CSR is 

not so developed there. In this case, a global communications executive was worried about over-

claiming due to the given contextual differences (Company 4, 2008). Further evidence of this 

difficulty is reported by respondents who describe the ‘fear’ of being be (mis)perceived by 

stakeholders in appearing to promise too much (e.g. Company 2, 2008). Others, ‘fear’ that certain 

words (e.g. employment of the term ‘social’) may reflect some form of guilt associated with the 

desire to gain absolution from previous ‘corporate’ liabilities, as discussed previously (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008).  

As a result, one communications manager suggests the language chosen to communicate 

CSR is accordingly adapted to each specific country. Specifically, he highlights differences in 
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perceptions as the key reason for this. In order to differentiate themselves from the current CSR 

image associated with the term ‘CSR’, he reports that his company prefers to communicate the 

topic at the German affiliate of a leading concern as “Engagement” and “Gesellschaftliche 

Verantwortung” (social responsibility)” (Company 7, 2008). Accordingly, the evidence suggests 

that perceptions regarding stakeholders’ (mis)understanding with respect to their business 

activities play an important role for the target group in CSR management. Further, the data 

suggest that variances in local operating environments may affect a company’s ability to practice 

CSR. Significantly, these findings spark the need for a more in-depth examination of CSR 

opportunities in varying operating environments. This is addressed in greater detail in Chapter 7. 

In addition to the insights with respect to the (evolving) societal roles/expectations 

described above and identified in the previous chapters, the in-depth interviews provide further 

evidence which helps to explain the diverse management response to CSR stakeholder 

engagement. This suggests how the target groups’ CSR response is additionally particularly 

influenced by circumstantial factors related to both the company’s business activity and profile. 

First, CSR communication practices are influenced by the type of activity in which the company 

engages. For example, as identified in a previous section, production companies (i.e. particularly 

those generating strong ecological impact) will often tend to adopt terminology which uses 

environmentally-orientated applications of the words ‘sustainability’, while companies which are 

more focused on services are more likely to choose labels of a more corporate-type nature 

(Company 8, 2008; Company 17, 2008). In other words, when non-production orientated 

companies employ the term ‘sustainability’, they often refer to a long-term view or to concepts 

indirectly related to their business e.g. use of paper and other resources such as energy etc. 

(Company 8, 2008). However, in general, the evidence suggests that many companies avoid the 

term ‘sustainability’ (e.g. Company 15, 2008) because it is deemed (both in the English and 
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German language) abstract, theoretical, and difficult to communicate both internally to 

employees as well as to the general public (Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 

2008). Instead, some respondents suggest the term ‘responsibility’ is more easily understood by 

the (internal and external) public in general (Company 1, 2008; Company 15, 2008).  

Second, interview and documentary analysis data both confirm the findings presented in the 

previous section in suggesting that a company’s CSR stage of development influences CSR 

communication/dialogue practice (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 6, 2008; 

Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008; Company 18, 

2008). Further, a company’s evolutionary stage of CSR development may affect (or be affected 

by) the level of resources allocate to CSR projects. In this regard, documentary analysis (of the 

UK and German websites of target companies) additionally indicates that different development 

stages may cause (diverse) CSR communication. For example, in the cases of Pfizer (2006), 

GlaxoSmithKline (2006), NovoNordisk (2006), and Lilly (2006), no visible CSR information 

was discovered on the German website while the UK website did communicate significant 

amounts of text with CSR information. This finding is particularly interesting in the cases of 

NovoNordisk (2006), Lilly (2006), and Pfizer (2006), whose main websites posted notably rich 

CSR information as previously mentioned above.  

Interview data suggests one possible explanation for this. One interviewee, responsible for 

developing CSR for the European region at a leading concern suggests that these internal 

deviations may be influenced by the fact that stakeholder expectations are “evolving at different 

levels in different countries” and that “companies are not that far developed yet” (Company 4, 

2008). In this regard another trustworthy interviewee explains that his affiliate does not yet 

communicate CSR in the comprehensive manner adopted by his company’s headquarters 

(Company 16, 2008).  
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Significantly, the above CSR manager frankly suggests that the resulting dialogue barriers 

caused by these differing stages of development is one possible reason for the lack of 

knowledge/awareness regarding CSR identified in the observation findings. Commenting on this 

dialogue barrier, the former respondent, responsible for European CSR development at a leading 

concern, shares how four of six (senior level) CSR managers of leading pharmaceutical 

companies who he met in Germany five years earlier to develop a white paper on CSR had 

“never heard of the topic”. He adds “… and these were big companies that we all know” 

(Company 4, 2008). Proposing a way forward to improve the dialogue, the same respondent 

suggests “the first job is to do some educational training on CSR”. However, he warns that  

“a position paper to me is something like a solider with a gun. This is not a dialogue. 

There should be no wall. We should tear down the wall if we want to have an effective 

dialogue” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

Several interviewees (Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 5, 

2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 15, 2008) similarly confirm that company internal 

policies/behaviour are often considered to block (or even poison the atmosphere for) effective 

stakeholder dialogue (Company 13, 2008; Company 16, 2008). Significantly, this evidence 

highlights the importance of education in CSR management to implement policies effectively. In 

doing so, it cautions that if wrongly understood or ‘mismanaged’, CSR policies can present actual 

barriers to stakeholder dialogue. 

Third, the stakeholder scepticism reported in the previous chapters (e.g. from media, certain 

NGOs, and other lobbying groups) is stated by many respondents to have a negative influence on 

the atmosphere for undertaking stakeholder dialogue. In this regard, the industry’s business 

profile is deemed to influence this critical response. More specifically, many respondents openly 

admit that this situation has been caused by the pharmaceutical industry itself in some notorious 
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cases of (negatively perceived) past behaviour (Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 

13, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Nevertheless, the evidence presented in the 

previous chapters identified how stakeholder dialogue is considered by many interviewees to be 

similarly (negatively) impacted by the influence of irrational (or confused) stakeholder 

expectations. All respondents suggest that this stakeholder stance is influenced by the specific 

business profile and activity of companies operating in the pharmaceutical sector. Additionally, 

most admit that the pharmaceutical industry suffers from a particularly negative image. In this 

regard, one interviewee specifically states that stakeholder scepticism is due to “the nature of 

what we do” (Company18, 2008). For instance, the controversial nature of pharmaceutical 

business (i.e. involving topics such as animal testing) is suggested to cause practical challenges 

(e.g. Company 8, 2008). Part of the issue is noted to arise from the fact that stakeholders are 

considered to be upset by the fact that pharmaceutical companies generate profits from illness 

(e.g. Company 1, 2008). The resulting stakeholder stance (often interpreted as unreasonable) is 

reported to cause uncertainty (and thereby influence) this target group’s CSR response per se. 

This clearly presents challenges which affect decisions regarding how best to communicate its 

concept of CSR to its selected target stakeholders.  

To sum up, the triangulated findings presented in this section highlight the factors which 

influence how decisions-makers communicate their defined concept of CSR to their stakeholders. 

Essentially, decision-makers’ perceptions regarding both internal and external stakeholder 

(mis)understanding of (evolving) societal roles/expectations related to PEST factors as well as 

their business profile and activity complicate CSR communication. This includes specific aspects 

such the health aspect of their business activity and the nature of their product development (e.g. 

animal testing, controversial research methods). However, the aspects additionally present 

opportunities. Business aims such as the intention to differentiate their CSR practice further 
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influence CSR practice. Significantly however, the evidence exposes that reported intentions to 

improve areas of CSR communication (e.g. transparency and dialogue) may not always be 

matched with actual communication practice. Importantly, this is linked with issues regarding 

CSR impact which are addressed separately in the ‘expectations’ section below. Significantly, 

these findings trigger the requirement to revise the existing framework with respect to the role of 

communication in CSR management. 

Following this presentation and examination of the data regarding CSR ‘Communication’, 

the next section turns to address the factors influencing ‘Organisation/Governance’. 

 

6.1.5  Organisation/Governance 

Introduction  

This section again investigates predominantly in-depth interview data to essentially expose 

the factors which influence the dynamic (e.g. both centralised and decentralised) activity-based 

(e.g. via a diverse group of departments) approach to organisation/governance highlighted in the 

previous chapters. It explains that CSR organisation may essentially be influenced by internal 

company values, by the company’s business profile, and by external contextual factors regarding 

decision-makers’ understanding of (evolving, local) societal roles/expectations as discussed in the 

previous sections. Further, the way in which a company organises these values may be primarily 

determined by individual employee motivation/interest (which determines personal values and/or 

leadership approach). The resulting concept of responsible or effective CSR behaviour manifests 

itself as the target managers’ organisational response to stakeholder expectations. Significantly, 

this response is impacted by operating complexity (due to business profile and PEST factors) 

which generate uncertainty about how to most optimally organise CSR practice. This helps to 

explain both the diversity and the need for organisational improvement (i.e. to manage CSR via a 

more sustainable approach) identified in the findings. These findings prompt the requirement to 
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both revise and expand the original explanatory framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). The 

remainder of this section explores the evidence to elucidate in more detail the factors which 

influence how selected decision-makers organise their response to balance stakeholder interests 

within their defined CSR stakeholder concept.   

 

The Influence of Internal Values  

The interview data provides insights which helto illuminate how the diverse nature of CSR 

organisation (including content themes/activities/approach) identified in the previous chapters is 

influenced by internal company values. Overall, most respondents explain that the typical 

rationale for undertaking CSR practices is based on the premise that a profitable business 

‘should’ behave as a ‘good neighbour’ in its (local or global) community in some meaningful 

way. This supports legitimacy theory as suggested in the literature (e.g. Lindblom, 1994). 

Accordingly, CSR is organised in the first instance based on company-specific values. Interview 

data which suggests that values are chosen to assume responsibility/obligation in society is 

consistently supported by evidence from the previous section which revealed how companies 

appear to communicate CSR activities in an attempt to legitimise their existence/role in society. 

For instance, the crucial role played by internal values to shape meaningful CSR practice is 

described by one respondent who is responsible for CSR at the European division of a leading 

concern in the following statement:  

“To me values-based management is horizontal. It is a holistic thing so no one function 

can have it. So the CSR manager has it but it is not mine. It is like a virus. It is all over the 

place. So you have to ‘infect’ people in a positive way” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

Significantly, this statement clearly pin-points the inherent diversity in scope of CSR activity 

which is supported by the data gathered from other authoritative respondents (e.g. Company 1, 

2008; Company 3, 2008; Company 12, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008) .  



 306 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

 

To explain how that scope is organised and managed, the interview findings are supported 

by weaker documentary analysis and observation data to present a consistent overall picture. This 

triangulated evidence suggests an approach to CSR organisation which comprises central CSR 

principles which act as guidelines or a ‘blueprint’. These are then often adapted locally to address 

national expectations, opportunities, or needs. This means that CSR is organised at both UK and 

German affiliates based on “the same overall global standards” which are generated centrally and 

accordingly influenced by the opinions of decision-makers at their headquarters (Company 1, 

2008). For instance, interview data evidence reveals that local affiliates are required to follow an 

overall standardised approach based on “global goals set as a philosophy for the entire company” 

(Company 13, 2008). Within this leit-motiv, each local country then identifies “a way to enter 

into dialogue with their important stakeholders” (Company 4, 2008). Then, guided by overall 

principles, local affiliates are encouraged to actively consider and prioritise stakeholder needs and 

opinions. This approach is confirmed by other respondents responsible for CSR strategy 

development, management and communications (e.g. Company 10, 2008; Company 15, 2008). 

Additional interview evidence furnishes rich detail which convincingly suggests that for practical 

reasons pharmaceutical companies try to standardise “overall guidelines” and “definitions” to 

“avoid having thousands of different rules”. Nevertheless, local contextual factors e.g. the 

requirement “to adhere to the local law” (Company 13, 2008) but also opportunities (such as the 

need to support specific (local) health matters e.g. the diabetes project in Bradford, UK e.g. 

Company 4, 2008)) clearly influence a company’s degree of local standardisation. Specifically, 

they result in dynamism, diversity, and complexity in CSR organisation (and accordingly in CSR 

practice) at affiliate level. In referring to this local “deviation”, one executive responsible for 

CSR at his company headquarters explains what this means for CSR management in the UK and 

Germany. He states that CSR organisation at the affiliates is 
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“Guided by a mix of global standards (e.g. corruption practices, diversity and inclusion 

initiatives etc.) that are driven by headquarters and local opportunities” (Company 13, 

2008).  

 

As a result, in the words of another senior executive responsible for CSR in Europe for a leading 

concern: 

“Some form of local activities will be undertaken that are individual and isolated to 

specific countries in the broader area of CSR activities based on the fact that those 

countries and cultures are different” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

Essentially, this means that within their defined overall CSR blueprint concept of stakeholder 

response local deviations may occur. This is suggested by the same respondent to be an 

advantage in the sense that: 

“Each manager has the freedom to look at the local opportunities and find an initiative 

that addresses local societal issues if this is in line with the global goals” (Company 4, 

2008).  

 

Significantly, these findings furnish insights which trigger the need to enhance the precision of 

the contextual operating environment defined in the original framework (O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008). 

 

The Influence of Internal CSR ‘Evolution’ Factors  

In addition, the findings regarding CSR organisation verify the previous results regarding 

the influencing role played by the company’s stage of CSR development. For instance, the 

triangulated results from observation and in-depth interviewing suggest that the degree of 

centralisation (or decentralisation) in the local affiliates’ approach (presented above) depends on 

the company’s CSR stage of development as well as the (locally) available resources. In other 
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words, the similarities and divergences in CSR practices presented in the previous chapter are 

influenced by the company’s internal ‘enabling’ environment.  For instance, in one affiliate at an 

early stage of CSR evolutionary development, an interviewee responsible for communication in 

Germany claims:  

“Nobody would bother to set up their own local German CSR project because of resource 

issues” (Company 7, 2008).  

 

This example, in which the company’s highly visible centralised approach is not adopted by the 

local affiliate due to resource issues, was similarly identified during other interview enquiries at 

affiliate level (e.g. Company 2, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 18, 

2008).  

 

In line with these findings, further evidence additionally supports these and previous 

findings, by suggesting that organisational approaches are evolving. For example, one respondent 

responsible for CSR at the global headquarters of a leading concern in both the UK and Germany, 

states:  

“In the past people were not really aware of CSR and did not set it high on their agenda. 

We have one major project related to our multi-resistant tuberculosis product. What we 

try to do is to leverage that in Germany. Then we have co-operations and we try to give 

this a local flavour” (Company 9, 2008).  

 

Importantly, these findings imply that a company’s evolutionary stage of CSR development 

may be linked to its CSR response type (i.e. philanthropic or integrative). For instance, interview 

data reveals that those companies at a relatively advanced stage of CSR development typically 

organise CSR in an integrated approach down into business functions and various operational 

levels (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008). This 
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evidence is consistently supported by weaker documentary analysis which similarly implies an 

integrative approach in communicating that  

“stakeholder relations is seen as part and parcel of everyone's work”  

(e.g. NovoNordisk, 2007).  

 

In contrast, companies at an earlier stage of CSR development admit that although they 

may view integrative CSR organisation in theory as an ideal approach (e.g. Company 2, 2008; 

Company 6, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 16, 2008), their organisation does not currently 

possess the internal structure or for that matter the necessary resources (e.g. Company 7, 2008; 

Company 16, 2008) to facilitate this ‘ideal’. These findings help to explain the phenomena of 

organisational evolution with respect to the CSR concept. In this regard, a number of respondents 

report that successful CSR execution requires constant revision to ensure its effective operation 

(Company 12, 2008). Accordingly, many respondents report that they are revising their CSR 

organisation approach (e.g. Company 10, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008; 

Company16, 2008).  

 

The interview data additionally highlights some difficulties associated this evolution for 

company’s in which CSR is less developed. More specifically, when organising CSR practices 

under conditions of limited resources and lack of formalised structures (i.e. in which CSR is not 

formally placed on the organisational chart), obtaining dedication or buy-in from employees is 

explicitly noted as a practical challenge (Company 2, 2008; Company 10, 2008). Accordingly, 

even in companies in which respondents communicate the wish to improve their CSR practices, 

they highlight how the lack of an enabling structure and resources to implement the CSR concept 

may determine that CSR obtains insufficient priority (Company 7, 2008). As a result, because 

“CSR activities are seen as soft”, they are frequently “based on the good-will” of the team, and 
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are “often the first to get axed in the budget or in difficult times” (Company 10, 2008; Company 

13, 2008).  

Some CEOs and CSR managers (e.g. Company 1, 2008, Company 4, 2008, Company 13, 

2008) argue that precisely this type of organisational approach explains why CSR is not 

sustainable in many companies. Similarly, other respondents suggest that lack of resources 

reflects a misunderstanding about “how [CSR] can really pay off” (Company 10, 2008). This 

evidence exposes how the way in which a company organises the values it communicates is 

determined by the leadership approach/internal company culture (i.e. based on values and 

personal interested as previously explained above). Consequently, the corporate culture crucially 

influences aspects of CSR response such as organisational stage of development and related 

resource investment. These factors clearly affect personal buy-in. This ultimately determines that 

a company’s actual CSR stakeholder response may not always be aligned with its defined 

concept.  

Significantly, these findings furnish insights which trigger the need to enhance precision of 

the company internal response to CSR portrayed in the original framework (O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008).  

To partly explain the evidence of diversity (presented in the previous two chapters) 

respondents furnish some evidence to indicate how CSR organisation is implemented in 

contrasting ways. The following examples of two companies (which both strive to adopt 

integrated CSR practices) depict the diversity and dynamism inherent in current CSR 

organisation management. First, one respondent who is responsible for CSR management at the 

global headquarters of a leading concern reports that his company is currently re-organising to 

bring CSR management down into the business activity at an operational level. This change is 

based on the rationale that it allows individuals at local divisions to become more involved, and 
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thereby increases awareness of CSR responsibility among all employees (Company 13, 2008). 

Second, in complete contrast, another equally authoritative respondent responsible for CSR at a 

leading German concern (whose company previously adopted the approach described 

immediately above) reports that her company has now decided to re-organise the activity up into 

the corporate function (Company 15, 2008). Essentially, this diversity inherent in this evidence 

suggests the on-going evolution and possible related uncertainty regarding how to most optimally 

organise CSR. 

 

The Influence of Internal Business Profile/Activity Factors  

In-depth interview data furnishes additional insights which further help to explain the 

factors which my influence CSR organisational approach. This evidence suggests that complexity 

due to company profile aspects such as size and the global nature of activities typical of giant 

organisations operating across institutional and cultural boundaries additionally affects the target 

groups’ approach to CSR organisation. In this regard, one senior respondent responsible for CSR 

at the European headquarters of a leading concern specifically stresses his opinion that he 

considers pharmaceutical companies to be even more complex than most other organisations 

(Company 4, 2008). This comment is consistently supported by other respondents including 

CEOS, senior CSR managers and communication managers (e.g. (Company 1, 2008; Company 

13, 2008; Company 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008). These claims relate not only to the size and 

diverse range of activities which typify the pharmaceutical companies in the target group, but 

additionally due to the complicated and controversial nature of the healthcare business as 

presented previously. Essentially, this evidence explains how inherent regional differences 

influence CSR organisation/governance approach among complex, globally diversified 

companies (e.g. Company 4, 2008).  
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Accordingly, the evidence reveals that CSR organisation may be influenced by complexity 

in relation to culture as suggested by evidence presented in the previous chapter (which identified 

differences in the organisation/governance approach between the UK and Germany) such as a 

less formal approach in the UK (Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008). 

Conversely, in Germany, people are considered more likely to follow rules. This means that if 

CSR is formally featured on the agenda, its chances of being followed are higher (Company 11, 

2008). In this regard, the interview data provides insights which describe the practical 

implications for each business activity facing decision-makers in large global companies when 

organising CSR within this context. Specifically, because different departments in different 

affiliates “communicate differently”, the organisational approach can vary from “a matrix of two 

hundred part-timers” to an approach that is guided more directly from top level directors 

(Company 13, 2008).  

Significantly, convincing interview evidence suggests that the company’s approach to CSR 

organisation (which is influenced by the factors identified above) itself (interactively) influences 

the CSR behaviour of its employees. Depending on the company’s organisational CSR stage of 

development (as discussed above), it may employ tactics to communicate and maintain internal 

awareness of CSR. In this regard, some companies specifically refer to internal activities to 

sustain attentiveness (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Such 

activities may involve adopting mottos (e.g. science for life) to depict internal company values 

(e.g. Company 5, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 17, 2008). CSR 

awareness activities may additionally include the use of internal awards to acknowledge 

employees who have done an outstanding job (Company 1, 2008). Further, part of these tactics to 

communicate and maintain awareness of CSR internally involves internal CSR training for 

groups of employees (e.g. Company 13, 2008). Significantly in this regard, CSR practice is 
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clearly influenced by whether or not employees are instructed not only about the company’s 

values, but more importantly to understand what these values specifically mean for them i.e. how 

to translate these values in practice within the context of their everyday operating function 

(Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Accordingly, companies following an integrative 

organisational approach strive to place particular emphasis on facilitating employees to become 

aware of their own individual responsibility as part of the corporate responsibility. In contrast, 

companies at an earlier organisational stage of CSR development will offer less (or even no) 

training. 

 

The Influence of External Factors  

In addition, the evidence obtained with respect to CSR organisation furnishes insights 

which help to explain why the target decision-makers typically choose the PR department (and/or 

a multi-functional committee or team of dedicated actors selected from a network of business 

divisions) to respond to CSR enquiries and/or assume responsibility for CSR. Interview evidence 

suggests that the CSR organisation/governance approach is influenced by the company-internal 

stance/culture which depends (as noted above), on individual employees CSR perceptions 

regarding what comprises an effective CSR response. 

More specifically, the evidence indicates that the similarities and divergences in CSR 

practices between the UK and Germany (presented in previous chapter) are influenced by 

managers organising their defined CSR concept to respond to (their interpretation of) stakeholder 

expectations within the specific context of their external operating environment. In other words, 

the similarities and divergences in CSR practices presented in the previous chapter are influenced 

by the company’s external operating environment. The choice to organise this response via the 

PR department and/or a multi-functional committee or team of dedicated actors, signifies that 

decision-makers consider that these functions are the most optimal to assume responsibility for 
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CSR. In this regard, decision-makers in both countries hold similar opinions regarding the 

salience of the communications function in stakeholder engagement. This suggests that 

communicating a responsible image plays an important role in CSR practice for the target group. 

However, the evidence which indicates greater importance of the marketing function in the UK 

affiliates, in contrast with the tendency for the CEO to personally respond to CSR enquiries in 

German affiliates (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 12, 2008), possibly 

highlights cultural differences in perceptions regarding what determines an appropriate CSR 

response.  

In this regard, weaker observation findings are supported by more robust in-depth interview 

evidence which suggests that German CSR managers consider the marketing department the 

‘wrong’ function from which to organise a CSR response apparently because its purpose lies too 

closely to promotion and sales (e.g. Company 7, 2008; Company, 16, 2008; Company 17, 2008). 

Nevertheless, the same respondents (who themselves originate from communications functions), 

do not share this view with regard to CSR communication. They base this distinction on the 

rationale that the communication division is involved in promoting a corporate image which is 

less directly linked with sales.  

To sum up, the triangulated findings presented in this section expose the internal and 

external contextual factors which interactively influence the CSR organisation approach. In 

presenting evidence which helps to explain the dynamic, diverse, activity-based 

organisation/governance response highlighted in the previous chapters, this evidence suggests 

that the similarities and divergences in CSR practices (presented in previous chapters) are 

influenced by managers organising their internal business practices to balance (their 

interpretation of) what comprises an appropriate response to stakeholder expectations within the 

specific context of their external operating environment. Significantly, this response is impacted 
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by operating complexity (as presented previously) which generate uncertainty about how to most 

optimally organise CSR practice. Against this background, the evidence reveals that CSR 

organisation is essentially influenced by internal company values. Importantly, the evidence 

suggests that the way in which a company organises these values is primarily determined by 

individual employee motivation/interest (which determines personal values and/or leadership 

approach). However, organisational stage of development and degree of (e.g. lack of) resources, 

may additionally affect personal buy-in. This determines that a company’s actual CSR 

stakeholder engagement organisational response may not always be aligned with its defined 

stakeholder concept (communicated for example in its value statements). Overall, these findings 

help to explain both the diversity, as well as the need for organisational improvement (e.g. to 

manage CSR via a more sustainable (i.e. integrated) approach, including for instance increased 

CSR training), identified in the findings. Significantly, these findings trigger the requirement to 

substantially amend the original framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Following this presentation and examination of the data to examine the factors which 

influence CSR ‘Organisation’, the next section turns to address ‘Projects’. 

 

6.1.6  Projects 

Introduction  

This section again examines predominantly in-depth interview data in an attempt to explain 

the patchwork of diverse and dynamic projects highlighted in the previous chapters. The evidence 

suggests that the CSR projects, activities, and policies/guidelines chosen to respond to 

stakeholders’ CSR expectations are determined by internal contextual factors (relating to 

company profile and culture described in the previous section) combined with external country of 

origin factors. Significantly, these factors both affect and reflect decision-makers’ understanding 

of (and accordingly response to) their CSR stakeholders’ evolving (often culturally dependent) 
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expectations regarding the role of companies in society. The remainder of this section explores 

the evidence provided by respondents which help to expose the factors which may influence CSR 

projects and activities.  

 

The Influence of External Factors  

The in-depth interviews furnish evidence assist in explaining the factors which may 

influence the high visibility of CSR activities, projects and codes/guidelines communicated on 

company websites. In doing so, they help to expose the two categories of approach (i.e. 

philanthropic and integrative) identified among the diverse projects and activities undertaken 

within the target sample’s definition of CSR presented in the previous chapters. The interview 

data suggests that these phenomena are the response by CSR decision-makers to what they 

consider is important or expected (and accordingly assumed to be positively accepted by) their 

target stakeholders. These assertions consistently support the strong evidence presented in 

previous sections, which revealed that the choice of CSR activities is influenced by stakeholder 

expectations which are themselves influenced by and evolve based on both external and internal 

contextual aspects.  

 

Elaborating on the external aspects, one former CEO specifically highlights how the influence of 

the contextual factor political regulation may influence the choice of the CSR activities 

undertaken. This may accordingly result in differing CSR projects in the UK and Germany (e.g. 

Company 11, 2008). Specifically he states: 

“So the ‘level’ of the legal ‘bar’ possibly reflects the leaning more towards the capitalist 

or the socialist system. […] if you take the example of Scandinavian countries, you can 

see that they are leading edge [in CSR] maybe because their laws […] require more social 

behaviour of companies” (Company 11, 2008).    
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In claiming that regulations influence CSR practice/projects by defining a base line to 

determine what defines “on top” (Company 11, 2008), this evidence clearly describes how 

contextual differences may (interactively) influence stakeholder expectations. In this regard, one 

senior CSR communications representative from a leading German affiliate suggests that “many 

cases of CSR in Germany are mere adherence to rules” (Company 17, 2008). This claim is 

further illuminated by another authoritative source who refers to lower legal regulation in the UK 

which causes people to be “very pleased when companies give to charity” (Company 11, 2008). 

Significantly, many respondents support the idea that CSR activities are defined as the voluntary 

activities undertaken by the company “on top of legal requirements” (Company 17, 2008). 

Specifically in this regard one senior communications manager at a leading German 

manufacturing facility similarly states: 

“In general [...] environmental issues [...] are the hardcore part of sustainability [so this] 

plays a huge part of what we do. But also coming from the tradition of ‘responsible care’ 

from the pharmaceutical sector, we do more than we are required to do by law. That is 

something that is important to us. So in the area of regulation we see that if we co-operate 

with the authorities and [actively] take the initiative, then this serves our business case 

too” (Company 17, 2008). 

 

In further explaining how (political/regulatory) contextual factors may result in differing CSR 

projects in the UK and Germany, another senior manager responsible for CSR at his company’s 

European headquarters states:  

“For example if you look to the US and the impact that sentencing guidelines have had on 

business - they prescribe and describe what businesses have to do to avoid misbehaviour. 

This has an impact on global companies” (Company 13, 2008). 
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In this regard, a number of senior CSR respondents claim however that the influence of 

regulation on the practices/projects undertaken may not always be helpful (Company 1, 2008; 

Company 4, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Specifically referring to the ‘Rheinische Kapitalismus’ 

(Rheinland Capitalism) model, one respondent claims: 

“In Germany the idea is that if everybody believes that the company does good, why 

should I regulate it or govern it?” (Company 13, 2008). 

 

Further evidence suggesting uncertainty regarding regulation derives from a senior 

communications respondent who refers to the complex nature of defining progress in CSR. He 

states: 

“When it comes to the topic of climate change you have discussions about how to best cut 

CO2 emissions – is the way forward innovation or regulation?” (Company 17, 2008). 

 

Additional evidence reveals that differences in regulation circumstances in the UK and Germany 

may not only influence the CSR projects chosen, but also stakeholder expectations about CSR 

activities. For instance, contextual differences between the UK and Germany are noted with 

regard to the regulation of general CSR practice which is deemed higher in the UK (Company 17, 

2008). Supplementary interview evidence which similarly suggests that regulation is influenced 

by country-specific contextual factors is offered by one senior communications executive of a 

major German concern. He states that CSR in the UK is strongly encouraged by organised 

programmes (such as Business in the Community (BITC) and impacted by regulatory changes to 

the Companies Act (Companies Act, 2006). While Germany is not affected by this form of 

centralised influence as discussed previously (e.g. Company 1, 2008), its laws are “very advanced 

in relation to environmental regulations” (Company 17, 2008). This evidence is supported by 

other respondents (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Significantly, these findings build 
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on evidence in previous chapters to explain how regulatory specificity may result in diversity in 

CSR projects between the UK and Germany as laws evolve at a different pace in each context.  

In similarly referring to the national differences in approach (identified previously), another 

respondent responsible for European CSR at his company’s European headquarters specifically 

explains how he considers that taxation legislation influences the choice of CSR projects 

adopted. In this regard, he suggests that differing taxation regulations may mean that Anglo-

Saxon countries could embark on partnerships differently (Company 4, 2008).  

In a similar example of societal need as the contextual factor for triggering CSR practice, 

the same respondent states that his company’s decision to get involved in a specific CSR project 

to educate diabetes patients in Bradford in the UK was influenced by a UK government decision 

to move diabetes from secondary to primary care. Specifically he explains:  

“We [got involved] because we saw a clear message from society that there was 

something definitely wrong. So we saw a business opportunity in this” (Company 4, 

2008). 

 

In this regard, some interview respondents suggest that context-related influencing factors may 

create a particularly critical stakeholder stance towards companies in general. Particularly in 

Germany, for instance, the generation of profits by companies is viewed particularly negatively 

by stakeholders in general (Company 17, 2008).  

 

The Influence of Internal Factors  

In tandem with the evidence presented immediately above, this section highlights how the 

choice of CSR projects may be additionally influenced by, and evolve, based on internal 

contextual aspects. More specifically, the organisation/governance approach (presented 

previously) clearly interactively influences which and how the projects are implemented. 

Accordingly, these results help to explain the identified similarities and differences in CSR 
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projects between the two countries. That evidence suggests that (influenced by external factors as 

discussed above), internal cultural contextual factors (including values and evolutionary stage of 

development (see above), may determine that different projects are undertaken with a firm’s 

defined concept of CSR. More specifically, these factors may cause differences which determine 

whether the company chooses to adopt projects of either a philanthropic or integrative nature 

within its CSR stakeholder engagement response.  

Crucially, the evidence suggests that the CSR projects, activities, and policies undertaken to 

respond to target stakeholders within the company’s defined concept of CSR practice is 

significantly influenced by whether or not employees are instructed to personally appreciate what 

the company’s values specifically mean for them within the context of their everyday operating 

functions (Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008). In this regard, based on the rationale that 

effective CSR practice involves facilitating employees to become aware of their own individual 

responsibility (as a key part of corporate responsibility), companies following an integrative 

approach strive to place particular emphasis on training in this aspect. Further, the evidence 

suggests that the CSR projects chosen by companies which actively seek an integrative approach 

consider that CSR responsibility rests with (i.e. is performed by) all employees within the 

organisation. Consequently, for companies following an integrative-style CSR approach, training, 

and awareness become essential (e.g. Company 4, 2008).   

To sum up, despite the given complexity regarding what societal expectations entail or 

whether they can (or should) be fulfilled (e.g. Company 11, 2008), this section exposes how 

external and internal contextual factors interactively influence the CSR projects and activities 

chosen to respond to stakeholder interests within the target group’s concept of CSR. It presents 

evidence which suggests that external (country-specific) forces (such as regulations, taxation 

laws, and societal need) affect the projects chosen. In addition, the evidence indicates that 
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internal (company-specific) factors (such as CSR organisation/governance approach which is 

influenced by company values and evolutionary stage of development, in turn influence whether 

integrative or philanthropic-type CSR is undertaken). Consequently, this interactively influences 

the choice of projects adopted in CSR practice. Essentially, this section highlights how the choice 

of CSR projects is evolutionary in nature and that effective project implementation is crucially 

contingent upon CSR awareness and training programmes at operational level. Overall, this 

section helps to explain the factors which may influence the rationale behind why the 

philanthropic and integrative approaches to CSR (noted in previous chapters) are implemented in 

practice.  

Following this presentation of the data with respect to the evidence which explains the 

factors which influence CSR ‘Projects’ chosen by the target group, the next section finally turns 

to address ‘Expectations’. 

 

6.1.7  Expectations  

Introduction  

This section continues to primarily present interview data in the quest to identify the factors 

which influence the target groups’ CSR ‘expectations’. In doing so, it essentially attempts to 

investigate why CSR is considered to improve company reputation/image and comprise a 

motivating factor for some employees as suggested in previous chapters. It additionally examines 

why so few respondents concretely view CSR as a valuable differentiating factor. It exposes that 

CSR expectations are determined by three interlinked contextual factors. First, and most 

significantly, the target groups’ expectations may be influenced by internal factors relating to the 

leadership mindset with respect to what determines ‘value’. Second, contextual factors related to 

company profile and business activity potentially play an important determining role. Third, 

decision-makers’ perceptions of (evolving, local) societal roles/expectations are likely to impact 



 322 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

their expectations about likely CSR outcomes. This may accordingly influence their CSR 

response. In essence, these factors combine to pose inherent challenges for decision-makers’ 

when managing stakeholder CSR. A key aspect of this dilemma comprises issues regarding the 

measurement of CSR impact. The remainder of this section explores the evidence provided by the 

respondents which helps to expose the factors which may influence CSR expectations.  

 

The Influence of Internal Factors  

To explain why most respondents consider that CSR poses a cost and therefore a drain on 

the resources of the business, the documentary analysis data consistently supports in-depth 

interview evidence in exposing data concerning the leadership mindset. This evidence suggests 

that CSR expectations are first influenced by internal factors relating to management mindset 

which significantly influences the internal company culture for undertaking CSR (as described in 

the previous sections). Documentary analysis data exposes claims regarding the expected benefits 

of engaging in relationships with stakeholders which portrays CSR as a key route to creating 

value. For instance, the Pfizer website states that stakeholder relationships lie  

‘… at the heart of our citizenship because they define what it means for Pfizer to create 

value. They are the ones who will determine when Pfizer fulfils its mission to become the 

world's most valued company to stakeholders” (Pfizer, 2006).  

 

To explain what could count as the ‘created value’ implied in the above quote, interview 

results furnishes a richer explanation via more authoritative evidence (presented in previous 

chapters). Those results suggest that CSR practice is considered to improve company 

reputation/image as well as comprise a motivating factor for some employees. This evidence 

consistently supports the above documentary data in revealing that some respondents (at least) 

claim to appreciate that CSR can present a valuable differentiating factor. Nevertheless, interview 
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data additionally indicates that in practice, most interviewees adopt a different view. That 

evidence reveals that CSR is perceived as a cost to the business.  

Significantly, as a result, many decision-makers in the target sample manage their CSR 

stakeholder response from the cognitive stance that CSR poses an (albeit necessary) drain on the 

company resources. In this regard, the evidence crucially reveals how this mindset is significantly 

influenced by both uncertainty (related to the ill-defined nature of the CSR concept which 

consequently impacts CSR management), as well as the intangible nature of the benefit outcomes 

which ensue from undertaking CSR activities. Part of this issue is additionally related to a lack of 

appropriate tools to measure CSR performance. Coupled with varying, culturally-dependent (see 

below), stakeholder viewpoints on what determines a valuable outcome, including its timing, 

these factors influence expectations of likely benefits. Significantly, they combine to block 

effective CSR stakeholder management.  

To elaborate, the evidence suggests that CSR practice is typically influenced by the 

underlying assumption of a moral obligation to behave ethically when undertaking business 

activities. Nevertheless, the aim of business within the context of the capitalist system is to 

generate profits. Previous chapters demonstrated how decision-makers attempt to balance these 

differing interests with CSR responses in which their concept of ‘responsible management’ is 

defined based between two polar spectrums of what could be termed positive and negative 

legitimisation. At one end of this spectrum is the (vague) notion that a responsible stance “is the 

right thing to do” linked with the idea that “it’s nice to be nice” (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 

9, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 2008). This concept comprises positive forces for 

CSR behaviour. On the opposite dimension, negative forces which legitimise CSR behaviour 

comprise the fear (i.e. with respect to cost or risk) of otherwise earning a negative image. 

Regardless of where the company’s (or decision-maker’s) CSR concept may lie on this spectrum 
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of justification for practicing CSR, neither dimension presents a clear focus on concrete likely 

benefit outcomes. As a result, managers are uncertain how to effectively distribute the available 

resources to balance the interests involved. Both telephone survey and more robust interview 

evidence consistently indicate that because CSR practice is rarely assumed to affect tangible (i.e. 

financial) return, allocating company resources to invest in responsible activities remains fraught 

with an uncertainty. Caught in an apparent dichotomy of attempting to balance broader 

stakeholder interests with the business purpose of the firm (i.e. to create profits), this plainly 

affects motivation when responding to broader stakeholder interests. Crucially, the result is that 

CSR stakeholder management is (negatively) impacted (Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008).  

As a consequence, to manage “such a complex issue” (Company 13, 2008) faced by the 

“complex organisations” typified in the nature of pharmaceutical companies (Company 4, 2008), 

a new “model to evaluate the impact of [CSR] […] in a different way than only looking at the 

numbers” or addressing “monitoring and controlling” is deemed necessary (Company 4, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008). However, developing such a model clearly contains some challenges. The 

issues relate to measurement challenges which are caused by the uncertain intangible nature of 

expected return from investing resources in CSR practice. This is complicated by operational 

complexity, vague and evolving definitions, as well as conflicting stakeholder expectations 

regarding what determines value. The remainder of this section addresses these influencing 

factors in greater detail.  

Measurement poses a key challenge when endeavouring to evaluate the likely benefits 

expected to result from CSR practice. Part of the dilemma when attempting to effectively 

measure CSR performance is reported by one senior communication executive to be linked with 

“the problem” that although “CSR is not really defined, there is a pressure to be seen to be doing 
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something” (Company 10, 2008). In this regard, one respondent responsible for developing CSR 

at the European headquarters of a leading concern aptly states: 

“I sometimes wonder what we are trying to measure. I think we are measuring because we 

are trying to justify what we are doing to our shareholders and ourselves” (Company 4, 

2008).  

 

Accordingly, many are uncertain about what aspects of business activity (e.g. environmental 

costs or schemes to treat people fairly) may legitimately be measured under CSR expenditure 

(e.g. Company 10, 2008; Company 13; 2008). Part of the dilemma involves the fact that CSR 

activities are often not directly measured based on financial expectations because the “CSR 

function” is rarely “charged with a financial delivery” (e.g. Company 1, 2008).  In this regard, 

another interviewee who is responsible for global CSR at a leading concern suggests that 

“objective numbers” rarely effectively describe “the quality of what has been done” (Company 

13, 2008). For instance, an employee may not meet objective (quantitative) performance targets 

precisely because they behaved ethically. These issues clearly cloud understanding about how 

best to approach measuring (and therefore managing) CSR (e.g. Company 17, 2008) as suggested 

in recent scholarship (e.g. Welford et al, 2008). In the words of one former CEO of a UK 

affiliate: 

“[…] many people are grappling with this. This is also a young science – like health 

economics that has also struggled through how to measure and what is meaningful, and 

this is at a similar stage of trying to find the tools” (Company 11, 2008). 

 

The interview data additionally explains how CSR measurement is particularly complicated by 

the requirement to balance various (often conflicting) stakeholder interests. This is dependably 

reported to be partly related to the subjective nature surrounding the issue of how to define what 

determines valuable CSR impact (Company 4, 2008).  More specifically, some evidence suggests 
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that the multifaceted nature of (mis)understood obligations, may concurrently both benefit and 

harm the company e.g. benefit reputation but harm sales over different time periods (Company 7, 

2008). For instance, in the specific example of a situation where a company producing a product 

to treat lung cancer educates the public (teenagers for example) on the dangers associated with 

smoking, this (responsible) behaviour potentially harms medium to long-term sales for that 

product. Nevertheless, this behaviour may concurrently benefit the company’s reputation in the 

short, medium and/or long term. 

 

The Influence of External Factors  

The evidence suggests that the challenges associated with measuring benefits which were 

identified in the previous section are further complicated by cultural factors. For example one 

interviewee responsible for European CSR at a leading concern describes how conflicting 

stakeholder perceptions may cloud the definition of what precisely determines value (Company 

4, 2008). Specifically, stakeholder groups, as well as the individuals within those groups possess 

heterogenic motivations (described previously in the stakeholder section in greater detail) which 

mean they cognitively place different emphasis on the value of expected benefits. For instance, 

the CEO of a German affiliate suggests that many employees are driven chiefly by the “general 

trend” to “focus only” on “immediate return” (Company 1, 2008). However, another former CEO 

of a UK concern suggests that this expectation of immediate return complicates CSR 

measurement because CSR often generates a long term results (Company 11, 2008). While, other 

evidence from a respondent responsible for global CSR at a leading concern apparently 

contradicts this claim by suggesting examples in which CSR can provide “both a long and short 

term” results (Company 13, 2008), overall the evidence indicates that CSR outcomes may 

comprise both long- and short-term return in its role as “a normal part of business practice” 

(Company 11, 2008).  
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More specifically in this regard, interview evidence suggests that social expectations and 

company culture influence perceptions about what determines value. For instance, national 

influences on outcome expectations were presented previously to include examples such as more 

individual involvement in the UK (Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008), 

as well religious beliefs, the tax system and other local regulations (Company 4, 2008; Company 

10, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Accordingly, this evidence implies that 

stakeholders in the UK may expect less ‘social-orientated’ behaviour from companies in the 

sense that they have a greater acceptance for a company’s right to generate profit generation (in 

line with the US capitalist model for example). Accordingly, any CSR activities at all, such as 

philanthropic practices, will generate general acceptance (Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; 

Company 11, 2008). In contrast, stakeholders in Germany, who are influenced by an historic 

understanding of CSR based on “the concept of ‘Rheinische Kapitalismus’” (Rhineland 

capitalism), may expect more integrative CSR outcomes (Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Interestingly, the evidence suggests that both these 

influences are changing. In this regard, expectations in the UK may be evolving towards 

increased anticipation of more integrative approaches (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 

2008), while expectations in Germany may be becoming more capitalist-orientated (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008). Essentially, this evidence suggests 

that decision-makers’ perceptions of evolving, local societal roles/expectations may influence 

CSR outcome expectations.  

Additional interview evidence convincingly suggests that company profile and business 

activity influences expectations regarding likely outcomes in the sense that decision-makers in 

private companies worry less about external stakeholder opinion. Accordingly, questions from 

public investors, the press, or analysts regarding reporting or scoring on indexes may play a less 
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important role (Company 10, 2008). In suggesting that business profile and activity plays a role 

in determining stakeholder expectations this, and the evidence presented previously, confirms 

past scholarship which indicated that power, due to size and success for instance (e.g.  Welford 

2002:5; Wettstein 2005; Oetinger and Reeves, 2007; Crane and Matten, 2007:483), and the 

controversial nature of the pharmaceutical business (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008), may affect 

stakeholder expectations. 

To sum up, against the background of this complex setting, these findings suggest that CSR 

stakeholder engagement requires three aspects to effectively manage expectations. First, a 

management team of high quality (i.e. one that is trained to appreciate and innovatively leverage 

the range of complex issues involved) is needed (e.g. Company 1, 2008). Second, a new 

perspective is required which focuses on the influence of incentive schemes, people, culture, and 

leadership” rather than on “monitoring and controlling” CSR, or focusing merely on “numbers” 

(e.g. Company 4, 2008). Third, a new way of evaluating the resulting impact of the business 

resources invested in responsible ventures is required (e.g. Company 13, 2008). In suggesting 

what this new approach might entail, one respondent responsible for European CSR at a leading 

company, states:  

“I think that we should be looking into systems that are examining impact” (Company 4, 

2008).  

He further suggests that to overcome the measurement challenges discussed above “managers 

need to think differently”. This, he describes as “a question of education” and “flexibility” 

(Company 4, 2008). These skills are required to sufficiently equip business managers to address 

CSR challenges in complex organisational settings.  
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6.2     SUMMARY  

6.2.1  Overview of the Findings 

The triangulated empirical findings addressed in this chapter are summarised in Figure 6.1 

below. They build on the information-base established in the previous chapters to answer the 

third research question. Essentially, these findings help to explain the factors which may 

influence the diversity of practices identified in the previous two findings chapters with respect to 

the six codes (i.e. terminology, stakeholders, communication, organisation, projects, and 

expectations). The evidence presented in this chapter reveals that both internal and external 

contextual factors influence the way in which the target group attempts to balance its 

stakeholders’ interests within its CSR defined concept. More specifically, the internal factors 

which determine the target groups’ CSR response include the internal company culture or 

leadership mindset (driven by values and personal (moral) interest) and business objectives (such 

as differentiation or internal/external communication). In addition, external factors influence CSR 

stakeholder engagement. This includes evolving stakeholder expectations with respect to rights 

and obligations regarding the company’s role in society. When responding to these expectations, 

the evidence suggests that CSR decision-makers prioritise and engage with their stakeholders 

based on (mis)perceptions/(mis)understandings which are determined by contextual factors 

including PEST and business profile/activity. Essentially, these findings explain why CSR 

management is often ineffective. In finding that decision-makers are acutely aware that many of 

their stakeholders are to date far from satisfied with their past CSR response, the evidence 

highlights the complexity of the operating environment facing the target group. This includes 

uncertainty due to the intangible nature of CSR per se, measurement challenges which 

complicate performance management, and variations in perceptions regarding what determines 

value. This is significant because transaction cost and resource dependency theory (which was 

introduced in Chapter 2 as exchange concepts which may help to explain the influencing factors 
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and inter-dependencies in stakeholder relationships) suggests that dependency increases in 

conditions of high uncertainty (e.g. Hallen, Johanson and Seyed-Mohamed, 1991; Donaldson and 

O’Toole, 2007:27). The literature further indicates that this may lead to negative outcomes due to 

power conflicts (e.g. Stern and Reve, 1980) when one partner dominates (e.g. Gassenheimer and 

Calantone, 1994). Overall, these uncertainties result in differing outcome expectations which 

confuse the leadership mindset. As a result, the evidence indicates the requirement for a new 

approach to more effectively manage expectations based on an improved conceptualisation of 

CSR. 
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INSERT SUMMARY TABLE FIGURE 6.1 
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6.2.2   How these Findings Inform the Conceptual Framework 

The fresh empirical data presented in this chapter provide additional new evidence with 

respect to explanatory circumstances which crucially informs all four elements of the original 

framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). To address the requirement for improvements 

identified, the results prompt significant changes and expansion to the initial conceptualisation. 

The remainder of this section elaborates in greater detail on how the findings with respect to each 

of the six codes help to improve the original conceptualisation. 

The data presented in this chapter which examined potential factors which influence the 

terminology employed by the target group predominantly facilitates re-examination of the 

‘context’ element of the original conceptual framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Specifically, the ‘context’ element relating to external contingent conditional issues including 

PEST factors and industry is improved by the findings which reveal evolution in expectations 

regarding the role of business in society and additional cultural factors (such as history, politics 

and language). Additionally, the evidence with respect to business activity and objectives informs 

the ‘event’ element. 

Crucially, the evidence presented in this chapter which addresses stakeholders informs all 

elements of the conceptual framework. First, re-examination of the conditional contingent aspects 

of the ‘context’ element is facilitated by data which exposes evolution in societal expectations 

regarding stakeholder rights and obligations as well as cultural contextual factors (e.g. welfare 

state, economy, local reaction). Second, the ‘management response’ element is informed by 

insights which importantly suggest that stakeholder prioritisation and engagement is influenced 

by a company’s evolutionary stage of CSR development. Further, revision of both the 

‘stakeholder’ and ‘event’ elements is possible based on data which reveals how aspects relating 

to business activity, task at hand, and outcome expectations can affect CSR stakeholder 
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management responses. Most significantly, these findings trigger the requirement to expand the 

original framework to include new conceptualisations. These more specifically address both 

external contextual operating variations and differences in the CSR management concept 

followed by decision-makers based on their evolutionary stage of CSR development. Please refer 

to Chapter 7 for further details. 

The combined evidence presented in this chapter with respect to the code communication 

similarly facilitates an examination of all four elements of the conceptual framework. First, the 

data presented with respect to stakeholders’ evolving understanding of local (mis)perceptions and 

the PEST factors influence on CSR communication practice inform the ‘context’ element. 

Second, the evidence regarding the influencing effect of business profile, activity, and aims 

inform the ‘management response’ element. Third, the data provides explanations concerning the 

‘stakeholders’ element regarding the factors which influence their expectations (such as their 

culture and their perception of terminology).  Fourth, the data furnishes insights on how specific 

‘events’ including the health aspect of their business activity and the nature of their product 

development (e.g. animal testing, controversial research methods) may influence CSR 

communication. Significantly, findings regarding how CSR communication practice is managed 

(e.g. in the form of policies which actually block CSR dialogue) trigger the requirement to 

substantially revise the existing framework on this aspect.  

The triangulated evidence presented in this chapter with respect to the code organisation 

also informs all elements of the conceptual framework. By identifying and explaining the 

significant role played by internal company values, it facilitates revision of the ‘management 

response’ element. Specifically, the evidence which helps to explain decision-makers (evolving) 

opinions about responsibility and obligation, as well as business approach to stakeholder 

interests, informs the management response sub-elements ‘CSR process, CSR strategy and values 
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development’, as well as the ‘stakeholder’ element. In highlighting the influence of business 

profile and PEST factors, these results inform both the conditional contingent aspects of the 

‘context’ and the ‘event’ element. Essentially, this evidence identifies that individual employee 

motivation/interest primarily determines personal values which define the CSR concept or 

leadership approach adopted by the company. Significantly, the uncertainty identified regarding 

how to most optimally organise CSR practice, as well as calls for improved sustainability (i.e. 

more integrated organisation at operational level) in the current CSR approach, prompt the 

requirement to both revise and expand the original framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008).   

The evidence presented in the projects section of this chapter primarily informs the original 

framework in two ways. First, the results which explain the external conditional contingent 

aspects (including regulations, taxation laws, and societal need) which determine which projects 

are chosen facilitate revision of the ‘context’ element. Second, the influence of internal 

(company-specific) factors (such as the CSR organisation/governance approach), as well as the 

identified salience of the need for training, and the evolving nature of the (philanthropic and 

integrative) projects chosen, all inform the ‘management response’ element (more specifically the 

‘CSR process and strategy’) of the original conceptual framework.  

Finally, the findings with respect to expectations presented in this chapter crucially serve to 

inform all elements of the original conceptual framework. First, the underlying internal and 

external contextual factors identified which interactively influence CSR practice, help to explain 

why CSR management is often ineffective. This facilitates revision of the ‘management response’ 

element with respect decision-makers’ business approach to ‘CSR process, strategy, and values 

development’. Further, the findings which illuminate the effect of leadership mindset on 

perceptions about what determines value highlight important issues regarding definitional 

uncertainty and measurement challenges which prompt the need to improve the original 
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framework to address these matters more explicitly. In addition, the evidence which exposes the 

influence of external PEST factors informs the ‘context’ element. Further, the respective data on 

business profile/activity and on roles and expectations illuminates both the ‘event’ and 

‘stakeholders’ elements.  

To sum up, by examining the factors which influence how the target decision-makers 

manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities based on the selection of codes presented 

above, these results significantly help to improve the original version of the conceptual 

framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). They expose that the original framework requires 

alteration and expansion. This includes changes to the original framework itself, as well as the 

requirement for new conceptualisations which more precisely define CSR in differing operating 

contexts and more specifically examine the evolutionary stages of CSR management response. 

Before addressing these modifications in Chapter 7, the next section finally turns to 

addresses the degree of confidence in the results presented in this chapter.   
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6.2.3 The Confidence Level of the Findings  

The empirical qualitative exploratory evidence gathered primarily from in-depth interview 

evidence presented in this chapter provides strong grounds to answer the third research question. 

This chapter employs data which was gathered from the same sources presented in the previous 

two chapters to examine the factors which influence the CSR stakeholder engagement activities 

of UK and German-based pharmaceutical firms. Essentially, the authoritative, qualitatively rich, 

and detailed nature of the interview data establishes its robustness. More specifically, the 

interview evidence offers a rich basis for describing, analysing, and assessing the firms’ 

behaviour by delivering data which qualifies, checks, and illuminates the factors which influence 

the CSR practices identified in the previous chapters. For further details on data trustworthiness 

please refer to the overview tables of the confidence level for the in-depth interview presented in 

Figure 4.7 a&b in Chapter 4.  

Nevertheless, despite these claims, the qualitative, exploratory nature of the enquiry, 

coupled with the small number of responses, clearly advises against drawing any hard 

conclusions or generalising these results beyond the target sample.  

This chapter concludes the presentation of empirical evidence to answer the three research 

questions. In order to help to improve the way in which decision-makers in the target sample 

manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities, the next chapter now applies these, and 

further fresh findings to update the original version of the framework. In doing so, it improves on 

the original conceptualisation by proposing a new revised explanatory framework. 
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The Explanatory Framework Revisited  
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7.0 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter employs the triangulated empirical findings presented in the previous three 

findings chapters to test the original theoretical explanatory framework (O’Riordan, 2006; 

O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Because the conceptualisation which was introduced in Chapter 

2 was developed explicitly from desk research, it was limited. To address this short-coming, the 

fresh data gathered enables its re-examination, revision, and ultimate improvement. In overview, 

this chapter presents fresh interview data in which respondents comment directly on the 

usefulness of the original framework in CSR management. To examine whether the original 

conceptualisation comprises the essential elements to both describe and explain how CSR 

stakeholder engagement is managed by this target group, it first summarises the original 

framework in brief. Based on a critical realist approach to data analysis it then seeks explanations 

for the social phenomena identified. By employing fresh empirical data in the form of operational 

insights, it examines the mechanisms and contexts to propose a new updated explanatory 

framework. Significantly, this establishes the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. Finally, 

this chapter presents a concrete example of responsible stakeholder management which 

demonstrates the CSR impact which could be achieved if the conjectures inherent in these 

theoretical conceptualisations proposed were adopted by CSR decision-makers in the target 

group.  
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7.1 ORIGINAL EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK  

As a first step, this section now recapitulates on the discussion in Chapter 2 which initially 

presented and summarised the original conceptualisation.  

Figure 7.1 Original Explanatory Framework Proposal                        

 

Source: O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008 

 

Figure 7.1 depicts the original version of the prototype framework proposed in previous work 

which was developed based exclusively on desk research (O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008). See Appendix A for further details. The central aim of that prototype was to 

offer a unified, structured, systematic, and comprehensive approach to CSR decision-making 

whilst simultaneously providing a practical framework for CSR executives who face the 

challenge of responding in an effective manner to stakeholders (O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008). Essentially, this conceptualisation contended to indicate what might be 

considered to be the key determining factors in CSR stakeholder management, as well as the key 

management steps. The original version comprised a framework which distilled CSR practices 

into a series of four connected domains. These included context, stakeholders, event, and 

management response. The management response element was more explicitly presented as a 
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CSR management process comprising a specific flow of steps which involved consideration of 

aspects such as values, alternatives, strategy, implement/control, and output. These elements 

which were exclusively developed from secondary data were considered to depict the main 

determinants which CSR decision-makers need to consider when devising their CSR stakeholder 

engagement strategies. The contention was that all four domains in this systematic and 

comprehensive conceptualisation require particular examination (O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan 

and Fairbrass, 2008). However, this original proposal was limited because past scholarship did 

not present sufficient material regarding the perceptions and practices of CSR managers for this 

target group. As a result, it is not certain whether these are indeed the salient elements in CSR 

practice nor how they are specifically inter-related. More specifically, while the management 

response step contains a suggested flow of management steps, the exact inter-relationships 

between the elements of the contextual domain remain unclear. 

In order to assist business decision-makers and scholars to better understand how to 

manage CSR stakeholder engagement and what factors influence this practice, the remainder of 

this chapter now builds on the literature review and on the empirical findings based on the six 

selected codes which were presented in previous chapters. In doing so, it presents fresh empirical 

data to test the practical value of original framework proposal. Crucially, the combined insights 

from the literature review and the empirical findings in the previous three chapters are employed 

to inform the original framework. This facilitates a re-examination and ultimate improvement of 

that first version of the conceptualisation. The next section begins to test the usefulness of 

original framework as a management tool by examining its practical value in helping decision-

makers in the target group to manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 
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7.2 EXAMINATION OF THE ORINGINAL FRAMEWORK’S MERIT 

7.2.1     Introduction 

To examine whether the original framework comprises the essential elements to describe 

and explain CSR, this section now presents empirical data which first appraises the practical 

relevance of its existing components and second, reveals how it can be improved. The data is 

mainly sourced from authoritative in-depth interview evidence in which respondents directly 

comment on the framework’s merit. Essentially, the in-depth interviews assess the value of this 

conceptualisation to CSR decision-makers facing the challenge of managing CSR stakeholder 

engagement in complex practical circumstances. Combined with the empirical results presented 

in the previous three chapters, these findings trigger the need for considerable alteration both in 

appearance and partly also in substance to the original framework prototype. The remainder of 

this section now explicitly presents respondents’ feedback regarding whether the original 

framework is considered useful and how it could be improved. 

 

7.2.2    In-Depth Interview: Findings on the Framework’s Relevance 

In-depth interview evidence (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 2, 2008; Company 8, 2008; 

Company 15, 2008) confirms the original framework’s relevance and practical value in managing 

CSR stakeholder engagement in daily practice. Based on the significant uncertainty and 

complexity (presented in detail previous chapters) surrounding CSR practice, the interviewees 

(see below) in general confirm the overall practical usefulness of the conceptualisation as a 

comprehensive tool in CSR stakeholder management. In particular, they stress its advantage 

when developing integrative CSR management processes. For instance, one interviewee 

responsible for CSR communication at a leading concern (Company 7, 2008) praises the 

framework for its merit in “explaining how the processes of CSR can and could work”. 

Additionally, another respondent responsible for CSR communication at a UK organisation states 
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that it is “beneficial” to have “a process for undertaking CSR” (Company 10, 2008). Specifically, 

the original conceptualisation is deemed particularly useful by another senior CSR manager from 

a German affiliate because it “helps to define a work flow and to clarify the steps that are 

needed” (Company 8, 2008). Further, the inclusion of “the idea of generating value in CSR” is 

both welcomed and noted as a current approach in communications and branding models 

(Company 8, 2008).  

In addition, respondents explain how the elements portrayed in the original framework 

reflect key aspects of CSR practice. Specifically, one CEO of a leading German affiliate states 

that the influencing factors depicted in the domains are helpful. He comments: 

“I think there are many ways of trying to describe [CSR] and I think that this reflects the 

view of the company very well” (Company 1, 2008).  

 

In this regard for instance, the ‘context’ element is perceived to be an influencing factor which 

makes each operating environment different and every approach unique. Essentially, authoritative 

respondents (including CEOs and senior directors responsible for CSR at European level) state 

that this element helps to explain the huge diversity in CSR response (e.g. Company 4, 2008; 

Company 5, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 14, 2008). In addition, the framework’s 

practical applicability is confirmed by other authoritative interviewees from communication 

departments (e.g. Company 8, 2008) who describe its usefulness to explain [CSR] concepts “to 

marketing” and other departments in which “analysis tools like PEST” are used. It is further 

judged by another senior communications respondent who is responsible for CSR at a German 

affiliate (Company 2, 2008) to comprise a “strategic tool” which helps “to explain how to 

implement CSR” and additionally “facilitate internal communication” among colleagues who 

“often need to be convinced about the rationale” for undertaking CSR projects (Company 2, 

2008). 
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Further praise for the original conceptualisation is offered by one very senior manager 

responsible for CSR at his company’s European headquarters (Company 4, 2008). He suggests: 

 “I think it has the advantage of being relatively simple”.  

 

However, he confirms that the framework is not too simple. Specifically, he states that it “is not 

too abstract” in the sense that it “comes very close to” addressing “management responses” 

including the relevant “options” and “events” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

Significantly, the same respondent indicates the general merit of using conceptualisations 

per se. This claim is based on his understanding that frameworks are valuable as instruments 

which map CSR processes in detail as an ongoing integrative management activity. Interestingly, 

in doing so, this evidence confirms past scholarship (e.g. Fürst and Wieland, 2004) in stressing 

the significance of values within this process. Specifically he states:  

“When translating values into business practices a model is important. The issue is that I 

can only communicate [the company’s guiding principles] once because it is very high 

level. So [frameworks are an] interesting approach to make our CSR activities more 

detailed and […] a real instrument to use ongoing” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

Similarly, a senior communications executive from a leading German affiliate additionally 

supports the idea that the original conceptualisation appropriately reflects the significance of 

values in CSR:  

“values must be the basis for everything. If you take for example the world in balance 

values [CSR programme of a German company (Ratiopharm)]. [The programme] was 

criticised because they did not agree with their values. Now this model would describe 

that much better. So it is useful” (Company 8, 2008). 
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A second respondent responsible for CSR management at the same company agrees with the 

above opinion regarding the overall merit of employing frameworks in general. He suggests:  

“For me models are always like a sparing partner. So it is good to check if we also do 

everything and have thought about all the steps” (Company 8, 2008). 

 

Another senior communications respondent from a leading German affiliate (Company 5, 2008) 

additionally explicitly describes the framework’s value in CSR practice. In sharing that the 

original conceptualisation focuses on some of the major elements of CSR practice including a 

“clear vision and strategy” as well as improved “awareness” and “communication” of the key 

steps, he restates the framework’s contribution. He suggests that it addresses issues highlighted in 

evidence presented in previous chapters which identified the requirement for general 

improvement in CSR practice per se (Company 5, 2008). Please refer to the separate Appendix K 

for further verbatim quotes on the original framework’s relevance. 

 

In addition to these positive affirmations which authoritatively confirm the original 

conceptualisations’ general usefulness, the next section presents further evidence which partly 

contradicts certain aspects presented above. The interview evidence is mixed regarding the 

framework’s presumed practicality at operational level. In addressing these points, the next 

section presents a selection of suggestions from authoritative sources on how to improve the 

original conceptualisation.  

 

7.2.3   In-Depth Interview: Suggestions for Improvement 

Despite the positive feedback presented in the previous section, some respondents suggest 

the requirement for improvement in the framework’s applicability at operational (project 

implementation) level of CSR practice. The interview evidence is mixed in the sense that 

interviewees seem equally divided about whether the original conceptualisation is too abstract or 
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not, and whether it should be employed at a strategic or operational level. This highlights that 

although the original conceptualisation comprehensibly illuminates essential aspects of CSR 

(such as values, context, and communication, output, etc.), its exactness in these areas could be 

improved. To present these findings, this section first addresses why CSR management experts 

consider this improvement necessary. It then focuses on how this alteration might concretely be 

achieved.  

To elaborate, some respondents claim that the framework is possibly more suited to high 

level formal strategic planning (e.g. for use in senior-level planning at headquarters), rather than 

for use at operational level. For instance, one respondent responsible for CSR communication at a 

leading German manufacturing affiliate suggests that the framework’s strategic orientation 

possibly requires senior management involvement (e.g. to address aspects such as vision and 

values). Specifically, this could mean that its use might have the disadvantage of proving both 

time consuming and a challenge in everyday practical use (Company 8, 2008). In a similar vein, 

another senior respondent responsible for CSR at a leading German affiliate shares the former 

respondent’s opinion that the conceptualisation presents a first step to map the different functions 

in the entire system of CSR management. However, he directly contradicts an earlier respondent 

in stating that in its current form he considers it is “theoretical” and therefore not suited to 

practical application, for instance “to implement CSR strategy” (Company 5, 2008). This idea is 

supported by another experienced respondent who is responsible for CSR at a leading German 

affiliate. She states:  

“I think that you need to take into account that something already exists. So you are not 

starting this or the first time” (Company 15, 2008). 
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Similarly, another communications manager of a UK concern proposes that in actual practice 

(due to the complexity of the topic) some company-specific aspects of CSR might first require 

advance explicit communication to establish the firm’s actual CSR stance (Company 3, 2008). 

Accordingly, this interview evidence indicates that the framework is deemed most valuable at 

“the level of a grass roots landscape explanation” of CSR stakeholder management activities. 

Supporting this idea, one interviewee responsible for CSR communications at a German affiliate 

confirms that she considers that the original conceptualisation represents a useful tool “to start the 

CSR process” because it reflects the necessary phases and steps when commencing a new project 

or “to analyse existing CSR activities and define whether the project is running well” (Company 

2, 2008). Another senior manager responsible for CSR at a leading German concern similarly 

suggests that the framework is “less relevant” at later stages of CSR management when the 

activities are on-going (Company 15, 2008). Accordingly, these findings, which suggest that the 

original conceptualisation is currently quite theoretical and orientated towards high level strategic 

management, highlight the requirement for modification to improve its practical application at a 

project implementation level of CSR management.  

Suggesting further requirement for improvement, another senior respondent responsible for 

CSR at a leading German affiliate criticises the framework for being “too business term-like” and 

“generic” (Company 9, 2008). This claim is explained by another senior communications 

interviewee from a leading UK company who suggests that using frameworks per se might be 

considered by some to be “a bit formal” or “business-like”, particularly for those who believe 

strongly in an altruistic concept of CSR. However, in this regard, she states that for her company 

“it shouldn’t be embarrassing for us to show a value outcome” (Company 10, 2008).  

Expanding on this claim, many respondents additionally specifically describe the practical 

challenges of applying frameworks per se in CSR practice. In doing so, they confirm some of the 
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issues highlighted in the previous chapters regarding the evolving, dynamic, diverse nature of 

CSR. This includes the challenge of attempting to manage aspects which are influenced by 

cultural factors, as well as internal conflict due to their own company’s evolutionary CSR stage 

of development and overall uncertainty regarding CSR practice intent and impact (e.g. Company 

4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 16, 2008).  

Specifically discussing the altruistic nature of CSR, one interviewee responsible for CSR 

management and communication at a UK affiliate states that this causes some to consider that 

frameworks which offer “a formal process to determine an outcome” might conflict with the very 

notion of CSR itself for the reasons identified in the paragraph immediately above (Company 10, 

2008). Clearly however, these ideas highlight uncertainty in aspects of CSR management which 

goes beyond the employment of frameworks. Nevertheless, similarly referring to the challenges 

of using conceptualisations in CSR, another CEO who implemented a company-internal CSR 

framework at his company adds:  

“it is hard to put it [CSR] into boxes to be honest with you. We have to adhere to 

regulations but that is the bottom line - it is the cost of doing business” (Company 12, 

2008).  

 

In this regard, the same respondent explains that it is often difficult to distinguish between what 

comprises CSR and what is (mere) business practice. Nevertheless, he states that he considers it 

less important to focus on these definitions and more important to undertake business activities 

which make a positive impact (Company 12, 2008).  

 

Significantly, this narrative indicates the requirement for additional consideration of aspects 

of CSR practice with respect to two specific areas. First, the question of how to define managerial 

conceptions of CSR emerges. More precisely, manager’s interpretation of delineations between 

what comprises ‘basic’ business practice and what constitutes CSR requires more explicit 
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examination for this target group (see for example O’Dwyer, 2003). Second, the findings (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 14, 2008; Company 16, 2008) trigger questions 

with respect to how the company’s internal stage of evolutionary CSR development affects CSR 

practice (and possibly contributes to overall uncertainty regarding intent and impact). Before 

addressing these two issues, which are the focus of subsequent sections, the remainder of this 

section first presents how the above-noted improvements might be more concretely achieved.  

In light of the overall generally positive feedback as well as the constructive criticism 

presented above which highlighted why CSR management experts consider that the original 

framework requires improvement, the following three requirements for specific alteration are 

identified. First, the evidence confirms past scholarship (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Crane and Matten 

2007:145) in suggesting the need to improve the original conceptualisation to more clearly reflect 

‘authentic’ values in business practice (both in general awareness and at operational level) (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008). In this regard, the data highlights that effective translation of values into 

responsible business practice is particularly salient in effective CSR practice (Company 1, 2008; 

Company 8, 2008; Company 9, 2008; Company 11, 2008).  

Second, some respondents suggest re-labelling, re-arranging and re-classifying some of the 

existing framework elements to better facilitate practical (more project-specific) implementation 

alongside its current strategic focus. More specifically, these responses materialise in advice 

which advocates altering the element: ‘communication’. On this aspect, respondents recommend 

to include ‘corporate identity’ and to add ‘authenticity’ possibly under a heading such as: 

‘corporate image/identity’ (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 9, 2008). In addition, some 

respondents suggest increasing the project specificity of the framework (Company 1, 2008; 

Company 2, 2008; Company 8, 2008). In this regard, respondents propose modification to more 

clearly communicate project-specific value (Company 1, 2008; Company 8, 2008; Company 10, 
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2008). This idea includes upgrading the importance of business output such as goodwill, 

reputation, image, improvement (e.g. Company 7, 2008) and the impact of social return such as: 

‘trust’ and ‘credibility’ (e.g. Company 1, 2008), as well as the ‘innovation’ which ensues from 

adopting a more integrative approach to CSR (e.g. Company 4, 2008). In addition, further 

improvements to the original framework involve recommendations to re-define some of the 

existing elements. More specifically, some respondents suggest switching the term ‘alternatives’ 

to ‘options’ (Company 1, 2008) and the word ‘support’ to ‘investments’ (Company 4, 2008). 

Additionally, the outcome of discussions concerning the ‘event’ element (e.g. Company 4, 2008; 

Company 1, 2008), trigger its re-classification from a stand-alone circumstantial domain to a sub-

element of the context element: ‘business activity’. Further, despite some contradictory evidence 

regarding the sub-element ‘controlling’, this word is eliminated in the new version based on 

advice that it is generally considered an inherent element of business practice (and accordingly 

superfluous to explicitly mention). More significantly, it is deemed to create the ‘wrong’ 

impression of CSR (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008). Instead, terms such as 

‘accountability’ and ‘innovation’ are deemed more appropriate (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 

9, 2008).  

Third, some respondents propose altering the framework in both appearance and substance 

to better signify the inter-relational linkages of its components (e.g. Company 3, 2008; Company 

15, 2008). To improve its applicability in practical implementation, some respondents suggest 

linking activities better (which additionally facilitates higher project-specificity). Specifically, the 

elements which portray dialogue are deemed to require improvement to better reflect their 

central, ongoing, unified role (Company 3, 2008). Consistently confirming these ideas, one 

experienced CSR communications executive voices doubts regarding the conceptualisation in its 

current form (on both its appearance, as well as its to applicability) to allow decision-makers to 
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commence at various desired phases of CSR practice. To rectify these issues, she suggests that 

because stakeholder input exists at all levels, instead of the current boxes, a circle would be more 

appropriate (Company 15, 2008). Please refer to Appendix L for further verbatim quotes on 

suggested improvements. 

In summary, the data presented in this section from in-depth interviews furnishes evidence 

from authoritative CSR respondents which helps to improve the original framework in three 

ways. First, the positive feedback on the framework’s relevance justifies its practical need and 

usefulness. Second, the findings explain why the original framework which was based 

exclusively on secondary data requires improvement. Third, the evidence explicitly suggests how 

this improvement might be achieved. Following this presentation of empirical data which 

examines the assumptions made in the original prototype, the next section now combines these 

insights with the findings from the three previous chapters to update the original version of the 

framework.  
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7.3 THE NEW UPDATED EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK  

7.3.1 Introduction to the new Proposal  

This section now synthesises the entire empirical findings presented to date, to revise the 

original version of the conceptual framework. Significantly, this establishes the main conceptual 

contribution of the thesis. It employs both the literature review analysis and the fresh empirical 

evidence which was gathered and presented in previous chapters. More specifically, the 

framework elements are grounded in the empirical analysis which was presented in the 

summaries of the research findings with respect to the six codes Figures 4.3, 5.4 and 6.1. In this 

regard, sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2 and 6.2.2 explained in detail how those empirical research findings 

inform the original conceptual framework. Ultimately, this research facilitates both the 

examination of the component elements as well as the format which were proposed in the original 

framework. Importantly, the findings additionally facilitate a clearer explanation of the inter-

relationships between these components. More specifically, the systematic and thorough review 

of the literature presented in Chapter 2 led to the development of the original conceptualisation. 

The fresh new empirical evidence which was gathered to address the research gaps essentially 

achieved two purposes. First, the triangulated findings on CSR practice in the UK and Germany 

presented in the previous three chapters fill significant gaps with respect to the six codes which 

were chosen to describe and explain how the target decision-makers manage their stakeholder 

engagement activities. Second, the empirical research enquiry specifically tested the practical 

value of the original framework in everyday use. Crucially, these new insights indicate both why 

and how the original conceptualisation should and could be improved. This data is now applied to 

generate the new updated framework illustrated in Figure 7.2 below. The new explanatory 

framework comprises a series of the four inter-related, interactive, synergic elements. These 

include: context, choice, calculation and communication. They are designed to more accurately 

conceptualise how decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany 
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manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. The implications of this new 

conceptualisation for the literature in its field are discussed below and in greater detail in Chapter 

8. 

 

Figure 7.2   New Updated Explanatory Framework Proposal 

 

Source: Author 

In overview, the new updated explanatory framework proposes that the company operates within 

the context of a macro and micro operating environment. The macro-environment includes the 

total environment outside the firm. This is the complete societal context in which the organisation 

resides. The micro-environment comprises the firm’s closer operating environment such as the 

industry sector in which it undertakes its business activities (Carroll and Buchholz, 2009). From a 

micro-perspective of the firm, the concepts proposed in stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) 

suggest that investing time and other resources in addressing stakeholders’ interests is a rational 

managerial activity. In this regard, Figure 7.2 highlights how the stakeholders within society both 

interface and interact with one another. Within the context of the key relationship attributes 

which Mitchell et al (1997:854) suggest are likely to determine stakeholders’ salience (i.e. 



 353 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

power-dependency, legitimacy and urgency of claim relationship), managers make choices about 

how to balance their stakeholders’ frequently varying and conflicting interests (e.g. Hill and 

Jones, 2007:374-7). However, current managerial perceptions indicate the need for improvement 

in the way decision-makers currently consider the equitable reciprocation (i.e. the overall impact) 

of their business investments. This approach builds on social exchange theory which views 

relationships as social entities within the context of a social structure (Granovetter, 1985) in 

which firms are inter-dependent and rely on reciprocation (Blau, 1964; Donaldson and O’Toole, 

2007:29). This form of social/relational exchange concentrates on the relationship and the 

interaction between the parties in that relationship rather than on the transaction (e.g. Håkansson, 

1982; Ford, 1990). While this theory accepts the self-interest motivation of the parties within the 

relationship, it crucially recognises that in this exchange, the overall best interest is achieved 

when actors behave equitably and in the best interests of the partnership (e.g. Dwyer, Schurr and 

Oh, 1987, Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29).  

If decision-makers were to follow the approach proposed in the new framework based on 

this social/relational exchange theory, the assumption is that better (i.e. more sustainable) 

stakeholder relationships might be achieved. Significantly, this requires a considerable change 

from the traditional managerial mindset which is essentially equipped with economic/financial 

tools for measuring business impact based on agency theory (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989; Donaldson 

and O’Toole, 2007:21-36). Nevertheless, precisely because economic results play a key role in 

the relationship between business and society, the new framework focuses on the need for CSR 

managers to calculate the expected results of their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 

Crucially, this calculation adopts a triple bottom line perspective (including social and ecological 

considerations) as a pre-requisite for generating sustainable business development (e.g. 

Elkington, 1999). This focuses on the synergies which can be achieved from business activities 
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which most optimally benefit (impact) both the business and society (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 

2006 & 2011). Within this approach, a company’s economic success realistically features as a 

significant aspect of responsible behaviour. Ultimately, in order to demonstrate the credibility 

which is increasingly demanded of them by society (e.g. Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007), 

consideration of these elements can help companies to obtain a more comprehensive 

understanding of the impact of their core business activities in the environment in which they 

operate. Only after these aspects have first been thoroughly examined, planed and implemented, 

should communication of CSR activities be undertaken.  

Similar to the original version, this framework is designed to be worked through in a series 

of separate but interlinked phases. This allows business executives to methodically and 

systematically manage the entire CSR stakeholder engagement decision-making process in one 

comprehensive, all-inclusive, structured approach (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Significantly, 

this new framework differs both in appearance and substance from the original version based on 

the feedback received from decision-makers which was presented previously. As a result, this 

new conceptualisation improves on the original prototype which was developed exclusively from 

secondary data. It now contends to more clearly represent those aspects of CSR stakeholder 

management which have been identified in empirical research by senior decision-makers in this 

field as salient. Ultimately, this updated framework contributes in CSR management as a tool 

which decision-makers could use when planning and implementing their stakeholder engagement 

activities. To more explicitly demonstrate its practical value, the next section elaborates on each 

these components in greater detail. 

 

7.3.2 The Individual Components in the New Proposal  

Figures 7.3, 7.4, 7.5 and 7.6 below explain the four elements context, choice, calculation, 

and communication which were illustrated in Figure 7.2 above. This section both describes each 
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component in detail and discusses the nature of their inter-relationships. In doing so, it explicitly 

establishes why decision-makers who are facing the challenge of managing their CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities have suggested that these factors are particularly important.  

Figure 7.3 below builds on the brief introduction presented immediately above to address 

the framework’s first basic component in greater detail. The context element incorporates the 

insights on the explanatory circumstances (or influencing factors) which were identified from the 

empirical findings presented in Chapter 6 and summarised in Figure 6.1. In addition, sections 

4.2.2, 5.2.2 and 6.2.2 explained in detail how those empirical research findings inform the 

original conceptual framework. 

 

Figure 7.3 New Explanatory Framework Proposal - Context  

 

Source: Author 

 

While this context element is the one component which remains most similar to the original 

context factor proposed in the first conceptualisation, it now more clearly differentiates between 

macro and micro contextual factors. First, the macro environment is presented as a set of external 
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conditional factors which determine the playing field or setting in which (all) stakeholders 

operate. This is defined (similarly to the original conceptualisation) to include the PEST 

operating environment, as well as the specific nature of business activity undertaken. However, 

the revised version now extends this element to include aspects which were previously classified 

under both the ‘stakeholder’ and ‘event’ elements (Buchholz and Carroll, 2009:7). To elaborate, 

the external environment very closely depicts the context box in the original framework version. 

Accordingly, it continues to portray the political, economic, social, technological and legal 

environment. Further, this element additionally includes media influence (Crane and Matten, 

2004:12; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) stakeholder pressure and lobbying (e.g. Roddick, 

2000:7), as well as competitor activity and industry structure (e.g. Porter, 1985; Ferrell et al, 

2010:311). These aspects were previously categorised under the ‘stakeholders’ element in the 

original conceptualisation. Many of these factors are influenced by stakeholder expectations 

which are inter-related with the contextual factors addressed above. In essence, this element 

signifies how the operating context within which pharmaceutical companies function is 

particularly sensitive. It highlights factors which specifically impose complicating issues on the 

pharmaceutical sector such as the nature of their business, certain aspects of research and 

development (including biochemical and gene technology), as well as the (conflicting) external 

social and economic issues of providing and financing (state of the art) healthcare access to those 

in need (e.g. ISO. 2010:65-6). The global nature of their complex business operations means that 

these aspects are further complicated in politically, economically, or socially ‘unstable’ operating 

environments (e.g. Deresky, 2000; Daniels and Radebaugh, 2001). This aspect has now been 

expanded to include factors which were previously categorised under the ‘event’ element in the 

original framework. Because the diverse nature of global operating environments is identified in 

in-depth interviews as significant, it is further addressed separately in Section 7.3.3 below. 
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The new framework additionally improves on the original version by proposing the 

salience of internal influencing determinants on CSR practice. In doing so, it now places more 

significant emphasis on internal conditional factors in the management of CSR stakeholder 

engagement. To elaborate, this includes aspects such as leadership and individual values which 

considerably affect company culture. Company culture is interpreted to be driven by internal 

values combined with (and influenced by) the leader’s cognitive stance on CSR stakeholder 

engagement (e.g. Welford, 1995:114; Trevino et al, 1999; Fürst and Wieland, 2004; Obama, 

2007; BBDO, 2009; Ferrell et al, 2010:233-82). The in-depth interview evidence suggests that 

this may impact employee motivation and interest. Accordingly, the leadership approach may 

ultimately determine CSR awareness (and accordingly overall approach) within the company 

(Kotter, 1990; Badaracco and Webb, 1995; Gini, 1997; Crane and Matten, 2010:223). More 

specifically, these values manifest themselves in vision and mission aspects of CSR management 

which affect the overall objectives and scope of the CSR management response (e.g. Crane and 

Matten, 2010:185). Further, the company profile including its origin, size (e.g. number of 

employees, sales revenues, capital), ownership type, and level of success (linked with size but 

also external listing status), affect both its CSR practice as well as stakeholders’ expectations 

regarding its role in society (e.g. ISO, 2010:67). The company’s CSR development (or 

evolutionary) stage is further identified as both an outcome and an influencing factor of the other 

internal (interactive) factors. Because this aspect is identified in in-depth interviews as 

significant, it is addressed in greater detail in section 7.3.3 below. 

Figure 7.4 below expands on the brief introduction presented above to address the 

framework’s second basic component in greater detail. The choice element incorporates three 

specific aspects of CSR stakeholder engagement. These are essentially derived from insights 

which were obtained from the findings which have been discussed in greater detail in Chapters 4 
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and 5 relating to the codes ‘stakeholders’, ‘organisation’, and ‘projects’. Those findings were 

summarised in Figures 4.3 and 5.4 at the end of those chapters. In addition, sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2 

and 6.2.2 explained in detail how those empirical research findings inform the original conceptual 

framework. 

 

Figure 7.4   New Explanatory Framework Proposal - Choice  

 

Source: Author 

To elaborate, the ‘choice’ element partly replaces two of the elements in the ‘CSR strategy 

development’ phase of the original conceptualisation (namely ‘alternatives’ and ‘strategy’). In 

doing so, it portrays how (within their operating context) CSR decision-makers are required to 

take decisions concerning three particularly salient aspects of CSR practice. These include 

options regarding stakeholder prioritisation, organisation, and projects/activities. More 

specifically, based on the findings presented in previous chapters, the stakeholder prioritisation 

process is updated in this version to focus on the importance on the project-specific task at hand 

when identifying which stakeholders are most salient (e.g. Clarkson, 1995; Froomann, 1999; 

Greenwood, 2007; Laplume et al, 2008:1161; Crane and Matten, 2010:62). Within the context 

Context

Choice

Calculation

Communication
CSR 

Stakeholder
Engagement

Choice

• Stakeholder Prioritisation
• Task at Hand

• Organisation
• Central/Decentralised
• Network of Responsibility
• Positions/Divisions
• Awareness Training

• Projects
• Themes
• Activities/Investments
• Policies
• Guidelines/Codes
• Methods



 359 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

(see above) of the key relationship attributes between a business and society which Mitchell et al 

(1997:854) suggest are likely to determine stakeholders’ salience (i.e. power-dependency, 

legitimacy and urgency of claim relationship), the literature notes that managers make choices 

about how to balance their stakeholders’ frequently varying and conflicting interests (e.g. Hill 

and Jones, 2007:374-7). Against this background, stakeholder expectations are interpreted in this 

version to be influenced by the factors addressed in resource dependency theory such as power 

and control (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985, Frazier, 1999), as well as cultural 

aspects of the context element which were discussed immediately above (e.g. Chapple and Moon, 

2005; Habisch and Jonker, 2005:6-7). CSR decision-makers additionally take organisation 

decisions regarding how to arrange, structure, and position their CSR activities within their other 

business operations. This aspect includes activities such as opting for a centralised or 

decentralised approach (e.g. Trompenaars, 2004:3), selecting positions and divisions, or electing 

members for CSR projects from a network of other responsible functions. Additionally, it 

essentially requires training to communicate CSR awareness among (all) employees (e.g. 

Greenwood 2002; Crane and Matten, 2010: 130 & 299). The new updated framework further 

suggests that CSR decision-makers specifically select CSR projects based on a prior cognitive 

stance regarding whether they prefer to ultimately follow a philanthropic approach or one that is 

integrated into their business model in a more sustainable way (Kotler and Lee, 2005; Crane and 

Matten, 2010:468). This cognitive stance is the outcome of the new mindset discussed above 

under the context element. Depending on which approach is followed, CSR decision-makers 

decide on how to invest company resources on various options comprising themes, activities and 

other ventures, policies, and codes to guide their practices (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:185). 

These choices additionally comprise the methods chosen to deliver that practice e.g. cash or 

product donations, knowledge or other assets (e.g. Kotler and Lee, 2005). In summary, the choice 



 360 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

element improves the original framework by incorporating the fresh empirical data gathered on 

CSR stakeholder management discussed in the previous three chapters and summarised in 

Figures 4.3, 5.4 and 6.1 at the end of those chapters.  

Figure 7.5 below develops on the brief introduction presented above to address the 

framework’s third basic component which is the calculation element. While this term may 

appear controversial to those who favour an altruistic, benevolent, or humane approach to CSR, 

this element is deemed a realistic, frank, and necessary aspect of CSR stakeholder management. 

This is particularly the case in business settings in which decision-makers find themselves 

responsible to external shareholders. Based on the rationale that the premise for a business to 

behave ethically is in the first instance its own long-term secured survival, economic performance 

and competitive advantage are proposed as critical factors which drive all business decisions (e.g. 

Smith, 1776; Porter, 1985). As businesses have to first create economic wealth before they can 

consider its distribution, the stance taken here is that any other view of business is naive. More 

specifically, this perspective approaches the strategic management of stakeholder interests from a 

social/relational exchange theory stance (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 1980; Dore, 1983; 

Granovetter, 1985; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). This concentrates on the relationship and 

the interaction between the parties in that relationship rather than on the transaction (e.g. 

Håkansson, 1982; Ford, 1990). While aiming to achieve more equitable reciprocation via 

sustainable stakeholder relationships, this theory accepts the self-interest motivation of the parties 

within the relationship. In doing so, it crucially recognises that overall best interest within the 

exchange is achieved when actors behave equitably and in the best interests of the partnership 

(e.g. Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987, Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). As a result, Figure 7.5 

below illustrates the importance of focusing attention not only on the explicit value inherent in 

CSR practice for business but additionally for society.  
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Figure 7.5 New Explanatory Framework Proposal – Calculation 

 

Source: Author 

 

First, this element highlights how responsible business practice can add value in terms of 

business value or return (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006:5). This can include innovative 

differentiation, improved reputation, and possibly also employee motivation. Overall, this can 

generate goodwill or a licence to operate in society (e.g. Ulrich and Fluri, 1995; Murray and 

Vogel, 1997:142; Crane and Matten, 2010:495). Ultimately, this should lead to an improvement 

in sales/profits. Second, and most significantly, this element demonstrates the synergic value to 

society of those business investments (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006:8). When streamlined, these 

can generate optimal results in a competitive environment in terms of access to (life-saving) 

medication, improved healthcare, and quality of life. In addition, this return to society can take 

the form of an improved ecological environment as well as greater economic wealth. Ultimately, 

this should lead to an improvement in trust among stakeholder groups in society. For 

clarification, based on the evidence presented in the previous chapters, calculation is reclassified 

in this new framework to increase its importance (from its original position as part of the 
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‘implementation’ phase of the CSR management response under the original heading ‘output’). 

The ‘calculation’ element is developed from the insights obtained under the ‘Expectations’ code 

which was presented in the previous three chapters and summarised in Figures 4.3, 5.4 and 6.1 at 

the end of those chapters. 

The fourth and final basic component in the framework comprises the communication 

element. Figure 7.6 below illustrates how this emphasises the inherent salience of declaring 

sincere and meaningful CSR only after it has been first genuinely evaluated and authentically 

implemented i.e. based on ethically enabled choices. These insights derive from the findings with 

respect to the codes ‘stakeholders’, ‘communication’, ‘organisation’, and ‘projects’ which were 

discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 and summarised in Figures 4.3, 5.4 at the end of those chapters. In 

addition, sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2 and 6.2.2 explained in detail how those empirical research findings 

inform the original conceptual framework. 

 

Figure 7.6 New Explanatory Framework Proposal - Communication 

 

Source: Author 
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The communication element synthesises the findings presented in the previous chapters, 

which suggested that an essential part of any CSR announcement involves a clear understanding 

(by all stakeholders) of the company’s essential economic responsibility alongside its social and 

environmental obligations (e.g. ISO, 2010:73-6). More specifically, this premise of enhanced 

sincerity involves the employment of considered terminology (e.g. May et al, 2008) which more 

transparently communicates the company’s accountability in society (Waddock, 2002:219). The 

contention is that this communicated pledge to assume responsibility for the impacts of their 

business practices could potentially serve to improve firm’s credibility and win back stakeholder 

trust (e.g. Blau, 1964). However, a pre-requisite for this transformation is that their business 

practices are supported by a CSR management response process which includes a clear approach, 

policies, and the decisions which stand behind those practices. This communication is inter-

related with the choice element. The firm can improve its corporate image by explicitly 

identifying itself with the chosen themes and projects which were discussed above. When 

communicating these chosen CSR activities, a range of methods may be selected including 

stakeholder dialogue (Burchell and Cooke, 2006; Greenwood, 2007), the use of websites and chat 

to interact with stakeholders (e.g. Burchell and Cooke, 2008:35), dissemination of more 

transparent information via reports and auditing (e.g. Gray et al, 1995; Crane and Matten, 

2010:551).  

Essentially, this new updated explanatory framework proposes a tool for achieving this 

CSR management response process. In this new approach the empirical in-depth interview 

evidence revealed that communication of both inputs (e.g. CSR expenditure and other resources) 

and more significantly outputs (e.g. alleviation of social need or illness, or improvement in the 

quality of life) are important. As a result, communication has been reclassified in this revised 

framework based on evidence presented in the previous chapters which indicated its significance 
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in CSR practice. Accordingly, the new framework elevates this element’s importance to 

acknowledge its key role in CSR stakeholder engagement (e.g. ISO, 2010:73-6). It has now been 

upgraded from its original position as part of the implementation phase of the CSR process in the 

first version.  

Following this detailed presentation of the main four elements in the new updated 

explanatory framework, the next section now focuses on a fuller discussion of the contextual 

factors presented in Figure 7.3 above. It then proceeds to explain the interactions and inter-

relationships between the factors in the framework which resulted from the research. 

 

7.3.3 A Closer Examination of the External & Internal Operating Context 
 

Introduction 

This section addresses the contextual factors presented in Figure 7.3 in greater detail. It 

focuses more specifically on two aspects which both the literature review and the empirical 

indicated were important. These include first, how the firm defines and positions itself in its 

external environment, and second, the nature of company’s internal CSR development (or 

evolutionary) stage. The next sections now examine these subjects more closely. 

 

The CSR Opportunities Framework 

The uncertainty exposed by CSR decision-makers in interview findings with respect to the 

challenges they face when attempting to navigate through the complex contextual circumstances 

in which they develop their CSR strategies, reveals the need to more clearly define and position 

CSR for decision-makers in their external operating environments. The ‘context’ element of the 

new updated explanatory framework presents a first step in establishing the circumstantial 

operating environment as a key determining factor of stakeholder engagement. More importantly, 

the context element explains specifically how the complexity in the pharmaceutical companies’ 

external operating environment not only complicates, but additionally causes both diversity and 
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dynamism in CSR responses as discussed above. These findings, which include questions 

concerning how to best respond to ill-defined expectations on complex issues, confirm the 

ambiguity facing decision-makers which was suggested in past scholarship (e.g. May et al, 2007; 

O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2008; Crane and Matten, 2010:224). Significantly in 

this regard, in-depth interviews indicate the requirement to more clearly examine the CSR 

concept which establishes the very nature of the firm’s relationship with society. In brief, the 

interview findings expose the need to classify managerial conceptions of what specifically 

constitutes CSR, and what comprises ‘basic’ business practice as a key step which could help to 

improve the current lack of clarity indicated in previous general scholarship in this area (e.g 

O’Dwyer, 2003).  

More specifically, the fresh empirical evidence presented in this work revealed that some 

stakeholders characterise CSR to exclusively comprise an altruistic, benevolent, or humane 

approach. Others take a wider view which may include (varying types or degrees of) business 

activities. Arguably, each one is valid. However, in order to be clear about their business 

relationship with their stakeholders in society, decision-makers need to precisely consider what 

business practices ‘count’ as CSR. Such a definition serves to ensure the effective management of 

all (including internal employee) stakeholder expectations. In addition, this step is a key pre-

requisite for (and therefore inter-related with) the ‘calculation’ component of the revised 

explanatory framework. This triggers the need for a practical illustration to help decision-makers 

to establish precisely how CSR activities are currently defined and positioned in order to identify 

the business opportunities inherent in responsible practice. To address this need, Figure 7.7 below 

illustrates three classifications of CSR. 
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Figure 7.7   Country Variations on Three Classifications of CSR      

 
Source: Author 
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behaviour is differentiated into two groups. First, CSR behaviour which is undertaken for some 

type of concrete anticipated quantitative or qualitative benefit or return to the business and 

second, CSR behaviour of an altruistic nature (which does not presume any direct business 

reward). More specifically, the category which expects a business return refers to those additional 

voluntary activities undertaken by companies which occur above the requirements set down by 

the law. Examples could include providing day care for employee’s young children and all other 

benefits or conditions to employees which are possibly aimed at improving staff motivation (i.e. 

productivity benefit) and potentially decreasing the employee turnover rate (i.e. probable cost 

reduction benefit). Another example could be involvement in some local activity with a view to 

receiving positive press coverage to potentially improve the company’s reputation or image. A 

salient element of these examples is the self-seeking aim to secure the long-term survival of the 

company in some clearly intended way. In other words, the company expects some form of either 

direct or/and indirect benefits to accrue. This could include for example cost savings due to 

higher productivity from motivated staff, or in maternity leave cases, the reduced cost of having 

to employ new staff and maintenance of knowledge (when female employees return to the work-

place earlier or at all in the case of Germany). 

Interestingly, some examples of the voluntary category which depicts altruistic CSR 

activity were also cited by some companies during the course of the empirical research 

(Company 10, 2008). This has been classified in the framework as the third level of CSR 

behaviour. This category includes what can be best termed humanitarian-type behaviour where 

no clear expected benefit or return to the company is evident. Examples include one privately-

owned company whose Japanese headquarters donated a large amount of money to the Tsunami 

fund without seeking press coverage. Or another company which educates adolescents on the 

relationship between smoking and lung cancer – an activity which (if effective) clearly serves to 
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reduce future sales of their lung cancer products (Company 7, 2008). Other examples include 

those companies which give (for free) their patents and knowledge on drug manufacturing to 

generic companies in certain developing countries knowing that if they do not, the drugs will be 

copied anyway by pirate companies (at lower levels of quality and possibly safety) for the target 

patients (e.g. Company 4, 2008). 

Most significantly however, Figure 7.7 above illustrates not only the differing operating 

contexts facing companies in different countries, but more importantly how the opportunities for 

embarking on CSR practices can vary by country depending on the given stage of development 

of the external PEST environment and other contextual operating environment factors (see the 

updated explanatory framework and discussion in Chapter 5 for further details). To elaborate, 

Figure 7.7 illustrates how different countries may face different inherent degrees and ranges of 

each of the various categories of corporate responsibility behaviour. Significantly, this affects 

stakeholder engagement with respect to opportunities but also expectations. For instance, fewer 

legal requirements or regulation in countries with a more liberal or free market system (e.g. the 

US) may encourage certain types of CSR behaviour such as foundations or trusts which is not the 

case in others where the social system addresses this need (e.g. in Germany). This 

conceptualisation explains that if CSR is already highly regulated (e.g. in country 3 in Figure 

7.7), companies tend to simply adhere to the rules and accordingly be less explicit in 

communicating their CSR activities in these areas. To explain this idea further, country 1 in 

Figure 7.7 might be an example of the US, while country 2 might depict the UK, where markets 

are less regulated than in countries of type 3 e.g. Germany. In this example, in contrast to the US, 

it is not necessary in Germany for companies to get involved in schemes to ensure that certain 

groups in society get access to medical care or other forms of insurance and social security 

because this is already addressed by regulation in what can be described as a relatively socialist-
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leaning political system (Habisch and Jonker, 2005). Similarly, state regulation of health-

insurance and social security for employees as well as environmental regulations are higher in 

Germany than in the UK. Nevertheless, in Germany the operating environment invites other 

opportunities which could make a meaningful social impact exist. For example, child care for the 

very young presents a potential gap in the German social structure which companies could fill. 

This opportunity is less interesting in the UK where private and public care already more 

adequately addresses this need. However, rising health-care costs in both countries potentially 

pose interesting opportunities for the target group in the future. 

In essence, Figure 7.7 portrays the idea that the opportunity for companies to undertake 

CSR activities (or in other words the gap left by the social, political, or economic system) is 

greater in some countries than in others. Furthermore, the individual social, political, and 

economic context in each region determines the degree and type of CSR opportunity options 

available for companies to address. Overall, this framework suggests that CSR behaviour is 

defined based on a combination of the varying degrees of ‘space’ for voluntary behaviour within 

different countries, as well as the cultural and personal beliefs/values of decision-makers. The 

resulting strategic behaviour of the business in the society in which it operates is accordingly 

determined by the extent of self-seeking versus broader interests intended. Chapter 8 later 

discusses the implications of this conceptualisation for the literature.  

In summary, because the fresh triangulated empirical evidence gathered facilitates a 

detailed examination of the uncertainty revealed by interviewees regarding how CSR practice is 

defined (Company 4, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 12, 2008; Company 13, 2008; 

Company 14, 2008), the conceptualisation in Figure 7.7 above contributes by illuminating in 

practical terms what has been termed in the literature as the “discretionary” (Carroll, 1979 & 

1991) or ‘the grey areas of business ethics’ (Crane and Matten, 2007; Pedersen and Neergaard, 
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2008). By abstracting concepts and relationships from the empirical research findings, it 

classifies CSR behaviour into three groups. In doing so, it not only proposes one working 

definition of CSR for the target group, but it additionally illustrates in greater detail the differing 

external functional contexts which complicate the environment facing the target companies in 

various geographic areas. Overall, by depicting the potential operating scenarios facing the CSR 

decision-makers in the target companies, it helps to explain both the similarities and differences 

among countries, as well as to more significantly specify the gaps or inherent opportunities for 

undertaking CSR activities.  

Following the above presentation of this conceptualisation of how the firm defines and 

positions itself in its external environment, the next section continues this more detailed 

examination of the contextual factors presented in Figure 7.3 by conceptualising the internal 

contextual CSR response in greater detail 

 

The Evolutionary Stages of CSR Management 

The insights obtained via the fresh empirical evidence collected additionally highlight that 

consideration of a company’s internal evolutionary stage of CSR development is important when 

managing CSR stakeholder engagement. As both an outcome of and an influencing factor for the 

other internal (interactive) factors (presented in the ‘context’ element in Figure 7.3 above), this 

aspect accordingly plays a possible role in the diversity and evolvement in the CSR practices 

identified. As a result, it was identified during in-depth interviews as significant because it 

influences both CSR intent and impact (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 14, 

2008; Company 16, 2008). More importantly, the company’s stage of CSR development is salient 

in stakeholder engagement because the evidence suggests that it may potentially contribute to 

overall management uncertainty (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008).  



 371 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

The exposure of this uncertainty is significant because the transaction cost and resource 

dependency theories (which were introduced in Chapter 2 as exchange theories which help to 

explain the influencing factors and inter-dependencies in stakeholder relationships) suggest that 

relationship dependency increases in conditions of high uncertainty (e.g. Hallen, Johanson and 

Seyed-Mohamed, 1991; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:27). Past scholarship further indicates that 

this may lead to negative outcomes due to power conflicts (e.g. Stern and Reve, 1980) when one 

partner dominates (e.g. Gassenheimer and Calantone, 1994).  

To illustrate the range of responses to CSR exposed by the research findings, Figure 7.8 

below employs the overall results from both the literature review and the empirical findings to 

propose one interpretation of the complex range, types, and approaches to CSR behaviour 

identified within this identified uncertainty.  

 

Figure 7.8     Evolutionary Stages of Company CSR Behaviour                              

 

To elaborate, Figure 7.8 above classifies the CSR behaviour identified in the findings presented 

in this work into four evolutionary stages of chosen managerial response. The first level labelled 

here as ‘law abiders’ characterises those companies which, rather than pretending to aspire to 
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Accountable
Companies

Innovators
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Source: Author
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CSR in empty rhetoric, simply focus on fulfilling the base-line requirement of adhering to the 

laws and regulations posed upon them by their operating environment (as depicted in Figure 7.7 

above as level 1 CSR behaviour). This category is comparable with Carroll’s (1979:502) 

‘defence/accommodation’ legal approach typology. This group has, for example, been more 

generally described in past scholarship by evidence which suggests a tendency for managers to 

interpret CSR in a constricted fashion consistent with corporate goals of shareholder wealth 

maximisation (e.g. O’Dwyer, 2003). Generally, companies within this category do not typically 

‘whitewash’. In actual fact, decision-makers in this cluster may indeed misunderstand just how 

much CSR behaviour is actually being undertaken by the company in merely adhering to the law. 

Essentially, this group might benefit from a clearer understanding of what CSR means in order to 

inform itself, as well as its internal and external stakeholders, and thereby better leverage its 

unidentified responsible behaviour deeds.  

The second set of companies labelled here as ‘parrots’ are initially similar to the law abider 

group in that they (presumably) adhere to the base-line requirement of fulfilling the laws and 

regulations posed upon them by their operating environment (as depicted in Figure 7.7 above). 

However, in contrast with the law abiders, this group has responded to social expectations on 

CSR behaviour with ‘bolt on’ practices. In other words, these are the window dressers. This 

category is comparable with Carroll’s (1979:502) ‘reaction/defence’ public relations approach 

typology. As a result, although the amount of rhetoric about CSR increases, no fundamental 

change takes place within the company regarding its understanding of CSR, its opportunities, or 

its ‘meaningful’ CSR practice. Employees within these companies are generally not aware of 

what CSR is, its role within the company, or who is responsible for undertaking it. Crucially, the 

type of response typified in this cluster most particularly generates a sceptical stance among 

internal and external stakeholders. 
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Companies classified in the third category labelled here as ‘innovators’ are those which 

fulfil the base-line requirement of adhering to the laws and regulations posed upon them by their 

operating environment (as depicted in Figure 7.7 above). They also minimise the amount of 

parroting undertaken (depicted within the category ‘response focused on business return’ in 

Figure 7.7 above). This category is comparable with Carroll’s (1979:502) ‘proaction’ 

bargaining/problem solving typology. This is the group in which (some key members or maybe 

even most) senior level management has undergone a fundamental change in their attitude 

regarding the role that companies play in society. This group has for instance been more 

generally described in past scholarship by evidence which suggests a tendency for managers to 

promote a broad society-centred conception of CSR (in contrast with the narrower conceptions of 

the two previous clusters (see for example O’Dwyer, 2003)). A clear difference between this 

group and the ‘parrots’ is that ‘innovators’ demonstrate greater substance (in the form of a long-

term outcomes-orientated approach) to realise broader stakeholder impact via their business 

investments. ‘Innovators’ are first characterised by their realistic understanding of the limitations 

(as well as the opportunities) of CSR stakeholder engagement. This includes overt admission of 

the overall need to (first reliably) achieve sustained economic return to ensure the long-term 

survival of the business. This additionally involves a self-critical stance which, without 

resignation, admits past mistakes and appreciates the boundaries (but more importantly the 

opportunities) inherent in investing its resources in CSR activities. Most significantly, while 

realistically focused on long-term economic interests, ‘innovators’ are concurrently aware of the 

positive effect their resources can leverage within society. In this respect, they actively seek 

dialogue with key stakeholder groups to learn and strive to get to grips identify the optimal 

synergic impact they can achieve within their operating environment. A key difference between 

this group and ‘accountable companies’ (addressed immediately below) is that these intentions 
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are beginning to manifest themselves in the ‘innovator’ cluster. They are developing to become 

clearly visible within the way the business is organised and in how the values are translated into 

concrete processes. For clarification, the best-in-class examples of companies observed within the 

context of this research fit into this third level category.  

Companies classified in the fourth category, labelled here as ‘accountable companies’ are 

those which intrinsically practice all CSR behaviour definitions (depicted in Figure 7.7 above) 

with a focus on the maximum economic, societal, and environmental impact for CSR business 

investments. Similar to the previous category, this classification is comparable with Carroll’s 

(1979:502) ‘proaction’ typology. Most essentially, this group understands that demonstrable 

positive social impact is the most certain route to long-term sustainable business success. 

Significantly, this view goes against the flow of the conventional economic and market trends 

and the emotions of the time. This means that decision-makers at these types of companies are 

intellectually engaged in a holistic way to identify innovative ways to better allocate business 

resources to achieve outcomes which positively impact a broader range of stakeholder interests. 

They base their business objectives on improving the environment in which they operate (Grant, 

2006). Rather than following the isolated goal of generating profits or company growth, they are 

interested in seeking insights to understand their potential to impact their operating environment 

within the context of the full picture (see for example Welford et al, 2008). This type of company 

seeks a fundamentally new and creative (sustainable) way of approaching how its business 

impacts its environment. In doing so, this group of decision-makers possess the insight to both 

identify the opportunities (see Figure 7.7), as well as to design motivating purpose for their 

employees (see for example Heal, 2005) and customers (see for example literature on relationship 

marketing such as Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007; Kotler et al, 2009:18) into their CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities. Unfortunately, while many examples of responsible 
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management were noted during this research enquiry, and several examples of individuals were 

encountered who earnestly appear to be aiming for (and in some ways achieving) these types of 

goals, in the final judgement, none of the companies examined have yet evolved to this desired 

state of accountable company culture.  

By identifying four evolutionary stages of internal company CSR practice response, this 

framework helps to explain why it may be possible that various companies (and sometimes even 

affiliates within the same company) might manage and communicate their CSR responses 

differently. Chapter 8 later discusses the implications of this conceptualisation for the literature.  

Following this in-depth presentation of the external CSR opportunities and the internal 

CSR responses within the contextual factors presented in Figure 7.3, the next section now 

explains the interactions and inter-relationships between the factors in the framework which 

resulted from the research. 

 

7.3.4 The Interactions and Relationships between the Components 

This section focuses on the interactions and inter-relationships in the new explanatory 

framework between the four related components i.e. context, choice, calculation and 

communication. It builds on the linkages which were previously described in the detailed 

description of each component above. The arrows in the new conceptualisation proposed earlier 

in Figure 7.2 depict a flow of steps which suggest that CSR managers first require an 

understanding of the context in which they undertake CSR activities (e.g. Crane and Matten, 

2010:200 & 167-76). More importantly, Figure 7.2 highlights how the stakeholders within 

society both interface and interact with one another (e.g. Burchell and Cooke, 2008). Figure 7.3 

then describes this context in detail. In addition, Figures 7.7 and 7.8 help to further illuminate that 

contextual environment in greater depth by presenting supplementary conceptualisations. These 

help decision-makers to both define and position their firm within its external environment and to 
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determine the nature of their company’s internal CSR development (or evolutionary) stage. 

Figure 7.9 graphically illustrates the relationship between Figures 7.3, 7.7, and 7.8.  

 

Figure 7.9     Internal and External Factors Determining Contextual Factors 

 

Source:  Author 

 

Figure 7.9 demonstrates how the external opportunities in the operating environment 

(Figure 7.7) coupled with the internal stage of CSR development (Figure 7.8) determine the 

company’s response within the operating context depicted in Figure 7.3. This then establishes the 

basis from which (and interactively influences) the CSR choices which are then made (Figure 

7.4). The contention is that by better appreciating its contextual circumstances (i.e. its internal 

evolutionary stage of CSR development as well as the opportunities possible in its external 

operating environment) via a thorough understanding of the context element, more responsible 

management could result. More specifically, within the context of the key relationship attributes 

which Mitchell et al (1997:854) suggest are likely to determine stakeholders’ salience (i.e. 

power-dependency, legitimacy and urgency of claim relationship), the ensuing choices could as a 
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consequence more effectively generate sustainable synergic value for all interest groups 

(including economic return for the company). In this way, the contextual factors influence the 

way managers make choices when balancing their stakeholders’ frequently varying and 

conflicting interests (e.g. Hill and Jones, 2007:374-7). Significantly, the calculation which 

decision-makers undertake to assess this value outcome is based on a clearer appreciation of the 

inherent opportunities and limitations of CSR practice (which was originally established in the 

contextual evaluation). The premise is that more tangible results and effective credible 

stakeholder engagement could ultimately ensue by following this management approach (Figure 

7.5). As a result, these management steps could help decision-makers to better communicate their 

CSR practices which could assist in bridging the trust and credibility gap which was identified in 

the evidence presented in this thesis as an area which requires major improvement (Figure 7.6).  

The fresh empirical evidence which was presented in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 which examined 

the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of the target group based on the six codes 

terminology, stakeholders, communication, organisation, projects and expectations establishes 

the information base of evidence upon which the rationale for these components and their 

linkages is based. More specifically, sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2, and most significantly section 6.2.2 

which addresses the influencing factors, have both facilitated the examination of and prompted 

the requirement for significant alteration to the original conceptualisation. However, because the 

concepts which underpin the revised framework proposal which has been presented in this 

chapter have been drawn from both the primary and secondary evidence examined in this thesis, 

many of the linkages suggested are new. Consequently they require validation in further 

empirical research. This is addressed in greater detail in Chapter 8. 

Following this discussion of the inter-relationships between the frameworks’ various 

components, the next section addresses the assumptions which underpin the revised framework. 
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7.3.5 The Assumptions which Underpin the Revised Framework 

The revised framework is developed upon on basis of the following six assumptions.  

1. CSR practice can be described in overview by the four interrelated but analytically 

distinct elements: Context, Choice, Calculation and Communication (see Figure 7.2). 

2. Each element can be analysed in greater detail on the aspects in Figures 7.3 to 7.8. 

3. Each element can be approached and examined from alternative levels of company 

perspective. This can range from individual project (or project sub-aspect) to local or 

national CSR response e.g. at affiliate level or to regional or international global company 

CSR response. As a result, the revised framework offers cross- (or multi-) functional 

application in which a network of decision-makers (e.g. from various business divisions) 

consider the ethical challenges specific to their particular sector or department. 

Accordingly, it facilitates the development of a tangible response (within the context of 

the overall company values) which is concurrently focused on (overall company) results. 

Consequently, this framework is conceived to foster an integrated approach to CSR in 

facilitating the specific translation of values (or principles) into business operations (or 

practices) which ultimately most optimally benefit society. 

4. A genuine attempt to behave responsibly in a complex operating environment is an ideal 

rather than a fixed state or achievement. Accordingly, the steps proposed in the new 

framework proposes CSR practice which facilitates decision-makers to more 

‘authentically’ attempt to translate ‘tangible’ internal company values into feasible 

business intentions and practices. However, the complicated nature of global 

pharmaceutical operations implies that despite this earnest intention, some stakeholders 

may (and probably will) still remain critical of the company’s intentions and practice. 

Nevertheless, the holistic character of the framework highlights how stakeholders in 

actual fact, share more than divides them. 
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5. The framework portrays a concept of responsible practice that is integrated into every 

business function and division. As a result, in contrast to the concept of agency theory 

which focuses on exchange risk (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-

36), isolated profit objectives, crisis management, risk prevention, or reputation 

considerations are not the principal objective of CSR in the first instance in this 

framework. Instead, this approach lies closer to the concepts of social/relational exchange 

theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 1980) and resource dependency theory which addresses 

the power and control in the relationship (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Frazier, 1999). 

These concentrate more on the relationship interaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982). This 

emphasises a focus on business investments which deliver the most optimal overall 

(balanced, sustainable, long-term) outcome for all stakeholders. In this regard, the new 

conceptualisation assumes that ‘event’ remains highly relevant as a catalyst or trigger for 

CSR practice. Nevertheless, it has been ‘demoted’ from its previous position as a 

standalone circumstantial domain. It is now classified as a sub-element of the business 

activity context. This re-organisation is undertaken in light of evidence which suggests 

that company culture (driven by values which are effectively translated into business 

practice) plays a more crucial in determining management response rather than the event 

itself. Additional evidence which supports this decision suggests that ‘event’ pertains 

more to crisis or issue management rather than CSR strategic planning and 

implementation (e.g. Company 9, 2008; Company 13, 2008).  

6. Finally, in order to most effectively manage CSR performance, the new framework 

focuses concretely on measuring its potential (expected) impact in advance (e.g. Welford 

et al, 2008). In this approach, project-specific gap analysis e.g. along the lines of Balmer 
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and Soenen (1999) is assumed beneficial when employing this framework because it 

ultimately determines the delta between actual and ideal (or desired) CSR practice. 

Following this depiction of the main assumptions which underpin the revised framework, 

the next section turns to examine the relationship between the original framework and the new 

revised version. 

 

7.3.6 The Relationship between the Two Framework Versions 

This section builds on the above discussion by more explicitly explaining the relationship 

between the two versions of the framework. Figure 7.1 above summarised the original version for 

reference purposes. That conceptualisation was developed based on a thorough analysis of the 

literature which was presented in Chapter 2. This included an examination of the theoretical 

alternatives (see Figure 2.1) and a review of the contextual and management inter-relationships in 

CSR practices which was illustrated in Figure 2.2. From the comprehensive range of factors 

which were identified in this investigation, Figure 2.3 classified CSR management behaviour into 

three categories which included influencers, response and outcome. However, these 

classifications and the ensuing premises regarding the choice of factors which were presented in 

the original framework (Figure 7.1) were limited because they were developed exclusively from 

secondary data. As a result of the insufficient secondary literature available, the depiction of both 

the elements and their inter-relationships in the original conceptualisation was incomplete. To 

address this gap, the fresh empirical evidence which was gathered and presented in previous 

chapters essentially served to assess the value of this conceptualisation to CSR decision-makers 

facing the challenge of managing CSR stakeholder engagement in complex practical 

circumstances. More specifically, to examine whether the original framework comprises a valid 

representation of the essential elements for describing and explaining how target group manages 

its CSR stakeholder engagement, data which was mainly sourced from authoritative in-depth 
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interview evidence was collected to establish three points. First, the framework’s value in CSR 

management, second, the practical relevance of the original framework’s components, and third, 

how the original version could be improved. Ultimately, the in-depth interview findings 

facilitated a thorough re-examination of both the elements and the format which were proposed in 

the original framework. Combined with the empirical results presented in the previous three 

chapters, these findings trigger the need for considerable alteration both in appearance and partly 

in substance to the original framework prototype. Most significantly, those findings additionally 

facilitate a clearer explanation of the inter-relationships between these components. 

Consequently, the new updated framework presented in Figure 7.2 combines the thorough 

secondary analysis undertaken to develop the first version with the empirical evidence obtained 

to test that version. Ultimately, this helps to establish an improved conceptualisation. 

To elaborate, with the exception of the ‘context’ element, the new framework varies 

considerably in appearance and partly in substance from the original version. Nevertheless, while 

this context element is the one component which remains most similar to the original context 

factor proposed in the first conceptualisation, it now more clearly differentiates between macro 

and micro contextual factors. In this regard, the new framework additionally improves on the 

original version by proposing the salience of internal influencing determinants on CSR practice. 

In doing so, it now places more significant emphasis on both the external and internal 

conditional factors in the management of CSR stakeholder engagement. These were depicted in 

greater detail in two new supplementary conceptualisations (see Figures 7.7 and 7.8). This 

element incorporates the insights on the explanatory circumstances (or influencing factors) which 

were identified from the empirical findings presented in Chapter 6 and summarised in Figure 6.1. 

The ‘choice’ element is new in appearance and positioning. It partly replaces the two ‘CSR 

process phases’ of the original conceptualisation (namely ‘alternatives’ and ‘strategy’). In doing 
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so, it portrays how (within their operating context), CSR decision-makers are required to take 

decisions concerning three particularly salient aspects of CSR practice. Essentially, this element 

has been informed by new insights which were gleaned from the empirical results from data 

collected on the codes stakeholder prioritisation, organisation, and projects/activities which was 

summarised in Figures 4.3, 5.4 and 6.1 at the end of those chapters. 

The ‘calculation’ element is reclassified in this new framework to increase its importance 

from its original position as part of the implementation phase of the CSR process under the 

original heading ‘output’. This new component has been developed from the insights obtained 

under the ‘Expectations’ code which was presented in the previous three chapters and 

summarised in Figures 4.3, 5.4 and 6.1 at the end of those chapters. 

The ‘communication’ element has been reclassified in this revised framework based on the 

evidence presented in the previous chapters which indicated its significance in CSR practice. This 

finding is supported by secondary evidence (e.g. ISO, 2010, 73). Accordingly, the new 

framework elevates this element’s importance to acknowledge its key role in the management of 

CSR stakeholder engagement. It has now been upgraded from its original position as part of the 

implementation phase of the CSR process in the first version. The empirical in-depth interview 

evidence revealed the need not only for a new positioning of this element. In addition, it 

highlighted the need to communicate both inputs (e.g. CSR expenditure and other resources) and 

more significantly outputs (e.g. alleviation of social need or illness, or improvement in the quality 

of life). This element derives from the findings with respect to the codes ‘communication’, 

‘stakeholders’, ‘organisation’, and ‘projects’ which were discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 and 

summarised in Figures 4.3 and 5.4 at the end of those chapters.  

Most importantly, as discussed in Chapter 2, due to the lack of detail in past scholarship 

with respect to the interactions between the elements per se and given that the components in the 
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original conceptualisation were depicted in a format which was new, only limited conclusions 

were drawn about the inter-relationships between the proposed elements. As a result, only the 

management response step contained a suggested flow of management steps, but the specific 

inter-relationships between the elements of the contextual domain were unclear. Consequently, 

the linkages were not illustrated graphically in the original framework. To address this gap, the 

empirical research collected data which helps to illuminate the perceptions and practices of CSR 

managers for this target group which more clearly establishes the relationships between these 

four elements. This facilitates the insights with respect to the possible interactions between the 

individual components which were addressed in greater detail in Section 7.3.4 above. 

Following this discussion of the relationship between the two framework versions, the next 

section now presents a concrete example of the social impact which can be achieved when CSR 

decision-makers employ the new updated framework to develop their stakeholder engagement 

activities. 

 

7.4 EXAMPLE OF CONCEPTUALISED CSR IMPACT IN PRACTICE 

This section presents a concrete example which demonstrates the CSR impact which could 

be achieved if the conjectures inherent in the above theoretical conceptualisations were adopted 

by CSR decision-makers in the target group. The role that pharmaceutical companies can play in 

developing the synergic ‘value’ (depicted above) via business investments is presented in an 

example of responsible engagement which was shared in an in-depth interview by one senior 

manager responsible for developing CSR for Europe at a leading concern (Company 4, 2008). 

The example addresses access to medication in developing markets. This is chosen as a relevant 

example based on evidence which confirms that this topic presents a key issue on which 

pharmaceutical companies are typically criticised by their stakeholders (e.g. Baker, 2004). More 
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specifically, most interviewees mention that this issue negatively impacts stakeholder opinion of 

target group in the UK and Germany.  

In this example, the CSR decision-makers innovatively understood that developing 

countries may not presently possess the income which makes customers in more developed 

markets appear more attractive (based on current measurement techniques and tools). 

Nevertheless, given the huge latent demand inherent in developing markets, they can prove a 

very important source of long-term sustainable business for pharmaceutical companies in the 

future. Applying the new explanatory framework (in particular, the ‘calculation’ element 

combined with Figure 7.7 from the perspective of this more imaginative wisdom) to the case of 

this developing world scenario illustrates how, by altering the lens of vision (i.e. away from the 

traditional short-term profit-seeking approach), developing countries could become the very 

markets for pharmaceutical companies in which the most interesting future opportunities lie (e.g. 

Hahn, 2009). Not however based upon the way that business is understood today. More 

specifically, those traditional values of profit and economic growth (which have recently shaken 

the very foundation of the global economy) have clearly proven inadequate as a sustainable 

approach towards the planet as well as to society as a whole (e.g. Welford, 1995:125; May et al, 

2007). In response to this fact, the calculation element of the new framework builds on the 

empirical research findings presented in this thesis, to specifically make a timely contribution in 

light of the current concerns. It proposes an outcomes-orientated approach to responsible 

stakeholder engagement upon which a company can systematically position itself to more 

effectively leverage its business investments to affect more genuine, inclusive, integrative, 

interaction with its stakeholders to ultimately achieve greater social impact.  

To elaborate, because the customers in developing markets often do not have the means to 

pay for pharmaceutical products and services, their prospects were often neglected in the past 
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based on a short-term profit-seeking rationale (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). That 

approach has led to significant dilemmas involving questions related to patient access to health 

treatment, patent protection and drug affordability (O’Riordan & Fairbrass, 2006). While 

pharmaceutical companies have to date developed health solutions (such as medicines, devices, 

diagnostics, and therapies) which have demonstrably saved and improved the quality of life of 

many (including large segments of the population of the third world via donations and other 

projects), this thesis argues that that approach looked at innovation in a short-sighted way (e.g. 

Hahn, 2009). It focused on the cost of serving these markets but was blind to the need. 

Meanwhile, millions have died from diseases which are simple to cure in the first world, while 

pharmaceutical companies have suffered disappointment in pursuit of their double digit growth 

performance objectives (e.g. Rifkin, 2005). In this same context, double digit growth could have 

been achieved (and possibly in a more reliably sustainable long-term future scenario) if the lost 

opportunity inherent in the latent ignored demand had been more innovatively utilised.  

Instead, as described by one authoritative respondent, if those companies which in the first 

instance sought double digit growth, had aimed instead to reduce (for example) the incidence of 

malaria in the world by 30% over a period of (for example) eight years, they could have allocated 

their resources in a more sustainable way to achieve both economic growth and credible social 

progress. This project is simple to understand and communicate. It would have undoubtedly 

motivated those involved (e.g. company employees) into genuine (and potentially competitively 

inventive) action (Company 4, 2008).  

By following this new approach, business executives might have been encouraged to more 

innovatively employ their resources to find an original way to approach the goal of achieving 

sustainable sales while possibly also generating the investment required to do so via creative new 

projects. That might (for example) have resulted in a possible re-deployment of resources 
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(potentially for example away from PR or advertising budgets) into more creative approaches to 

market entry strategy. This project might have entailed novel tactics (such as educating local 

nurses or doctors, building hospitals and health care facilities as innovative channels to distribute 

the product, forming alliances with governments and other health associations to finance payment 

for the drugs etc.). For clarification, while many of these tactics are currently being undertaken in 

the name of CSR today, the difference proposed here is that they are not classified as 

philanthropic gestures. Instead, they are integrated strategies, aimed to affect tangible business 

objectives and therefore generate economic (as well as social) value. Most significantly, they are 

sustainable because, as an integral part of the strategic business, they are less likely to be axed 

when resources become tight after the next crisis or economic emergency. 

As a result, this new approach could potentially represent a more reliable route to 

sustainable competitive advantage and differentiation. In the highly complex operating 

environments currently facing pharmaceutical industry decision-makers, this new approach 

comprises a new way forward for managers and employees. It offers a more constructive solution 

that could (more ethically) reciprocate benefit to address a broader range of stakeholder interests 

(Blau, 1964; Granovetter, 1985; Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). 

Ultimately, this more equitable and sustainable approach might improve the credibility issues 

identified in the traditional tactics which have led to a ‘poor’ impression of pharmaceutical 

business.  

The remainder of this section more explicitly explains how the new conceptualisations 

facilitate this new approach to managing CSR stakeholder engagement activities. First, a 

thorough analysis of the contingent contextual operating environment which focuses on 

identifying CSR opportunities (based on a CSR concept defined according to Figure 7.7) explains 

how CSR decision-makers choose investment options. These are driven from the outset by a clear 
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understanding of the mechanisms involved to achieve (potential innovative) aspired outcomes 

which focus on generating optimal (synergic) impact for both business and society. This planning 

process includes an execution program of policies which are genuinely aligned with the values 

set down in the strategy development phase. If managed effectively the premise is that a tangible 

return (outcome) from responsible business practice could be created for the company. This 

might include greater trust and respect from a society which recognises how the company’s 

resources are being allocated to promote genuine progress (e.g. Blau, 1964). It might additionally 

comprise more committed motivation and loyalty from those who more markedly employ their 

energies into advancing the common good. Or it might generate more imaginative wisdom 

derived from listening acutely to what other interest groups (stakeholders) need in order to learn 

more about how the company’s products and services can better serve society.  

Essentially, greater business value could be created via a resource conversion process 

supported by a structure which fosters responsible business behaviour. In this new approach 

employees are managed and paid (i.e. motivated) to identify differentiating factors for their 

business that clearly effect measurable social difference. Accordingly, the company’s role in 

society should improve via processes which drive differentiation and competitive advantage (e.g. 

Porter, 1985). In this conception, the mechanism of economics combined with ethical behaviour 

based on conventional economic theory (Smith, 1776) suggests that in striving to create one’s 

own value (or wealth) each individual actually creates value for others. This logic supposes that 

seeking their own gain is the mechanism which enhances all stakeholders’ interests. While these 

ideas are not new, and they may be wrong, they merely propose more consequential 

consideration of the mechanisms involved to maximise value.  

Crucially however, this assumes that individuals in society recognise what their own (and 

other interest groups’ i.e. the publics’) long-term interests might be and more importantly might 
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not be (Welford 1995:125). Some might consider this an unlikely assumption. To affect the new 

required behaviour, change is first required from the inside out. This includes addressing the 

management values which form the basis for the decision-making and communication processes. 

It involves questioning how decisions are made, what opinions lie behind the judgements taken, 

and examining which criteria are used to evaluate and measure (i.e. induce) performance. 

Overall, the conceptualisations presented in this chapter help to manage these requirements.  



 389 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

7.5   SUMMARY 

This chapter presented robust triangulated empirical evidence to examine, test, and improve 

an original version of an explanatory framework which was introduced in Chapters 2 and 3. 

Having confirmed its value and identified where improvement is required, the findings presented 

in the four previous chapters were synthesised to establish a new updated framework. The 

ensuing new explanatory framework now comprises the four inter-related elements ‘Context’, 

‘Choice’, ‘Calculation’ and ‘Communication’. In addition, the framework’s practical 

applicability is enhanced by two further more detailed conceptualisations of the ‘context’ element 

which in-depth interviewing evidence highlighted were needed. These focus on exploring the 

contextual influencing factors in greater depth. By defining the CSR opportunities in the external 

environment and conceptualising the target groups’ internal stage of management response they 

help to demonstrate the potential responsible impact which can be achieved by business in 

society. Ultimately, the new updated framework is designed as a practical tool to help managers 

when arranging their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. The new conceptualisations suggest 

that when CSR is consequently and systematically managed according to the proposed approach 

in the revised framework, better CSR outcomes could ensue. However, because many of the 

linkages suggested in the new framework are new, the subsequent chapter revisits a number of 

open issues. The effectiveness of the new revised explanatory framework for describing and 

explaining CSR practice in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany, as well as the 

correctness of its underlying assumptions, are now discussed in the next chapter which concludes 

this thesis. In doing so, it more specifically addresses the implications of these findings for the 

academic literature and future CSR management. It additionally recommends the need to test the 

ideas presented in this chapter via further research which could help to validate the new 

conceptualisations.   
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8.0       INTRODUCTION 

This chapter concludes the research in the field of CSR stakeholder engagement which 

focuses on the practices and perceptions of managers in pharmaceutical companies in the UK and 

Germany. It begins with a brief overview of the research findings in terms of each research 

question and the original conceptual framework. The overall contribution of the research findings 

is then presented. This focuses on the implications of the findings for both the CSR academic 

literature and for CSR stakeholder engagement managers. In overview, this chapter addresses 

three main points. First, how the empirical findings address the gaps identified in the past 

scholarship, second, how the new conceptualisation is the main conceptual contribution of the 

thesis, and third, why the results prompt the requirement for improvement in the current CSR 

management approach for this target group. Finally, it critically addresses the boundaries and 

limitations of the research enquiry, and presents recommendations for future research in this 

field. The remainder of this chapter now examines these aspects in greater detail. 

 

8.1      SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 

8.1.0 General Overview 

This section provides a brief overview of the research findings in terms of each research 

question and the original conceptual framework. To address the gaps identified in past 

scholarship regarding how decision-makers in the ‘sensitive’ pharmaceutical industry in the UK 

and Germany respond to what could be termed the CSR ‘challenge’, it summarises fresh 

empirical evidence which was primarily gathered from senior executives within leading 

pharmaceutical companies. That evidence was obtained to answer the following three questions:  
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RQ 1:  What CSR stakeholder engagement practices do pharmaceutical companies undertake? 
 

RQ 2:  What similarities and differences exist in pharmaceutical companies’ stakeholder 

engagement practices in the UK and Germany? 
 

RQ 3:  What factors influence the practices and what factors explain the differences in the CSR 

stakeholder engagement practices of pharmaceutical companies targeting stakeholders in 

the UK and Germany? 

 
The primarily exploratory qualitatively rich results obtained to answer these questions 

which were gathered based on a critical realist perspective first describe and explain the CSR 

management practices of the selected sample with respect to six knowledge gaps. These relate to 

data on the terminology used, stakeholder engagement (i.e. identification, prioritisation and 

communication/ dialogue), organisation/governance, projects/activities, and expectations. The 

evidence which was gathered provides fresh data to establish how decision-makers in the 

pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany manage their CSR stakeholder engagement 

activities. More specifically, in this previously under-researched area, these findings contribute 

by helping to illuminate this industry’s business relationship with society with respect to four 

aspects. These comprise first, the CSR concept which is adopted by the selected sample. Second, 

the stakeholders targeted within that defined concept. Third, how decision-makers balance 

stakeholders’ (wide range of potentially conflicting/colliding) interests. Fourth, whether or not 

the current approach is effective. Crucially, this empirical evidence serves to inform the original 

framework which was developed exclusively from secondary data. It has been revised in both 

appearance and partly in substance to now include the inter-related elements context, choice, 

calculation and communication. In recognising that companies are at various stages of 

understanding and integrating social responsibility (e.g. ISO, 2010), it is intended for use both by 

practitioners who are beginning to address this topic as well as those with more experienced in its 

implementation. Overall, the revised updated conceptualisation aims to serve as a management 
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tool to improve existing practices by demonstrating how CSR can be integrated into the 

organisation. The remainder of this section addresses the results in greater detail. 

 

8.1.1 Overview of Research Findings for RQ1 

The data in relation to the first research question (presented in Chapter four) essentially 

furnishes fresh evidence regarding the specific CSR practices (assessed under six codes) 

undertaken by the pharmaceutical companies in the target group. As a first step in filling many of 

the gaps in past scholarship identified in the literature review, it serves to establish a detailed 

database of background information. Overall, the evidence reveals a diverse, inter-active, and 

dynamic concept of CSR among the selected pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. 

Building on evidence presented in past scholarship which investigates other industries (e.g. Acutt 

et al, 2004), CSR stakeholder engagement in this sample includes frequent use of multiple 

terminology that is evolving and often individualised, both centralised and decentralised 

organisation (i.e. ‘glocalisation’ (Trompenaars 2004:3)), and a patchwork assortment of (highly 

visibly) communicated themes on CSR intent, implemented projects, and compliance guidelines. 

Within this response, the results reveal which, and how, stakeholders are targeted. The findings 

confirm past scholarship on general stakeholder rankings (e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2006; Crane 

and Matten, 2010:62) to expose that CSR decision-makers in this target group prioritise 

‘customers’ and ‘employees’ as their most important stakeholders. This evidence expands on 

previous literature by revealing that ‘NGOs’ are the least salient for this target group. In addition, 

it enhances past scholarship by suggesting that ‘company directors’ are ranked the highest on 

relevance in active consultation/dialogue for this target segment. In uncovering a range of 

stakeholder expectations regarding the likely outcomes of investing business resources in CSR, 

the findings essentially confirm the general academic literature which highlights the complexity 

of attempting to balance stakeholders’ interests within the ambiguous nature of the CSR concept 
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(e.g. May et al, 2007; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009). In doing so, these results explicitly reveal 

issues regarding the effectiveness of the current management approach to CSR stakeholder 

engagement for this target group. Crucially, the data indicates that incongruities between the 

target group’s CSR rhetoric and actual practice may amplify stakeholder scepticism. Further, 

while the evidence exposes that CSR managers expect image and employee motivation benefits 

to accrue from allocating resources to CSR activities as suggested in the literature (e.g. Ferrell et 

al, 2010:301), CSR investments are in general primarily perceived as a cost to the business. 

Significantly, this mindset negatively impacts the target groups’ stakeholder engagement 

response. Possibly as a result of uncertainty regarding the potential positive benefits which could 

accrue from CSR investments, these findings expose that CSR policies and programmes 

(practices) are not always effectively aligned with the company’s stated values/principles as 

suggested in past scholarship (e.g. Gouldson, 2002). Accordingly, this indicates the need for 

corrective action to improve the way in which the target group currently manages its CSR 

stakeholder engagement. Because the evidence suggests that decision-makers often fail to 

understand how to define their concept of CSR, the complexity identified, coupled with a lack of 

effective management tools to measure CSR performance, essentially intensify the uncertainty 

surrounding CSR response. This is significant because the transaction cost and resource 

dependency theories (which were introduced in Chapter 2 as exchange theories which may help 

to explain the influencing factors and inter-dependencies in stakeholder relationships) suggest 

that dependency increases in conditions of high uncertainty (e.g. Hallen, Johanson and Seyed-

Mohamed, 1991; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:27). The literature further indicates that this may 

lead to negative outcomes due to power conflicts (e.g. Stern and Reve, 1980) when one partner 

dominates (e.g. Gassenheimer and Calantone, 1994). As a result, the findings imply that both 

management/measurement challenges and the current leadership mindset which focuses on costs 
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in the exchange relationship may pose potential barriers to effectively leveraging CSR as a 

differentiating factor (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006) within this target segment.  

 

8.1.2 Overview of Research Findings for RQ2 

The evidence presented in Chapter five addresses the second research question which 

compared CSR practices in both countries. While fresh data from documentary analysis and in-

depth interview evidence (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008) 

consistently suggests general national differences per se between the two countries, overall, the 

evidence indicates that the actual CSR stakeholder engagement and management activities 

between target affiliates in the two countries are largely similar. Essentially, some authoritative 

interview respondents report that this is potentially explained by the centralised CSR organisation 

approach and by the influence of EU and international guidelines adopted in complex global 

environments which most probably combine to generate a strong degree of similar overall CSR 

intent (e.g. Company 13, 2008; Company 14, 2008). Nevertheless, despite these parallels, the 

results confirm secondary evidence (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005) in supporting the existence 

of some national differences. Significantly, these unfold in the form of de-centralised CSR 

practice at affiliate level such as distinctions between the UK and Germany regarding how CSR is 

specifically practiced. This is possibly caused by attempts to respond to historically differing 

national regulations (such as reporting regulations in the UK and environmental regulations in 

Germany), as well as culturally diverse local stakeholder perceptions and needs. These 

differences expose some degree of modification regarding the way in which CSR is managed in 

each country which confirms previous academic literature (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:149). 

Further, the evidence suggests the anticipated Anglo-Saxon version of CSR in the UK in 

comparison with the Rhineland socialist-capitalism model which was noted in past scholarship 

(e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Matten and Moon, 2005; Jenkins, 2010). In this regard, one 
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could speculate that cultural variations explain at least some of the differences in CSR practices 

between UK and German firms which were discovered in the research. Indeed, the views of 

pharmaceutical managers in the UK and Germany may themselves reflect such national cultural 

differences. However, they may similarly reflect strategy variations among companies and other 

national differences (due to diverse government systems etc.). As a result, it is likely that these 

findings reflect a combination of these factors. Importantly, in this respect, this research does not 

disentangle these possible causal links. Nevertheless, the findings extend the limited investigation 

presented in past scholarship in this area by highlighting how national expectations may differ 

regarding CSR value outcomes and the role of the company in society. These differences at 

country level determine that the already given complexity of CSR practice per se is amplified in 

global operating environments for this target group. Clearly, this implies that national differences 

can generate additional challenges with may complicate CSR management. Importantly, this 

evidence contributes to the academic literature on this topic by enhancing an area which was 

identified to still remain quite unexplored (e.g. Sachs et al, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2010:161). 

Most significantly however, these results suggest that the identified diversity may offer 

interesting differentiation CSR opportunities, which, when managed effectively, could present 

interesting new routes to CSR stakeholder engagement. Ultimately, these findings underscore the 

role of contextual influencing factors on CSR practices which is the focus of the third research 

question. 

 

8.1.3 Overview of Research Findings for RQ3 

To explain the phenomena presented immediately above, the findings presented in Chapter 

six addressed the third research question. In order to uncover the factors which influence the 

diversity of CSR practices identified in the evidence presented on the previous two questions, this 

data exposes that both internal and external contextual factors influence the way in which the 
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target group attempts to balance its stakeholders’ interests within its CSR defined concept. More 

specifically, external factors influence CSR stakeholder engagement in the two countries. This 

comprises evolving stakeholder expectations with respect to rights and obligations regarding the 

company’s role in society. When responding to these expectations, the evidence indicates that 

CSR decision-makers in the target group prioritise and engage with their stakeholders based on 

(mis)perceptions/(mis)understandings which are determined by contextual factors including 

PEST and their business profile/activity. In addition, the internal factors which determine the 

target groups’ CSR response to stakeholders’ expectations include the company culture or 

leadership mindset (driven by values and personal (moral) interest), and business objectives (such 

as differentiation or internal/external communication). Overall, while acknowledging the 

limitations with respect to causal linkages discussed immediately above with respect to the 

previous question, the interview data serves to explain why CSR management may sometimes 

differ between affiliates in both countries. This evidence contributes to past scholarship by 

highlighting the complexity of the operating environment facing this target group and its 

influence on ethical decision-making (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:150-1). Further, it exposes 

that decision-makers are acutely aware that many of their stakeholders are, to date, far from 

satisfied with their CSR response. Significantly, these findings help to explain why CSR 

management is often ineffective. The challenges identified are threefold. They include the 

influence of cognitive uncertainty due to the intangible nature of CSR per se, measurement issues 

which complicate performance management, and variations in perceptions regarding what 

determines (as well as who is responsible for which) value outcomes. These result in differing 

outcome expectations which confuse the operating playing field and as a result, the leadership 

mindset. Overall, the evidence indicates the requirement for a new approach to more effectively 

manage stakeholders’ expectations. This includes internal employee training based on an 
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improved management approach which is capable of more comprehensively, systematically, and 

effectively managing and measuring CSR impact and outcomes. 

Because this research focuses on how CSR decision-makers manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities, the rich empirical evidence which was gathered to answer these three 

research questions fills important gaps in the past scholarship regarding the perceptions and 

practices of this target group. While a vast amount of literature exists on the topics of business in 

society, business ethics, stakeholder theory, stakeholder management and engagement, 

sustainability and CSR or corporate citizenship as well as many other aspects which were 

presented in Chapter 2, much of this material is not suitable for addressing the concrete question 

of how to practically manage CSR stakeholder engagement within the company. Indeed, 

precisely because the literature in this field is so wide and in many respects confusing, a 

conceptual framework was constructed. This original framework which was developed based 

exclusively on secondary research was designed to serve as a practical strategic tool to help 

decision-makers to manage their CSR activities. Because the existing literature did not provide 

sufficient data, the empirical evidence which was gathered to answer the three research questions 

helps to fill these gaps in past scholarship. Those findings were summarised in Figures 4.3 and 

5.4, and 6.1 at the end of those chapters. In addition, sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2 and 6.2.2 explained in 

detail how those empirical research findings inform the original conceptual framework. 

Ultimately, this and additional fresh evidence serves to test whether or not the original framework 

is useful and if its proposed elements validly represent the salient factors in CSR management. 

Significantly, these results deliver the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. The next 

section now explains the implications of these findings for the original framework. 
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8.1.4 Overview of Research Findings for the Original Framework 

The combined results from the three research questions ultimately serve to examine the 

original version of the theoretical framework which conceptualises CSR practice that was 

presented in Chapter 2 (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). In overview, the fresh empirical 

evidence reveals that the original framework requires revision. Based on a critical realist 

approach, from the reported opinions of some authoritative pharmaceutical managers on CSR 

within the context of a stakeholder view of CSR in the UK and Germany, three key aspects are 

extracted which trigger the requirement both to alter some of the elements and improve the level 

of detail of the original framework. These aspects include the uncertainty identified regarding 

how to most optimally communicate and organise CSR practice, calls for improved sustainability 

in the current CSR approach (i.e. practices which are better aligned to overall principles at 

operational level), and the evidence which suggests that the target group could manage their 

response more effectively (for instance to leverage the CSR stakeholder engagement better as a 

differentiating factor).  

To better address these aspects, the new revised explanatory framework now comprises the 

four inter-related elements ‘Context’, ‘Choice’, ‘Calculation’ and ‘Communication’. In overview, 

the new updated explanatory framework illustrates the overall (triple bottom line sustainable) 

impact which can be achieved when CSR is consequently and systematically managed according 

to the approach proposed and explained in greater detail in Chapter 7. Prompted by the findings 

which indicate management uncertainty and the need for corrective action to improve current 

CSR stakeholder management, its purpose is to help to guide CSR decision-makers facing the 

complex task of attempting to balance stakeholders’ interests within the ambiguous nature of the 

CSR concept. To achieve this, this revised conceptualisation forms the main conceptual 

contribution of the thesis. It advocates a CSR management perspective aimed at focusing the 
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leadership mindset on the overall positive opportunities (i.e. both economic and social impact) 

which can result from investing business resources in CSR activities.  

Essentially, this conceptualisation presumes that by managing CSR based on a thorough 

understanding of the external and internal opportunities and challenges, decision-makers in the 

target group could achieve more credible business impact from the resources they choose to 

invest in CSR activities. To more clearly depict the nature of this external and internal operating 

environment which forms the conditional determinants of CSR practice, the context element in 

the revised framework is enhanced by two new supplementary conceptualisations. The first of 

these additional conceptualisations is required to more precisely define CSR in differing external 

operating contexts. Its inclusion is triggered in particular by the findings presented in Chapter 

five which exposed how national differences (i.e. culturally diverse local stakeholder perceptions 

and approaches as well as differing local regulations and needs) generate challenges with may 

complicate CSR stakeholder management at local/regional operating level. More significantly 

however, these differences were revealed to potentially offer CSR differentiation opportunities, 

which, when managed effectively, could present interesting new routes to CSR stakeholder 

engagement. The second additional conceptualisation is necessary to more specifically examine 

the internal effect of the company’s evolutionary stage of CSR development on how CSR 

stakeholder responses are managed. Its role in CSR management was identified by findings 

which suggested that a lack of alignment between the company’s stated values/principles and its 

CSR operational policies and programmes (practices) negatively impacts the target groups’ 

stakeholder engagement response. Significantly in this regard, Chapter four identified that despite 

the target groups’ claimed awareness of CSR (via visible communication), CSR was often not 

sufficiently addressed at affiliate level. To explain this management dilemma, Chapter six 

revealed the salience of the company’s evolutionary stage of CSR development as an influencing 
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factor. Because previous academic literature failed to appropriately address this issue for this 

target group, this new conceptualisation contributes by filling this gap. Before discussing the 

implications of the findings for previous scholarship in greater detail, the next section first 

summarises the overall contribution of the research findings for both the CSR academic literature 

and for practical CSR management purposes.  

 

8.2   OVERALL RESEARCH CONTRIBUTION 

The new explanatory framework proposal is the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. 

The rich empirical evidence which was obtained to test the original framework should be 

interesting both for practitioners of pharmaceutical companies and for academics who are 

interested in the contextual factors which influence CSR decision-makers’ practices and 

perceptions. More specifically, this research contributes by enhancing both the academic 

literature in this field and CSR management for the target group in three ways. First, the rich data 

obtained fills significant gaps in an area which was previously under-investigated in the academic 

literature by providing fresh empirical data with respect to the CSR practices in this industry. 

Second, it enhances the current literature by conducting an Anglo-German comparison of the 

CSR practices in both countries to investigate some of the potential differences suggested in past 

scholarship. Third, and most significantly, this evidence, which illuminates how the chosen sector 

manages CSR stakeholder engagement serves to inform, re-examine, and ultimately improve a 

recently published explanatory framework which was originally developed by the author in 

separate research (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008).  

The ensuing updated explanatory framework which conceptualises the factors which 

influence CSR practice contributes as a conceptual tool for practical use by decision-makers 

when managing their stakeholder engagement activities. It is driven by a critical realist approach 

to data analysis which examines and questions respondents’ opinions and behaviour in rich detail 
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and seeks explanations for social phenomena based on concepts of mechanisms and context 

(House, 1991; Tsang and Kwan, 1999; Robson, 2004:41). Within that approach, the elements in 

the updated framework have been developed based both from evidence and from inferences 

which have been drawn from the evidence which was gathered in the research enquiry. Figure 8.1 

below summarises this in greater detail. 

 

Figure 8.1 Summary of Inferences from the Evidence  

 

Inference 
 

Evidence from the Data 
 

As stakeholders’ expectations increase, CSR 
practice is influenced by internal and external 
contextual factors. As a result, CSR 
stakeholder engagement responses are still 
evolving.  

 

• The CSR concepts, and accordingly the 
resulting CSR stakeholder engagement 
practices (with respect to the six codes) 
adopted by the selected sample are diverse, 
inter-active, and dynamic. 

 
 

In attempting to balance stakeholders’ (wide 
range of potentially conflicting/colliding) 
interests, key aspects of the current CSR 
stakeholder management approach could be 
improved. The management challenge is: 
how? 
 

 

• Interviews furnish opinions from many 
respondents which confirm: 

1. Stakeholders’ negative perceptions of the 
pharmaceutical industry  

2. Misalignment between stated values and 
actual CSR policies (mindset) 

3. Management uncertainty due to: 
o Operational complexity  
o Stakeholder stance/reaction  
o Unclear: 
 CSR scope/definition 
 Cost/benefits measurement 
 Management process 

 
 

By focusing on the overall positive 
opportunities (i.e. both economic and social 
impact) which can result from investing 
business resources in CSR activities, the new 
revised explanatory framework represents an 
improved approach for managing CSR 
stakeholder engagement activities.  
 

 

• The interview evidence concentrates on 
improving the original framework. Further 
research is required to ascertain whether the 
new tools represent conceptualisations of 
management processes which effectively 
address the management challenges identified. 

 

 

Source: Author 

 

Figure 8.1 identifies those aspects in the management of CSR stakeholder engagement 

which have been illuminated based on the rich data which was gathered and those areas of the 

research which are based on inferences which require further validation. Before addressing the 
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limitations of the findings which have been presented in this thesis, the next section first turns to 

discuss the implications of the research for past scholarship in its field.  

 

8.3   IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FOR THE LITERATURE 

8.3.1 Introduction  

This section presents the implications of the research results for past scholarship in the CSR 

field. It first addresses the findings with respect to the six codes (including terminology, 

stakeholders, communication, organisation, projects and expectations) in terms of each of the 

three research questions. In doing so, this section demonstrates how the collected data fills many 

of the gaps in the academic literature identified in Chapter 2 with respect to the specific CSR 

practices of the target pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. Most significantly, this 

information base serves to inform and revise the original version of the framework. The resulting 

revised explanatory framework consequently comprises the main conceptual contribution to the 

thesis. Before examining the implications of that new framework for the literature, the next 

sections first focus on how the research results from each of the research questions contribute to 

past scholarship.  

 

8.3.2 Implications of the Research Findings from RQ1 for the Literature 
 

The findings presented in Chapter four to answer Research Question one regarding 

terminology support claims made in past literature that ‘corporate social responsibility’ is the 

term which is most frequently used by the target group (e.g. Matten and Moon, 2005; Fairbrass et 

al, 2005; Crane and Matten 2010:82). Further, the data suggests that there is a high degree of 

diversity in labelling as previously suggested by other scholars (e.g. May et al, 2007). In addition, 

the terminology results provide new evidence indicating the dynamic nature of labelling in CSR 

practice. For instance, many pharmaceutical companies ‘personalise’ their terminology in order 
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to differentiate themselves both from competitors, and avoid stakeholder (mis)understandings. 

Accordingly, these results contribute to past scholarship by explaining how CSR terminology is 

evolving within this specific sector (Carroll, 1999). Further, they add to existing knowledge (e.g. 

Bowmann-Larsen and Wiggen, 2004; Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Kotler and Lee, 2005; Crane 

and Matten, 2007; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008) by revealing the specific terminology selected 

by this target group. 

Within the context of the diverse, inter-active, and dynamic concept of CSR noted 

immediately above, the findings (presented in Chapter four to answer research question one) 

regarding stakeholder prioritisation provide conflicting evidence regarding how, and which 

stakeholders are targeted. The telephone survey and observation data both confirm the theoretical 

value of pre-prioritising stakeholders according to their capacity to impact operations, as 

suggested in past scholarship (e.g. Murray and Vogel, 1997; Trebeck, 2008:352 & 357). 

Nevertheless, some authoritative interviewees offer additional interesting insights which explain 

in greater detail why it is not possible to identify a definitive group of relevant stakeholders for 

any given corporation in any given situation as suggested by Crane and Matten (2010:62). Some 

of the interview participants claim that ranking stakeholders generically in advance makes no 

sense because selection is dependent on the specific needs of each individual project i.e. activity-

based. Overall however, the general stakeholder rankings do reveal that key stakeholders for this 

specific segment comprise: doctors and patients (ranked according to the firm’s therapeutic 

focus), employees, and shareholders. These results correspond with recent more general 

CRADLE findings (Burchell and Cook, 2006:157). Interestingly however, one exception in the 

stakeholder rankings obtained conflicts with the importance generally attributed to NGOs in the 

literature (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:20). These noted incongruities (indicated by weaker 

telephone survey data) nevertheless correlate with the stronger interview data to consistently 
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imply differences between generic theoretical and task-specific stakeholder prioritisation. Most 

importantly, the findings highlight that pre-selection is considered by some respondents as 

irresponsible because it could erroneously restrict the scope of CSR activity and thereby in effect 

limit a company’s ability to respond in a responsible manner to the needs of society (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008; Company 9, 2008; Company 14, 2008). These results present fresh evidence 

which both confirms and in part extends past scholarship. Significantly, in doing so, these 

findings fill gaps in current literature which had not previously addressed how stakeholders are 

actually prioritised by pharmaceutical companies. They suggest that stakeholder prioritisation in 

the case of the pharmaceutical targets in question is often project specific. Accordingly, the 

research confirms for this specific industry, the more general claims made by previous scholars 

that CSR practice is diverse (e.g. Mitchell et al, 1997; Clarkson, 1995; Catska et al, 2004; Crane 

and Matten, 2010). 

The findings (presented in Chapter four to answer research question one) additionally 

reveal issues with regard to how stakeholder interests are balanced by the target group. On the 

one hand, the general relevance of CSR suggested by other scholars (e.g. Carroll 1999; Porter & 

Kramer 2006; Reich 2007:168) is confirmed for the pharmaceutical sector by documentary 

analysis findings in relation to communication/dialogue. Essentially, by highlighting a landscape 

of highly visible and explicit rhetoric on CSR stakeholder engagement practices (via for instance 

company websites), these findings substantiate both the adoption of stakeholder theory within the 

target groups’ CSR concept/response (Freeman, 1984) as well as the importance of stakeholder 

engagement as a key component of CSR practice (e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2006; Greenwood, 

2007) for this segment. Accordingly, the evidence confirms the existence of a stakeholder 

engagement focus in strategic planning and management for this target group as suggested in 

general in the academic literature (Crane and Matten, 2004:40; ISO, 2010:12). More specifically, 
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the new ISO 26000 guideline explicitly defines communication as a key aspect of CSR practice 

(ISO, 2010: 73-6).  

However, most importantly, the evidence which was gathered provides fresh insights in an 

area which was not previously researched. In more richly illuminating the general details of 

stakeholder dialogue noted in the current literature (e.g. Pedersen, 2006; Burchell and Cook, 

2008:44), the results reveal three specific issues in CSR communication for this target group. 

Significantly, fresh insights highlight areas in which the current approach proves ineffective. 

First, and most significantly, both documentary analysis and (weaker) observation findings 

provide consistent new evidence which indicates specific examples in which two-way 

stakeholder dialogue focus is lacking. While this phenomena is suggested by previous scholars 

for stakeholder dialogue in general (e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2006:155), it had not been 

researched for this segment. Second, when compared with the documentary analysis findings, the 

results additionally reveal specific evidence of inconsistencies between ‘rhetoric’ and ‘reality’ 

concerning CSR communication and practice as suggested in more general terms in the literature 

(e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Fairbrass et al, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2007:145). Further, while the 

findings (unsurprisingly) expose that CSR is communicated mainly via the PR department by this 

sample, the fresh evidence obtained to explain these phenomena uncovers how both internal 

policies and lack of knowledge/communication (between departments or affiliates) may hinder 

effective (internal and external) CSR communication. Third, the evidence reveals how the 

sample’s CSR communication involves two organisational approaches to CSR activities. These 

include a philanthropic approach which is focused on addressing societal issues that are in 

general unrelated to the business (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:468; Ferrell et al, 2010:169-72), 

as well as more integrative CSR practices which relate more closely to the pharmaceutical 

business’ activities (e.g. ISO, 2010). For instance, the latter approach often focuses on health 
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issues such as access to medicine and health concerns per se (including for example living 

conditions, sanitation, hygiene, education, insurance, care). However, despite these examples 

which demonstrate the ways in which the target group chooses to manage its business response to 

address a broad range of stakeholder interests, according to the senior executives within leading 

pharmaceutical companies, many stakeholder groups perceive CSR communication from the 

pharmaceutical industry negatively. These results confirm for this specific industry the findings 

identified in the literature regarding CSR practice in general (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:32). 

Additionally, they are consistent with the typically negative image of the pharmaceutical industry 

per se reported in past scholarship (e.g. Blum-Kusterer and Hussain, 2001; Cassel, 2002; Oxfam, 

2002; Veleva et al, 2003; Acutt et al, 2004; Third World Network, 2004; Baker, 2004; 

O’Riordan, 2006; Crane and Matten, 2010:364, 408 & 520). Significantly, in this regard, many 

respondents are not shy to frankly criticise their (past and current) business practices at both 

industry and company level (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; 

Company 17, 2008). As a result, this self-critical stance is perceived as a positive first (still 

evolving) step to ‘learning’ how to cope with the complex challenges of managing this multi-

dimensional topic. In this regard, some respondents confirm previous literature findings 

concerning stakeholder engagement in the area of environmental research (Gouldson et al, 2007). 

Those findings suggest that an increase in dialogue may lead to a ‘j-curve effect’, with an initial 

deterioration in levels of trust being followed by a gradual improvement in levels of credibility 

and shared understanding over time (e.g. Blau, 1964). In addition, the research findings 

illuminate opportunities for improved communication (via employees practicing ‘word of mouth’ 

promotion for example) identified in the literature (e.g. Thompson and Hecker, 2000). 

Essentially, in uncovering an assorted patchwork of responses to stakeholder expectations, the 
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evidence uniquely explains (for this specific industry) how complex healthcare concerns pose 

challenging management issues which necessitate innovative business responses.  

The CSR responses in relation to organisation and projects obtained for this target group 

(presented in Chapter four to answer research question one) reveal a collage of various (often 

diverging) CSR approaches and activities (often within the same company). In doing so, it 

exposes how the target group operationalises its CSR stakeholder engagement concept. This 

additionally enables judgement on the effectiveness of the current approach. To elaborate, these 

findings support overall claims by past scholars regarding the existence of a variety of general 

activities and organisational approaches in managing CSR stakeholder engagement (see for 

example Freeman, 1984; Welford 2004; Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2007; 

O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Ferrell et al, 2010:282-314). More importantly however, the 

specific approach which was exposed for the target segment under investigation reveals a level of 

detail not previously specified in the literature with respect to CSR organisation. The 

identification and discussion of why a centralised organisation approach is generally followed to 

establish CSR principles but how some decentralisation is possible on how those principles are 

implemented at local level i.e. ‘glocalisation’ (Trompenaars 2004:3), expand on the previous 

scholarship by revealing how CSR is organised by this target group. These findings illuminate 

the approach and the scope of themes which denote the activities and projects undertaken in the 

name of CSR by this specific sample.  

Even more significantly, some interview evidence authoritatively suggests that crisis 

management and considerations regarding risk (e.g. to image, or the top or bottom line) are not 

part of CSR practice (Company 10, 2008). More specifically, in contrast to the concept of agency 

theory which focuses on exchange risk (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989), isolated profit objectives, crisis 

management, risk prevention, or reputation considerations, are not the principal objective in the 
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first instance. Instead, the philosophy adopted in the new explanatory framework lies closer to the 

concepts of social/relational exchange theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 1980), resource 

dependency theory which addresses the power and control in the relationship (e.g. Pfeffer and 

Salancik, 1978; Frazier, 1999). These concepts concentrate more on the relationship interaction 

(e.g. Håkansson, 1982; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:21-36). This emphasises a focus on 

business investments which deliver the most optimal overall (balanced, sustainable, long-term) 

outcome for all stakeholders.  

In helping to explain why this might be a more desirable future approach, some respondents 

share their understanding that their CSR concept signifies a long-term fundamental approach to 

business which denotes the exact opposite of issues or crisis management (Company 9, 2008; 

Company 13, 2008). Importantly, this evidence contradicts claims made in the general CSR 

literature that “when used in tandem, issues and crisis management can help managers fulfil their 

economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities to stakeholders” (e.g. Bucholtz and 

Carroll, 2009:226). Additionally, suggestions in other literature that risk reduction is a ‘major 

feature’ of the ‘business case’ for stakeholder engagement (e.g. Ulrich and Fluri, 1995; Klein, 

2000; Sison, 2000; Pleon Kohtes Klewes, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2010:186-87) conflict with 

the concept understood by some CSR decision-makers (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 15, 

2008) within this target sample.  

Accordingly, the evidence obtained from respondents in this enquiry interestingly suggests 

a different focus for stakeholder engagement and dialogue than the one projected in previous 

academic literature. More specifically, in line with the CSR stakeholder concept proposed in 

more recent research which highlights a focus on sharing information and identifying and 

managing expectations (Burchell and Cook, 2008), this research reveals a CSR concept which 

follows an approach which aims to avoid risk, management issues, and/or crises, by establishing 
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effective relationships with stakeholders before they occur (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 

2008). Importantly, this contrasts with the idea (often presumed in the literature e.g. Bucholtz and 

Carroll, 2009:226) of integrating issues and risk as a key focus of CSR practice in the planning 

stages. Similarly, this perspective disagrees for instance with the cognitive approach to CSR 

management which aims to measure in advance how well CSR activities can serve to reduce 

potential image disasters or other business costs suggested in transaction cost economics (e.g. 

Williamson, 1979 & 1985). As a result these new findings partly refute past scholarship by 

suggesting that attempting to balance CSR stakeholder interests comprises a diversely evolving 

mix of engagement techniques and approaches to ongoing management challenges which are 

more in tune with the concepts of social/relational exchange theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 

1980), resource dependency theory (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; Frazier, 1999) 

and interaction frameworks (e.g. Håkansson, 1982). 

The findings (presented in Chapter four to answer research question one) regarding CSR 

expectations furnish fresh evidence to further expose the target groups’ CSR concept. This 

enables an examination of the effectiveness of the current stakeholder engagement approach. 

While the results reveal reputation, image, and employee motivation as the most likely benefits 

expected to result from CSR activities for this target sample as suggested by the literature 

presented in Chapter 2 (e.g. Lankoski, 2009:1, Ferrell et al, 2010:40), interview data nevertheless 

uncovers that what CSR precisely entails, and accordingly what explicitly generates this benefit, 

remains a matter of debate (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 11, 2008; 

Company 17, 2008). This result tallies with past scholarship which suggests that members of 

society often fail to recognise what their own (and other interest groups’) long-term interests (and 

therefore optimal outcomes) might be (Welford 1995:125). It similarly corresponds with the 

academic debate regarding whether the CSR concept may comprise general aspects of what could 
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be described as ‘smart business management’ such as treating employees well, or complying with 

the law, as suggested in the literature (e.g. Reich, 2007; Greenfield, 2004). In parallel with this 

debate, a major challenge in the field of CSR stakeholder engagement is noted by other authors to 

concern “the ability to reflect and demonstrate the direct value of these processes” (Burchell and 

Cook, 2008:45). In this regard, effective stakeholder relationships are understood to generally 

benefit reputation and image (e.g. Pleon Kohtes Klewes, 2005; Crane and Matten, 2010:166). 

However, developing a process for measuring and demonstrating the broad range of outcomes 

which can emerge from dialogue is deemed key to the future of effective stakeholder engagement 

(Burchell and Cook, 2008:45). Consequently, recent scholarship importantly highlights the need 

for better tools to more effectively measure CSR outcomes (Hond et al, 2007; Welford et al, 

2008). These fresh research findings reveal relevant insights which suggest that part of the 

measurement issue for this target segment is determined by what is understood by value. 

Importantly, the survey and in-depth interviews deliver specific results for the pharmaceutical 

industry which support past scholarship in revealing that CSR practice is driven chiefly by 

intangible benefit expectations.  

Significantly, the telephone survey illuminates previous literature which suggests that a 

direct link between CSR and profits have proved elusive (Stern, 2009; Rahmann, 2010). It 

crucially reveals evidence which indicates that all respondents consider that CSR is a cost to the 

business. This understanding might be linked with the issue that current measurement (even for 

philanthropic community investment projects) usually reports only on inputs (i.e. money, 

employee volunteering hours) but rarely reports on outputs (or impact) as recent research 

suggests (e.g. Welford et al, 2008). While this finding is not new in the sense that it confirms past 

research which has frequently attempted to quantify the business case for undertaking CSR (e.g. 

Sustainability, 2005), it clearly confirms a mindset (regarding costs) which underpins a cognitive 
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stance (i.e. expectation) regarding the potential outcome of undertaking CSR practice (e.g. 

Bendell and Cohen, 2007). Moreover, the leadership stance to educate employees to integrate 

CSR practice as part of normal business investment and practice is affected (e.g. Denchev, 2005; 

Pedersen, 2006; Hond et al, 2007). As a result, these findings expand on past scholarship to 

explain how this mindset is presumed to affect the motivation for embarking on CSR (and as a 

result how stakeholder engagement is managed) for his target group.  

A further implication of these findings from research question one for the literature is that 

they serve to inform and revise the original version of the framework. Before examining the 

implication of that revision for the literature, the next section first addresses how the findings 

from research question two contribute to past scholarship.  

 

8.3.3 Implications of the Research Findings from RQ2 for the Literature 

The triangulated empirical findings (presented in Chapter five to address the second 

research question) compared CSR practices in both countries. They furnish evidence which 

expands an area of current literature which was identified to still remain quite unexplored (Sachs 

et al, 2005). By specifically examining CSR orientation in two different national settings, the 

reported opinions of some authoritative pharmaceutical managers on CSR within the context of a 

stakeholder view of CSR in the UK and Germany first confirm the academic literature by 

exposing some local distinctions in CSR practice. While cultural issues per se are not directly 

investigated in the research (i.e. rather an assertion is made that cultural differences may lead to 

differences in CSR policies), from the host of other internal and external factors identified above 

which could explain differences in CSR practices between the two countries, the evidence could 

be interpreted to indicate CSR practice distinctions due to cultural influences (e.g. Ronen Shenkar 

1985:449; Deresky, 2000:118; Crane and Matten, 2010:161). More specifically, the findings 

imply that cultural differences may affect a certain national (i.e. UK or German) perspective or 
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‘flavour’ in relation to how CSR is practiced as generally suggested by previous scholars 

(Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 2004; Chapple and Moon, 2005).  

Accordingly, despite many parallels in key aspects of the CSR stakeholder practices in the 

two countries (discussed immediately below), the reported views of some pharmaceutical 

managers in the UK and Germany confirm secondary evidence (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005) 

in supporting the existence of some national differences. Significantly, this evidence substantiates 

the anticipated Anglo-Saxon version of CSR in the UK in comparison with the Rhineland 

socialist-capitalism model noted in past scholarship (e.g. Habisch and Jonker, 2005; Matten and 

Moon, 2005). Based on the reported opinions of some managers on CSR within the context of a 

stakeholder view of CSR, the management activities in the UK could be clustered as ‘Anglo’, and 

those in Germany as ‘Germanic’ as suggested in the literature (e.g. Ronen Shenkar 1985:449; 

Deresky, 2000:118). Ultimately, these findings underscore the influencing role of contextual 

factors on CSR practices (which is the separate focus of the third research question).  

Second, the findings concerning research question two reveal new data which enhances past 

scholarship (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:302-12) by exposing that the actual CSR stakeholder 

engagement and management practices chosen by target sample in the UK and Germany are 

largely similar. This is explained by the influence of the general global (often centralised) CSR 

principles behind the practices examined which may ‘standardise’ CSR stakeholder engagement 

practices at local affiliate operational level. This evidence confirms an approach which has been 

termed in the general literature as ‘glocalisation’ (Trompenaars, 2004). More specifically, the 

findings expand past scholarship in revealing how similarities identified regarding which CSR 

practices are undertaken clearly do not rule out the possibility of national differences in how CSR 

is practiced by the individuals within those countries. For instance, choice of terminology and 

communication are in some cases adapted at local affiliate level in order to more effectively 
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manage local (mis)perceptions of CSR. Further, stakeholder prioritisation is activity-based (i.e. 

dependent on context) and organisation and projects are often influenced by local distinctions in 

contextual conditions. In addition, local ‘issues’ often present CSR opportunities which generate 

differences in CSR approach and practice. Most significantly, while overall CSR expectations are 

generally similar (i.e. in assuming likely benefits of improved image/employee motivation or 

example), they are driven by varying interpretations of what determines valuable outcomes (e.g. 

Company 11, 2008). Essentially, by presenting fresh insights which reveal similarities and 

differences in CSR stakeholder engagement practice specific to the pharmaceutical sector in the 

UK and Germany, these findings build on past scholarship to illuminate an area which was 

previously under-researched. In doings so, these findings ultimately imply that contextual factors 

play an influencing role as suggested in the literature (e.g. Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 2004; 

Chapple and Moon, 2005; Habisch and Jonker, 2005). The effect of those influencing factors on 

CSR practice for the target group in the UK and Germany is the focus of the third research 

question. 

 

8.3.4    Implications of the Research Findings from RQ3 for the Literature 
 

Overview 

To explain the phenomena presented immediately above, Chapter six addressed the third 

research question. It explored the factors which influence the CSR practices illuminated by the 

fresh evidence presented above. Essentially, the research identifies a range of inter-related 

influencing factors which comprise the context element of the revised new explanatory 

framework presented in Chapter 7. They help to explain the differences and similarities in the 

CSR practices identified in both countries. Their relative importance is dependent (Mitchell et al, 

1997:863) upon the specific CSR practice undertaken (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:62) and 

determined by the discretionary (moral and strategic) decisions (Greenwood, 2007:321) 
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undertaken by managers with respect to the inter-dependent aspects of stakeholder power, 

legitimacy and urgency (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell et al, 1997:854). These are further influenced 

by the factors addressed in resource dependency theory such as power and control (e.g. Pfeffer 

and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; Frazier, 1999). In essence, these findings essentially confirm 

and expand on past scholarship (e.g. Frooman, 1999; Bourne and Walker, 2005; Carroll and 

Buchholz, 2009:260-340; Ferrell et al, 2010:255-326; Crane and Matten, 2010:148-76) by 

presenting fresh insights on those influencing factors specific to the pharmaceutical sector in the 

UK and Germany. Most significantly, this data serves to inform and revise the original version of 

the framework which is the main conceptual contribution to the thesis. However, before 

demonstrating the implications of that new conceptualisation for the literature, this section first 

addresses how the findings from research question three contribute to past scholarship with 

respect to the six codes.  

 

The Factors which Influence CSR: Terminology 

The findings presented in Chapter six to answer research question three regarding 

terminology helps to explain the empirical insights outlined in Chapters four and five which 

suggested that UK affiliates use a less fragmented range of CSR labels than their German 

counterparts. They enhance previous scholarship by revealing how the contextual influence of 

language and the lack of an official standardised/centralised CSR process in Germany (e.g. 

Habisch and Wegner, 2005:113) affect CSR terminology. Significantly, this could impact how 

CSR is interpreted in Germany due to a “lack of distinction between CSR, corporate citizenship, 

and the social dimension of sustainability” (IÖW and Future e.v., 2004). More specifically, the 

“problem of confusing terms” in Germany (Habisch and Jonker, 2005) possibly explains the 

higher diversity of terminology adopted by German affiliates. In contrast, by revealing the 

influence of BITC initiatives in the UK, these findings confirm past scholarship (e.g. 
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Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007) which suggested that “a new societal governance has specifically 

developed CSR capability” in the UK (e.g. Habisch and Wegner, 2005:60). In doing so, the 

findings additionally support previous academic literature (e.g. Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2007) in 

exposing that as a result, UK CSR/sustainability reports are deemed of higher standard (e.g. 

Company 8, 2008 and Company 13, 2008). Additionally, fresh evidence suggests that CSR itself 

(and therefore its terminology) is more overtly communicated in the UK than in Germany (e.g. 

Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 17, 2008). These findings 

support claims made in the literature that CSR in the UK “can be regarded as increasingly 

explicit” due to the emergence of its new institutional context (Moon, 2005:60), as well as a 

cultural tendency towards higher individualism (Hofstede, 1997). In contrast, a “weak consumer 

response” in Germany (Habisch and Wegner, 2005:114) is possibly explained by the cultural 

understanding that the government is (collectively) responsible (Hofstede, 1997) for taking care 

of its citizens (Crane and Matten, 2007:32). Accordingly, these findings confirm the previous 

literature by identifying how organisations attempt to influence (i.e. power relationship) over 

their stakeholders via the terminology they adopt to communicate a responsible stance. 

Significantly however, they enhance past scholarship by presenting specific reasons which could 

explain the similarities and differences in the CSR practices identified for this target group.  

 

The Factors which Influence CSR: Stakeholder Engagement 

Interestingly, differences regarding CSR stakeholder prioritisation presented in Chapter six 

to answer the third research question expand on past scholarship. This evidence more specifically 

exposes how internal and external circumstantial factors influence the way in which the target 

group balances its CSR stakeholder interests. In doing so, it extends past scholarship by 

explaining how part of the management issues identified are due to misalignments between 

stakeholder expectations, company rhetoric, and actual CSR practice. Significantly, the internal 
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factor ‘company culture’ and ‘company profile’ (presented under the context element in the 

revised explanatory framework in Chapter 7) is exposed as an essential prerequisite for delivering 

responsible business responses. This is addressed in greater detail in the organisation/projects 

section below. 

The findings provide some evidence to suggest that CSR stakeholder engagement and 

management is influenced by external culture (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; 

Company 11, 2008). These results expand on past scholarship by more specifically exposing for 

this target group how external circumstantial factors (presented under the context element in 

Chapter 7) influence the way in which the target group balances its CSR stakeholder interests. In 

this regard, the evidence confirms past scholarship in revealing that PEST factors affect 

stakeholder expectations of CSR practice (Grant, 2006). More importantly however, the results 

expand on the previous literature by specifically explaining the effects of history, culture, religion 

and legal or regulatory, as well as other related elements on CSR stakeholder management for 

this target group (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 10, 

2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 17, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Accordingly, the findings 

confirm claims by other scholars who suggest a strong link between culture and CSR practice 

because it socialises employees into particular ways of seeing, interpreting, and acting (e.g. Crane 

and Matten, 2007:161). As a result, the data further substantiate the literature which previously 

indicated that culture and ethical decision-making are interwoven (e.g. Sinclair, 1993; Dahler-

Larsen, 1994; Starkey, 1998). In this regard, the in-depth interviews provide fresh evidence 

which enhances past scholarship to reveal the role played (in some cases) by culture in ‘de-

standardising’ global or centralised CSR approaches at local affiliate level. More specifically, in-

depth interviews reveal how overall global CSR practice at affiliate level, but significantly not 

the principles employed in CSR stakeholder management (e.g. Company 13, 2008), is regularly 
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adapted to address local contexts, needs and opportunities (e.g. Company 10, 2008; Company 14, 

2008).  

In confirming some of the key institutional differences highlighted in Chapter 2 (e.g. 

Habisch and Jonker, 2005), the empirical results expose how UK affiliates adopt a stronger 

business focus when prioritising their stakeholders, while German affiliates tend to lean towards a 

more societal-focused prioritisation approach (e.g. Company 4, 2008). Put another way, CSR the 

UK is revealed to lie closer to the US capitalist model. More specifically, its CSR approach has 

been described by some interviewees as a ‘diluted’ form of the philanthropy which is operated in 

the US (e.g. Company 13, 2008). As might be expected, this confirms for the CSR practices of 

this target group, a stronger leaning towards the US capitalist system in the UK and the influence 

of the capitalist-socialist system in Germany which was suggested in the literature (e.g. Hablish 

and Jonker, 2005).  

To elaborate, linked with these findings, the data indicates that due to historical reasons in 

both countries, the public mindset, particularly in the case of Germany, possesses a strong 

aversion to linking healthcare provision i.e. responsible opportunities, with commercial profits 

i.e. the business case (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 15, 2008; Company 

13, 2008; Company 17, 2008; Company 18, 2008). This cultural mindset is based on 

understanding dating back to the 19th century which established the NHS system in the UK, and 

the Bismarck era of healthcare in Germany (e.g. Company 1, 2008). Moreover, the public 

mindset in Germany additionally possesses a distinctive wariness of biotechnology not generally 

typical in the UK (Company 4, 2008; Company 18, 2008). In this respect (in line with other CSR 

approach aspects noted above), the UK is considered to sit closer to the US from a cultural point 

of view (Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Furthermore, the concept of 

CSR in Germany derives (historically) from a general traditional understanding/agreement 
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between business and society based on the (responsibility) concept of ‘Rheinische Kapitalismus’ 

(Rhineland capitalism) or social capitalism (Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 

2008). The data suggests that the influence of globalisation in both countries means that these 

differences, particularly in the case of Germany, are now “dwindling” (Company 13, 2008). 

Nevertheless, complicated by media influence and other stakeholder group pressures, they 

continue to play an influencing role. Consequently, the findings presented in Chapter six serve 

both to confirm and enhance past scholarship. 

In addition, the data shows that formalisation of CSR (or its regulation in the form of 

specific laws which introduced rules for CSR) occurred earlier in the Anglo-Saxon area than in 

Germany (Company 13, 2008). As a result, formal CSR regulation in the UK could be considered 

further advanced than Germany. For instance, in the UK, CSR laws on reporting or codes and 

guidelines which recommend how to become a responsible company, as well as the related 

support activities of the BITC (see for example Matten and Moon, 2008) do not exist in Germany 

as such (Company 13, 2008). Accordingly, at face value, the evidence for this target group 

appears to suggest that the CSR practice in the UK might be more advanced.  

However, this is not interpreted to mean that the UK operates ‘better’ or ‘more effective’ 

CSR. First, EU and other international CSR guidelines (e.g. the UN Global Compact, ILO, 

OECD, ISO) potentially compensate for the absence of national level principles. Further, these 

could all potentially equally impact CSR practices in both the UK and Germany. Second, the data 

suggests that Scandinavian countries are generally considered to be more advanced (than either 

the UK or Germany) in the sense that they follow a more long-term or sustainable CSR approach. 

This means that Scandinavian countries tend to embed the business case for responsible 

opportunities more tightly into their operating business model (e.g. Company 4, 2008). In this 

regard, the evidence indicates that CSR in mainland Europe lies closer to the Scandinavian 
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model. In contrast, in the UK (with its stronger business orientation as noted earlier), CSR is 

sometimes interpreted to pivot around short-term, stand-alone, demonstrative activities such as 

community projects or activities and employee volunteering (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 

11, 2008; Company 17, 2008).  

 In summary, these findings identify the factors which influence a decision-makers 

understanding regarding what might determine a legitimate stakeholder claim (legitimacy) and 

what specific needs (urgency) could present themselves as possible business opportunities. 

 

The Factors which Influence CSR: Communication 

The evidence presented in Chapter six to answer the third research question both confirms 

and enhances past scholarship with respect to CSR communication. These results expand on past 

scholarship by suggesting that many of the internal and external circumstantial factors (presented 

above regarding CSR stakeholder prioritisation and below with respect to organisation/projects) 

interactively influence how companies communicate with their stakeholders. More specifically, 

they expose the factors which influence the way in which the target group communicates how it 

balances its CSR stakeholder interests (i.e. legitimacy and urgency claims (Mitchell et al, 1997). 

For instance, the language modifications identified are explained to be the result of local 

adaptation to address perceived stakeholder (mis)understandings (e.g. Company 1, 2008; 

Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 10, 2008). This includes for 

example topics such as profit-making and biotechnology in Germany (which were identified 

under the PEST factors immediately above as ‘conflict-ridden’). These examples show how the 

company attempts to gain influence (power-dependency) in the business-societal relationship 

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; Mitchell et al, 1997; Frazier, 1999). 

Further, the documentary analysis findings exposed limited CSR content communicated on 

local (i.e. UK and German) sites despite elaborate content on main dot.com pages. This is 
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interpreted to imply that CSR management is still evolving at many affiliates. This claim is 

substantiated by in-depth interview evidence (e.g. Company 6, 2008; Company 7, 2008; 

Company 16, 2008). In addition, fresh data suggests that some respondents consider that small 

size i.e. limited resources (addressed above in greater detail) offers advantages when 

communicating CSR or engaging in stakeholder dialogue (e.g. Company 2, 2008).  

In summary, this, and data which highlights the significant influence of the company’s 

evolutionary stage of CSR development on CSR communication, serves to fill gaps in past 

scholarship which did not previously address CSR practice for this target group at this specific 

level of detail. This is important because it prompts inclusion of this factor in the new framework. 

See Chapter 7 for further details.  

 

The Factors which Influence CSR: Organisation and Projects 

The evidence presented in Chapter six to answer the third research question both confirms 

and expands on past scholarship (e.g. Welford, 1995) for this target group with respect to CSR 

organisation/projects. In doing so, it reveals the significance of the internal factor ‘company 

culture’ or a facilitating organisational structure which positively enables individual employees 

to follow moral values as an essential prerequisite for delivering responsible business responses 

(Crane and Matter, 2007:148; Ferrell et al, 2010: 233-282).  

More specifically, the findings suggest that this enabling CSR structure manifests itself in a 

leadership style based on personal integrity which in turn is determined by, and also determines,  

personal motivation (or the specific interest of individual employees) to undertake CSR practice 

(e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 11, 2008; Company 13, 

2008). These results consistently confirm previous scholarship which claims that the integration 

of important core values (which address social and ethical issues) comprises a major aspect of 

business planning (e.g. Denchev, 2005; Pedersen, 2006; Hond et al, 2007; Bochholtz and Carroll, 
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2009:186). The power of internal company culture to change the shape, organisation, and values 

of a business has been aptly discussed (e.g. Welford, 1995: ch6). That detailed examination of 

culture including a conceptualisation for implementing values in accordance with sustainable 

development, provides a fitting vehicle for forward-thinking executives in their quest to redefine 

and change their corporate culture. Additionally, it supports the concept of more equitable and 

sustainable development via internal culture change which comprises empowering workers and 

establishing more integrative participation between the various interest groups in society (adapted 

from Welford, 1995:114).  

The research findings further substantiate the literature which claims that personal values 

are influential in determining the type of decisions that are made in organisations (Agle and 

Caldwell, 1999). In this regard, they agree with past scholarship which suggests that individual 

employee interest driven by personal discretionary motives is an important aspect of ethical 

decision-making (Carroll, 1999). They further support the literature which addresses CSR 

choices in academia (e.g. Matten and Moon, 2005). Accordingly, these fresh results substantiate 

previous scholarship which suggests that the personal values adopted by each employee when 

addressing ethical dilemmas comprise a crucial factor in shaping CSR practice (Crane and 

Matten, 2007:145). Similarly, the empirical evidence from in-depth interviews (e.g. Company 1, 

2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 15, 2008) confirms the claims in the 

literature which highlight that while many companies have attempted to set out their (ideal) 

values at corporate level, these are not always translated into practice (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; 

Crane and Matten, 2007:145).  

Significantly, these findings confirm for this specific target group, and elaborate on general 

claims in the literature, claims which suggested that the increasingly market-orientated values of 

modern organisations result in ineffective CSR management (Crane and Matten, 2007:145). The 
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findings addressed above in this respect serve to demonstrate how a strong business (rather than 

social) focus may amplify the incongruity between CSR communication/rhetoric and the CSR 

enabling processes within organisations. In this regard, the findings presented in Chapter six 

specifically help to explain for this target group how, juxtaposed between high level guiding 

principles and poorly defined performance objectives, it becomes almost impossible to align 

employee’s personal values/behaviour. Consequently, this incongruity negatively impacts the 

ability to appropriately manage each employee’s CSR practice.  

Crucially however, in this regard, previous literature specifies how personal integrity, 

which is defined as consistency in adhering to moral principles or values (Brown, 2005:5) and 

moral imagination (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007: 148) become the most important characteristics 

of an ‘ethical’ person. The findings presented in Chapter 6 confirm this claim by explaining what 

this concept of ‘walking the talk’ means for this target group. For instance, one interviewee 

phrases this as “do what you say and say what you do” (e.g. Company 8, 2008).  

Importantly however, while the results confirm the lack of specific details to explain 

precisely how personal values actually deliver the (overall economic and societal) value 

suggested in previous scholarship (e.g. Leisinger, 2002; Greenfield, 2004), they do more 

explicitly illuminate what that value might entail. In this regard, expectations of increased trust 

and credibility (e.g. Blau, 1964), as well as differentiation and innovation, help to more clearly 

define the possible positive impact of CSR practice for pharmaceutical companies (e.g. Company 

1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). More specifically, the findings regarding 

linkages between values and their impact on corporate identity are confirmed by past scholarship 

(Balmer and Soenen, 2009:74-75). In this conceptualisation, the authors suggest a corporate 

identity management mix comprising three elements: Soul (including core values and employee 

affinities); Mind (including vision, philosophy, and strategy), as well as Voice (which the authors 
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propose comprises controlled and non-controlled communication). In a parallel approach, the 

‘internal company culture’ aspect depicted in the ‘context’ element in the new revised framework 

now reflects these factors which past scholarship claims define the nature of corporate identity.  

Significantly however, part of the misalignment between stakeholder expectations, 

company rhetoric, and actual CSR practice could be put down to the unrealistic hopes of 

individuals (in varyingly vulnerable situations) regarding their expectations of what determines 

value. Consequently, finding ways to more equitably address value outcomes which more 

positively impact broader stakeholder interests could be interpreted as the ‘real’ challenge for 

CSR managers. This is aspect is addressed separately in the expectations section below. 

In addition to the role played by the internal factor ‘company culture’, the evidence 

indicates that ‘company profile’, presented under the context element in the revised explanatory 

framework in Chapter 7, is a further internal factor which influences the target group’s CSR 

practice. To elaborate, by exposing the impact of ownership type, size (e.g. ISO, 2010:67), 

organisation and success on CSR practice the findings confirm the influencing role of governance 

suggested by other authors (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2004:28). They additionally confirm previous 

literature which suggested that both the company profile elements ‘power’ (e.g. Welford 2002:5; 

Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009; Ferrell et al, 2010) and ‘size’ (e.g. Wettstein 2005; Oetinger and 

Reeves, 2007), coupled with the impact of the increasingly dominant role of corporations due to 

‘globalisation’ on CSR practice (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:483; ISO, 2010:6), influence 

stakeholder engagement.  

Significantly in this regard, the effects of globalisation have been deemed to necessitate a 

fundamental re-contextualisation of ethical problems in business practice (Crane and Matten, 

2007:34). The findings more specifically present fresh insights for this target group in this area. 

They reveal how size is considered to affect stakeholder engagement as suggested in the literature 
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(e.g. ISO, 2010:67). Because smaller companies typically own fewer resources, smaller-sized or 

less successful companies report that their CSR approach is often limited to smaller projects 

which require fewer resources. As a result, this evidence enhances past scholarship by exposing 

for this target group how smaller size requires a clear focus to find the most optimal, realistic, and 

feasible response within the scope of their particular level of resources (e.g. Company 3, 2008). 

In contrast, the evidence suggests that because larger companies possess resources which can 

solve social issues on a greater scope than smaller companies are able to address (e.g. Company 

17, 2008), companies with greater resources are more capable of getting involved in global health 

care concerns (e.g. Company 13, 2008). Consequently, the findings confirm past scholarship in 

revealing that both a company’s size and its success level influence CSR practice. Accordingly, 

they confirm the notion that moral intensity (Jones, 1991; Crane and Matten, 2010:164-5) 

increases in relative importance as the expected impact of harm (or magnitude of consequences) 

rises (Crane and Matten 2007:152). In this regard, in-depth interview evidence significantly 

exposes for this target group that size and success level do not alter the intrinsic obligation to take 

ethical decisions (e.g. Company 3, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Nor does smaller size mean that 

potential stakeholder expectations (e.g. from the media or the general public or for that matter the 

investment community or rating agencies and other bodies that position themselves as CSR 

‘watchdogs’) are lower (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 16, 2008).  

Significantly, according to the rationale proposed in this evidence, senior executives from 

leading pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany confirm suggestions in past 

scholarship which proposed that a giant corporation can be considered to possess the power to 

affect greater consequences than a smaller company (e.g. Crane and Matter, 2007:152). 

Consequently, this evidence helps to explain why large companies are viewed by the public to 

hold a greater obligation to leverage their resources to create meaningful social development. 



 426 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Because pharmaceutical companies comprise some of the most powerful social entities on earth 

to affect change (e.g. Philips, 2003:1), these findings explain why their stakeholders tend to 

expect them to channel their resources to achieve positive social as well as economic value 

outcomes (e.g. ISO, 2010:66). This is supported by resource dependency theory which addresses 

the role of power and control in relationships (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; 

Frazier, 1999). This suggests that conflict is likely to be strongly present in relationships in which 

one partner dominates and uses its power (e.g. Gassenheimer and Calantone, 1994). In doing so, 

these findings help to explain the nature of both the claims (legitimacy) and the needs (urgency) 

of stakeholders specific to the pharmaceutical industry. This further illuminates the specific 

relationship (power dependency) which exists between stakeholders and pharmaceutical firms 

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; Gassenheimer and Calantone, 1994; Mitchell et al, 

1997; Frazier, 1999).  

Additionally, the data expands past scholarship by showing that the internal factor 

ownership type impacts stakeholder expectations (and accordingly CSR practice) by influencing 

which (and how) resources are allocated for CSR practice. In this regard, the evidence reveals 

that because private companies have, by definition, a different set of stakeholder interests from 

public companies, CSR expenditure is approached and determined differently in each case 

(Company 1, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 10, 2008; Company 17, 2008). 

Finally, the fresh findings expose the internal company profile factor ‘CSR evolutionary 

stage of development’ as an important influencing factor in CSR practice. More specifically, the 

findings which revealed varying management responses significantly prompted the need to 

expand the original explanatory framework (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). In doing so, the 

evidence enhances past scholarship with respect to how CSR management responses for this 

target group are conceptualised. 
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The Factors which Influence CSR: Expectations 

Finally, the evidence presented in Chapter six to answer the third research question 

additionally serves to both support and improve past scholarship with respect to CSR 

expectations. Essentially, many of the internal and external circumstantial factors presented 

above regarding CSR stakeholder prioritisation, communication, and organisation/projects were 

exposed to similarly interactively influence stakeholder expectations in CSR practice for the 

target group. To elaborate, possibly most significantly, the evidence exposes that expectations 

regarding the likely benefits which are expected to accrue from addressing the broader interests 

of its external environment on these codes strongly influence decision-makers motivation for 

undertaking CSR practice. In this regard, the results which reveal different expectations due to 

PEST influencing factors with respect to value outcomes and the role of the company (e.g. 

Company 11, 2008), deliver fresh insights to both fill gaps (Sachs et al, 2005) and enhance past 

scholarship (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:32). For instance, previous literature in this area had 

produced mixed, inconclusive, and controversial results for two reasons. First, past scholarship 

was lacking due to the lack of a solid theoretical framework (e.g. O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Second, challenges relating to CSR performance measurement (Welford et al, 2008) have 

hindered the ability to measure the outcomes of stakeholder dialogue (Burchell and Cook, 

2008:42).  

Crucially, given this shortfall, to alleviate the parallel ambiguity surrounding CSR inherent 

in the past academic literature, the fresh findings indicate how each company’s evolutionary 

stage of CSR development additionally strongly influences the ability of individual actors to 

practice CSR (Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008). For instance, the findings reveal that CSR 

management performance may be influenced by size (discussed in greater detail above). More 

specifically, the data suggests that smaller-sized companies do not generally directly measure or 

compare their CSR objectives with those of larger-resourced companies (e.g. Company 2, 2008; 
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Company 3, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Further in this regard, the empirical findings presented 

immediately above which exposed the role played by PEST contextual factors, confirm previous 

scholarship which suggests how context-related systems of reward and moral framing provide 

incentives for employees to practice their business operations ethically (e.g. Crane and Matten, 

2007:156). Significantly, these PEST factors determine that at least stakeholder expectations, if 

not always CSR practices, differ in each operating environment. 

In addition, the evidence confirms previous literature (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2007:154) in 

exposing for this target group how reward systems determine how individual employees respond 

in business settings to moral dilemmas (e.g. Company 4, 2008, Company 11, 2008). In this 

regard, the evidence reveals that the extent to which a CSR enabling internal culture exists (i.e. 

driven by an imaginative leadership mindset which does not knock innovative (ethical) 

approaches to business as idealistic or utopian), is strongly affected by the degree to which a 

company has developed its specific CSR processes. For further details please refer to the 

discussion on company evolutionary stages of CSR immediately above and in Chapter 7. This 

means that the ability for a company to enter into relationships with its stakeholders is affected by 

its ability to respond to their claims (legitimacy) and needs (urgency). Ultimately this affects the 

organisation’s relationship with society (power-dependence relationship) (Pfeffer and Salancik, 

1978; Porter, 1985; Gassenheimer and Calantone, 1994; Mitchell et al, 1997 Frazier, 1999). This 

reveals how the data presented in Chapter 6 with respect to expectations identifies new aspects of 

CSR management which were previously unexplored in the literature for this target group.  

In summary, by informing past scholarship with respect the six codes, the findings from the 

three research questions presented in this and the previous sections provide crucial information 

which fills many of the gaps in the academic literature which were identified in Chapter 2. 

Overall, this serves to inform the first version of the conceptual framework. Following this 
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presentation of the implications of the research results from the three research questions for past 

scholarship in the CSR field, the next section now turns its focus on how the new updated 

explanatory framework itself contributes to past scholarship.  

 

8.3.5 Implications of the Findings on the Framework for the Literature 

This section builds on the more detailed discussion of each element of the revised new 

conceptualisation in Chapter 7 which was informed by the research results. It presents how the 

elements of the revised explanatory framework and their inter-relationships, which were 

informed by the evidence presented above, contribute to past scholarship. More specifically, 

Chapter 7 established how fresh empirical evidence gathered from authoritative sources helps to 

contribute to the literature by illuminating how the chosen sample manages its CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities. This data serves to inform, re-examine, and improve the original 

framework which was limited because it conceptualised CSR stakeholder management based 

exclusively on evidence gathered from secondary desk research (O’Riordan and Fairbrasss, 

2008). In testing how effectively that framework supports business decision-makers in actual 

practice, the triangulated empirical research from four data sources has essentially determined the 

need for substantial modification to the original framework proposal. Accordingly, by presenting 

a fresh focus comprising new elements (i.e. ‘context’, ‘choice’, ‘calculation’ and 

‘communication’) the new revised framework proposition contributes to the literature in this field 

(O’Riordan, 2006; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008).  

Crucially in this regard, the elements in the new framework are inferred from evidence 

which is derived from the opinions and behaviour of some pharmaceutical managers in the UK 

and Germany presented in Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7. Given the ambiguous nature of CSR per se, 

some aspects of CSR management are clearly subjective because they are dependent on the 

perspective of those asked and those interpreting the results. In acknowledging that each person 
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has a right to his/her own interpretation, many of the linkages suggested in the revised 

explanatory framework are new. As a result, because they have not been presented in this way 

before, no studies exist to confirm the exact nature of their inter-dependencies. Consequently, 

these ideas require additional research to validate the inter-relationships proposed as discussed 

below in greater detail.  

Nevertheless, based on the inferences which were presented in Figure 8.1 in Section 8.2 

above, the new framework now contends to better describe, and thereby explain, how to manage 

CSR stakeholder engagement in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. In doing 

so, it claims to not only address some significant gaps in knowledge regarding how CSR 

stakeholder engagement practices are managed in this target sector. It additionally presents a 

useful tool which is designed to aid pharmaceutical decision-makers when managing CSR 

practice. Consequently, this new framework is the main conceptual contribution of the thesis. 

Overall, in an area which was previously under-investigated, the new insights portrayed in the 

revised explanatory framework contribute to the academic literature by helping to explain the 

process by which the target firms manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities. The 

remainder of this section builds on the more detailed discussion of each element in Chapter 7 by 

discussing how the interactions and relationships between the individual components of the new 

framework contribute to past scholarship.  

First, the revised framework presents one solution which helps to fill some of the gaps with 

respect to the underdeveloped nature of current CSR conceptualisations per se (e.g. 

Saravanamuthu, 2001:295; Cropanzano et al, 2004:109), as well as the noted deficiencies in 

management tools for addressing CSR activities and firm-stakeholder relationships (e.g. Murray 

and Vogel, 1997:141; Ferrell et al, 2010:253; Crane and Matten, 2010:224). More specifically, 

the new framework in Figure 7.2 helps to address the relevant questions in ethical management: 
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What is? (descriptive question); What ought to be? (normative question); How do we get from 

what is to what ought to be? (practical question); and what is our motivation? (a question of 

authenticity) (Ferrell et al, 2010:250-4). To elaborate, the four new elements of the revised 

framework context, choice, calculation, and communication facilitate both the descriptive 

establishment of the current status quo of CSR practices and consideration of the ideal situation 

or what that practice could entail. The inter-relationships depicted by the arrows depict a flow of 

decision-making which help decision-makers to progress from their current actual CSR 

stakeholder engagement activities to their desired approach.  

As a first step in this process, the detailed consideration of both external and internal 

contextual factors (Figures 7.3, 7.7 and 7.8) help to establish authenticity by illuminating the 

influencing factors. In doing so, these conceptualisations build on past scholarship in the field of 

CSR management which similarly suggests that conflicting interests and priorities pose both 

internal and external pressures which usually cause CSR programmes to evolve based on a 

combination of proactive and reactive policies (see for example L’Etang, 1995; O’Dwyer, 2003; 

Cornelius et al, 2007). To elaborate, the ‘context’ element explicitly offers fresh insights to fill 

gaps identified in previous scholarship regarding the need for companies to more clearly position 

CSR within their external environment (e.g. Freeman 1984:40; Murray and Vogel, 1997:142; 

Porter and Kramer, 2006:6). Overall, by facilitating closer examination of how the target group 

defines its CSR concept in differing external operating environments (Figure 7.7), as well as the 

conceptualisation which investigates the company’s internal stage of evolutionary CSR, the 

evidence gathered which prompted the development of these more in-depth supplementary 

conceptualisation ultimately both amends and enhances the literature in this field (O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008). In this regard, Figure 7.7 conceptualises the CSR opportunities in company’s 

external contextual operating environment. This conceptualisation is similar to past scholarship 
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(e.g. Carroll, 1979:499; Matten and Moon, 2008) in that it defines social responsibility to include 

aspects of both mandatory and voluntary CSR. In a comparable approach to Matten and Moon 

(2008) it addresses how and why corporate social responsibility (CSR) differs among countries 

and how and why it changes. In doing so, as is the case in past conceptualisations (e.g. Carroll, 

1979), the proposed categories are not mutually exclusive. Nor are they prioritised (i.e. intended 

to portray a continuum with economic concerns on one end and social concerns on the other). 

Rather, they chiefly suggest what might be considered the fundamental types of simultaneous 

responsibilities which business decision-makers attempt to balance (and leverage) when 

managing their CSR responses. This framework expands on past scholarship by focusing 

specifically on the social impact opportunities inherent in those different countries for this target 

group (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006).  

Based on this conceptualisation, the degree to which each category is practiced (or 

exploited) within the entire CSR stakeholder management response additionally depends both on 

the company’s internal influencing factors. This is conceptualised in Figure 7.8. Based on 

observation which was provisionally substantiated in in-depth interviews, it proposes new 

terminology which is based on, but also extends past scholarship in this field. Specifically, it 

refines Carroll’s (1979:502) suggested conceptual scheme of four social responsiveness 

categories ranging from reaction to proaction by conceptualising the specific responses identified 

via the empirical evidence obtained. In doing so, the categories adopted apply stakeholder theory 

(Freemann, 1984) to describe a responsiveness continuum which develops on Carroll’s approach 

from the specific perspective of CSR stakeholder management in the pharmaceutical industry in 

the UK and Germany. Overall, these insights build on the general selection of contextual 

influencing factors which were identified in Figure 2.3 in the literature review Chapter 2 as 

salient. In helping managers to strategically design CSR at firm level, they include concepts of 
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the value chain, the five forces and competitive advantage (Porter, 1985) and the broader context 

of the organisation’s interaction with society as discussed in Chapter 2. Essentially, this aspect of 

the new framework corresponds with the approach adopted by Bhattacharyya et al (2008) in their 

recent toolkit for strategic CSR initiatives.  

The fresh evidence which was presented in greater detail both above and in the previous 

chapter additionally informs the next steps in this newly proposed process i.e. the ‘choice’, 

‘calculation’ and ‘communication’ elements. The results helps to more clearly map key aspects of 

CSR stakeholder engagement for this sector which were identified as incomplete. These include: 

actual CSR practices  (Blum-Kusterer and Hussain, 2001; Business and Human Rights, 2003); 

choice of terminology ((May et al 2007: 8); how CSR principles are organised (O’Riordan 2006; 

Fairbrass et al, 2006) and translated into stakeholder engagement practices (Gouldson, 2002; 

Crane and Matten, 2007:145); stakeholder prioritisation and relationships (Murray and Vogel, 

1997; Clark, 2000; Daniels and Radebaugh, 2001:561; Epstein and Roy, 2001; Woodward et al, 

2001; Maignan et al,. 2002; Stigson, 2002; Maignan and Ferrell, 2003; Crane and Matten, 

2004:439); communication methods in stakeholder relationships (Clark, 2000:363 & 372; ISO, 

2010:73-6) and how CSR value is determined (e.g. Welford et al, 2008). In general, these 

insights build on the behaviour/response and outcome factors which were selected as key factors 

in Figure 2.3 in the literature review Chapter 2.  

Consequently, these findings expand on previous literature which addressed the factors 

which influence ethical decision-making (e.g. Crane and Matten, 2010:148-176). The evidence 

presented in this thesis which has been synthesised within the context element of the new 

framework in Figure 7.2 provides greater detail on more general claims regarding the possible 

factors which may influence ethical decision-making. This both confirms and expands on the 

previous literature which more generally suggested that individual determinants such as age and 
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gender and personal values (Agle and Caldwell, 1999), personal integrity, but also how external 

situational factors such as the issues of moral intensity and framing, and context-related aspects 

such as rewards, authority, bureaucracy, work roles, organisational culture and national 

context/cultural factors (e.g. Hofstede, 1997; Trompenaars, 2004), as well as organisational 

values, may affect ethical decision-making (Crane and Matten, 2010:161). The new framework 

highlights concrete external and internal influencing factors for this target group. These include 

external factors such as the PEST environment, stakeholder pressure, media influence, industry 

activity and the nature of the business itself, but also internal factors such as the company culture 

(e.g. the role of values, leadership, mission/vision and employee interest), as well as company 

profile (i.e. size, origin, type, success, business aims and CSR evolution stage). Most 

significantly, this new framework proposes how decision-makers can identify and leverage 

opportunities in their external environment to create long-term sustainable competitive 

advantage. 

Against the background of these contextual factors which have now been illuminated in 

greater detail, the new framework provides more concrete detail on how to manage the ethical 

decision-making process based on normative theory (Crane and Matten, 2010:143). The four new 

stages proposed are both more comprehensive but also less generic than previous 

conceptualisations in that they are tailored to address the specific challenges facing the decision-

makers in the target group. This practical approach aims to particularly address the challenge 

facing CSR managers when attempting to balance their triple bottom-line responsibilities. This 

builds on the literature which was discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2 which addressed the 

problems causes by ethical relativism when deciding what to do within the discretionary nature of 

CSR (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:233-82).  
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Based on the inferences which were presented in Figure 8.1 in Section 8.2 above, the new 

framework now contends to better describe and explain how to manage CSR stakeholder 

engagement in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. In doing so, it claims to not 

only address some significant gaps in knowledge regarding how CSR stakeholder engagement 

practices are managed in this target sector. It additionally presents a useful tool to aid 

pharmaceutical decision-makers when managing CSR practice. As a result, this proposal builds 

on past research by offering a new managerial tool which should be of value both to academics as 

well as to practitioners interested in this field. In doing so, the new framework complements 

other scholarship which was identified in Chapter 2 as particularly valuable in this field. More 

specifically, this includes the ideas and conceptualisations proposed by Carroll (1979), Porter and 

Kramer (2006), Wieland (2009), Ferrell et al (2010:232-82), and Crane and Matten (2010: 142-

176), as well as the new ISO 26000 standard (ISO, 2010) which were addressed in greater detail 

in Chapters 2 and 7.  

The new framework which presents the main conceptual contribution in this thesis 

contributes to the previous literature by offering a simple but nevertheless comprehensive 

management process which aims to provide specific and practical guidance to CSR decision-

makers in the target group. It achieves this by proposing a structured set of inter-related steps 

which should help decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry to more systematically 

respond to the challenge of balancing their triple bottom-line responsibilities to their stakeholders 

in society. When making these decisions, the insights provided by the past conceptualisations 

noted above (including most significantly the new ISO 26000 guideline), offer additional 

valuable insights which complement the proposed management steps in the new framework. 

When employed in tandem with those other conceptualisations, the new framework offers the 

target group one approach for putting CSR into practice. This should help to improve this 
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industry’s overall accountability by integrating their stakeholder network responsibilities 

(context) into the business choices and calculations they make to ultimately improve both the 

way they operate as well as their communication of that engagement. 

Overall, this conceptualisation builds on the wealth of previous scholarship in this field (see 

Chapter 2) which attempts to address the fact that CSR has become a serious challenge for 

business managers (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:252; Crane and Matten, 2010:82-3). Essentially, by 

presenting an inter-related flow of elements which have been inferred as salient when attempting 

to balance stakeholders’ wide range of potentially conflicting/colliding power, legitimacy and 

urgency interests (Freeman, 1984; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Porter, 1985; Gassenheimer and 

Calantone, 1994; Mitchell et al, 1997; Frazier, 1999), the new framework is designed as a 

managerial tool to help decision-makers to navigate this complex operating field. However, the 

evidence which was gathered implies that key aspects of the current CSR stakeholder 

management approach could be improved. The management challenge is: how? The value of the 

revised explanatory conceptualisations as a practical approach to help CSR managers when 

arranging their stakeholder engagement activities is the topic of the next section which addresses 

the implications of these findings for CSR management. 

 

8.4    IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH FOR CSR MANAGEMENT 

8.4.1 The Search to Recognise ‘Effective’ CSR Practice  

In parallel to the gaps in past scholarship addressed by the fresh insights and the updated 

framework, the evidence (and the inferences from that evidence) presented in this thesis 

additionally bear some significant implications for the way in which CSR stakeholder 

engagement is managed. Given that the main focus of this work is on how the target group 

manages CSR stakeholder engagement, the new framework in Figure 7.2 helps to address many 

of the relevant questions in ethical management. In examining the practices of the target group 
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based on the six codes, the findings help to describe what CSR management is. This forms the 

basis for the normative question of what it ought to or what it could be. To elaborate, the four 

new elements of the revised framework context, choice, calculation, and communication facilitate 

both the descriptive establishment of the current status quo of CSR practices and the normative 

consideration of the ideal situation or what that practice could entail. The detailed analysis along 

the flow of inter-related decision-making steps depicted by the arrows in the framework are 

designed to help decision-makers to progress from their current actual CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities to their desired approach. More specifically, they address some of the 

management challenges and opportunities identified for this specific target sample including 

stakeholder prioritisation, communication including the terminology employed, organisation, 

activities and expectations. As a result, the new explanatory framework proposes one solution for 

managing the operating complexities and other challenges faced by CSR pharmaceutical 

decision-makers in the UK and Germany. Consequently, the key management implications of the 

research are that pharmaceutical decision-makers might improve their CSR stakeholder 

engagement if they were to employ the insights proposed in the new conceptualisations presented 

in Chapter 7 when developing their CSR responses. This recommendation is based on the 

rationale that the fresh insights obtained which facilitated the development of the revised new 

framework concretely propose how more effective management could be achieved. 

Within a normative approach, when searching to recognise what effective CSR might entail, 

two further management questions are relevant for CSR decision-makers attempting to improve 

their current practice. These include: How do we get from what is to what ought to be? (a 

practical question) and what is our motivation? (a question of authenticity) (Ferrell et al, 

2010:250-4). Significantly in this regard, a main finding of this thesis suggests that key aspects of 

the current CSR stakeholder management approach could be improved (see Figure 8.1 above for 
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further details). More specifically, the views of pharmaceutical respondents presented in this 

work trigger the requirement to re-consider the management mindset (regarding planning, 

leading, organisation, and control of CSR activities) from which CSR is currently approached. 

Before turning to discuss how the required improvement necessitates employing the revised 

framework based on a clearer understanding (management mindset) regarding what CSR 

specifically entails, the next section first addresses the role played by contextual factors in 

complicating the operating environment in which decision-makers manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities.  

 

8.4.2 The Role of Contextual Factors in CSR Management  

The review of past scholarship highlighted how the ill-defined nature of CSR can create 

insecurity regarding the question of what feasible realistic role for the target companies to adopt 

within the boundaries of various stakeholder responsibilities in their operating environment. 

Possibly due either to the ambiguous nature of the CSR concept (e.g. May et al, 2007), or 

dilemmas in balancing stakeholder interests (e.g. Greenfield, 2004), or both, pharmaceutical 

decision-makers in particular, face strong criticism on the complicated question of how to 

respond to a range of different stakeholder constituencies (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Crucially, the influencing factors presented above help to explain how the complex, 

discretionary, dynamic and interactive nature of CSR practice, can culminate to impact how the 

target groups manages its stakeholder engagement activities. Because these various influencing 

factors interactively impact each other as suggested in the literature (e.g. Bourne and Walker, 

2005; Crane and Matten, 2010:140-76; Ferrell et al, 2010:282 & 311), these findings demonstrate 

how their synergic effect may, as a result, cause concurrent diversity and similarity but also 

uncertainty in specific CSR stakeholder responses at country level.  
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Against this contingent contextual background, interview evidence suggests that CSR 

practice per se is influenced by what pharmaceutical decision-makers perceive to constitute as 

‘effective’ (i.e. appropriate) stakeholder engagement in the UK and Germany. However, the 

factors which determine what is considered ‘effective’ or ‘appropriate’ are based on complicated 

discretionary interpretations (e.g. Carroll, 1999; Kotler and Lee, 2005). Accordingly, the 

evidence exposes how managers, to varying degrees (depending on their personal ideology and 

business aims), attempt to balance both moral beliefs and the vested interests of all (stakeholders) 

involved as suggested in the literature (e.g Leisinger, 2002; Ferrell et al, 2010:271). While it 

might appear logical that decision-makers in the target group would strive to generally achieve 

effective business outcomes, the findings highlight how the diverse nature of stakeholder 

interests, as well as lack of understanding about what the most optimal outcome might be, make it 

difficult to define exactly what ‘effective’ means, or who defines it as suggested in past 

scholarship (e.g. Welford, 1995:125).  

The empirical results presented in this thesis support past scholarship in highlighting that 

despite the general marked increase in both CSR rhetoric and activities over the past 10 to 15 

years which was identified in documentary analysis and confirmed in the reported view of some 

pharmaceutical managers in the UK and Germany (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; 

Company 16, 2008), considerable uncertainty still abounds regarding how to manage CSR 

stakeholder interests. This is significant because transaction cost and resource dependency theory 

(which was introduced in Chapter 2 as exchange theories which help to explain the influencing 

factors and inter-dependencies in stakeholder relationships) suggests that dependency increases in 

conditions of high uncertainty (e.g. Hallen, Johanson and Seyed-Mohamed, 1991; Donaldson and 

O’Toole, 2007:27). The literature further indicates that this may lead to negative outcomes due to 
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power conflicts (e.g. Stern and Reve, 1980) when one partner dominates (e.g. Gassenheimer and 

Calantone, 1994).  

More importantly, the findings reveal gaps between claimed CSR aspirations (identified 

in documentary analysis of websites and confirmed in interviews) and actual CSR practice 

(identified based on observation and interview evidence). Ultimately, these may cause credibility 

issues, otherwise defined as trustworthiness (e.g. Barney and Hansen, 1994) in CSR stakeholder 

communication (e.g. Schwalbach, 2000; Brammer and Pavelin, 2004), which potentially creates a 

‘barrier’ to ‘effective’ CSR stakeholder engagement. To address this issue the next section now 

attempts to unravel the elusive and frequently illusionary nature of (all) stakeholder expectations 

within the context of this target group. In doing so, it critically examine this ‘credibility barrier’ 

more closely to first describe what CSR is not before ultimately suggesting what CSR could 

become.  

 

8.4.3 Defining What CSR Is Not and What It Could Become 

The evidence presented in this thesis allows concepts and relationships to be abstracted to 

suggest what CSR is not. For example, in contrast to some degree with past scholarship (e.g. 

Crane and Matten, 2010: 186-7; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2009:336-7), ‘risk reduction’ and ‘crisis 

management’ were identified to not play an ‘integral role’ in justifying a business case for CSR 

in the first instance. Rather, a CSR concept which avoids issues and crises in advance via 

achieving demonstrable social impact was deemed by many interview respondents as a more 

appropriate approach to CSR management. This finding suggests that the concepts of 

social/relational exchange theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; Macneil, 1980) and resource dependency 

theory which addresses the power and control in the relationship (e.g. Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; 

Frazier, 1999) which concentrate more on the relationship interaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982) are 

more appropriate in CSR management than the traditional agency theory approach which focuses 
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on exchange risk and isolated profit objectives (e.g. Eisenhardt, 1989; Donaldson and O’Toole, 

2007:21-36). Further in this regard, some respondents’ opinions reveal that CSR management 

does not include generic, but rather project-specific stakeholder prioritisation (based on a concept 

which focuses on sharing information in a two-way interactive communication/dialogue process, 

and identifying and managing expectations (Burchell and Cook, 2008)). Further, the examination 

of the proposed causes of decision-maker’s cognitive uncertainty innovatively reveals 

misconceptions regarding CSR which explain what the concept does not entail. 

More specifically, the reported views of some pharmaceutical managers in the UK and 

Germany significantly expose five false assumptions regarding CSR management which have 

been indirectly addressed by other scholars (e.g. Greenfield, 2004; Pedersen, 2006; Greenwood, 

2007; Crane and Matten, 2007). These include the notions that 1). ‘True’ CSR is altruistic, 2). 

The goal in stakeholder engagement is to aim to satisfy, placate, or indulge various interest 

groups in society, 3). Vigorous communication practices signify meaningful CSR, 4). CSR is a 

cost to the business, and 5). CSR is a ‘status’ or ‘position’ which can be achieved. More 

specifically, these ‘misconceptions’ partly explain the identified uncertainty surrounding CSR 

practice. In doing so, they expand on the four base-line assumptions presented in Chapter 3 

(which were developed as a benchmark to anchor the research study, in an attempt to address 

issues of confusion, key debates, concerns, and/or juxtaposing viewpoints surrounding the CSR 

topic). Further, the newly identified misconceptions pin-point how ambiguity (fundamentally 

caused by difficulties in measuring outcomes) essentially complicate CSR stakeholder 

management and lead to gaps between CSR communication and practice. Essentially, this 

suggests that effective CSR is contingent on a clear rationale which justifies why it might be in a 

company’s best interest to respond more consequently (and genuinely) via its CSR practices to 

broader (but more measured) stakeholder interests.  
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Significantly, these misconceptions highlight that the final outcome of stakeholder dialogue 

may still remain that stakeholders are not convinced (particularly in the short term) that the 

organisation is behaving responsibly, as suggested in the j-curve concept on dialogue proposed 

by Gouldson (2007). For instance, varying perceptions (due to differing outcome goals and/or the 

complicated nature of the topics involved), may continue to cloud the issues. On the topic of 

‘fair’ pricing for example, the insurance company’s definition or the patient’s definition or the 

company’s definition, are all elements in the ‘access to medicine’ debate. Clearly, because this 

debate includes a broad range of issues (such as questions concerning infrastructure, the 

allocation of money, and why society cannot fund the health budget), the pharmaceutical 

industry’s obligation comprises a responsibility as one (crucial) actor only (together with many 

other contributors who also play a (crucial) role in addressing the dilemmas involved). 

Essentially, this line of logic evidently requires that other actors in society similarly accept 

responsibility (for stakeholders’ interests) on these issues. Clearly, in this example, the literature 

suggests (e.g. Burchell and Cook, 2008) that more freely flowing dialogue with society via 

stakeholder engagement can serve to foster collaboration and reveal expectations.  The ultimate 

outcome should comprise improved CSR credibility. However, this presumes that the members 

of those stakeholder groups realise what their own (and other interest groups’) long-term interests 

might be. Unfortunately the literature suggests that this is not always the case (Welford 

1995:125).  

In overview, the combined misunderstandings regarding what CSR is not which are 

identified, described and explained above based on critical analytical extrapolation from the 

evidence presented previously, are construed to essentially affect the way in which CSR is 

conceptualised. Consequently, these misconceptions influence and more significantly, could pose 

a barrier to ‘effective’ CSR i.e. to what CSR could become. Significantly, according to evidence 
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from in-depth interviews (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 9, 2008; Company 13, 2008; 

Company 15, 2008), a key premise for achieving ‘optimal’ or ‘effective’ CSR stakeholder 

engagement is the requirement for CSR decision-makers to recognise and address their ‘false 

assumptions’. In this regard, for instance, the (conscious or unconscious) assumption behind the 

idea that CSR poses a cost to the business is of particular salience in a business setting. The issue 

pivots around the issue that because CSR is plainly perceived to deliver mainly intangible results, 

no proven benefit to the business is clear. However, the strong empirical evidence presented in 

this thesis importantly indicates that some respondents (e.g. Company 2, 2008; Company 4, 

2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 17, 2008) on the contrary, take the view 

that CSR policies may, in fact, benefit the business. For example, interview data concretely 

identifies how CSR can embody a highly sustainable route to both social progress, as well as 

tangible company value via innovative routes to differentiation and competitive advantage (e.g. 

Company 1, 2008 Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 18, 2008). Further, this 

finding confirms past scholarship which suggests that CSR plays a key role in achieving 

competitive advantage and thereby company value (e.g. Barney and Hansen, 1994; Thompson 

and Hecker, 2000; Porter and Kramer, 2006). Nevertheless, to more validly establish that the 

benefits of adopting CSR policies outweigh the costs, additional data is required. This is 

discussed separately in the recommendation for further research below.  

Most crucially in this regard, according to some respondents (e.g. Company 4, 2008; 

Company 9, 2008) pharmaceutical companies find themselves in a position (due to the nature of 

their healthcare activities) more so than companies in other industries, to leverage significant 

opportunities which could result in meaningful social development and progress. This finding 

confirms the stance taken by the recent ISO 26000 standard which recognises that because health 

is an essential element of life in society, all organisations should respect health as a human right 
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and should contribute within their means to the promotion of health by preventing damage and 

improving access to health services (ISO, 2010:65-6). Most particularly, in addition to the 

(tangible) social benefit outcomes possible, the simultaneous (demonstrable) business value 

which can materialise for pharmaceutical companies is suggested by some respondents to justify 

CSR as a viable business practice (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 

2008). As pharmaceutical companies continue to play a valuable role in society by undertaking 

medical research (to create and develop new products to fight new emerging diseases), one could 

infer from the evidence obtained (e.g. Company 4, 2008; Company 7, 2008; Company 13, 2008) 

that their future role could strive to more innovatively address societies’ existing health care 

issues. To elaborate, this approach might comprise re-focusing business objectives towards the 

huge healthcare demand inherent in large segments of the world population whose current access 

to medicine is inadequate. This includes both healthcare in the developed world (due to 

healthcare financing issues as a result of demographic changes), as well as developing countries 

(in what has been defined as “the bottom of the pyramid” e.g. Hahn, 2009)). This new focus re-

considers business objectives from a perspective of need rather than cost. Accordingly, it 

generates both demonstrable social impact as well as high demand (i.e. economic return) in a 

more sustainable way than the current business model.  

However, while some decision-makers have begun to appreciate the opportunities inherent 

in this new perspective (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008; Company 

15, 2008) as discussed in greater detail in the section on CSR evolutionary stages of company 

development, wide-spread awareness of this new perspective is generally lacking. Consequently, 

appropriately modifying future CSR stakeholder management in the pharmaceutical industry 

requires two changes to the current business model. First, a more (collaborative) approach to 
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providing access to medication is required. Second, a change in company culture (including all its 

inherent assumptions and (mis)conceptions with respect to CSR), is necessary.  

Ominously, the evidence presented in this thesis explains (from a company perspective) 

reveals how respondents consider that a mismatch in CSR management between the ‘rhetoric’ 

and ‘reality’ of what companies say and do may lead to lack of credibility in CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 13, 2008). Essentially, the upshot is that 

the pharmaceutical sector, which has been described as one of the most powerful social entities 

on earth to affect progress (Philips, 2003; Datamonitor, 2009), could better leverage its 

significant potential to more effectively create positive social change. However, in this regard, 

the most significant implication of the findings for CSR stakeholder management is the 

revelation that many decision-makers are still uncertain about their stance with regard to many 

aspects of CSR management. Consequently, the remainder of this section sets out to establish 

more clearly how and why the revised framework and the three new conceptualisations proposed 

in Chapter 7 can help decision-makers in the target group to manage CSR stakeholder 

engagement more ‘effectively’.  

 

8.4.4 Achieving ‘More Effective’ CSR Practice via the New Framework 

The key implication of the findings presented in this thesis for future CSR management is 

that the target group could more effectively leverage its diverse operating complexities via 

improved management solutions. This could result in interesting differentiation approaches to 

exploit CSR opportunities which reveal new routes to CSR stakeholder engagement. However, 

the premise for future more effective management is that key aspects of the current cognitive 

uncertainty exposed in the evidence from a company-internal perspective (see Figure 8.1) are 

addressed. That above examination highlighted how members of society often fail to recognise 

what their own and other interest groups’ long-term interests might be (Welford 1995:125). This 
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means that they may not recognise what optimal outcomes for these groups could entail. 

Ultimately, this manifests itself in many ways in the form of actual barriers to responsible 

business practice and accordingly to meaningful social change via business investments. More 

specifically, some respondents (e.g. Company 1, 2008; Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008) 

take the view that a conventional cognitive approach which views profit outcomes and economic 

growth as the dominant solution to achieving responsible business results, appears, on reflection, 

to present the source of the actual problem. 

In aiming to support a more imaginative management response to the complex and 

challenging social aspects of CSR business decision-making which is at the same time tempered 

by sound economic judgement, the new explanatory framework proposes one possible way 

forward. In this regard, the findings have triggered significant revision of the management 

approach suggested in the original framework. Consequently, based on authoritative opinions 

from senior company executives which illuminate both internal and external stakeholder 

behaviour, the new version now reflects a better understanding of the practical complexities, 

management challenges, and inter-dependencies surrounding CSR practice for the target sample. 

Specifically, the updated framework contributes to CSR management in four key ways. First, it 

maps the entire CSR management process in one comprehensive framework. Second, in doing so, 

it incorporates the salient elements of CSR management in one compact representation. Third, the 

portrayal of inter-relationships the between the components (see Section 7.3.4) enables continual 

inclusion of new aspects, subjects, and prioritisations as they change and evolve. Fourth, it is 

practical and flexible as decision-makers may begin and end where they wish (based on their 

specific-project or other needs). 

In addition to the advantages of adopting the revised framework to manage future CSR 

stakeholder engagement presented immediately above, the new conceptualisation offers added 
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value for decision-makers in the target group in three important ways. First, the ‘context’ element 

of the revised framework (Figure 7.3) coupled with Figure 7.7 address the management 

uncertainty identified in the findings by helping to define and position actual CSR practice in 

diverse operating environments. For instance, this conceptualisation specifically facilitates 

managers who are grappling with decisions concerning what ‘may be counted’ as CSR practice. 

For example, this conceptual illustration helps to address the issue of decision-maker ambiguity 

regarding how to define their concept of CSR. Figure 7.7 assists by demonstrating that 

characterising CSR meaning includes decisions regarding whether their CSR response may 

comprise simply adhering to the law as a valid part of responsible business practice as suggested 

by Carroll (1979). Alternatively, it proposes that the target group might exclusively classify 

discretionary practices (i.e. on-top of legal requirements) as its defined CSR concept. Ultimately, 

it establishes that their CSR concept may be defined to include both. Significantly, a clearer 

understanding of the corporate approach which respect to these differences in how CSR is 

defined becomes particularly salient in cases where the legal requirements vary in different 

countries. Accordingly, it is particularly valuable to decision-makers attempting to manage CSR 

(and identify opportunities) in international or global operating environments. Furthermore, this 

reflection additionally serves to prompt important discussions with respect to whether CSR 

activities may/should generate a return for the business (i.e. whether the company’s CSR concept 

‘counts’ this as ‘valid’ CSR practice). For instance, the company may choose to adopt a strict 

definition of CSR which is solely defined as altruistic behaviour. Regardless of the concept 

adopted, the detailed contextual conceptualisation illustrated in Figure 7.7 clearly serves to more 

precisely define the options facing CSR decision-makers with respect to which concept of CSR to 

follow. In doing so, it illuminates many aspects of the evolving, dynamic, diverse nature of CSR 
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practice identified in this thesis which could be caused by decision-makers attempting to adapt to 

local opportunities and needs.  

Second, the ‘choice’ (Figure 7.4) and ‘communication’ (Figure 7.6) elements of the 

revised framework coupled with Figure 7.8 address the criticisms levelled on the pharmaceutical 

industry (albeit identified from evidence which presented a company perspective) with respect to 

its current CSR stakeholder engagement practices. In this regard, the new updated framework 

helps to improve the target group’s transparency in CSR management. More specifically, by 

explicitly mapping CSR practice (particularly in the area of communication/dialogue), this 

facilitates the translation of guiding principles into operational practice. This is achieved via a 

holistic process for comprehensively and systematically managing those elements which the 

empirical findings identify as salient. In addition, by prompting awareness of the existence of 

various stages of CSR evolution as suggested by previous literature (e.g. ISO, 2010:6), Figure 7.8 

further helps companies to manage their response more consequently depending on their 

identified stage of development. By depicting that many companies in the target group are still 

adapting and experimenting with their CSR practices, it helps to address the management 

misconceptions or false assumptions noted in the findings which were identified to possibly 

block effective CSR practice.  

Third, the ‘calculation’ element of the revised framework specifically addresses the issue of 

CSR performance measurement which was identified in the research. Crucially, the proposed 

conceptualisation is based on findings which suggest that leadership mindset influences 

expectations with respect to the value impact of CSR investments. Essentially, by more clearly 

demonstrating the relationships and the deliverables possible, these conceptualisations serve to 

improve clarity regarding the concrete potential positive impact of CSR decisions. More 

specifically, they offer an alternative cognitive perspective which focuses the leadership mindset 
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on measurable social impact. In this approach, company resources are leveraged to create 

synergic value outcomes based on the principles of values inherent in a fundamentally changed 

internal corporate culture (as discussed above). This element is based on choices (i.e. the choice 

element) taken via the proposed planning process. This strategically manages stakeholder 

interests which first focus on achieving more equitable reciprocation via sustainable stakeholder 

relationships. This approach is based on social/relational exchange theory (e.g. Blau, 1964; 

Macneil, 1980; Dore, 1983; Granovetter, 1985; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29) which 

concentrates on the relationship and the interaction between the parties in that relationship rather 

than on the transaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982; Ford, 1990). While this theory accepts the self-

interest motivation of the parties within the relationship, it crucially recognises that overall best 

interest within the exchange is achieved when actors behave equitably and in the best interests of 

the partnership (e.g. Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987, Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). Within 

this partnership, a social exchange viewpoint suggests that the boundaries between the parties 

become blurred as the parties become linked in a network with others which results in a type of 

network context (Anderson, Håkansson and Johanson, 1994). Crucially, this could help to explain 

why it is so difficult to measure the impact of CSR activities. Instead, the processes driving this 

social exchange are trust and commitment. These processes moderate the impact of power and 

determine the perception of fairness in an exchange relationship (e.g. Cook and Emerson, 1978; 

Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29).  

Crucially, the guiding values or vision which result from this new cognitive perspective or 

mindset establish the CSR principles which are translated and employed to convert company 

resources to jointly ultimately measurably affect both economic and social synergies (i.e. value). 

Overall, this approach could potentially result in the greatest reciprocal return for all interest 
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groups involved in the sense of more appropriately synchronized social progress alongside 

industry growth and credibility.  

In summary, based on a normative approach, this set of steps is designed to help CSR 

decision-makers who are searching to recognise what effective CSR might entail for their 

organisation. In this regard, the revised framework is developed to specifically address the 

practical question of how to progress from their current to their desired stage of CSR based on an 

authentic approach which realistically and clearly recognises the inherent motivations involved.  

Following this discussion on how the new framework could help to achieve more effective 

CSR practice, the next section focuses on how the new conceptualisation can assist decision-

makers to better manage the way in which their business engages with stakeholders in society.  

 

8.4.5 The New Framework and the Business and Society Relationship 

Within this discussion which focuses on the contribution and implications of the findings 

for both the CSR academic literature and practitioners, this section establishes why the new 

conceptualisation could help to improve how decision-makers in the target group manage their 

CSR stakeholder engagement activities.  

Stakeholder theory suggests that the organisation should involve stakeholders in a positive 

manner to create opportunities which improve the basis for their organisational activities 

(Greenwood, 2007:317; ISO, 2010:4). This focuses attention on the need for managers to 

recognise the interests of a broad range of stakeholders in society when developing their business 

strategies (Freeman, 1984). Mitchell et al, (1997:854) propose three rationales for sorting the 

claims which stakeholders could be considered to hold on organisations. These include either the 

power of stakeholders to influence the firm, the legitimacy of their relationship with the firm, or 

the urgency of their claim on the firm. In this regard, both a moral and strategic approach to 

addressing stakeholder interests (Greenwood, 2007:321) recognises the inter-dependencies of 
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these claims. In other words, they do not compete as explanations of stakeholder status but 

instead intersect to varying degrees (Mitchell et al, 1997:863). Social/relational exchange theory 

further underscores the salience of necessity to rely on reciprocation, trust, and equity in business 

societal relationships (e.g. Donaldson andO’Toole, 2007:21-36).  

The empirical research presented in this thesis highlights that despite the numerous CSR 

policies and practices which have been introduced over the past decade or so by the 

pharmaceutical industry, many of which could be argued to have been successful (see for 

example IFPMA, 2009), stakeholders are far from content with the social role which the 

pharmaceutical industry has played to date. This dissatisfaction is mirrored in the debate sparked 

by the recent global economic crisis which indicates more general CSR issues regarding the 

negative impacts of economic development on society (e.g. May et al, 2007; Carroll and 

Buchholtz, 2009). These events highlight how firms have held the dominant position the 

business-society relationship and how the stakeholder is often dependent in this power 

relationship as suggested in past scholarship in other fields (e.g. Frazier, 1999).  

The revised framework is designed as a management tool which suggests one practical 

solution to help decision-makers to balance the various interests of the stakeholders for whom 

they recognise responsibility. This tool focuses on the inter-dependencies between a business and 

its stakeholders in society. In doing so, it proposes both a moral and strategic approach to 

addressing stakeholder interests which acknowledges the fact that the while power, legitimacy, 

and urgency claims of stakeholder intersect to varying degrees (Mitchell et al, 1997:863; 

Greenwood, 2007:321), they can be leveraged to create CSR opportunities.   

However, before this can be achieved, a number of improvements are necessary. First, the 

insights obtained from the fresh empirical evidence confirm for this target group the need for 

business to improve its transparency in translating CSR principles and values into tangible CSR 
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management practices which previous scholarship highlighted (e.g. Gouldson, 2002; Crane and 

Matten, 2007:145; Welford et al, 2008). Second, while the triangulated findings (in particular 

from documentary analysis an in-depth interviews) indicate that the rhetoric on the CSR activities 

communicated (via PR and marketing campaigns) by the target companies now generally 

includes social objectives within the context of their business strategies, the evidence indicates 

that companies could still more substantially improve they way their business impacts with 

society. Third, despite the increased rhetoric of a broad society-centred conception of CSR, all in-

depth interview respondents report that the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany 

continues to fail to convincingly prove a credible case of responsible intentions (often most 

importantly in the first instance  to themselves) as well as to society in general. Overall, the 

empirical and secondary findings presented in this thesis highlight this ‘failure’ as a key 

‘challenge’ for CSR practice in the UK and German pharmaceutical industry. Crucially in this 

regard, the presumed basis for the reported scepticism (by both internal and external 

stakeholders) is caused by a combination of mixed messages by corporate leadership. Part of the 

problem lies in the complexity of conceiving a clear meaning for CSR particularly within the 

context of structural pressures encountered by the managers in this target group. Another issue is 

the focus on cost rather than need in the current business-society relationship. These findings are 

confirmed in general by past scholarship (e.g. O’Dwyer). Fourth, the findings suggest that the 

scepticism identified may result from a misalignment between stated corporate values, personal 

values/ideals, and classical business performance measurement management objectives 

(Company 4, 2008; Company 13, 2008).  

The new explanatory framework proposes one approach to address these challenges. Its 

inter-related flow of management steps suggests that only after the contextual ambiguities and 

misunderstandings have been clarified is it possible for CSR decision-makers to more 
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transparently demonstrate why it might clearly be in a companies best interest to respond more 

actively via its CSR practices to broader (but better measured) stakeholder interests. Accordingly, 

the revised conceptualisation presents a management tool which contends to be of practical use to 

managers in their quest to more credibly address the co-dependent needs (urgency), claims 

(legitimacy) and influence (power) of sceptical/dissatisfied stakeholders in society. It achieves 

this by proposing one unified, systematic approach which facilitates a more consequential 

inclusion of a broader range of stakeholder interests into the long-term sustainable responsible 

business investments of the target group. In doing so, it illustrates how this requires a more 

tangible focus on achieving maximum output for all interest groups. A key part this new focus is 

the need for an innovative approach to CSR management from a mindset which considers not 

only how the company interfaces with stakeholders in its operating environment. More 

importantly, this new approach addresses how to most optimally leverage company resources to 

effectively interact with its stakeholders (within the concept of social/relational exchange theory) 

and thereby affect (the most optimal) significant meaningful change (see for example Wolf and 

Barth, 2005). However, corporate motivation (based on the capitalist model) invests resources 

based on the primary rationale that the investment will create commercial return. A key premise 

in the new framework is the realistic acknowledgement of the requirement to achieve 

simultaneous sustainable positive synergic impact for both business and society via the steps 

proposed in the revised explanatory framework (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987). In summary, this 

suggests that by systematically employing the conceptualisations presented in Chapter 7, a more 

responsible stakeholder management approach can be achieved by the target group.  

Crucially, this means investing corporate resources in business opportunities with the clear 

aim to achieve measurable social impact which creates optimum overall synergies for both 

business and society (e.g. Blau, 1964; Elkington, 1999; Crane and Matten, 2004:481). This 
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practical approach aims to particularly address the challenge facing CSR managers when 

attempting to balance their triple bottom-line responsibilities. In doing so, it attempts to address 

the problems causes by ethical relativism when deciding what to do within the discretionary 

nature of CSR (e.g. Ferrell et al, 2010:233-82) which were discussed in detail in Chapter 2.  

More specifically, managing their CSR stakeholder engagement activities based on the 

approach depicted in Figure 7.2 first focuses the company’s resource conversion process on 

concrete sustainable outcomes for all interest group in the operating environment (context). In 

particular, the internal and external factors in the ‘context’ element (see Figure 7.3 above) present 

the aspects which require explicit attention by decision-makers. This assumes that business 

opportunities which generate sustainable competitive advantage can be achieved by identifying 

external opportunities for CSR activities which are inherent in these contingent conditional 

factors (see Figure 7.7). Decision-makers then make management choices against a background 

of complex structural pressures caused by these contextual influencing factors. These 

management choices are further complicated by issues related to a spectrum of differing concepts 

of CSR due to the company’s internal evolutionary stage of CSR development. These were 

conceptualised in Figure 7.8 to range from a tendency for managers to interpret CSR in a 

constricted fashion consistent with corporate goals of shareholder wealth maximisation, to 

responses which the broader interests of society (see O’Dwyer, 2003). In this regard, despite the 

inherent complexity of conceiving a clear meaning for CSR, the new framework illustrated in 

Figure 7.2 promotes the notion that when investing corporate resources in business opportunities, 

CSR management choices which aim to achieve equitable reciprocation of interests in sustainable 

relationships can generate positive synergic outcomes (calculation) for both business and society 

(Blau, 1964). Essentially, the focus on calculating outcomes and measuring impact establishes a 

clearer business justification which fosters the provision of enabling resources which may 
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motivate employees to practice CSR more effectively. This systematic management process then 

establishes the basis for more authentic communication of CSR practice. The resulting CSR 

strategies (which may constitute a whole range of formal and informal business activities 

including production, marketing, accounting, and human resources, and which could involve the 

entire range of decision-making processes including planning, leading, organising, and 

controlling) should result in greater credibility in the business society relationship (Blau, 1964).  

In summary, the discussion in this and the previous sections establishes how the factors and 

their inter-relationships which were presented in the new framework present the main conceptual 

contribution of the thesis. However, because this new conceptualisation resulted from the 

empirical research, all of these claims require testing in subsequent research. Following this 

discussion of how the new framework could help to improve in the business society relationship, 

the next section now turns to address the limitations of the results presented in this thesis. 

 

8.5   DATA TRUSTWORTHINESS 

This section discusses the boundaries and limitations identified in Chapter 1. Although the 

data collection instruments employed to examine the CSR stakeholder management approach of 

the target sample from four explicit perspectives were chosen as the most optimal methods to 

gather valuable data (presented in greater detail in Chapter 3), each hold some inherent 

limitations within the context of the approach adopted in this research. In summary, whilst the 

survey data and observation conducted here provide a limited picture of the firms’ practices, the 

documentary analysis and, especially the interview data, offer a much richer basis for describing, 

analysing and assessing the firms’ behaviour. As a result, overall, the findings provide a high 

level of confidence. This assertion is based first and most significantly on a research design 

evaluation which thoroughly examined each stage of the research process. That evaluation 

highlighted the contextual challenges for the research. This facilitated identification of the most 
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appropriate methodology. The resulting list of critical success factors (comprising specific 

requirements to ensure control, validity and dependability) served to drive the selection of 

instruments chosen. Subsequently, to justify the research design adopted in this work, each 

possible method was comprehensively analysed in advance to assess its adequacy in sufficiently 

answering the research questions (e.g. based on Payne & Payne, 2004:195&233). In this way, the 

case study approach has employed different sources of evidence data which alternately combine 

to compensate for each others advantages and disadvantages (Yin, 2003:97).  

To elaborate, to establish data trustworthiness, three distinct types of triangulation, 

including data, theory and methodological triangulation are combined in this approach (Denzin, 

1988). In addition, the sample strategy approach which is based on extensive literature analysis, 

background preparatory work, and pilot testing is thorough. This helps to ensure that the choice 

of targets for data sources, the sample size, as well as the methods of selection are accurate, 

suitable, and competent. In this regard, the adoption of the snowballing technique facilitates the 

achievement of high quality results (e.g. Robson, 2004:265; Goodmann, 1960). While 

acknowledging the absence of a standard means of assuring reliability and validity in social 

science, a scientific aspiration is achieved (Robson, 2004) using multiple sources of evidence 

(Yin 2003:98-99). In particular, this approach is further supported by the (triangulated) phased 

combination of data from the various research instruments which served to test a set of 

assumptions which additionally enhance the data collection and interpretation. (See Figure 3.9 in 

Chapter 3 for further details). To increase the accuracy of the data under investigation (Boud et 

al, 1985:7) methodological awareness was achieved by employing reflexivity, pilot testing, and 

learning by doing (Searle, 1999; Robson, 2004). In this way, time and cost constraints, as well as 

the range of skills needed to carry out the full variety of data collection techniques were 

appreciated (Miles & Huberman, 1994). (See Chapter 3 for further details). 
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Nevertheless, due to the exploratory nature of the enquiry, some of the results from the 

separate instruments (particularly in the case of the telephone survey and observation) were 

sought as preliminary data. Accordingly, individual results are often not sufficiently valid as 

standalone evidence. All the data is influenced by issues such as sample size, possible defects in 

the data collection techniques or their administration, over-claiming and blocking by the 

participants, as well as potential interviewer bias during the enquiry and in the interpretation of 

the results. As a result, it is entirely possible that if different or more respondents had been asked, 

or if another researcher had undertaken the project, at an alternative time, other issues and 

explanations may have emerged. However, despite these drawbacks, when combined with the 

other techniques, each method is deemed to add value as the synergy of their joint contribution 

allows more dependable conclusions to be drawn.  

Furthermore, in defence of the ‘small’ sample size, its rationale is based on the existence of 

a small universe sample. For example, the chosen targets in the documentary analysis 

cumulatively represent nearly 60% of sales in the pharmaceutical market in the UK and 

approximately 55% in Germany (according to industry sales statistics (IMS, 2006)). Further, the 

observation research focuses on companies which cumulatively achieve roughly 80% of total 

market share in both countries. Moreover, the in-depth interviews were undertaken with 

respondents whose companies cumulatively signify nearly one fifth of the entire UK 

pharmaceutical market and one third in the case of Germany (see Figures 4.4 to 4.7 in Chapter 4 

for further details on response statistics). Most significantly, the response statistics highlight the 

highly authoritative sources of the interview data. More specifically, most interviews were 

undertaken with senior level PR or CSR directors (or both) at affiliate, European and global level, 

while three interviews were with company CEOs (from leading international pharmaceutical 

companies). In brief, the findings are convincing based on the rationale that most of the 
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candidates originate from senior management positions, some are additionally (senior level) 

academic experts and many are experts in managing European or global CSR at their companies. 

In this regard, when classified based on gender and position, the data on in-depth interviewees 

reveals an almost even gender breakdown. (See Figure 4.7a in Chapter 4 for further details). As a 

result, the overall the data selection is deemed to sufficiently represent the target universe, and 

the sample size is considered sufficient and practically manageable.  

Consequently, despite the fact that each method holds some inherent limitations, within the 

context of the approach adopted in this research, the results are considered to adequately expose 

how the target group manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities and the factors which 

influence this practice. In overview, the main restrictions are due to the relatively small sample 

size and the ‘special’ condition of approaching companies as a doctoral student for both the 

survey and the observation. To elaborate, the telephone survey, which could be considered to 

provide insignificant results (based on a low sample i.e. 46 responses), nevertheless represents 

approximately 25% and 46% of total pharmaceutical sales in the UK and Germany respectively. 

(See Figure 4.5a for details). The observation, whose data analysis could be criticised because it 

is strongly based on researcher interpretation and on one specific critical incident in which the 

researcher assumes the role of a stakeholder, is deemed valuable. Essentially, it allowed the 

identification of gaps between rhetoric and practice which would not otherwise have been 

possible within the capacity of the other chosen methods. The documentary analysis, which could 

be termed as rudimentary (due to the fact that it comprises a basic review of target company 

websites which employed variables which were not initially pre-tested), is on the whole, useful. 

Its key role was to identify visible aspects of CSR practice. This served as an information base 

from which to launch the other more intrusive methods. Finally, the in-depth interviews which 

pose reliability issues due to the fact that the data which were obtained is based on individual 
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responses, is considered the most particularly valuable of all the methods employed. 

Significantly, it presented the opportunity to verify and validate the previously obtained findings 

at a more detailed level of enquiry. (See Figures 4.4 to 4.7 in Chapter 4 for further details on 

response statistics). Accordingly, in offering valuable cross-validation to support or refute other 

findings which additionally encouraged ingenuity and creativity on the part of the enquirer to 

track a range of various lines enquiry, the triangulated results presented in this thesis are 

considered on balance to satisfactorily achieve the research objective.  

To sum up, as with all qualitative research, the reliability of the data obtained via each 

method may not be certain in all cases due to the low number of subjects investigated. 

Particularly in the case of the telephone survey and the observation, a test of whether similar 

results would be obtained if the study were repeated may possibly not be entirely ensured if the 

research were to be scaled up. Further, none of the findings from the four instruments can be 

generalised. For clarification, this is not considered an issue as generalisation was never the 

intention. (See Chapter 3 for further details). Moreover the complex, diverse, and dynamic nature 

of the practices identified in the findings imply that generalisation may not be achievable in any 

case (or for that matter desirable) even if this had been the intention. More specifically, the 

individual and evolving nature of CSR behaviour which is described to have resulted in 

fragmented, uncertain, sometimes illogical practice (identified in the findings chapters) suggest 

that better insights may simply not be possible to achieve at present. Assuming that this is true, 

the description and explanations presented in this work should hopefully serve to expose as 

feasibly as possible, how this target group manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities. 

As a result, despite the above claims that the research enquiry has delivered valid, fresh, and 

significant empirical evidence regarding how pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany 

manage CSR stakeholder engagement, social research is always likely to leave some doubt about 
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whether sufficient data has been gathered to claim robustness. In spite of the acknowledged 

limitations identified in the research instruments employed, on balance, the triangulated approach 

is judged to however offer a strong degree of confidence that the data are trustworthy. 

Accordingly, this research has served two purposes. First, it added novel empirical data in an 

industry which has been under-researched in the past. Second, it contributes to the literature by 

furnishing new empirical insights which inform the original prototype conceptual framework. In 

overview, this chapter ultimately demonstrates how the enquiry has essentially refined existing 

conceptualisations on CSR stakeholder engagement in this field.  

While the results which were obtained and presented in this thesis are considered to answer 

the research questions based on the reasoning described above, because of the limiting issues 

mentioned, caution is strongly recommended when making inferences from these findings. 

Further, due to the ambiguous nature of CSR per se, some aspects of the discussion (for example 

surrounding the false assumptions and misconceptions) are clearly subjective because they are 

dependent on the perspective of those asked. Accordingly, in those areas where claims of a 

subjective nature have been made in this thesis, the researcher acknowledges that each person has 

a right to his/her own interpretation. In this regard for instance, many of the linkages suggested in 

the revised explanatory framework are new. As a result, because they have not been presented in 

this way before, no studies exist to confirm their inter-dependencies. Consequently, these ideas 

require additional research to validate the inter-relationships proposed.  

To address the concerns raised in this critical presentation of the boundaries and limitations 

of the research enquiry, further research is recommended which proposes extending both the 

scope and depth of findings obtained from the target sample examined here. First however, the 

next section briefly addresses the final implications of the findings for the research assumptions. 
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8.6   FINAL IMPLICATIONS FOR THE RESEARCH ASSUMPTIONS 

To conclude, the fresh evidence presented in this work contributes to the literature in its 

field by more explicitly mapping the previously under-researched practices and perceptions of 

CSR decision-makers in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany. In an area which is 

documented in the literature as ill-defined, the revised explanatory framework is proposed as a 

practical tool to aid decision-makers to (more effectively) manage their CSR stakeholder 

engagement activities. In answering the three research questions, the overall results serve to test 

the assumptions. These were presented in Chapter 3 which established that progress will have 

been achieved if the research assumptions can be either stabilised or modified. Ultimately, 

because the findings have both stabilised and modified these pre-specified assumptions, this 

research contends to contribute to past scholarship in its field. The remainder of this section 

explains the rationale for this claim. 

First, the main assumption predicted that by conceptualising how decision-makers in the 

target group manage their CSR stakeholder engagement activities it is possible to uncover 

patterns in the differences and similarities (between the practices observed in the UK and 

Germany) identified, which help to explain the factors influencing the practices adopted. 

Essentially, the triangulated empirical findings from data collected over a five year period to 

answer the three research questions, offer sufficient robustness to principally more explicitly 

document patterns in the CSR operating environment for the target group. Significantly, within 

the context of the ill-defined, complex, controversial field of operation facing the target sample, 

these findings help to explain the factors influencing the practices adopted.  

In addition, the findings furnish insights to test the three sub-assumptions. The results 

presented to answer research question two and three partly confirm the first sub-assumption 

which conjectured that the CSR stakeholder engagement practices of pharmaceutical companies 

differ in the UK and Germany due to deviations in basic conditions including distinctions in 
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institutional, political, cultural, and other contexts. In summary, the findings confirm some 

differences in basic conditions. They reveal that these may impact on how CSR is practised, but 

not necessarily general CSR intent (and accordingly some aspects of what is practiced) per se. 

Consequently, due to the nature of the complex global operations involved, variations in basic 

conditions may, but do not always, cause distinct diversity in the CSR approach, policy, and 

practices at individual firm level in each country.  

Further, the findings presented to answer the third research question confirm the second 

sub-assumption. This predicted that any variation in CSR behaviour is influenced by what is 

considered by pharmaceutical decision-makers to constitute (effective) stakeholder engagement 

in the UK and Germany. It seems logical that in striving to achieve effective business outcomes 

decision-makers may adapt their CSR practices to address local needs/understandings. However, 

the overall results highlight how the diverse nature of stakeholder interests, as well as a lack of 

understanding about what the most optimal outcome might be, complicate the ability to calculate 

exactly what ‘effective’ means (or who defines it). To address this issue the original framework 

has been revised to improve the academic literature in this area. Significantly, this aspect of CSR 

practice is however identified as an area which is ambiguous by nature, and in which further 

research is accordingly required. 

Finally, the results presented to answer the three research questions partly confirm the third 

sub-assumption. This suggested that the influencing factors which determine (effective) 

stakeholder dialogue are identifiable and can be described in a conceptualised framework based 

on the four elements ‘Context’, ‘Stakeholders’, ‘Management Response’, and ‘Event’. By 

demonstrating that these four elements play an important role, the findings generally confirm this 

assumption. Nevertheless, only the ‘context’ element remains in the new explanatory framework. 

Instead, the latter three original elements are now re-organised within the new elements: ‘choice’, 
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‘calculation’ and ‘communication’. In addition, two new conceptualisations are proposed to help 

decision-makers to navigate the complicated external and internal environment of managing CSR 

stakeholder engagement. These include two new frameworks. The first helps to identify CSR 

opportunities in its external operating environment within the company’s CSR concept. The 

second depicts the internal company response based on the company’s evolutionary stage of CSR 

development. Overall, these conceptualisations illustrate a systematic flow of management steps 

which is aimed at improving the ultimate impact which could be achieved from investing 

business resources in CSR activities. 

In summary, because the findings have both stabilised and modified the pre-specified 

assumptions, this research contends to contribute to past scholarship in its field. Following this 

discussion of the implications of the research results for academic literature and management 

practice, the next section finalises this thesis by proposing new directions for future research in 

this field. 

 

8.7    PROPOSAL FOR NEW RESEACRH  

This section suggests how future research could reduce the limitations presented above and 

thereby improve existing knowledge in this field of the study. Overall, the evidence presented in 

this thesis indicates the requirement for a new approach to more effectively manage all 

stakeholders’ CSR expectations in the business-society relationship. A final examination of the 

results highlights the requirement for additional research in three areas. 

First, the conceptualisations in the revised framework (presented in Chapter 7) initially 

pose an untested expression of knowledge about the research phenomenon. As a result, they 

require empirical testing. While these conceptualisations claim to facilitate improved CSR 

decision-making by better addressing the cognitive uncertainty inherent when actually managing 

CSR stakeholder engagement, the key test for a conceptualisation based on a critical realist 



 464 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

perspective is its effectiveness in supporting decision-makers to deliver results in actual business 

application. To elaborate, while the revised framework proposed in this thesis is suggested to 

help to better illuminate many of the issues associated with what has been termed in the literature 

as CSR ‘the challenge’, they significantly raise others. Specifically, additional investigation is 

required to validate whether: 

1. The revised explanatory framework (depicted in Figure 7.2 and in the detailed 

conceptualisations presented in Figures 7.3-7.6) adequately adds value by more aptly 

explaining how this target group manages its CSR stakeholder engagement activities.  

2. The interpretations abstracted from the evidence (illustrated in Figure 7.7) appropriately 

serve to conceptualise CSR by reflecting both the operating complexity of decision-making 

as well as the potential opportunities of investing resources in CSR ventures. 

3. The relationships implied from the evidence obtained regarding internal company diversity 

and dynamism in CSR practice (portrayed in Figure 7.8) represent the various evolutionary 

stages of CSR practice by which companies respond, and accordingly whether these serve to 

accurately position the target companies’ CSR responses. 

4. The illustration of CSR impact extrapolated from the overall findings presented in Figure 7.2 

signifies an improvement in the current approach to managing CSR stakeholder engagement 

activities. This triggers the need to further examine management values with respect to how 

decisions are made, what assumptions lie behind the choices taken, and which criteria are 

used to evaluate and measure (i.e. induce) performance. 

This research could, for example, comprise case studies via action research to test these new 

conceptualisations from an internal company perspective. The target sample could focus on 

senior pharmaceutical executives selected the same target sample employed in this research 

enquiry. 
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Second, additional research is required to further examine what might constitute as an 

improved way of calculating and measuring social impact of CSR (i.e. output as opposed to 

inputs) when managing CSR within this target group. The scope of the research presented in this 

thesis was limited to the research questions which focused on describing, and thereby attempting 

to explain, CSR stakeholder engagement practice in the pharmaceutical industry in the UK and 

Germany. In doing so, the findings highlight that measurement challenges (in the form of a lack 

of effective management tools to measure CSR performance), combined the current leadership 

mindset (due to the operating complexity identified), amplify the uncertainty surrounding the 

target group’s CSR response. Significantly, these research results imply that these factors may 

pose potential barriers to effectively leveraging CSR as a differentiating factor. Accordingly, new 

research could investigate and aim to establish a more appropriate way of calculating and 

measuring the social impact of responsible business practices. For example, the constructive 

criticisms regarding Porter’s and Wieland’s CSR conceptualisations (presented in chapter 2) 

which suggested a lack of clear definition of measurable outcomes, could arguably be similarly 

alleged for the new explanatory framework presented in this thesis. That is because this work 

focused on a different objective (as explained immediately above). As a result, while the research 

enquiry addressed in this thesis frames some of the ‘confusion’ surrounding CSR by offering a 

clearer understanding of the elements and processes involved in managing CSR stakeholder 

engagement (e.g. in the form of the proposed new explanatory framework conceptualisations), its 

scope and boundaries limit its ability to concretely address how to appropriately measure the 

social impact of business practices for the target group. Essentially, within the context of the new 

explanatory framework, Figure 8.2 below illustrates the requirement for future research in the 

area of impact calculation. 
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Figure 8.2 Illustrated Recommendation for Future Research  

 

Source: Author 

 

To elaborate, to tackle the significant uncertainty identified in this thesis regarding CSR’s 

impact both for business and society, further research could pursue directions to develop an 

approach and methods which more tangibly measure the CSR process in all areas of business 

practice. This is necessary because the approach based on social/relational exchange theory (e.g. 

Blau, 1964; Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29) proposed in this thesis concentrates on the 

relationship and the interaction between the parties in that relationship rather than on the 

transaction (e.g. Håkansson, 1982; Ford, 1990). While this theory accepts the self-interest 

motivation of the parties within the relationship, it crucially recognises that overall best interest 

within the exchange is achieved when actors behave equitably and in the best interests of the 

partnership (e.g. Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987, Donaldson and O’Toole, 2007:29). Within this 

partnership, a social exchange viewpoint suggests that the boundaries between the parties become 
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perception of fairness in an exchange relationship (e.g. Cook and Emerson, 1978; Donaldson and 

O’Toole, 2007:29), new measurement techniques are required. The rationale for this requirement 

is based on two premises. First, on the assumption that the current accounting system is a limited 

method for measuring the impact of CSR/social exchanges and second, that companies could 

more transparently demonstrate responsible and sustainable outcomes for society (both to 

themselves and other stakeholders) if their business practices were more clearly linked with more 

concrete (qualitative and quantitative) performance objectives. This research could comprise case 

studies via action research to test from an internal company perspective, how senior executives 

pharmaceutical (selected from this research enquiry’s target sample) measure CSR outcomes to 

date, and how this could be improved. 

Third, this research was limited to examining CSR stakeholder engagement practices from 

the perspective of internal company agents (i.e. from senior management) within the target group. 

Further survey, focus group, or in-depth interview research could expand the current scope to 

additionally embrace the opinions of other stakeholders. This might include internal stakeholders 

such as lower level company employees, or external stakeholders such as the media, NGOs, 

sections of the general public, or other relevant groups. 

 

8.8    CLOSING REMARKS  

Essentially, these findings highlight a key role for academia and business schools to further 

develop CSR education. The evidence suggests that the ‘stunning dynamic’ over the past decade 

which has broadened the business ethics agenda in business programmes, and the increasing 

trend to mainstream CSR and ethical issues as part of ‘normal’ business practice (e.g. Matten and 

Moon, 2004:335) now requires a case-study approach to address how to more concretely apply 

ethical concepts in specific business operating situations. More consequential application of an 

academic understanding which educates employees to manage their particular dilemmas inherent 
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in the broadly-scoped nature of CSR could be a starting point. Essentially, this view is based on 

an ‘economic’ rationale which supposes that considering social interests generates synergies 

which ensure both sustainable and responsible business investments. Interestingly, this approach 

is not new. For example, existing management scholarship in the field of strategy (e.g. Grant, 

2006) suggests that those companies which effectively focus on strategic purposes other than 

direct profit motives in a sustainable approach (Porter, 1985) are typically the most successful. 

Similarly, the marketing concept suggests a stakeholder orientation which defines a move from a 

‘production orientation’ and ‘transactions’ towards ‘dialogue’. This demonstrates how 

management and marketing strategy already theoretically advocates a focus on developing long-

term sustainable stakeholder relationships (e.g. Kotler et al, 2009:18; Donaldson and O’Toole, 

2007).  

To address the uncertainty identified in this work, particularly in light of the continuing 

‘business scandals’ and the recent global economic crisis, attempting to satisfy stakeholder 

expectations by counting the financial cost of CSR is not the way forward. Instead, refocusing the 

corporate lens on the co-operation, creativity, and pluralism inherent in global business activities 

directs attention towards creating positive economic and social outcomes. Better alignment 

between individual employees’ morals and the company’s stated principles/values could reduce 

operating weaknesses which might result in more credible future CSR practice.  
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Appendix A - Original Explanatory Framework Components 
 
Figure 1: Overview of Circumstantial Domains 

 
 (Source: O’Riordan 2006) 
 
Figure 2: Determinants in detail – Context 
 

 
(Source: O’Riordan 2006) 
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Figure 3: Determinants in detail: Stakeholders 
 

 
(Source: O’Riordan 2006) 
 
 
Figure 4: Determinants in detail – Event 
 

  
(Source: O’Riordan 2006) 
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Figure 5: Determinants in detail – Management Response 
  

 
(Source: O’Riordan 2006) 
 
 
Figure 6: Phases and Steps within the CSR Process 
 

 
(Source: O’ Riordan 2006) 
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Appendix B - Overview of Research Methods Used by Other Researchers 

 
 

Method/ 
Research Example 

 

Observation 
 

Textual 
Analysis 

 

Survey 
 

Interview 

Acutt (2004)     
Catska et al (2004)   
Welford (2004; 2005) 
Brammer  Pavelin (2004) 
Maignan & Ferrell (2003) 
Gravereau et al (1978) 
Eilbirt and Parket (1973) 
Blum-Kusterer & Hussain 
(2001) 

 
  

 
 

 

Haniffa and Cooke (2005) 
Fairbrass et al (2005) 
Knox & Maklan (2004) 
Adams (1996) 
Gray (1990) 
Guthrie & Parker (1990) 
 Zéghal & Ahmed (1990) 

 
 

  

Woodward et al (2001) 
Eland-Goosensen et al (1997)** 
Etter and Perneger (2000)** 
Warner et al (2003)** 
Shuh-jen Sheu et al (2008)** 

  
 


 

 
 

 

* Example of using action research, which was rejected above for feasibility reasons  
* Example of using snowball sampling technique   
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Appendix C -  Target Candidate Pool       (Groupings For Telephone Survey) 
 

 

# x2 First Wave Contact List for Survey

UK Rank D Rank

Group 1: 0<x<25 (in both countries)
1 2 5 1 NOVARTIS
2 4 3 2 SANOFI-AVENTIS
3 6 4 4 ASTRAZENECA
4 8 13 5 BAYER
5 10 10 6 ROCHE
6 12 1 8 PFIZER
7 14 2 9 GLAXOSMITHKLINE
8 16 6 10 JOHNSON & JOHNSON
9 18 8 11 MERCK & CO
10 20 11 12 BOEHRINGER INGEL
11 22 7 14 WYETH
12 24 12 15 NOVO NORDISK
13 26 9 16 LILLY
14 28 20 21 ABBOTT
15 30 21 23 SCHERING PLOUGH
16 32 24 25 TAKEDA

Group 2: 26<x<50 A10
17 34 32 20 ALTANA
18 36 30 22 MERCK KGAA
19 38 49 26 SCHWARZ PHARMA AG
20 40 17 28 MUNDI INT
21 42 22 29 ASTELLAS PHARMA
22 44 36 33 GRUENENTHAL
23 46 28 36 AKZO NOBEL
24 48 23 37 UCB
25 50 27 38 SOLVAY
26 52 16 40 PROCTER & GAMBLE
27 54 46 44 MEDA
28 56 39 47 NESTLE
29 58 29 48 LUNDBECK

Group 3:  51<x<75 (in both countries)
30 60 51 13 STADA
31 62 58 18 MENARINI
32 64 31 19 BRISTOL-MYERS SQB.
33 66 71 34 AMGEN
34 68 74 46 BAUSCH & LOMB
35 70 72 52 FALK
36 72 19 54 EISAI
37 74 14 55 RECKITT BENCKISER
38 76 62 57 GENZYME CORP
39 78 59 58 ALK-ABELLO
40 80 85 59 ACTAVIS
41 82 60 62 RECORDATI
42 84 52 66 DAIICHI SANKYO
43 86 54 68 ORION

Group 4:  76<x<100 (in both countries)
44 88 82 27 SERONO
45 90 79 69 BRAUN-MELSUNGEN
46 92 18 76 TEVA
47 94 15 81 SERVIER
48 96 35 82 FERRING
49 98 45 83 ALLERGAN
50 100 34 91 NORGINE
51 102 26 94 LEO PHARMA
52 104 48 97 OTSUKA
53 106 40 98 CHIESI
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Appendix C -  Target Candidate Pool (Groupings Contd.)       

 

# x2 First Wave Contact List for Survey
UK Rank D Rank
Group 5:  Remaining companies with rank of up to 100 in one country and 200 in other)

54 108 105 25 SHIRE PHARMACEUT.
55 110 150 37 STIEFEL LABS
56 112 114 38 GALEN
57 114 109 42 BARR PHARMA
58 116 138 42 CEPHALON
59 118 157 45 BAXTER INT
60 120 126 51 GILEAD SCIENCES
61 122 124 53 MINNESOTA 3M
62 124 130 65 L OREAL
63 126 106 66 OMEGA PHARMA
64 128 105 71 FRESENIUS
65 130 188 86 CSL

Group 6:  Remaining top 100 in one country only)
66 0 3 RATIOPHARM
67 0 7 KOHL MEDICAL AG
68 0 17 EMRA-MED
69 0 24 EURIMPHARM
70 0 30 SCHWABE
71 0 31 DR REDDYS LAB
72 0 32 WESTEN PHARMA   >> @ D
73 0 33 SSL INTERNATIONAL
74 0 35 KLOSTERFRAU
75 0 39 BIOGEN IDEC
76 0 41 MEDICE
77 0 41 PROSTRAKAN
78 0 43 NEURAXPHARM
79 0 43 GOLDSHIELD
80 0 44 DERMAL LABS
81 0 47 WAYMADE
82 0 49 MERZ
83 0 50 DERMAPHARM
84 0 50 THORNTON & ROSS
85 0 53 MEDAC
86 0 55 FOREST
87 0 56 BIONORICA ARZNEIMI
88 0 56 ICOS
89 0 57 DDD GROUP
90 0 60 TORRENT
91 0 61 WESTJOHANN/LOHMANN
92 0 61 ALLIANCE PHARM     @ GB
93 0 63 STRATHMANN
94 0 63 MOLNLYCKE HLTHCARE
95 0 64 CARDINAL HLTH PHAR
96 0 64 AXICORP PHARMA
97 0 65 STEIGERWALD
98 0 67 DESITIN
99 0 67 SMITH & NEPHEW
100 0 68 DEXXON
101 0 70 PFLEGER
102 0 72 BERAGENA        >> @ D
103 0 73 POHL-BOSKAMP
104 0 73 PROVALIS
105 0 74 MUCOS
106 0 75 FERRER
107 0 75 LINK PHARM
108 0 77 WOLFF
109 0 77 FLYNN PHARMA       @ GB
110 0 78 CHATFIELD LABS     @ GB
111 0 78 KADE
112 0 79 HEEL
113 0 80 ACTELION
114 0 80 ROSEMONT PHARMA
115 0 81 BARD CR
116 0 83 ROHTO CORP
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Appendix C -  Target Candidate Pool (Groupings Contd.)  
      

 
 
 
(Source: IMS Sales Data 2006)

# x2 First Wave Contact List for Survey
UK Rank D Rank
Group 6:  Remaining top 100 in one country only)

117 0 84 RANSOM W
118 0 84 MADAUS
119 0 85 URSAPHARM
120 0 86 LANE GROUP
121 0 87 CC PHARMA
122 0 87 TYPHARM
123 0 88 INFECTOPHARM
124 0 88 CLINIMED
125 0 89 HERMES
126 0 89 PRESTIGE BRANDS    @ GB
127 0 90 VERLA
128 0 90 CAMBRIDGE LABS
129 0 91 HANSAM HEALTHCARE
130 0 92 SINCLAIR PHARMS
131 0 92 ENGELHARD
132 0 93 ROTTA
133 0 94 TILLOMED
134 0 95 MIBE
135 0 95 NOVEX PHARMA       @ GB
136 0 96 RIEMSER
137 0 96 RESPIRONICS
138 0 97 JACKSON
139 0 98 DIAGNOSYS MEDICAL  @ GB
140 0 99 GALPHARM HLTHCARE
141 0 99 WOERWAG
142 0 100 M&A PHARMACHEM
143 0 100 HENNIG



 494 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Appendix D - Documentary Analysis - Evaluation Codes Defined 
 

 

Visibility: The code ‘visibility’ is defined as how easy it was to identify, find, or access 

information on the socially responsible activities of the target companies. Indicators of high 

visibility include that social responsibility (under its various labels) had a front page presence (or 

other direct or easily identifiable posting) as a topic or theme with or without additional text, or 

as a menu button or link to further information. This code is relevant to the research because it 

serves to indicate the salience placed by the target companies on (at least communicating) the 

CSR topic. As a result, it is interpreted as an important factor in CSR practice.  

 

Terminology: The code ‘choice of terminology’ is defined as the label(s) or term(s) chosen by 

the target companies to communicate their socially responsible activities. This code is relevant to 

the research because it serves to indicate the diversity of the terms used. In addition, this might 

also point towards how companies interpret CSR. This could provide important leads for 

answering the question of what CSR means to them. Consequently, it is judged as a key indicator 

of how companies understand CSR.  

 

Projects/Activities: The code ‘key projects/activities mentioned’ is defined as the activities 

which companies post on their websites under the label of socially responsible projects. This 

code was chosen because it serves to indicate first the diversity, but also the wide range of 

activities undertaken. Because it gives an indication of the complexity of projects being 

undertaken in the name of CSR, it too is considered a salient indicator for clarifying how CSR is 

understood and, accordingly for describing CSR practice.  

 

Codes of Conduct: The code ‘code of conduct in use’ is defined as the codes or guidelines 

mentioned by the company in its stakeholder communication. These are considered to be 

important because they may guide how the target group selects, organises, and monitors their 
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CSR activities, policies, and practices. This code additionally serves to indicate the content, 

diversity, and range of codes followed.  

 

Stakeholder References: The code ‘stakeholder references’ is defined as the presence or 

mentioning of the word ‘stakeholder’ on the company website. This code is relevant to the 

research because it serves to indicate whether this term is used and/or deemed relevant by 

companies to the topic of CSR.  

 

Stakeholder Communication/Dialogue: The code ‘stakeholder communication’ is defined as 

the presence of a forum for feedback or chat with stakeholders on the company website. This 

code is relevant to the thesis because it serves to indicate the amount of communication, dialogue, 

or engagement undertaken via the website by companies with their stakeholders on the CSR 

topic. This code additionally checks whether the target companies are using their websites as a 

forum for communication with their stakeholders.  

 

National Differences: The code ‘divergences between main and local websites’ is defined as the 

identification of distinctions in the postings on CSR between the main dotcom and local websites 

of the same company. It is interpreted as an important factor when clarifying the degree of 

centralisation/decentralisation or diversity in each company’s approach, and therefore for laying 

the foundation to describe the CSR practices in each country.  
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Appendix E - Telephone Survey - 3 Cover Letters and 3 Questionnaires 
 

Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the Pharmaceutical Industry  
A Comparison of Stakeholder Dialogue Practices 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE (SURVEY) 

GERMANY 

 

School of Management, University of Bradford 

 

Introduction 

This questionnaire forms part of a research survey being undertaken by Linda O’Riordan at the 
University of Bradford’s School of Management. 
 
The main research objectives are to gather information about: 

• CSR stakeholder dialogue practices and the factors that influence them 
• Whether differences exist between the CSR stakeholder dialogue approach within the 

pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany  
 
In this research stakeholders are defined as: all those groups and individuals who can affect or are 
affected by, the company’s business. Stakeholder dialogue is defined as all forms of contact, 
communication, or engagement with these groups. 
 
This research project is supported and sent with the recommendation of Professor Gerd Rainer 
Wagner of the Heinrich Heine University in Düsseldorf. Professor Wagner is a prominent expert 
in the field of CSR internationally. He was the doctoral supervisor of Dr. Dirk Matten who wrote 
the leading textbook on CSR “Business Ethics”. 
 
I am very grateful to you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Should you require 
any further information or wish to receive a copy of the report findings please contact Linda 
O’Riordan at [email address]. 
 
 
 
Company Name : 
 
 
 
 
 

Please turn over the page 



 497 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Section 1 –  Terminology, Definitions, and Activity Profile 
 
Please indicate which of the following terms is/are used by your company to describe activities 
undertaken relating to its non-profit-orientated i.e. not exclusively or directly economic-related 
goals 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 
 

Term:  
Corporate Social Responsibility         [  ] 
Corporate Responsibility   [  ] 
Social Responsibility    [  ]  
Corporate Citizenship     [  ] 
Sustainability    [  ] 
 
Other (Please Specify)   …………………………………………………………… 
 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Does your company have a separate department for undertaking the activities described in 
question 1? 

 

Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 
 
2.a  Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
 
 If Yes: 
 
2.b  Please specify the name of the department                         
 

………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.c How many personnel work in the department? 
 
 ………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.d Please specify the structure of the department (for example the number of 

functions)  
 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Does your company publish an official figure regarding how much money is spent per year on 
socially responsible activities? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
3.a Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
3.b If yes, please specify the amount spent in 2006 ……………………………… 
 
 
 

 
 
Is the term stakeholder dialogue typically used in your company? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  

 
 
 
 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Section 2 –  CSR SD Practices 
 
Which of the following socially responsible activities, policies, or practices have been 
implemented by your organisation to date in Germany?  
 

Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 
       Not 

      Implemented           Implemented       
     

Re-cycling of waste       [  ]       [  ] 
Reduction in energy use       [  ]       [  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance          [  ]       [  ] 
Health and safety at work measures    [  ]       [  ] 
Charitable donations        [  ]        [  ]  
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects     [  ]      [  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                 [  ]      [  ]  
Other Practices (Please Specify)    

 
For Germany: ….…………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 
 

Have you engaged in dialogue with stakeholders to date on the following socially responsible 
activities, practices or policies in Germany?  

 
Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 

 
              Dialogue                  No Dialogue               

 

Re-cycling of waste          [  ]      [  ] 
Reduction in energy use         [  ]     [  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance             [  ]      [  ] 
Health and safety at work measures       [  ]      [  ] 
Charitable donations           [  ]      [  ] 
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects       [  ]      [  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                    [  ]      [  ] 
Other Practices (Please Specify) 

    
For Germany: ….…………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 

 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups would you describe as your most important stakeholders in 
Germany?  
 

Instructions: Please rate the importance of the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 
below by highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Not Important. 6 = Very Important). 

 
Employees             1  2 3 4 5  6    
Customers�     1  2 3 4 5  6 
Government       1  2 3 4 5 6   
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ………………………………………………………. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups do you consult when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in Germany?  
 

Please rate how often you consult the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Never Consult. 6 = Always Consult). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6    
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………….. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 
Which of the following groups are most relevant when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in Germany?  
 

Please rate how relevant you consider the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number 
(1 = Not Relevant. 6 = Very Relevant). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6      
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6      
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6      
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ………………………………………………..... 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 



 502 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Section 3 –  Perceived Benefits 
 
What benefits do you expect will be achieved by investing resources in social actions and/or 
Stakeholder Dialogue?  
 

Please rate the strength of the benefits you consider can be achieved with regard to the 
following outcomes on the scale of 1-6 below by highlighting or otherwise marking the 
appropriate number (1 = No Benefit. 6 = Definite Benefit). 

 
     

Favourable Effect on Sales          1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Market Share    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Image/Reputation  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Ability to Attract/Motivate Employees  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Operating Costs  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Opinion of Investors/Analysts  1  2 3 4 5 6     
 
Other Benefits (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………..… 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
 
 

Instructions:  End of Questionnaire! Thank you for taking the time to complete it. 
 
 
 
Would you be willing to take part in an interview (either in a personal meeting or on the 
telephone) to provide further in-depth information based on the questions in this questionnaire? 

 
Yes, I would be willing to provide further information    [  ]   
No, I would not like to provide further information   [  ] 
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Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the Pharmaceutical Industry  
A Comparison of Stakeholder Dialogue Practices 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE (SURVEY)  

UK 

 

School of Management, University of Bradford 

 

Introduction 

This questionnaire forms part of a research survey being undertaken by Linda O’Riordan at the 
University of Bradford’s School of Management. 
 
The main research objectives are to gather information about: 

• CSR stakeholder dialogue practices and the factors that influence them 
• Whether differences exist between the CSR stakeholder dialogue approach within the 

pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany  
 
In this research stakeholders are defined as: all those groups and individuals who can affect or are 
affected by, the company’s business. Stakeholder dialogue is defined as all forms of contact, 
communication, or engagement with these groups. 
 
This research project is supported and sent with the recommendation of Professor Gerd Rainer 
Wagner of the Heinrich Heine University in Düsseldorf. Professor Wagner is a prominent expert 
in the field of CSR internationally. He was the doctoral supervisor of Dr. Dirk Matten who wrote 
the leading textbook on CSR “Business Ethics”. 
 
I am very grateful to you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Should you require 
any further information or wish to receive a copy of the report findings please contact Linda 
O’Riordan at [email address]. 
 
Company Name : 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please turn over the page 
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Section 1 –  Terminology, Definitions, and Activity Profile 
 
Please indicate  which of the following terms is/are used by your company to describe activities 
undertaken relating to its non-profit-orientated i.e. not exclusively or directly economic-related 
goals 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 
 

Term:  
Corporate Social Responsibility         [  ] 
Corporate Responsibility   [  ] 
Social Responsibility    [  ]  
Corporate Citizenship     [  ] 
Sustainability    [  ] 
 
Other (Please Specify)   …………………………………………………………… 
 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Does your company have a separate department for undertaking the activities described in 
question 1? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
2.a  Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
 
 If Yes: 
 
2.b  Please specify the name of the department                         
 

………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.c How many personnel work in the department? 
 
 ………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.d Please specify the structure of the department (for example the number of 

functions)  
 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Does your company publish an official figure regarding how much money is spent per year on 
socially responsible activities? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
3.a Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
3.b If yes, please specify the amount spent in 2006 ……………………………… 
 
 
 

 
 
Is the term stakeholder dialogue typically used in your company? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  

 
 
 
 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Section 2 –  CSR SD Practices 
 
Which of the following socially responsible activities, policies, or practices have been 
implemented by your organisation to date in the UK?  
 

Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 
       Not 

        Implemented            Implemented       
     

Re-cycling of waste        [  ]       [  ] 
Reduction in energy use       [  ]       [  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance          [  ]       [  ] 
Health and safety at work measures     [  ]       [  ] 
Charitable donations         [  ]        [  ]  
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects    [  ]      [  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                 [  ]      [  ]  
Other Practices (Please Specify)    

 
 

For the UK: ……….………………………………………………………………….…….. 
 
 

Have you engaged in dialogue with stakeholders to date on the following socially responsible 
activities, practices or policies in the UK?  

 
Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 

 
              Dialogue               No Dialogue                 

 

Re-cycling of waste          [  ]      [  ] 
Reduction in energy use          [  ]     [  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance             [  ]      [  ] 
Health and safety at work measures       [  ]      [  ] 
Charitable donations           [  ]      [  ] 
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects       [  ]      [  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                    [  ]      [  ] 
Other Practices (Please Specify) 

    
 

 
For the UK: ……….………………………………………………………………….…….. 

 
 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups would you describe as your most important stakeholders in the 
UK?  
 

Instructions: Please rate the importance of the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 
below by highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Not Important. 6 = Very Important). 

 
Employees             1  2 3 4 5  6    
Customers�     1  2 3 4 5  6 
Government       1  2 3 4 5 6   
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ………………………………………………………. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups do you consult when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in the UK?  
 

Please rate how often you consult the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Never Consult. 6 = Always Consult). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6    
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………….. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Which of the following groups are most relevant when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in the UK?  
 

Please rate how relevant you consider the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number 
(1 = Not Relevant. 6 = Very Relevant). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6      
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6      
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6      
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ………………………………………………..... 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Section 3 –  Perceived Benefits 
 
What benefits do you expect will be achieved by investing resources in social actions and/or 
Stakeholder Dialogue?  
 

Please rate the strength of the benefits you consider can be achieved with regard to the 
following outcomes on the scale of 1-6 below by highlighting or otherwise marking the 
appropriate number (1 = No Benefit. 6 = Definite Benefit). 

 
     

Favourable Effect on Sales          1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Market Share    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Image/Reputation  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Ability to Attract/Motivate Employees  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Operating Costs  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Opinion of Investors/Analysts  1  2 3 4 5 6     
 
Other Benefits (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………..… 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
 
 

Instructions:  End of Questionnaire! Thank you for taking the time to complete it. 
 
 
 
Would you be willing to take part in an interview (either in a personal meeting or on the 
telephone) to provide further in-depth information based on the questions in this questionnaire? 

 
Yes, I would be willing to provide further information    [  ]   
No, I would not like to provide further information     [  ]  
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Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the Pharmaceutical Industry  
A Comparison of Stakeholder Dialogue Practices 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE (SURVEY)  

UK AND GERMANY 

 

School of Management, University of Bradford 

 

Introduction 

This questionnaire forms part of a research survey being undertaken by Linda O’Riordan at the 
University of Bradford’s School of Management. 
 
The main research objectives are to gather information about: 

• CSR stakeholder dialogue practices and the factors that influence them 
• Whether differences exist between the CSR stakeholder dialogue approach within the 

pharmaceutical industry in the UK and Germany  
 
In this research stakeholders are defined as: all those groups and individuals who can affect or are 
affected by, the company’s business. Stakeholder dialogue is defined as all forms of contact, 
communication, or engagement with these groups. 
 
This research project is supported and sent with the recommendation of Professor Gerd Rainer 
Wagner of the Heinrich Heine University in Düsseldorf. Professor Wagner is a prominent expert 
in the field of CSR internationally. He was the doctoral supervisor of Dr. Dirk Matten who wrote 
the leading textbook on CSR “Business Ethics”. 
 
I am very grateful to you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Should you require 
any further information or wish to receive a copy of the report findings please contact Linda 
O’Riordan at [email address]. 
 
 
 
 
Company Name: 
 
 
 
 
 

Please turn over the page 
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Section 1 –  Terminology, Definitions, and Activity Profile 
 
Please indicate  which of the following terms is/are used by your company to describe activities 
undertaken relating to its non-profit-orientated i.e. not exclusively or directly economic-related 
goals 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 
 

Term:  
Corporate Social Responsibility         [  ] 
Corporate Responsibility   [  ] 
Social Responsibility    [  ]  
Corporate Citizenship     [  ] 
Sustainability    [  ] 
 
Other (Please Specify)   …………………………………………………………… 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
 
Does your company have a separate department for undertaking the activities described in 
question 1? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
2.a  Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
 
 If Yes: 
 
2.b  Please specify the name of the department                         
 

………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.c How many personnel work in the department? 
 
 ………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
2.d Please specify the structure of the department (for example the number of 

functions)  
 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Does your company publish an official figure regarding how much money is spent per year on 
socially responsible activities? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
3.a Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  
 
3.b If yes, please specify the amount spent in 2006 ……………………………… 
 
 
 

 
 
Is the term stakeholder dialogue typically used in your company? 

 
Instructions: Please tick or mark or otherwise highlight the appropriate box 

 
Yes  [  ]  No [  ]  

 
 
 
 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Section 2 –  CSR SD Practices 
 
Which of the following socially responsible activities, policies, or practices have been 
implemented by your organisation to date in the UK and in Germany?  
 

Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 
   Not 

Implemented                      Implemented       
   UK       D                           UK    D 

Re-cycling of waste       [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Reduction in energy use       [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance          [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Health and safety at work measures     [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Charitable donations         [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects     [  ]    [  ]  [  ][  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                 [  ]    [  ]                  [  ][  ]  
Other Practices (Please Specify)    

 
For Germany: ….…………………………………………………………………………… 

 
For the UK: ……….………………………………………………………………….…….. 

 
 

Have you engaged in dialogue with stakeholders to date on the following socially responsible 
activities, practices or policies in the UK and in Germany?  

 
Instructions: Please highlight or mark the appropriate boxes. 

 
                  Dialogue       No Dialogue        

   UK      D                      UK    D 
 

Re-cycling of waste         [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Reduction in energy use         [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Practices to improve work-life balance            [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Health and safety at work measures      [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Charitable donations          [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Employee volunteering e.g. local projects      [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Sponsorship of ‘good’ causes                   [  ]    [  ] [  ][  ] 
Other Practices (Please Specify) 

    
For Germany: ….…………………………………………………………………………… 

 
For the UK: ……….………………………………………………………………….…….. 

 
 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 



 514 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Which of the following groups would you describe as your most important stakeholders in the 
UK?  
 

Instructions: Please rate the importance of the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 
below by highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Not Important. 6 = Very Important). 

 
Employees             1  2 3 4 5  6    
Customers�     1  2 3 4 5  6 
Government       1  2 3 4 5 6   
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ………………………………………………………. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
 
 
 

Which of the following groups would you describe as your most important stakeholders in 
Germany?  

 
Please rate the importance of the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Not Important. 6 = Very Important). 

 
Employees             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Customers�     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Government       1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   …………………………………………………...… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   …………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………..… 

 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups do you consult when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in the UK?  
 

Please rate how often you consult the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Never Consult. 6 = Always Consult). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6    
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6     
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………….. 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Which of the following groups are most relevant when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in the UK?  
 

Please rate how relevant you consider the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number 
(1 = Not Relevant. 6 = Very Relevant). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6      
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6      
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6      
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ………………………………………………..... 
 

……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Instructions: Please turn the page 
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Which of the following groups do you consult when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in Germany?  

          
Please rate how often you consult the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below.  
(1 = Never Consult. 6 = Always Consult). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5  6    
Employees     1  2 3 4 5    6   
Customers       1  2 3 4 5    6   
Government     1  2 3 4 5    6  
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5   6    
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5   6    
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5    6   
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5    6  
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5    6   
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

  (Please Specify which NGOs)   …………………………………………………….… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………. 

 
Which of the following groups are most relevant when developing your socially responsible 
activities/ strategy/ policies and/or practice in Germany?  

 
Please rate how relevant you consider the following stakeholders on the scale of 1-6 below by 
highlighting or otherwise marking the appropriate number  
(1 = Not Relevant. 6 = Very Relevant). 
 

Directors             1  2 3 4 5 6     
Employees     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Customers       1  2 3 4 5 6      
Government     1  2 3 4 5 6     
General Public/Society     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Local Communities    1  2 3 4 5 6      
Trade Unions     1  2 3 4 5 6      
Suppliers       1  2 3 4 5 6     
Alliance partners      1  2 3 4 5 6      
NGOs      1  2 3 4 5 6 
     

(Please Specify which NGOs)   ……………………………………………………… 
 

Other Stakeholders (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
Instructions: Please turn the page and proceed to answer section 3 
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Section 3 –  Perceived Benefits 
 
What benefits do you expect will be achieved by investing resources in social actions and/or 
Stakeholder Dialogue?  
 

Please rate the strength of the benefits you consider can be achieved with regard to the 
following outcomes on the scale of 1-6 below by highlighting or otherwise marking the 
appropriate number (1 = No Benefit. 6 = Definite Benefit). 

 
In the UK 

     
Favourable Effect on Sales          1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Market Share   1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Image/Reputation  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Ability to Attract/Motivate Employees  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Operating Costs  1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Opinion of Investors/Analysts  1  2 3 4 5 6     
 
Other Benefits (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………..… 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
In Germany 

     
Favourable Effect on Sales            1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Market Share           1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Image/Reputation        1  2 3 4 5 6     
Ability to Attract/Motivate Employees    1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Effect on Operating Costs     1  2 3 4 5 6     
Favourable Opinion of Investors/Analysts    1  2 3 4 5 6     
 
Other Benefits (Please Specify)   ……………………………………………..… 

 
……………………………………………………………………………..…….... 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 
 

Instructions:  End of Questionnaire! Thank you for taking the time to complete it. 
 
 
Would you be willing to take part in an interview (either in a personal meeting or on the 
telephone) to provide further in-depth information based on the questions in this questionnaire? 

 
Yes, I would be willing to provide further information    [  ]   
No, I would not like to provide further information     [  ]  
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Appendix F: Observation – Data Collection and Analysis  
 

 

This Appendix lists the seven codes which were employed to collect and analyse the observation 

data as well as the rationale for their choice. 

1. How easy it was to identify a contact person and their contact details? 

2. How helpful, friendly or open was the contact partner? 

3. How knowledgeable and professional was the contact partner of CSR? 

4. How effective was the company’s internal communication - did respondents know who 

was responsible for CSR in the other target affiliate? And if so, did they know them well 

enough to contact them and possibly encourage/motivate them to participate? 

5. Did people exist (and/or could they be identified) in the target company with clear 

responsibility for CSR enquiries, and if not, who responded to the CSR enquiry? 

6. How fast did the target companies respond (either to answer the enquiry or to refuse in 

cases where an explicit refusal was given)? 

7. And finally, how the CSR practice was structured or organised within the company 

 

The data collected are interpreted based on the following seven assumptions: 

1. Question 1 is based on the assumption that how a company positions itself for engaging in 

dialogue is a surrogate for determining how welcome the enquiry is perceived 

2. Question 2 is founded on the premise that friendly or actively helpful behaviour is an 

indicator of the general corporate culture but it also indicates how important the CSR 

topic is deemed and how dedicated personnel are to the topic   

3. Question 3 assumes that the degree knowledge and professionalism shown by the contact 

partner about CSR is a more accurate indicator of the salience placed by the target 

companies on the CSR topic than the text placed in their external communications 
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4. Question 4 presumes that the if respondents know who is responsible for CSR in the other 

target affiliate, and if so, if they know them well enough to contact them and possibly 

encourage/motivate them to participate, then this suggests that good communication lines 

are in place which by definition facilitates constructive dialogue with stakeholders 

5. Question 5 supposes that if specific people have clear ownership of the responsibility for 

addressing CSR-related enquiries, this can be interpreted to demonstrate a serious 

commitment (or engaged) approach to CSR by the company  

6. Question 6 reasons that a company which responds quickly or repeatedly demonstrates 

that it is committed to communicating with its stakeholders, but also that it has 

established both the resources and a process for organising, managing and engaging in 

CSR dialogue with stakeholders 

7. Question 7 assumes that the presence of a clear CSR structure or organisation approach 

within the company may clearly be a reflection of the overall business organisation 

approach, but can also indicate some kind of considered process or intention or possibly a 

intended strategy for organising, managing and engaging in stakeholder dialogue  
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Appendix  G: In-Depth Interviews – Cover Letters and Questionnaire 

EXAMPLE: Cover Letter for In-Depth Interviews 
 

Cover Letter (Draft Example) 
 
Company Address 
 
         Linda O’Riordan  
         University of Bradford 
         United Kingdom 
 

Date xx x 2008 
 
Dear Name 
 
Re.:  Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR):  

A European Comparison of Stakeholder Dialogue in the Pharmaceutical Industry 
 
I am contacting you again as discussed regarding the survey which you completed last summer on the 
above topic. The findings from that survey are now available which, as promised, I would be delighted to 
communicate with you. In your response to the questionnaire you indicated you would be interested to 
further discuss the topics addressed in a subsequent in-depth interview.  I would very much appreciate 
being able to come and talk to you in more depth about this topic. 
 
To elaborate further, the planned in-depth interview research forms the third and final part of a long-term 
project that explores, compares, and contrasts CSR stakeholder dialogue practices in the UK and 
Germany. The main research objectives are to gather information about: 

• CSR stakeholder dialogue practices and the factors that influence them 
• Whether differences exist between the CSR stakeholder dialogue approach within the 

pharmaceutical industry in Germany and the UK 
 
For clarification on my background, I undertake my PhD research at the University of Bradford in the UK, 
but live in Düsseldorf and work as a lecturer at the Heinrich-Heine University in Düsseldorf, at the 
Mercator School of Management for the University of Duisburg-Essen, and at the Universities of Applied 
Sciences in Düsseldorf and Essen.   
 
I have contacted you because I am especially interested in finding out about the views of the most senior 
managers in leading pharmaceutical companies in the UK and Germany. I would be most grateful if you 
would be willing and able to meet with me for a one hour interview sometime in the coming weeks.  
 
I look forward to hearing from you and thank you in advance for your kind assistance in this research 
project.  
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
Linda O’Riordan 
 
PS An article which I wrote with my doctoral supervisor addressing a CSR model which forms the basis 
of this PhD research will appear in the coming months in the Journal of Business Ethics. Should you be 
interested in reading this article in advance of our meeting I would be delighted to send you a copy. 
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Appendix  G: continued – Cover Letters & Semi-Structured Questionnaire 
 
EXAMPLE: Meeting Organisation Letter for In-Depth Interviews 
 

Interview Organisation Letter (Final Draft Example) 
 
Company Address 
 
         Linda O’Riordan  
         University of Bradford 
         United Kingdom 
 

Date xx x 2008 
 
 
Re.:  Perspectives on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR):  

A European Comparison of Stakeholder Dialogue in the Pharmaceutical Industry 
 
Dear Name 
 
Thank you for agreeing to meet with me for a one hour interview on DATE at TIME at your 
offices in LOCATION. 
 
As I mentioned before I have contacted you because I am especially interested in finding out 
about the views of the most senior managers in leading pharmaceutical companies in the UK and 
Germany. This planned in-depth interview is part of a third and final component of a long-term 
project that explores, compares, and contrasts CSR stakeholder dialogue practices in the UK and 
Germany. The main research objectives are to gather information about: 
• CSR stakeholder dialogue practices and the factors that influence them 
• Whether differences exist between the CSR stakeholder dialogue approach within the 

pharmaceutical industry in Germany and the UK 
 
Specifically in our planned meeting I would like to discuss the following points with you: 
o The findings from the survey questionnaire research (please see attached document) 
o A CSR explanatory model with forms the basis of this PhD research (please see attached 

document). For clarification this model is the subject of an article which will appear in 
the coming months in the Journal of Business Ethics. (Should you be interested in 
reading this article in advance of our meeting  I would be delighted to send you a copy) 

o Further relevant CSR-related issues 
 
Thank you for your interest and I look forward to meeting with you on the planned date.  
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
Linda O’Riordan 
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Appendix  G: continued – Cover Letters & Semi-Structured Questionnaire 
 

In-Depth Interviews: Overview of Structure for the Discussion 
 
Interviewee Details: 
 
Name: 
 
Length of Time in Organisation: 
 
Position/Role: 
 
How does the Position Fit in the Organisation? 
 
 
General Introduction to the CSR Topic: 
 
o What does CSR mean for you? 
o Does this standpoint reflect the company view and if not how do you reconcile this? 
o What responsibility or obligation in your opinion does the company/do pharmaceutical 

companies have in society i.e. what role do you see that organisations can feasibly (or should) 
play?  

 
 
Results of the Survey Questionnaire: 
• Introduce and discuss results 
• Focus on: 

o Practices 
o Use of Terminology 
o Why do you use the CSR term you choose? 
o What is the relevance of the term stakeholder dialogue in your company? 
o Stakeholders: 
o Do you have a system in place to analyse your stakeholders? 
o What in your opinion gives stakeholders power? 
o Is an early warning system in place to track potential risks? 
o What challenges have arisen in your company when communicating with stakeholders 
o How does CSR manifest itself within the company’s organisational structure? 
o How is CSR performance measured at your company? E.g. does a list of critical 

success factors or key performance indicators exist? 
o Have you observed major similarities and differences in CSR practices between your 

UK and German affiliates?  
o Factors influencing CSR  

 Which ones are relevant in your opinion? 
• Proceed to discuss the explanatory framework which attempts to capture these in a holistic, 

relational and comprehensive way 
 



 523 O'Riordan  PhD  January 2011 

Explanatory Framework: 
• Introduce and critically discuss its usefulness and accuracy 
• Focus on: 

o Are the elements and their sub-levels relevant and correct? 
o Does this conceptualisation reflect what they do at the company? 
o How can the model be improved in their opinion? 
o Do they find the model helpful? I.e. does it add value? And is it practical and useful 

 
Further CSR Issues 

 
• What key issues face your company with regard to CSR over the next 5-10 years 
• What managerial concerns do these challenges create? Where is the emphasis? 
• Discuss areas and issues deemed important by interviewee 
• Consider additional open information points below 
 
Additional points for consideration during questioning which focus explicitly on the 
information I require to answer the research questions and test the hypothesis: 
 
Check information required to confirm or refute the hypotheses:  
• What are your thoughts on: 

• The mapping of stakeholder dialogue practices undertaken in this research is an effective 
method to uncover patterns in the differences and similarities of practices between the two 
countries under observation? 

• The CSR practices between the two countries under observation differ  
• The differing practices are due to deviations in basic conditions e.g. cultural, political etc. 
• The variation in CSR behaviour is influenced by what is considered by decision-makers 

to constitute effective stakeholder dialogue in each country 
 
Check accuracy of assumed factors influencing the CSR process 
E.g.  
• Communication  

o Internally 
o With external stakeholders 

• Prioritisation process 
• Other policies/procedures/approaches/opinions 
• The role of risk and image 
• Culture 
• Governance 
• Other? 
 
Check accuracy of ideas for potential conclusions:  
 
• What do you think about the need for: 

o An increased awareness of what CSR really involves/means? 
o The identification of new ways to manage CSR? 
o A changed view of the role of the organisation in society regarding its responsibility? 
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Appendix H:  Communication: Selected Extracts of Text on Activities 
 
This appendix illustrates some selected original texts which were communicated regarding the 

CSR topic on the various company websites. The chosen texts are classified according to the 

themes: topics/content/scope; initiatives/activities; assumed responsibility; values/principles. 

 

CODE Communication 
 

 
 

Evidence: 

 
T

op
ic

s/
 C

on
te

nt
/ S

co
pe

:  

• Business Conduct; Patients; People; Health & Safety; Foundations; Commitment to 

Society; Community Involvement; Key Issues; Key Challenges; Sustainability; 

Milestones achieved (Novartis, 2006). 

 

• Sustainable Development; Commitment to protecting the health of patients; Concern 

for employees and their families; Humanitarian and social commitment to health; 

Malaria project; Project in South East Asia (Sanofi-Aventis, 2006) 

• Resonsibility linked with Environmental, health & safety issues; Value throught 

innovation, Tripple bottom line (Boehringer, 2006). 

 

• We have a Corporate Responsibility Framework comprising of our Code of Business 

Conduct and specific policies, control arrangements and reporting. This framework 

governs how we act in conducting the Company’s business. Our commitment is to 

make our business more sustainable and responsible.  By this we mean a business 

that operates effectively today with as little environmental, social and ethical cost to 

the future as possible (Reckitt Benckiser, 2006). 

   

Source: Documentary Analysis  
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CODE Communication 
 

 
 

Evidence: 

In
it

ia
ti

ve
s/

 A
ct

iv
it

ie
s:

  

• Access to medicines; Animal research; Biotechnology; CFCs, Clinical trials; 

Environment; Purchasing principles; REACH; Touching people's lives; Our 

medicines. The company also refers to the specific CSR topics:  research; people; 

climate change; sustainable production; in the community;  local implementation; 

projects & partnerships;  governance, management & measurement; reporting 

performance (AstraZeneca, 2006).  

• Our Work with communities; Employment practices; Human rights; Access to 

medicines; Leadership and Advocacy; Community investment; Engagement with 

stakeholders; Standards of ethical conduct; research and innovation; Customers & 

products; caring for the environment; Managing CR; Code of conduct; Clinical 

trials; Sales and marketing ethics; Informed consent; Animals in research; Genetic 

research; Drug safety; Reporting safety data  (GlaxoSmithKline, 2006)  

• Contributions; Diversity; Environment; Governance; Health & Safety; HI/Aids 

(Johnson&Johnson, 2006). 

•   Initiatives; Community; Awards; Environment Health & Safety; Political 

Contributions; Supplier Diversity; Educational Resources; Marketing Practices 

(Wyeth, 2006).  

• Caring for community; Environment; Sustainability. P&G is committed to social 

responsibility. We are always seeking ways to better integrate economic progress, 

social development and environmental concerns to ensure a better quality of life for 

future generations (Procter&Gamble, 2006). 

 

  

Source: Documentary Analysis  
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CODE Communication 

R
es

po
ns

ib
il

it
y:

 

 

 

• Our Responsibility: Leadership & values; Products; Environment & Safety; 

Employees; Community; Production Sites; Sustainability Program; GRI Index.. Our 

Mission: We will strive to achieve positive recognition for our operations in the 

community. We achieve this recognition through our commitment to employees, the 

environment as well as numerous voluntary initiatives outside of the company that 

benefit the community. A willingness to take responsibility has been part of our 

culture for generations (Merck KGaA, 2006).  

• Patient assistant programmes - helping those in need; As a Company, we seek to 

maintain high ethical standards and a culture that values honesty, integrity and 

transparency in all that we do (Merck & Co., 2006).  

• To Novo Nordisk, corporate sustainability is about innovation, opportunity and 

planning for the long term. It implies a more inclusive view of a business and its role 

in society; one in which engagements with stakeholders are not just used to legitimise 

corporate decisions, but rather the foundation for doing business and driving 

commercial growth. (NovoNordisk, 2006). 

• Economic factors are just one of the aspects that determine business success:  others 

include, for example, what education and training is on offer, cultural variety, the 

existing political framework and social acceptance of business and industry. We are 

keen to have a hand in shaping these factors, for we believe that we have a duty as a 

“Good Corporate Citizen” to play an active role in moulding the society in which 

we live. “Corporate Citizenship” is deeply ingrained in the way we see ourselves; 

Herbert Quant Stiftung (Altana, 2006)  

 

Source: Documentary Analysis  
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CODE Communication 

A
ss

um
ed

 R
es

po
ns

ib
il

it
y 

(C
on

tin
ue

d)
: 

 

 

• We demonstrate our commitment to social responsibility by providing products and 

services that improve consumers' lives, in terms of health, hygiene and convenience. 

On a smaller scale, we contribute to the economic and social well-being of our 

employees, our shareholders and the local communities in which we operate. On a 

larger scale, we are involved in regional, national and international development. 

P&G contributes to social responsibility both in principle and in action 

(Procter&Gamble, 2006). 

 

• We are a company involved in research activities that are focused on the useful and 

on the future. Our actions are guided by three basic goals: To satisfy doctors who 

perscribe and patients who benefit; To participate in research advances; To 

encourage the professional fulfillment of employees (Servier, 2006).  

 

• Motivation- accepting responsibility; Social Commitment - respect for people and 

nature; Sustainability of actions; Improving quality of life; Respect & Value ethnic 

and cultural diversity; Rationale for business case for CSR commitment; Benefit to 

company and society; Transparency; 300 projects to help solve social issues and 

global challenges (Bayer, 2006). 

 

• BMS acknowledges its obligation to the world at large not only in the products it 

offers but also in its commitment to act as a responsible corporate citizen for today 

and tomorrow. Patient assistance; Fighting aids in Africa; Philanthropy; Product 

Integrity; Sustainability; Environment; Health & Safety; Education; Research 

(BristolMeyersSquibb, 2006). 

 

Source: Documentary Analysis  
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CODE Communication 
 

 
 

Evidence: 

 
V

al
ue

s/
P

ri
nc

ip
le

s:
  

• Company decisions are driven by what is right for patients. And we are committed 

to our employees, to the environment in which we live and to the communities we 

serve worldwide. Values & standards; Enabling Access; Science, Innovation & 

Quality; Health, Safety & Environment; Commitment to Communities; Valuing our 

employees (Merck & Co., 2006).  

 

• Principles & Objectives; Corporate Governance; Responsible Business; 

Responsible R&D; Access to healthcare; Social Responsibility; Valuing our 

employees, Safety, health, & environment; Reporting (Roche, 2006).   

• How we help: R&D; Patient Assistance Programmes; Caring for the Community; 

Corporate Citizenship (Pfizer, 2006).  

•  

 

Source: Documentary Analysis  
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Appendix I:  Projects: Overview of Types of Codes Mentioned:  
 

 

Code Mentioned 
 

Companies Using Code 
 

Companies* 
 

% 
 

Internal company code Bayer; BMS; GSK; Novartis; 
NovoNordisk; P&G; J&J; Merck& 
Co.; Reckitt Benckiser; Sanofi-
Aventis; Wyeth 

 
11 

 
30 

Global Reporting 
Initiative's (GRI) 
Sustainability Reporting 
Guidelines 2002 

AstraZeneca; Bayer; GSK; Novartis; 
Roche 

 
5 

 
14 

UN Global Compact Bayer; Boehringer-Ingelheim; GSK; 
Novartis 

 
4 

 
11 

UN Declaration of 
Human  Rights 

GSK; Roche  
2 

 
5 

OECD Guidelines for 
MNEs 

Boehringer-Ingelheim; GSK;   
2 

 
5 

ILO standards GSK 1 2 
EU Boehringer-Ingelheim; 1 2 
European Chemical 
Industry Council’s 
(CEFIC) Health, Safety 
and Environmental 
Reporting Guidelines 

Roche  
1 

 
2 

EFPIA Guidelines  Roche 1 2 
IFPMA Code of 
Pharmaceutical Marketing 
Practices 

Roche   

Pharmakodex Roche 1 2 
Clinical Trial Guidelines: 
ICH; WHO; GCP; WTO 
or other terms & 
guidelines e.g. health & 
safety; 
compliance/Governance 
etc. 

BMS; Boehringer Ingelheim; J&J; 
NovoNordisk; Pfizer; P&G; Reckitt 
Benckiser; Roche 

8 22 

 
Total Mentions 

  
37 

 
100% 

 

 Source: Documentary Analysis  
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Appendix J:  Communication: Selected Website Quotes  
 
 
‘…listening to, understanding, and responding to our stakeholders about their needs regarding 

Pfizer's policies and operations’. (Pfizer, 2006)  

 

Portrayal of  a culture of “help” (Roche, 2006) or  “caring” (e.g. GlaxiSmithKline, 2006; P&G, 

2006; Roche, 2006), “concern” and “protecting” (SanofiAventis, 2008), and/or “commitment” to 

(e.g. Boehringer-Ingelheim, 2006; MerckKgaa, 2006; Novartis, 2006; Sanofi-Aventis, 2006), as 

well as “involvement” of (Novartis, 2006), those groups that are interested in the choices it makes 

and the actions it takes (e.g. Lilly, 2006). (J&J, 2006) employs the term “contribution”. Further 

examples include text such as: “touching people’s lives” on the (Astra, 2006) website; and 

“respect” as well as interest in “solving” social issues on the (Bayer, 2006) site, and “helping 

those in need” (Merck & Co., 2006). The choice of language also appears to be influenced by the 

wish to communicate a specific (often very broad) stance on their [ethical] motivation or 

values/principles. For example (Merck & Co., 2006) claims to drive its company decisions by 

‘what is right for patients’. (Merck KgaA, 2006) states that it will ‘strive to achieve positive 

recognition for our operations in the community’ further the company explicitly refers to its 

‘willingness to take responsibility’. (BristolMyersSquibb, 2006) uses particularly broad-scoped 

text when it states that it ‘…acknowledges its obligation to the world at large…for today and 

tomorrow’. In text portraying similarly broad acceptance of responsibility or duty (NovoNordisk, 

2006) refers to ‘… a more inclusive view of business and its role in society…’ and uses the term 

‘values in action’.  

 
 

Source: Documentary Analysis 
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Appendix K:  Original Framework: Original Quotes on Relevance 
 
 

Finding: 
 

Evidence: 
 
Praise 
for the 
model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

“It seems to be a good way of explaining how the processes of CSR can and could 

work” (Company 7, 2008).  

 

“I think it could be beneficial to [our company] to have a model like this to have a 

process for undertaking CSR” (Company 10, 2008). 

 

“From my point of view as a communications manager the model helps to define a 

work flow and to clarify the steps that are needed – so it looks good. I also like the idea 

of helping to define value. I like the idea of generating value in CSR via 

communications. There are similar questions with regard to communication, branding 

or communication models. In that area there are also some similarities because they 

also try to generate accounting value by better describing the company values” 

(Company 8, 2008).  

“It is also useful to explain the concepts maybe to marketing people because they have 

their analysis tools like PEST but they often need to be convinced about the rationale 

for PR projects. So this could be a strategic way to offer this tool to explain how to 

implement CSR. So I think that for a communication project it is really helpful to 

facilitate internal communication” (Company 2, 2008). 

“No. I spoke with a colleague who showed me his CSR plan and framework in a huge 

document. And he said now we are discussing how we can implement this. But that is 

exactly the problem. Because to address this you have to come very close to 

management responses (and not it the abstract), and what are the options, and the 

events are also important. And this model does that” (Company 4, 2008).  
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Frame-
work 
needs to 
be 
supple-
mented 
with 
company
-specific 
inform-
ation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strategic 
orient-
ation of 
frame-
work 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

“This is a very logical model because it is clear that no company will survive if it does 

not have a strategy and a vision which is clear for the internal and the external 

stakeholders. So communication is crucial and [at our company we are] just starting 

this process. I think that we are doing a lot in this CSR field but we do not talk about it 

so much. I think it is not really reflected in society. If you ask outside who is [our 

company] nobody knows the answer. I think that the development in focusing on these 

items will continue. […] I think that awareness is growing of this need” (Company 5, 

2008).  

 

“If somebody came into the company you could use it to communicate the entire 

impact of CSR. But first somebody would have to be told about the basics of CSR and 

examples of CSR topics to explain the concept as this is not generally clear” (Company 

3, 2008).  

 

“I think that it is very academic [laughing]. But I think that it is understandable. For us 

here at local level it is maybe too complicated or academic but it could be a way to 

explain to people outside the company how we do it. Maybe they might use something 

like this at headquarters. However here locally we do not think formally about how we 

do CSR we just do it. Maybe if were planning to undertake CSR in a more strategic 

way then this might be a useful tool” (Company 6, 2008).  

 

“One point though is that it sounds quite time-consuming because you really start from 

scratch if you start thinking about values. It is also very high level because the people 

who would be deciding this would have to include very senior management. Also 

companies are changing quite a lot. The other thing is that academic models are a 

challenge for the real-life world” (Company 8, 2008). 
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“So this model is a good idea to try to start the discussion as a first step. Because in a 

theoretical way it is a nice way try to describe the different functions in the system. But 

I do not think it delivers much which could be followed or would be worth 

implementing practically. Because I think that for a corporate function which has a 

certain picture of the world and wishes to change what they are doing to improve 

certain key figures […] this is a good idea to start a discussion but not to implement or 

change things at a practical level” (Company 5, 2008).  

 

“If I start off in the company for the first time discussing about CSR and I have to 

explain what we are doing and why then I would use the determinants to describe the 

environment in which I operate. It also explains the ‘how’ and the ‘why’. It shows the 

role of management because that is very important. […] it comes back in terms of: 

what are my stakeholders expecting from me? What is my context? I need to consider 

my competitive context, my social and other contexts, and these change. So maybe on 

the level of a grass roots landscape explanation this is important. But obviously when 

you are in the business, and you know and you have defined your stakeholders, and 

you have identified and prioritised them, this becomes less relevant” (Company 15, 

2008). 

 

“I think it’s a very helpful tool to start the CSR process because I have seen that many 

of the steps are phases which we have actually done. But we didn’t name it like this or 

we didn’t have a strategy to do this in the way it is described here. [This model reflects] 

a necessary process which a company has to go through if they want to start CSR of if 

they want to do a new project” (Company 2, 2008).  
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“It is too business term-like. It has no example specific to a CSR activity. I think that 

these terms are too generic because they could be used for any business topic really. 

[…] I […] think that it is too generic. […] For me tasks like benchmarking with 

competitors and strategy development and implementation are related to project 

management” (Company 9, 2008). 

 

“If I have a model it is a bit too business-like because it means I need to get something 

out of it and that might defeat the purpose a bit. But I think that it shouldn’t be 

embarrassing for us to show a value outcome” (Company 10, 2008).  

 

“But there might be an issue with it because of the internal pull we have about the issue 

of altruism and having a formal process to determining an outcome. We have an 

internal conflict of definition where we say either we are doing something that is 

business related or we are not and if it is to do with business it is not altruistic. But I 

would like to have a formal process like this that also includes a landscape. Because it 

would help us to determine better what we should be doing or what we currently do. 

But in [headquarter country of origin] this approach would not be typical because they 

are not really systematic anyway” (Company 10, 2008). 

 

“It is hard to put it into boxes to be honest with you. We have to adhere to regulations 

but that is the bottom line and it is the cost of doing business. I mean if you look at 

things like people of the year awards that are promoted by lets say O2. Is that 

marketing or CSR? Even though they are promoting the whole idea of CSR it is 

advertising for O2. Some people would say they don’t have to do it so it is CSR – but if 

you ask someone else they might say it is marketing” (Company 12, 2008)  

 

Source: In-Depth Interviews  
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Appendix L:  Original Framework: Original Quotes on Improvements 
 

 

Finding: 
 

Evidence: 
 
More 
effective 
commun
-ication 
of 
authentic 
values 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Identif-
ication 
of 
essential  
Object-
ives and 
challeng
-es of 
using a 
model in 
practice 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Offered by an experienced interviewee who describes the practical issues involved 

based on his own personal experience when implementing an internal CSR model. 

Specifically he refers to an initiative within his corporation in which a “value model” 

was developed which was “originally called: turning values into value”.  

“It started with the [company’s] values, and then addressed turning them into 

value for all the stakeholders involved. It also aimed to measuring them so it 

was a pretty heavy model” (Company 1, 2008).  

 

 “I think effectively we need to have a philosophy about why or what we want to do 

with our values. That is where it all starts off. Then you try to put that into action. So 

last year we said we need to have a kind of an instrument, or a tool which helps us to 

control and implement things, to report, measure and communicate them afterwards. So 

we said lets develop a checklist where we assign everybody with initiatives to give an 

attention to them. So people have to fill in a piece of paper as an application at the start 

of the year and they have to do it again at the end of the year. And when you start 

thinking about this kind of process you think: this where we start from and what are the 

possibilities we have? The most difficult thing in CSR is to decide what you are going 

to do because we have to make choices. The options and the alternatives they are so 

large. And once you have decided you find that 50% are not included because a lot of 

people ask you for things which are excluded. But then the only thing you can do is to 

explain why you have chosen your strategy” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

“The model should begin and end with elements termed: ‘values’ and ‘value’” 

(Company 4, 2008).  
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Relabel- 
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“I think that values will be implemented through strategy but it will be a long way off. 

We went through the process of total quality management. But values have more of an 

appeal. We have seen a big change that there is a concern about attitude and beliefs 

within the company (Company 11, 2008).  

 

“When you apply project management to what you are suggesting you see that some 

things could be missing here in the first step such as gap analysis and maybe the future 

vision part. Also the leitmotiv is part of the vision. The word ‘Leitbild’ in German 

means the overall guiding principles where the company wants to go in the next 10-15 

years. So it is something like philosophy but there is no good word to translate this in 

English. It stands above the vision from the hierarchy aspect. It derives from an 

analysis of the company about where it stands and where the family in our case wants 

to position the company. It is like the end result expectation for a long term period. […] 

So values could be an overall aim linked with a specific type of attitude. In this area 

values for me would be the corporate culture and CSR would be in there as an 

approach and written attitude. It could also be something about the ambassador 

approach for companies that they know what they are talking about or where to find 

information to tell people about” (Company 9, 2008).  

 

“The elements: ‘communication’ which respondents recommend to include ‘corporate 

identity’ and additionally comprise ‘authenticity’ possibly under a heading such as: 

‘corporate image/identity’ should be altered” (Company 1, 2008).  
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Measur-
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“If I am considering the topic of corporate identity there is a model [developed by 

Balmer J M T, Soenen G B: The acid test of corporate identity management: Journal of 

Marketing Management 1999] which is valuable because it relates more directly to our 

business. This is an acid test that compares actual identity communicated compared 

with ideal and desired identity. This then comes to an output and you have a 

recommendation with the gap analysis included up front. This type of model could be 

applied to the CSR topic more specifically to improve your model” (Company 9, 

2008).  

 

“If you approach each CSR topic step by step via your model then that is fine. For 

example you could adopt the wording from this type of example to explain what should 

be expected out of it. This would make it more user friendly if you focus specifically 

on more CSR-like terms such as project alternative names for example – sponsoring, 

donating, business ethics, employer equality and so on in a more detailed level to show 

how this aspect more clearly” (Company 9, 2008).  

 

“One point that I was missing was the CSR value chain in setting up the real projects, 

so the strategy is important but it is also important that specific projects are clear as 

well. So the actual management part is also necessary because communication must be 

about specific projects” (Company 8, 2008).  

 

 “I think management is interested in measuring success even though it’s difficult with 

every activity, but particularly communication and PR outcomes are very difficult to 

measure. […] So maybe well I think it’s included in the context but I think that every 

company has to analyse what image or what reputation they have before they start the 

CSR process. Because it doesn’t make sense if we would do a campaign like world in 
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balance because we have a different target and stakeholder group to reach. […] I think 

that every company has to be realistic about what they can achieve with CSR 

(Company 2, 2008). 

 

“It is a must that you have to have a strategy but you also have to organise a network of 

information to ensure that you can get your results out. So you have to manage the 

strategy and then have the structure via a network to communicate it. Many people say 

it is not the size of the human resources you invest but it suffices to have 10-15 people 

who have the right network of people that they can ask is the important part” 

(Company 8, 2008). 

 

“CSR could mean: Communication of Social Return to better include aspects such as: 

‘trust’ and ‘credibility’” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

“Return is good will, […] image or reputation. When you have these you have a better 

position in the market and trust is a competitive advantage. Trust also determines the 

readiness of people to co-operate with the company. For those involved in the specific 

project the element termed ‘output’ is very important in the implementation phase 

because it communicates the idea of wishing ‘to help somebody’. In contrast the term 

‘return’ implies internal company advantage such as ‘goodwill and reputation and 

image’ (Company 1, 2008).  

 

“Trust and credibility for me are very important because these are areas where the 

industry is suffering a lot. Sometimes even the good things are done are seen very 

critically because people say: even if you do good things, there must be something 

wrong, you must be hiding something. […] but I think it’s ok to have this critical view 

but people have to understand that in theory this can be different, and there can be a 
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return for both sides. […] And this is something maybe where this needs to be 

communicated more” (Company 1, 2008).  

 

The words ‘image, reputation, and goodwill’ are considered to ‘all mean similar things 

like indirect return or indirect benefits’ (Company 1, 2008). 

 

“Relationship and trust are part of our value model here. So if I invite one of our key 

managers from our customer side to come and give a speech to our management board 

he is not going to come if he doesn’t know me or if he hasn’t got a certain relationship 

with me. So it starts with trust. As a research-based health-care company, you need to 

have a very big account which is very high up and positive in terms of trust when you 

start off because in between there will be always influences which draw upon this 

account. So you need a high level of trust to begin with. Other competitive advantages 

can be direct” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

“Undertaking CSR practice that is close to the business i.e. doing things which are 

related to what we do, is different from the approach of the big philanthropic spenders. 

In this way responsible business practice such as taking care of employees is suggested 

to not only be nice behaviour but actually extremely egoistic in that it generates clear 

return in a competitive job market and accordingly not merely linked with intangible 

expectations of a better reputation”(Company 1, 2008).  

 

 “Innovation means facilitating progress and helping people to get access to the 

healthcare they need” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

“If you are a finance officer you form the goal of double digit growth. But now if you 

take the take angle of a new management type you would say by 2010 I want our 
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products to reach 60% of the world population. Both of these goals are saying the same 

thing. So this is purely hypothetical but it sends a different message. And it involves 

different strategies to reach the goal, but that goal is probably far more certain if you 

take the second message. If you look at it in terms of a stakeholder dialogue approach 

the second message is different because it is an inclusive one. It means that we will 

reach out, we will adapt our business models, and we will look into our pricing so that 

we can make sure that we reach the ultimate result. This might mean that in some 

countries we will get a lower price than in others but in those we might have higher 

volume. So the ultimate outcome is the same. I would say access to products and 

services is part of the value that comes from this” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

“For me the output is innovation or a different understanding of the market. An 

example is Danone [in partnership with] a bank which invested in a joint partnership to 

set up a manufacturing unit in Bangladesh. They built a low-tech high nutrient unit 

which was the cheapest they ever did. The biscuits are needed for nutrition in this 

poverty-stricken area. They provided micro loans to local women who would set up a 

retail network to act as the distribution system because they have no sales force. This 

project has won many awards. When you ask if it successful they say, financially they 

are struggling a bit because they underestimated some things like training, and it is a 

totally different culture and approach. But they are planning a second project in 

Indonesia. Overall they say that the major benefit is that this has for the first time 

provided insights in exploring new ways of doing business in a market that was earlier 

considered to be no market. That explains a key shift in approach. I was contacted by 

an institute in India regarding our sales of tampons. Some women are dying as a result 

of infection because of lack of hygiene. So we were asked to develop a low tech 
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sanitary towel. By way of background explanation our current product is very pricey. 

We took the ideas that these people had for a product that they were researching and 

we gave them advice and help on to get it to the market” (Company 4, 2008). 

 

[The same respondent suggests that in the past conservative managers (who typically 

view outputs too narrowly) may have reacted to this market opportunity by saying]: 

“are you mad? because this will eat away our market but it is not cannibalisation 

because we do not have this market anyway” [i.e. this new market segment is too poor 

to afford the company’s original product] (Company 4, 2008).  

 

 “In integrative CSR practice outlined above the output element should include more 

aspects than merely intangible factors such as ‘goodwill, reputation and image’”  

(Company 4, 2008). 

 

“CSR stakeholder dialogue is mainly about obtaining interesting ideas as input to 

develop business opportunities” (Company 15, 2008). 

 

“If I were trying to convince management here I would have to focus more on the 

output because at the end of the day management needs to know what we are investing 

in. So if I talk about CSR as a company project I would have to make the concrete 

benefit for [our company in] Germany. But the issue is the same as in communication – 

measuring success is not very easy but you have something like the voice of the 

customer’ and that is one way to measure how your image changes. So goodwill, 

reputation, image, improvement and so on” (Company 7, 2008).  

 

“Quantitatively the results will often mean nothing so I prefer to use qualitative 

assessments. […] in many cases we don’t have the ability to use a scale of one to five 
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via a catalogue of criteria that we could use to show the outcome such as for example 

social situation improvement or housing situation improvement or maybe how infancy 

mortality has decreased. […] When you asked about the impact of our corporate 

culture programme earlier, we can see that we have the sixth consecutive year of the 

best results but what does that really mean and how can you measure the value of that? 

We need new measurements that build on the indicators and tools that we have. 

Companies use the old measures because it is something they are used to doing and it is 

also about expectations in the business world. But CSR is about how reliable you are as 

a business partner and we need different tools to measure that” (Company 9, 2008).  

 

“The ‘alternatives’ term should be to employ the word ‘options’” (Company 1, 2008; 

Company 4, 2008). 

 

“I would also avoid the word ‘support’ because support is a passive thing. But I prefer 

to say I am ‘investing’ in you because it implies return. In the US I will use it to 

provoke and people say that it is very dangerous. But it makes people come up with 

measures. For example if you do business in Africa then responsible investment is a 

kind of pretext for entering the market. But I would not say: let’s go and do some 

philanthropic efforts there. So I would use the term ‘investment’. Also the word ‘cause’ 

is similar. You could say ‘projects’ or ‘investment methods’. For example at the 

moment we are looking at Syria [...] And we are looking to develop the provision of 

basic health care [and] the question: how can we help to facilitate access and develop 

health care insurance […]. These are new methods of investment that are beneficial to 

the business too” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

“The element ‘event’ could be incorporated into ‘activities’” (Company 1, 2008). 
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“The word ‘controlling’ should be left out. If I want if I want to see output I have to 

measure it” (Company 1, 2008). The word ‘control’ should be omitted. It is included in 

the feedback loop because the term ‘implementation’ means: continually tracking work 

in progress based on objectives which control performance” (Company 1, 2008). 

 

“I would see that the word ‘control’ here means controlling so I think that monitoring 

is a better word. I would see evaluation separate as a third phase because you want to 

see not only how you evaluate it but also the outcome of your strategy. The evaluation 

would have an accountability part in my opinion. You need to show more specifically 

how these values like accountability and innovation have changed to something more 

due to this process. So you could have a value system of the whole company but then a 

value output for each and every activity. So what comes out is a specific value 1 for 

activity 1; and value 2 for activity 2 etc. In particular when you use values and value 

you need to show that you give added value or that the outcome is not just about one 

value but each different activity and specific values for specific projects” (Company 9, 

2008).  

 

“Because control is part of accountability but sounds more like a defensive, me-too 

strategy. Many companies adopt CSR as a type of risk minimisation strategy which is 

not proactive. But in CSR we need to move to the next phase. If companies would 

communicate this correctly then there would be a big opportunity to leverage the 

outcomes of what they are doing” (Company 4, 2008) 

 

“I would also include evaluation as a box because even if we don’t do it, in business 

you normally want to see the result or the outcome of the activity undertaken” 
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(Company 9, 2008). 

 

“I agree with this idea of having a dialogue and speaking with people who have new 

knowledge. But these words: stakeholder dialogue reminds me of a workshop situation. 

[…]Í really have some problems with that idea because I think about reporting and we 

could put in that we had one but if we talk a lot then I am not sure what the value will 

be. It is very specific if you talk to someone. [We cannot] do it for everything but it is 

about the concept of different stakeholders for different topics. [...] We also discuss the 

idea of talking with NGOs. But the issue is that these NGOs now have a resource 

problem because all of these companies want to speak with them but they can’t talk to 

everyone because they are not so big and do not have the time. But now a lot of 

companies want to have dialogues with them so they can put it in their reports. So they 

also have to decide where they go and where the value for them exists. It is not only 

about sitting in a room and then have your name turning up or mentioned in a report”. 

(Company 15, 2008). 

[However when asked to propose a term which better describes this phenomenon of 

enhanced openness for idea sources to drive more innovative responsiveness she 

responds]:  

“I do not have a better term. Maybe it sounds too formal... I don’t know if we talk 

about input from interest groups or to take it down a level and speak about the actual 

customer or investor. Maybe it is about ideas input regardless of where they come 

from. So maybe it is that you get the ideas from reading a newspaper” (Company 15, 

2008).  

 

“Novo Nordisk is the most advanced company I can think of in terms of thinking on 
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stakeholder dialogue. And why are they so good today? Because of an event they had 

where a number of people were killed it changed their whole approach. Why are they 

the best? Also because they are smaller and you can organise things differently” 

(Company 4, 2008).  

[However, for clarification, when reminded of companies such as Gruenenthal (which 

despite adhering to the clinical research regulations at the time) unfortunately 

experienced a seriously regrettable research tragedy (a fate which could equally have 

befallen all other pharmaceutical research companies at the time), but failed to become 

a best case example in stakeholder engagement, the same respondent confirms that] “it 

really depends on how you respond” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

“But I think more important is the type of ownership i.e. whether the company is 

publicly held or has family ownership. Many of the companies that are leading in CSR 

are family owned. Novo Nordisk is held by a foundation for example. Because if you 

own the company then you can say it is my money and we should be responsible so the 

business rationale can be less present in a family owned company. If you are a publicly 

owned company you are responsible to your shareholders” (Company 4, 2008).  

 

“I am not sure that it can be lined up in terms of timing and putting one thing after the 

other. Because we already have a business and then we have issues or aspects about 

responsibility which have to be considered. So this takes it at the strategic level. This 

gives you an idea about stakeholder dialogue or something. But it might also be that 

you just implement things” (Company 15, 2008). 
 

 

Source: In-Depth Interviews  

 


