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ABSTRACT

Whilst the relationship between business and society is extremely complex, CSR and 

stakeholder management are the prevailing concepts within the literature which most 

adequately captures this. Yet, despite the significant amount of interest generated, numerous 

issues have not yet been satisfactorily addressed most notably how an organisation can go 

about meeting its wider responsibilities. Furthermore, research into the concepts within the 

context of SMEs has received relatively little attention, despite the importance of small firms 

to the economy. Moreover some have suggested that examining the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management will prove fruitful, not only as a way in which to advance 

knowledge, but also to increase the uptake of the concepts within practice; yet once again 

ambiguity as to the relationship remains.

Thus, the focus of this research is to explain and evaluate the relationship(s) between CSR 

and stakeholder management, with particular emphasis on exploring theory and practice 

within an SME context. The research programme will comprise of an extensive review of 

the literature, followed by a case study strategy using three best-practice cases, all of which 

are SMEs. Subsequently, through a detailed analysis of each of the cases, and a cross-case 

examination, the research will highlight the emergence of different themes and ultimately the 

development of theory.

This research programme found that whilst the concepts of CSR and stakeholder 

management are not synonymous, there certainly are some meaningful parallels which 

warrant further research. Further to this it is suggested that it is only when these 

complimentary concepts are combined that the real value can be realised. Indeed not only 

can the combination of CSR and stakeholder management help better conceptualise the 

relationship between business and society, but also in terms of implementation it can also 

provide a more practical way for organisations to meet their wider responsibilities.
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Chapter 1: Setting the Scene

1.0 Introduction

For much of the 20th century, it was generally accepted that government held the 

responsibility for ensuring that the public good was protected whilst organisations were left 

to deal with the business of business (Agle et ah, 2008; Lantos, 2001; Key, 1999). Yet, it is 

no longer acceptable for organisations to exclusively focus on the bottom line; instead, 

organisations are increasingly being called upon to take the lead in addressing a whole host 

of societal issues (Burchell and Cook, 2008; Banks and Vera, 2007). Key to this transition in 

the relationship between business and society was the realisation that organisations do not 

operate in a vacuum, as emphasised by Stormer (2003, p284):

“Business is part of society; affecting it and being affected by other aspects of it 

neither can exist without the other.”

However, the relationship that exists between business and society is extremely complex 

(Garriga and Mele, 2004; Matten et ah, 2003). In particular, there is no consensus about the 

lengths to which organisations should go to in helping to address societal issues, or, in other 

words, where does organisational responsibility to society start and where does it finish? 

(O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). Furthermore, confusion exists as there is no common 

language within this field, which some suggest hampers academic debate and ongoing 

research, as well as impeding practitioners who are attempting to address their social 

responsibilities (Fassin et ah, 2010; Kitchin, 2003).

1.1 Business and Society: Agreeing on a Common Language

Within the business and society field there are numerous concepts, frameworks, models, 

approaches and theories, ail of which appear to be in competition with one another in order 

to capture the complex relationship that exists between business and society (Garriga and 

Mele, 2004; Matten et ah, 2003). Although many have been developed, it is Corporate 

Social Responsibility (CSR) and stakeholder management which have prevailed, not only in 

terms of the support they receive within the literature (Aybars and Kutlu, 2010; Tokoro,

2007; Roloff, 2007) but also in terms of their absorption into business practice (Fassin et ah, 

2011; Carroll and Schwartz, 2008; Sanders, 2008). Yet, fundamental issues remain in 

relation to CSR and stakeholder management, namely is one more effective than the other in 

describing the relationship that exists between business and society?; is one more suitable for 

practitioners who are attempting to address wider social responsibilities?; and should the
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terms be considered independently, or is it more appropriate to consider a combination of 

both CSR and stakeholder management in order to advance theory and practice?

Indeed, in recent years, there has been a proliferation of articles that discuss CSR in relation 

to organisational stakeholders, and similarly, numerous articles on stakeholder management 

which refer to an organisation’s social responsibilities (Greenwood, 2007; Perrini et ah, 

2007). Despite this, confusion exists in relation to the actual synergies and potential linkages 

between the terms (Schaefer, 2008) which has been further heightened by the attempts, and 

subsequent failures, to adequately describe the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management. Consequently, this area warrants greater examination than has taken place to 

date (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Schaefer, 2008; Greenwood, 2007). However, before 

considering this in more depth, it is important to take a step back and understand the reasons 

as to why CSR and stakeholder management have flourished within recent years.

1.2 Understanding the Prominence of CSR and Stakeholder Management

The recent popularity of CSR and stakeholder management has been noted by many:

“In the last decade books and articles about values, ethics, morality, and CSR 

have flourished. Today the demands for social responsibility and ethical 

behaviour by corporations and their leaders are stronger than ever before”

(Joyner and Payne, 2002, p303).

“Few management topics have generated more publications in recent decades 

than the underlying notion, the model and the theories surrounding stakeholders” 

(Passion, 2008, p879).

Despite their increasing prominence in academia and practice, CSR and stakeholder 

management are not products of the 21st century (Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Garriga and 

Mele, 2004; Joyner and Payne, 2002; Windsor, 2001). Indeed, the relationship between 

business and society has been studied as far back as the 1930s, with formal literature on CSR 

and stakeholder management emerging in the 1950s and 1980s respectively (Fassin, 2009;

De Bakker et ah, 2005; Whitehouse, 2003). In addition, there are numerous examples of 

business leaders engaging in philanthropic activities which can be traced back further still 

than formal literature in this area (Hazlett et ah, 2007). Therefore, it is a common 

misconception that CSR and stakeholder management are recent business phenomena 

(Gibson and O'Donovan, 2007; Juholin, 2004) yet, interest in these areas has increased in 

momentum in recent times, and seems to have garnered the combined attentions of many 

(Russo and Perrini, 2010; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Zambon and Del Bello, 2005;



Ahmad et ah, 2003). No one reason can adequately explain their current popularity; rather, it 

is a plethora of related factors that have made CSR and stakeholder management inescapable 

concepts of modern business (Fukuk'awa et ah, 2007; Vogel, 2005; Dawkins and Lewis, 

2003).

One factor driving their prominence is the increasing size and power of the corporation, 

which has resulted in heightened stakeholder expectations (Perrini and Minoja, 2008; 

Detomasi, 2007; Melloan, 2004). The situation is exacerbated by the role and influence of 

the media in raising awareness about poor corporate behaviour (Silberhorn and Warren,

2007; Sustainability Report, 2005; Dawkins and Lewis, 2003). Furthermore, the seemingly 

never ending list of highly publicised corporate scandals (Barnett, 2007; Carroll, 2004; 

McAdam and Leonard, 2003) has amplified the flaws in current governance mechanisms 

within organisations (Fleath and Norman, 2004; Solomon and Solomon, 2004). Whilst 

government attention is somewhat sporadic, its influence has not gone unnoticed (Albareda 

et ah, 2007). At present, although CSR and stakeholder management remain for the most 

part voluntary, there are some concerns that if businesses do not proactively engage in these 

areas, then legislation may be put in place to compel them to do so (Thompson and Driver, 

2005; Moinon, 2004; Brammer and Millington, 2003).

In addition, in recent years, many organisations have come to realise the strategic benefits of 

engaging in CSR and stakeholder management (Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Kaler, 2006; 

Siltaoja, 2006). Indeed, research has demonstrated that CSR and stakeholder management 

can result in a number of business benefits such as, improved corporate reputation and 

customer loyalty (Fenwick 2010; Brammer and Millington, 2008; Pivato et ah, 2008); the 

recruitment and retention of valuable employees (Bhattacharya et ah, 2008; Kaler, 2006; 

Dawkins, 2005); greater employee commitment and motivation (Pearce and Doh, 2005; 

Juholin, 2004; Hillman and Keim, 2001); and reduced operating costs (Cetindamar and 

Husoy, 2007; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003). This combination of factors has encouraged 

many organisations to shift their focus from one based solely on shareholder wealth 

maximisation to a more holistic, socially responsible approach that takes wider stakeholder 

interests into consideration (Juholin, 2004; Dawkins and Lewis, 2003; Sethi, 2003). 

Furthermore there is evidence to suggest that business benefits are not exclusive to large 

organisations engaging in CSR, but small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) can also 

reap similar benefits, albeit on a different scale (Russo and Perrini, 2010).

Yet, despite the significant amount of interest that CSR and stakeholder management have 

generated both theoretically and empirically, there are still numerous issues have not yet
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been satisfactorily addressed, as will be discussed in the following section (Godfrey and 

Hatch, 2007; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Juholin, 2004).

1.3 CSR and Stakeholder Management: The Current State of Play

Although there is a wealth of literature and empirical research on CSR and stakeholder 

management, many gaps in our understanding about fundamental issues still remain (Fisher 

et ah, 2009; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Sweeney, 2007). As well as there being a lack of 

clear consensus as to the definition of CSR (Jain et ah, 2011; Fisher et ah, 2009; Sweeney, 

2007) there is not a well-developed or convincing body of literature which can clearly 

articulate the motivations of organisations for engaging in such behaviours (Campbell, 2007; 

Van Marrewijk, 2003). Also, whilst the rhetoric encourages organisations to aspire to be 

more socially responsible, there is not a sufficiently explicit and detailed description of what 

it is they should be aiming for, or how best to implement and embed CSR within the 

organisation (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Godfrey and Hatch, 2007; Campbell, 2007; Juholin, 

2004). In addition, there are several unresolved issues in relation to stakeholder 

management, more specifically these include what makes a stakeholder a stakeholder and 

how stakeholders are prioritised (Maak, 2007; Hillman and Keim, 2001); how stakeholder 

interests are balanced especially given that these interests are often conflicting (Neville et ah, 

2011, Olander, 2007; Kaler, 2006; Windsor, 2001); and how organisations can most 

effectively engage with their stakeholders (Greenwood, 2007; Foster and Jonker, 2005).

Furthermore, research into CSR and stakeholder management within the context of SMEs, 

has received relatively little attention (Hammann et ah, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008). 

Despite the importance that SMEs play within the economy (Mandl and Dorr, 2007), there is 

a misguided perception that they can be treated as ‘little big companies’ (Tilley, 2000) and 

therefore the techniques and strategies of their larger counterparts for engaging in CSR and 

stakeholder management can simply be scaled down to size (Jenkins, 2009; Morsing and 

Perrini, 2009). Therefore, although research to date has demonstrated that “large-firm 

concepts such as CSR and stakeholder management are directly relevant” to SMEs (Jenkins, 

2009, p24), there remain many gaps in knowledge, especially in relation to the central issues 

detailed above, but within an SME context (Russo and Perrini, 2010).

1.4 Research Aim and Objectives

Some in the literature consider stakeholder management as a way in which to delineate the 

relationship between business and society in its own right (Carroll and Schwartz, 2008), yet 

an emerging consensus is that stakeholder management has something to offer in relation to 

implementing CSR within organisations (Branco and Rodrigues, 2007; Sweeney, 2007;
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Zambon and Del Bello, 2005). Whilst this has significant intuitive appeal, the relationships 

and linkages between CSR and stakeholder management are poorly understood and 

substantially underdeveloped within the literature (Greenwood, 2007). Indeed, in the last 

few years, an increasing number of academics have argued that the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management warrants greater examination than what has taken place to 

date (Schaefer, 2008; Enquist et ah, 2006). Subsequently, the mounting interest in the areas 

of CSR and stakeholder management, combined with the numerous unresolved issues in the 

areas of CSR, stakeholder management, and the relationship between the two, justifies that 

more research is needed. Therefore, the research aim and objectives are as follows:

The focus of this research is to explain and evaluate the relationship(s) between CSR and 

stakeholder management, with particular reference on exploring theory and practice within 

an SME context. More specifically, the research objectives are to:

• To examine and critique the key characteristics of CSR:

More specifically this involves examining the definition of CSR; exploring organisational 

motivations for engaging in CSR; and investigating how CSR is implemented and embedded 

within organisations.

• To analyse the processes of stakeholder management:

This will explore the processes by which stakeholders are identified, as well as examining 

how the interests and expectations of each of these constituent groups are evaluated, 

prioritised and accommodated, particularly when some of these needs might be conflicting.

• To explain and evaluate the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management:

This will involve examining the relationship(s) that already have been suggested in the 

literature and analysing relationship(s) from the empirical research to better understand the 

actual linkages and potential synergies between the concepts.

1.5 Research Design

Given the research aims and objectives, combined with the lack of research and the need for 

thick, rich data, it follows that this research programme will be inductive and exploratory. In 

order to achieve a thorough understanding into previous research that relates to the research 

objectives, and to identify gaps that have been overlooked in the research to date, a literature 

review will be conducted. In light of the themes and gaps which are expected to emerge 

from the literature review, a case study strategy will be used (Yin, 2011; Voss et ah, 2002).
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Selecting best practice cases, in which CSR and stakeholder management is transparently 

observable, is supported by many in the literature ( Hendry, 2005; Juholin, 2004; Tencati et 

ah, 2004; Goodijk, 2003) consequently the researcher has chosen three SMEs that have been 

publicly recognised and awarded for their efforts in CSR.

Furthermore, interviews will be conducted with a wide cross-section of personnel, down and 

across the organisation (Hendry, 2005; heavy, 1994). Furthermore, in order to fulfill the 

research aim and objectives, it is imperative to consider experiences from stakeholders that 

are external to the organisation, especially given that the stakeholder perspective has been 

lacking in research to date (Enquist et ah, 2006). Following the data collection, a detailed 

within-case analysis of each will be conducted, followed by a cross-case examination which 

will allow for the emergence of different themes and the development of theory in line with 

the research aim and objectives.

1.6 Research Contributions

It is intended that by considering the research aim and objectives, outlined above, the result 

will be a significant academic and practitioner contribution. This research will contribute to 

advances in research which focuses on the relationships between business and society, with a 

particular emphasis on the underexplored context of SMEs. In addition, few research 

programmes to date have adopted a holistic approach and investigated both CSR and 

stakeholder management, as well as the actual linkages and potential synergies between the 

two terms.

Furthermore, it has been argued that empirical research has failed to discuss and analyse 

CSR explicitly from the perspective of stakeholder (Enquist et ah, 2006) therefore, a key 

contribution of this research programme is to undertake research with organisational 

stakeholders, both internal and external to the organisation, in order to ensure that thorough 

understanding of CSR and stakeholder management from a variety of perspectives is 

garnered.

It is expected that the research findings and subsequent analysis will help both academics 

and practitioners better understand how stakeholder management and CSR are related. This 

may have implications for the practitioner who will be able to have a clearer understanding 

of how to use CSR and stakeholder management to address organisational social 

responsibilities.

1.7 Document Outline and Structure

The remainder of this document is structured in the following way:
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Chapter Two will examine the literature on CSR. This will involve a discussion on the 

evolution of CSR in which the numerous definitions of CSR which have been developed will 

be critiqued and the nebulous nature of CSR will be explored before a working definition of 

CSR is provided. Organisational motivations will then be examined by discussing why 

organisations are driven to engage in increasingly robust CSR initiatives. Then CSR and the 

organisation will be considered by analysing the implementation and management of CSR. 

This will involve a discussion on embedding CSR within the organisational culture, the 

relationship between CSR and strategy, as well as the importance of leadership in driving a 

CSR agenda. Finally conclusions on CSR will be provided.

Chapter Three will provide a literature review of stakeholder management. In addition to 

examining the rise of the stakeholder approach, stakeholder identification will be explored, 

which will involve analysing the definition of a stakeholder. Following this, stakeholder 

salience will be examined by considering the various criteria as to why some stakeholders 

are considered more important than others. The next section will analyse the difficulties 

involved for business executives in balancing stakeholder interests given that these interests 

are often conflicting. The accommodation and management of stakeholder interests will 

then be explored in a section which reviews how stakeholder dialogue and stakeholder 

engagement have become important within the stakeholder literature. Then conclusions on 

stakeholder management will be presented.

Furthermore, the literature, although limited, on the relationship between CSR and 

stakeholder management will be reviewed by discussing where there has been some level of 

consensus, as well as the considering the contradictions of how CSR and stakeholder 

management are linked. Finally, conclusions drawn from the literature review will be 

presented.

Chapter Four describes the methodology used to fulfil the research aims and objectives. 

This chapter will begin by discussing the research philosophy which entails an examination 

of the various ontological and epistemological assumptions that a researcher may have. The 

formulation and clarification of the research topic which occurred subsequent will then be 

discussed before describing the purpose and nature of the research in terms of induction 

versus deduction as well as considering exploratory, explanatory and descriptive research. 

The research design will then be presented before general research considerations are 

delineated. Finally, the conclusion of this chapter will be presented.
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Chapter Five, Six and Seven will present the data analysis, which will examine three case 

studies of SMEs based in Northern Ireland that have been publicly recognised and awarded 

for their efforts in CSR, in addition to having some level of societal relevance and topicality.

Chapter Eight will provide a cross case comparison in which the researcher summarises the 

findings based on the specified criteria for each of the case study organisations. In order to 

perform a detailed comparative analysis, and develop the argument for answering each of the 

research objectives, the emerging themes will be analysed in line with the existent literature.

Chapter Nine presents the conclusions and implications of the research. In this section the 

conclusions about each research objective will be identified before discussing the 

implications that this has for both theory and practice. Limitations of the research will also 

be discussed before identifying any further research that is needed.

1.8 Conclusion

This chapter laid the foundations for the report. It introduced the research problem and 

research aims and objectives. Then the research was justified, definitions were presented, the 

methodology was briefly described and justified, and the report was outlined. On these 

foundations, the report can proceed a detailed description of the research.

It is intended that the result will be a significant academic and practitioner contribution that 

focuses on the relationships between business and society, with a particular emphasis on the 

underexplored context of SMEs, and that the learnings from this research programmes will 

help both academics and practitioners better understand how stakeholder management and 

CSR are related. This may have implications for the practitioner who will be able to have a 

clearer understanding of how to use CSR and stakeholder management to address 

organisational social responsibilities.
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Chapter 2: Examining the Literature on CSR

Chapter 1 provided an introduction to this research programme, which included an overview 

of the research aims and objectives, and the following chapter will provide a review of the 

literature on CSR.

2.0 Introduction

It is argued that CSR is the earliest and the most accepted conceptualisation of the business 

and society relationship (Pedersen, 2010; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008; Windsor, 2001) as 

highlighted by Kobeissi and Damanpour (2009, p4) who suggest that CSR “was embraced as 

the encompassing concept to delineate the business-society relationship.” In addition to 

continued academic support, within the last decade CSR has made a “giant leap forward in 

business” (Gully et ah, 2006, pi 86) and it is now common practice for many organisations to 

engage in a host of socially responsible initiatives [the term 'initiative’ is used to describe 

“major activities undertaken by a corporation to support social causes and to fulfil 

commitments to CSR” (Kotler and Lee, 2008, p3)]. From installing environmentally 

friendly machinery, to rehabilitating sites which may have been damaged by their previous 

actions, to improving employee health and wellbeing, and making donations for charitable 

purposes (Idowu and Papasolomou, 2007) it is clear that CSR is not a single comprehensive 

activity but instead a collective name for numerous initiatives (Godfrey and Hatch, 2007).

Yet, whilst the rhetoric combined with the proliferation of CSR in practice tells us that CSR 

cannot be ignored (Fassin et ah, 2011; Perrini and Minoja, 2008; Hazlett et ah, 2007; Jamali 

and Mirshak, 2007), many uncertainties remain about some of the fundamental issues, in 

particular, the meaning of CSR (Aybars and Kudu, 2010; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; 

Sweeney, 2007; Frankental, 2001); what catalyses organisations to engage in CSR (Aguilera 

et ah, 2007; Campbell, 2007; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007); and how organisations 

implement and effectively manage CSR (Russo and Perrini, 2010; van Velsor, 2009;

Godfrey and Hatch, 2007; Hazlett et ah, 2007). These issues are aptly summarised by 

O’Riordan and Fairbrass (2008, p747) who argue that “currently, there appears to be 

significant disagreement about what the term means, and how, and why it should be 

implemented.” Consequently, the following chapter will review the literature on CSR in 

order to place this research in context, by examining work that has already been undertaken, 

critically discussing the significant arguments regarding the meaning, motivation and 

management of CSR, and highlighting areas where gaps in understanding still remain.
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2.1 The Evolution of CSR

There has been over fifty years worth of attempts to define CSR and hundreds of contrasting, 

yet sometimes similar, definitions (Kolodinsky et ah, 2010; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008). 

Despite this proliferation, no single authoritative definition of CSR has emerged (Fisher et 

ah, 2009; Sanders, 2008; Barnett, 2007; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Mackey et ah, 2007; 

McAdam et ah, 2005). This is problematic as many academics have cautioned that unless 

some clarity and consensus in terminology is achieved, then it will hamper academic debate 

and ongoing research (McWilliams et ah, 2006; Gobbels, 2002), in addition to hindering the 

uptake and development of CSR in practice (Dahlsrud, 2008; Kitchin, 2003; Van Marrewijk, 

2003). In order to achieve a better understanding of CSR, the following section will 

carefully examine its meaning by tracing its definitional development in the literature, as 

well as identifying the more prominent definitions which have emerged over time (Dahlsrud, 

2008; De Bakker et ah, 2005; Moir, 2001; Windsor, 2001; Carroll, 1999).

Although the origins of CSR can be traced back to the 1930s, in particular the work of 

Barnard (1938), it was not until after the Second World War that formal literature emerged 

which laid the foundations for the future development of CSR (Marens, 2008; Joyner and 

Payne, 2002; Carroll, 1999; Frederick, 1978). One of the most notable of this period was 

Bowen, often referred to as the “Father of CSR” (Russo and Perrini, 2010 Windsor, 2001; 

Carroll, 1999), who in 1953 published his book Social Responsibilities of the Businessman.

It is in this piece of work that Bowen (1953, p6) presents one of the first definitions of social 

responsibility: “it refers to the obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make 

those decisions, or follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives 

and values of our society.” This definition is not only significant as one of the first 

definitions of CSR, but its appeal has longevity given that several contemporary definitions 

of CSR continue to emphasise the importance of organisations meeting the values and 

expectations of society (Sethi, 1979; Zenisek, 1979).

In addition to Bowen (1953), other contributors in the 1950s laid the foundations for later 

work on CSR. Another important contributor was Chamberlain (1953) who defined social 

responsibility as the decisions that business leaders are expected to take as matters of right, 

whether they are bound by law or not. This sentiment is echoed in later definitions by many, 

including Davis (1960), McGuire (1963). and Pearce and Doh (2005), who all describe CSR 

as going above and beyond legal requirements. Although these early definitions of CSR are 

significant in that they pave the way for future work in the area, it is also important to note 

the early divergence with regards to the meaning of CSR. To elaborate, Bowen (1953) 

discusses CSR in relation to the social obligations of business executives whereas
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Chamberlain (1953) focuses on ethics and the voluntary nature of CSR. Therefore, even 

from as early as the 1950s the ambiguity surrounding the meaning of CSR was evident, and 

this ambiguity was only exacerbated in the literature that followed. Indeed, within the 

present literature it is difficult to find an article on CSR which does not discuss the nebulous 

nature of CSR and the diversity with regards to its definition.

This divergence is also evident in the 1960s when Walton (1967:18), who was the first to use 

the term ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ (Carroll, 1999; Kilpatrick, 1985), suggests that 

CSR “recognises the intimacy of the relationships between the corporation and society and 

realises that such relationships must be kept in mind by top managers as the corporation and 

the related groups pursue their respective goals.” This definition differs from the previous 

definitions of CSR in that it emphasises the importance of organisational relationships with 

‘related groups’. Furthermore, it can be argued that this definition can be viewed as a 

rudimentary version of what later would be defined as the stakeholder approach in that the 

focus is on business managers taking into consideration relational groups, or what would 

almost 20 years later be described as their stakeholders (Freeman, 1984).

CSR continued to develop during the 1970s, catalysed by the development and growth of 

various social movements in Europe and North America which sought to make organisations 

accountable to those stakeholders who were negatively impacted upon by business 

operations (Juholin, 2004; Whitehouse, 2003). This was emphasised by Wasieleski (2007, 

p480) who highlights that “race and gender movements to consumer and environmental 

causes played no small part in the identity and meaning of CSR.” In addition to the growth 

of social movements, the 1970s witnessed a development in the literature with the 

emergence of terms such as ‘social responsiveness’ and ‘social performance’ (such as Sethi’s 

(1975) three-tier model of Corporate Social Performance). The rationale behind the 

emergence of these terms implied an emphasis on action and implementation, which some 

suggest was often overlooked by the social responsibility movement which predominantly 

focuses on obligation (Hillman et ah, 2001; Carroll, 1999, 1991). Or, in other words, the 

debate developed from ‘whaf are organisational social responsibilities to ‘how’ 

organisations could meet their social responsibilities (Wasieleski, 2007). Despite the 

emergence of terms such as social responsiveness and social performance, it can be argued 

that they did not replace CSR, but instead discussions on CSR began to take a more 

practitioner-based approach by including the implementation and measurement of CSR, as 

well as discussing organisational obligations (Carroll, 1999).
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The 1970s also witnessed a very different line of thought. It was Friedman (1970, pi 22), 

who, six years prior to receiving the Nobel Prize in Economics, was one of the first to 

suggest that the only social responsibility of business is to make as much money as possible:

“There is one and only one social responsibility of business - to use its resources and 

engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules 

of the game, which is to say, engage in open and free competition, without deception 

or fraud.”

Despite the fact that Friedman’s (1970) argument was made nearly four decades ago, it still 

remains one of the most prominent within the literature (Ascigil 2010; Schaefer; 2008; 

Schwartz and Carroll, 2008). Yet, it is strongly opposed by many who dismiss Friedman’s 

(1970) point of view as restricted or fallacious (Enquist et ah, 2006; Grant, 1991). Indeed, 

Oketch (2005, p5) suggests that “today, many would not be comfortable with such a profit- 

oriented statement.” Ffowever, despite this criticism, it can be argued that in recent years 

Friedman’s (1970) claim has been somewhat revived under what a number of academics, 

such as Porter and Kramer (2006), who termed ‘strategic CSR.’ To elaborate, it can be 

suggested that the sentiment behind strategic CSR shares similarities to Friedman’s (1970) 

argument as it advocates that organisations are profit-centric, however proponents of 

strategic CSR do not suggest that CSR and profit are mutually exclusive, but instead argue 

that CSR can have a positive impact on financial performance if aligned with an 

organisation’s core strategy. This significant development in the literature will be discussed 

in greater detail in the Section 2.6.2.

Taking into account the above discussion, which highlights the diversity with regards to the 

meaning of CSR, it is not surprising that, in 1973, Votaw and Sethi describes the ambiguity 

that surrounds the term. They argue that “the term social responsibility is a brilliant one, it 

means something, but not always the same thing, to everybody” (ibid, 1973, pi 1). Two 

years later, Sethi (1975, p58) reinforces this viewpoint when he argues that “the phrase CSR 

has been used in so many different contexts that it has lost all meaning.. .it has come to mean 

all things to all people.” Over thirty years on there is still much ambiguity surrounding the 

meaning of CSR (Angus-Lepan et ah, 2010) which will be more fully discussed in Section 

2.3. However, a few years after Votaw and Sethi’s (1973) comments were made, a model 

was proposed by Carroll (1979) that has become one of the most academically cited and 

supported within the literature (Crane and Matten, 2004).

Carroll is described as one of the key leaders in the development of modern CSR literature 

(Smith, 2011; .lonker and Marberg, 2007; Crane and Matten, 2004; Schwartz and Carroll,
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2003; Windsor, 2001; Clarkson, 1995;) and his work is considered seminal by many who 

suggest that he provided a more accurate, systematic description than had been previously 

achieved (Garriga and Mele, 2004; Windsor, 2001). In 1979 Carroll proposed a four-part 

definition of CSR which he revisited in 1991, and then again in 1999, to create ‘The Pyramid 

of Corporate Social Responsibility:’

//

Philanthropic

Ethical

Economic

Figure 2.1: Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility

Carroll (1999) argues that CSR encompasses the economic, legal, ethical and discretionary 

expectations that society has of business, at a given point in time. The economic component 

is organisational responsibility to make a profit; the legal component is their duty to obey the 

law; the ethical component is to meet the obligations placed on them by society; and the 

discretionary component involves philanthropic activities. Although Carroll (1991) places 

the four types of responsibilities in the pyramid, he emphasises that business does not need 

to fulfil these in a sequential fashion but instead the pyramid represents the totality of an 

organisation’s responsibilities.

Yet, Schwartz and Carroll himself (2003, p505) argue that the use of a pyramid framework 

“may be confusing or inappropriate for some applications” given that some may conclude 

that the domain at the top of the pyramid is the most important or highly valued, and the 

domain at the bottom of the pyramid the least. In addition, some argue that Carroll’s (1991) 

Pyramid fails to capture the complexity of CSR in practice, such as Crane and Matten (2004) 

who comment that the pyramid does not address the problem of what should happen when
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there are conflicting responsibilities. Nevertheless, the influence of Carroll’s Pyramid as one 

of the first integrative models of CSR within the literature cannot be undermined, as 

demonstrated by its longevity and progeny (Clarkson, 1995).

In the 1980s, there was less focus on developing new or refined definitions of CSR, instead 

there was a greater emphasis placed on the emergence and development of alternative, often 

complementary, concepts such as stakeholder management and corporate citizenship 

(Windsor, 2001). Carroll (1999, p284) argues that the interest in CSR did not “die out" in 

the 1980s, but rather the “core concerns of CSR began to be recast into alternative concepts, 

theories, models or themes” in the “ever-present quest to discover ‘truth’.” It can be argued 

that a catalyst for the emergence of these concepts was largely due to the ambiguity and 

confusion that surround CSR (Godfrey and Hatch, 2007; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; 

Sweeney, 2007). This was supported by Windsor (2001, p250) who argues that there was a 

“marked tendency” in the literature “to examine alternatives, such as citizenship or 

stakeholder management, precisely because of the difficulties inherent in the responsibility 

construct.”

Since the millennium there has been a virtual explosion in the interest of CSR and the 

literature has extended and diversified into numerous areas, most notably: the relationship 

between CSR and financial performance (Hill, 2010; Reinhardt et ah, 2008; Orlitzky at ah, 

2003; McWilliams and Siegel, 2000); CSR and strategy (Aguilera et ah, 2007; Maxfield, 

2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006); CSR and legislation (Albareda et ah, 2008; Buhmann,

2006; Moon, 2004); CSR and globalisation (Fritsch, 2008; Jenkins, 2004; Welford, 2002); 

CSR and industry (Sweeney and Coughlan, 2008; Porter and Kramer, 2006); social reporting 

(Kolk, 2008; Gray 2006; Campbell and Beck, 2004); in addition to examining the 

relationship between CSR and stakeholder management (Klein and Vorbohle, 2011; Werther 

and Chandler, 2010; Jamali, 2007; Branco and Rodrigues, 2007; Sen et ah, 2006; Kakabadse 

et ah, 2005;). A key impetus behind the recent trajectories of CSR research is that there is a 

greater focus on CSR in practice, as opposed to the more theoretical, abstract literature of the 

past.

Despite a more practitioner-based focus, the vast majority of recent CSR research continues 

to highlight the on-going definitional problems of CSR, as emphasised by Godfrey and 

Hatch (2007, p87):

“CSR is a tortured concept within the academic literature...scholars have struggled

to achieve a clear paradigm, let alone a common language to guide the conversation.

The variety of definitions leads to confusion.”
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The previous paragraphs have highlighted the journey that CSR has had within the literature, 

summarised the growth of alternative, often complementary, concepts as well as emphasising 

the renewed interest in CSR since the millennium. Yet despite what seems like a clearer 

focus in the research to achieve a better understanding the term, confusion still remains in 

relation to the fundamental question, what is CSR?

2.2 What is CSR?

In order to achieve a better understanding of the meaning of CSR it is important to examine 

the various definitions that have been presented within the academic and practitioner 

literature. Table 2.1 displays a number of CSR definitions however, it must be noted that the 

following is not an exhaustive list of every definition that has been developed, but instead, 

the purpose of the table is to demonstrate the more well-known and/or supported definitions, 

as well as to identify commonalities and variations between them.

Definitions of CSR Author(s)/Source

Principles that govern the relationship between business and 
society

Barnard (1938);
Eells and Walton (1974):
Preston and Post (1975);
Kinard et al. (2003);
Pedersen (2010).

Responsibilities that extend beyond economic and legal 
obligations

Chamberlain (1953);
Davis (1960);
McGuire (1963);
Pearce and Doh (2005);
Carroll and llabana (2010).

Proactive practices that aim for the betterment of society; not 
just minimising negative impacts

Bowen (1953);
Davis (1976);
McWilliams and Siegel (2001); 
Jonker and Marberg (2007).

Constraining the adverse impact of corporate activity on 
society

Eilbert and Parket (1973);
Fitch (1976);
Whitehouse (2003).

Meeting society's economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic 
expectations

Joyner and Payne (2002);
Carroll (2004).

Fulfilling responsibilities to organisational stakeholders

Dawkins and Lewis (2003);
Fleath and Norman (2004);
Perrini et al. (2007);
Maon et al. (2010).

Bringing corporate behaviour up to a level where it is 
congruent with current social norms

Sethi (1979);
Zenisek (1979);
Maon et al. (2010).

Meeting fiduciary duties to shareholders through profit 
maximisation

Friedman (1970);
Drucker (1984);
Coelho et al. (2003).
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Voluntary actions to address both the organisation’s 
competitive interests and the interests of wider society.

csr.gov.uk (UK Government’s 
website)

Management of a company's positive impact on society and 
the environment through its operations, products or services 
and through its interaction with key stakeholders.

Business in the Community 
(BITC)

Achieving commercial success in ways that honour ethical 
values and respect people, communities, and the natural 
environment. Also making decisions that fairly balance the 
claims of all key stakeholders.

Business for Social
Responsibility (BSR)

A concept whereby companies integrate social and 
environmental concerns in their business operations and in 
their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis.

European Commission

Taking responsibility for the ethical, environmental and social 
impacts of business operations FTSE4Good

Exceeding the minimum regulatory framework in which the 
organisation operates and to strive to understand and respond 
to the expectations of their stakeholders in society.

European Foundation for
Quality Management (EFQM)

Table 2.1: Definitions of CSR

From the table it is not surprising that confusion exists with regards to what CSR actually 

means given the differences, and the commonalities, of definitions (Fenwick, 2010; Godfrey 

and Flatch, 2007). Some academics have taken a broad approach by defining CSR as the 

relationship between business and society (Kinard et ah, 2003; Preston and Post, 1975; 

Walton, 1967) however it can be argued that this definition is too vague to be useful in either 

academic debate or in corporate implementation (Van Marrewijk, 2003). Similarly, defining 

CSR as organisational responsibilities that extend beyond economic and legal obligations 

(Carroll and Habana, 2010; Pearce and Doh, 2005; Davis and Blomstrom, 1966) is too 

ambiguous to be considered theoretically or empirically valuable. Subsequently, Carroll 

(1991) expands upon this in order to achieve a more systematic definition when he proposes 

that CSR encompasses society’s economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic expectations 

(Garriga and Mele, 2004; Windsor, 2001). However, as noted previously, this widely 

accepted definition also suffers from criticism mainly as it does not address the problem of 

what should happen when there are conflicting responsibilities (Visser, 2010; Crane and 

Matten, 2004).

Another proposed definition is that CSR is bringing corporate behaviour up to a level where 

it is congruent with current social norms (Mahon et ah, 2010; Pearce and Doh, 2005; Davis 

and Blomstrom, 1966) but this definition is too ambiguous to be of use to practitioners, 

especially given that societal norms and expectations with regards to CSR are a moving 

target (Morsing and Schultz, 2006). This is emphasised by Juholin (2004, p22) who argues 

that “absolute standards of corporate responsibility do not exist, and they may change with
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each generation.” Therefore, given that the meaning of CSR is constantly evolving in line 

with the changing expectations of society (Carroll and Shabana, 2010; Sethi, 2003; Dawkins 

and Lewis, 2003; Brammer and Millington. 2003; Carroll, 1999; Selekman, 1959) it follows 

that this definition does not enhance our understanding of what it means for an organisation 

to be socially responsible.

Furthermore, a number of academics have suggested that CSR involves restricting the 

adverse impacts of business operations (Misani, 2010; Whitehouse, 2003; Fitch, 1976), yet 

there is more support to suggest that CSR is about organisational responsibility to make a 

positive impact on society, in addition to minimising the negative impacts of business 

operations (Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Snider et ah, 2003; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001). 

Many have proposed that minimising the negative impact alone is insufficient; for example, 

Warhurst (2001, p57) argues that “there should be talk of the new roles and responsibilities 

of business within a new operating paradigm that has shifted from a ‘do no harm' approach 

to a ‘demonstrate positive benefit’ imperative.” Indeed, there is a consensus in the literature 

that CSR is about adding value or demonstrating a positive benefit (McWilliams and Siegel 

2010; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Snider et ah, 2003). Yet, depsite the support for this 

defintion, it can be argued that this does not adequately describe what CSR actually involves 

and no guidance on how it should be managed.

From the previous paragraphs, it is evident that definitions of CSR have varied “from 

conceptions of minimal legal and economic obligations and accountability to stockholders to 

broader responsibilities to the wider social system in which a corporation is embedded” 

(Jamali, 2008, p213). It is clear that in order to move beyond this impasse, a more 

systematic defintion of CSR is needed. In recent years, numerous academics and 

practitioners have argued that this is being acheived through a definition of CSR that 

includes, to a greater or lesser extent, organisational responsibilities to stakeholders (Maon et 

ah, 2010; Greenwood, 2007; Perrini et ah, 2007; Zambon and Bello, 2005; Heath and 

Norman, 2004; Juholin, 2004 Dawkins and Lewis, 2003; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003; 

Ahmad et ah, 2003). Indeed, Carroll (1991, p43) suggests that the rationale for using the 

stakeholder approach to define CSR is because it “personalises social responsibilities by 

delineating the specific groups or persons business should consider in its CSR orientation.”

In recent years, there has been a marked increase in the number of academics that define 

CSR in terms of stakeholders including Burke and Logsdon (1996) who argue that CSR 

involves serving stakeholder interests; Perrini et ah (2007) suggest that CSR calls for the 

strong involvement of stakeholders; Greenwood (2007) asserts that CSR is acting in the 

interests of stakeholders; and Branco and Rodrigues (2007) comment that CSR implies that
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companies voluntarily integrate social and environmental responsibilities in the operations 

and interactions with stakeholders. In addition, a small number of academics have embraced 

the term ‘corporate stakeholder responsibility’ as they believe it is less ambiguous than the 

abstract concept of CSR given that it more clearly defines who organisations should be 

socially responsible to (Agle et ah, 2008; Den Bond et ah, 2007; Sachs et ah, 2006). 

However, given the longevity of the term CSR, it can be argued that changing the ‘s’ in CSR 

from social to stakeholders is futile and unnecessary; what is important is the increased 

understanding that stakeholders are indispensible within any definition of CSR. Indeed, 

Jamah (2008) argues that the integration of the concepts of stakeholders and CSR has 

constituted an advance in this respect, providing an alternative theoretical lens, and making it 

easier for research to accrue.

Furthermore, the majority of practitioner definitions include, to a greater or lesser extent, 

discussions on responsibilities to organisational stakeholders. Indeed, definitions provided 

by the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) and the European 

Commission (EC) not only discuss exceeding minimum legal requirements, but also include 

the need to meet stakeholder expectations. Similarly, Business in the Community (BITC) 

proposes that CSR is the management of a company's positive impact on society and 

highlights the importance of interaction with key stakeholders. Although there are 

encouraging signs that the stakeholder approach is helping to achieve some level of 

consensus with regards to the definition of CSR (Jamali, 2008), there is still not a clear 

definition of CSR that is universally accepted within the academic community or in practice 

(Jain et ah, 2011; Sanders. 2008; Dahlsrud, 2008). Indeed, Blyth (2005, p30) argues that 

“there is no one definition of what it takes to be a responsible corporate.” Therefore, in order 

to develop a better understanding of CSR, it is important to examine why so much ambiguity 

exists.

2.3 The Ambiguity of CSR

Given the previous discussion, perhaps it is not surprising that CSR has been described as a 

“subjective, unclear, amorphous, highly intangible, fuzzy concept, with unclear boundaries 

and debatable legitimacy” (Sweeney, 2007, p516). Given this subjectivity, the definition of 

CSR may vary from person to person (Ascigil, 2010; Juholin, 2004; Kitchin, 2003; Joyner 

and Payne, 2002), and from organisation to organisation (Juholin, 2004), as emphasised by 

Schiebel and Pochtrager (2003, pi 17):

“...there is no common definition [of CSR]. Each company responds in its own

unique way, depending on its core competencies and stakeholder interests.”
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In addition, others propose that definitions of CSR often fluctuate due to social dynamics and 

relevant issues of the day (Fisher et ah, 2009; Pinkston and Carroll, 1996). Perhaps then it is 

not surprising that some have suggested that a one-size-fits-all definition of CSR, even if it 

was possible to develop, would not be able to convey the true complexity of CSR given the 

subjectivity and fluidity of the concept (Dahlsrud, 2008; Blyth, 2005; Juholin, 2004; Cramer 

et ah, 2004; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003).

Despite this inherent subjectivity, some caution that CSR will only take hold in practice if 

the language itself can be fine-tuned (Fassin et ah, 2011, Kitchin, 2003), as emphasised by 

Van Marrewijk (2003, p96) who argues that the lack of a clear definition “has put business 

executives in an awkward situation especially those who are beginning to take up their 

responsibility towards society and its stakeholders, leaving them with more questions than 

answers.” As well as creating difficulties for the practitioner, Gobbels (2002) reminds us 

that the lack of a well developed consensus of CSR and the diversity in terminology, 

definitions and conceptual models hampers academic debate and ongoing research. 

Furthermore, the lack of consistency in definition makes it difficult to compare results across 

studies as well as impeding the ability to understand the implications of CSR activity 

(Angus-Lepan et al„ 2010; McWilliams et ah, 2006).

Further, Carroll (1994; 14) suggests that CSR:

“...it is an eclectic field with loose boundaries, multiple memberships, and differing 

training/perspectives; broadly rather than narrowly focused; multidisciplinary; wide 

breadth; brings in a wide range of literature; and interdisciplinary.”

As mentioned previously, a variety of terms are used, often interchangeably, to discuss CSR 

including business ethics, corporate citizenship, corporate accountability, corporate 

philanthropy and sustainability (McAdam et ah, 2005). However, the difficulty is that the 

terms are not always synonymous and therefore using them interchangeably can lead to 

further confusion, particularly in relation to the definition and implementation of CSR 

(Fassin et ah, 2011; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008).

In addition, the terminology used to describe CSR is diverse. Indeed, CSR has been referred 

to as a theory (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Argandona, 1998;); a behavior (Benabou and 

Tirole, 2010; Bowman and Haire, 1975); a construct (Hillman and Keim, 2001; Carroll,

1999; Burke and Logsdon, 1996); a concept (Cramer et ah, 2004; Whitehouse, 2003; Coelho 

et ah, 2003; Joyner and Payne, 2002; Jones, 1980; Davis, 1973); a model (Davis, 1976); a 

notion (Sethi, 2003; Jones, 1980); and a doctrine (Ludescher and Mahsud, 2010; Kinard et
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al., 2003; Litz, 1996). Not only does the diversity in terminology add to the confusion given 

that there are distinct differences between the meanings of each of the terms, but in addition 

the terms are often used interchangeably within the literature, which further adds to the 

misunderstanding surrounding CSR.

From the above discussion, it is evident that much ambiguity surrounds CSR, not only in its 

definition, but also in the terminology used to describe CSR. Given the inherent subjectivity 

of CSR, perhaps it is not possible, nor is it appropriate, to develop a universally accepted 

definition of CSR. Yet it is important that a working definition is provided in order to ensure 

that a sufficient level of consistency and clarity is maintained within this research 

programme.

2.4 Working Definition of CSR

This research adopts the definition provided by the European Union, within the 

Commission’s Green Paper, Promoting a European Framework for Corporate Social 

Responsibility (2001, p6):

“CSR is a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns 

in their business operations and in their interaction with stakeholders on a voluntary 

basis”

Not only is this is one of the most frequently used definitions of CSR (Dahlsrud, 2007), but it 

has also been argued that the European Commission’s definition “encompasses the key 

aspects of the complex phenomenon’’ (Pedersen and Neergaard, 2008, p5). Indeed, it 

emphasises the voluntary nature of CSR (Jackson and Apostolakou, 2010; Crowther and 

Capaldi, 2008; Dahlsrud, 2007); highlights the integration of social and environmental 

concerns into business operations (Crowther and Capaldi, 2008; Pedersen and Neergaard, 

2008); and notes the role of the stakeholder approach to CSR, which Branco and Rodrigues 

(2007, p5) describe as something which is “inescapable if one wants to discuss and analyse 

CSR.” In addition, the EC’s definition is suitably broad, and therefore applicable across a 

variety of contexts (Dahlsrud, 2007), as it keeps organisational-specific questions open, such 

as what are the specific CSR issues to be addressed and how to engage with organisational 

stakeholders (Van Marrewijk, 2003).

2.5 Organisational Motivations for Engaging in CSR

It has been suggested by some academics, such as Perrini and Minoja (2008, p49), that 

analysing the literature on the drivers and rationales underlying the adoption of CSR is 

“especially helpful in guiding our understanding of CSR”. Indeed, it has been argued that
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understanding the motivations for engaging in CSR helps to explain the formulation, 

adoption and implementation of CSR policies and practices within organisations (Santos, 

2011; Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004). Furthermore, Haigh and Jones (2006) caution that 

without a clearly articulated reason for getting involved in CSR, an organisation will fail 

when undertaking socially responsible initiatives. Similarly, Lynes and Andrachuk (2008, 

p377) stress that:

“Understanding organisational motivations contributes to unlocking the reasons why 

corporations are choosing (or not) to commit to CSR. If these reasons are known, 

they can be used to develop appropriate mechanisms to ensure that CSR is an 

important aspect of a company's decision-making regime.”

Yet, despite the importance of understanding such organisational motivations, there has been 

a lack of attention paid to this (Campbell, 2007; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Rodriguez et 

ah, 2006). Subsequently, the academic challenge remains to provide business executives 

with “better analytic or rhetorical tools to make the case for CSR in an environment of scarce 

corporate resources” (Godfrey and Hatch, 2007, p94) which is heightened further within the 

current economic downturn (European Commission, 2010). Given this, the following 

sections will examine the literature on organisational motivations for engaging in CSR.

Yet, it must be noted that, a full picture of the factors fostering the adoption of CSR is “hard 

to build” (Perrini and Minoja, 2008, p9). Despite this, some attempts have been made to 

identify and categorise the organisational motivations for engaging in CSR. Such 

classifications include those of Vogel’s (2005) and Husted and De Jesus Salazar’s (2006). 

These authors categorise the forces driving organisations to embrace CSR into three distinct 

areas; Vogel (2005) suggests that organisations engage in CSR due to strategic, altruistic 

and/or defensive reasons whereas Husted and De Jesus Salazar (2006), as well as using 

strategic and altruistic in their classification, term the third set of reasons as coerced. 

Furthermore, Vogel’s (2005) and Husted and De Jesus Salazar’s (2006) work is similar in 

that both highlight organisational drivers cannot be attributed to any one factor; instead, 

there is a host of interrelated issues which motivate organisations to increasingly engage in 

CSR (Vogel, 2005; Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006). Each of these categories will now 

be examined in turn, before considering other factors which influence and compel 

organisations to take account of their social responsibilities.

2.5.1 Defensive Factors

A review of the literature indicates that there are numerous defensive reasons as to why 

business executives often feel compelled to engage in CSR including: global issues and the
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rise of activist groups (Kim and Kim, 2010; Jamal i and Keshishian, 2009; Jonker and 

Marberg, 2007; Gupta and Coombes, 2005); recent corporate scandals and the subsequent 

awareness of CSR (Pirsch et ah, 2007; Carroll 2004); the increasing power of the corporation 

and the resulting increase of societal demands (Jamah and Keshishian, 2009; Perrini and 

Minoja, 2008; Juholin, 2004) the recent government impetus for CSR, both nationally and 

globally (Albareda et ah, 2007; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007); the threat of stricter 

regulation if organisations do not effectively self-regulate (Thompson and Driver, 2005; 

Moon, 2004); and finally the role that the media plays in highlighting CSR issues to the 

general public (Silberhorn and Warren, 2007; Matten and Crane, 2005).

Indeed, recently there have been dramatic changes in the attitudes and expectations brought 

to bear on companies particularly in relation to their social and environmental 

responsibilities (Dawkins and Lewis, 2003). Stakeholder groups, such as employees, 

customers, investors, government and activist groups, have put pressure on organisations to 

use their power and resources to give back to the society in which they operate (Brammer 

and Millington, 2008; Johansson, 2008; Aguilera et ah, 2007; Idowu and Papasolomou,

2007; Juholin, 2004; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003; Dawkins and Lewis, 2003; Sethi,

2003;). This is supposed by Steurer et al. (2005, p264):

“Confronted by the growing power of key stakeholder groups...the time has passed 

when the interests or activities of all but the most obvious stakeholder groups could 

be conveniently overlooked.”

Organisations are now often coerced or pressurised to react to the growing demand for CSR 

(Lund- Thomsen and Nadvi 2010; Pirsch et ah, 2007; Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006; 

Vogel, 2005). Yet, some in the literature suggest that it is wiser for organisations to act 

proactively than to be coerced into making investments in CSR (Maxfield, 2007). Indeed, 

many organisations are beginning to take a proactive approach to embracing CSR, in part 

due to the numerous strategic factors that are associated with engaging in CSR (Cetindamar 

and Husoy, 2007; Kaler, 2006; Siltaoja, 2006).

2.5.2 Strategic Factors

Strategic factors for the adoption of CSR are sometimes referred to as the business case or 

the win-win situation (Maon et ah, 2009; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Kaler, 2006;

Siltaoja, 2006; Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Vogel, 2005; Heath and Norman, 2004; 

Waddock, 2003). Research to date demonstrates that CSR can often result in business 

benefits such as improved corporate reputation and customer loyalty (Fenwick, 2010; 

Brammer and Millington, 2008; Pivato et ah, 2008; Pirsch et ah, 2007); improved risk
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management (Brammer and Ravelin, 2005; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003); the recruitment 

and retention of valuable employees (Bhattacharya et ah, 2008; Pirsch et ah, 2007; Kaler, 

2006; Dawkins, 2005); greater employee commitment and motivation (Pearce and Doh, 

2005; Juholin, 2004; Hillman and Keim, 2001;); reduced operating costs (Cetindamar and 

Husoy, 2007; Pearce and Doh, 2005; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003); and an increase in 

socially responsible investment (Siltaoja, 2006; Laufer, 2003;). Furthermore, some 

including Gunter Verheugen, the former European Commission Vice President (2004-2010), 

argue that in the wake of the economic downturn “the business case for CSR appears to be 

getting stronger” and that “CSR is good in good times, but an undeniable must to cope with 

bad times” (www.bitc.org.uk).

In addition, some argue that the most forceful argument for organisations to engage in CSR 

is the impact that it has on financial performance (Pirsch et ah, 2007; Schiebel and 

Pochtrager, 2003). However, despite many attempts to examine the relationship between 

CSR and financial performance, the results remain inconclusive, with the majority 

identifying a positive correlation but several identifying a negative or no correlation at all 

(Aybars and Kutlu, 2010; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Jones and Wicks, 1999). A reason 

for this ambiguity was suggested by McWilliams et ah (2006) who highlight the difficulty in 

measuring the benefits of CSR due to the continuing confusion with regards to the definition 

of CSR. Yet, despite the lack of conclusive evidence, there are suggestions that “intuitive 

appeals seem to carry the day, as managers just ‘know’ that such investments [in CSR] pay 

off’ (Godfrey and Hatch, 2007, p94).

In a similar vein, other academics suggest that the business case for CSR is now closed 

(Hoffman and Vidal, 2006). Aguilera et ah (2007, p837) suggest that an important new line 

of inquiry within this field is “no longer whether CSR works but, rather, what catalyses 

organisations to engage in increasingly robust CSR initiatives?” Indeed, this argument calls 

for more research into organisational motivations for engaging in CSR rather than focusing 

on the seemingly never ending quest to prove, beyond any doubt, the positive relationship 

between CSR and financial performance. In addition, there have been calls to take a broader 

approach to measuring the impact of CSR by taking into account “other stakeholders” rather 

than just focusing on maximising the return to shareholders (McWilliams et ah, 2006, p9).

2.5.3 Altruistic Factors

There is evidence to suggest that some organisations implement CSR, not because they are 

forced to, nor because of the associated business benefits, but instead they engage in CSR 

because of the genuine desire to do good (Fenwick, 2010; Amaeshi and Adi, 2007;
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Fukukawa et al., 2007; Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006; Vogel, 2005). Lantos (2001, 

p600) defines altruistic CSR as an “interest in doing good for society regardless of its impact 

on the bottom line.” It has been suggested that some organisations, for example, the Body 

Shop under its founder Anita Roddick, may have be predominately motivated by altruistic 

reasons (Vogel, 2005). Indeed, Roddick (2000) once commented: “the business of business 

should not just be about money, it should be about responsibility. It should be about public 

good; not private greed” (www.thebodyshop.com).

There are also those who take a more extreme view with regards to altruistically motivated 

CSR, such as Manne (1972), who argues that initiatives can only be considered truly socially 

responsible when there are no direct financial returns from them. However, as stated 

previously, this argument is extreme in nature and receives limited support. Others in the 

literature contend that engaging in CSR initiatives for altruistic reasons should be deemed as 

irresponsible behaviour given that business executives have a fiduciary duty to their 

shareholders (Friedman, 1970). This is supported by Lantos (2001, p565): “altruistic CSR, 

although appearing noble and virtuous, lies outside of the firm’s proper scope of activities.”

Furthermore, it remains difficult to differentiate between genuine altruistic CSR from other 

reasons for engaging in socially responsible behaviours (Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006). 

Some suggest that many ‘altruistic’ executives may not have embraced CSR unless there was 

a strong business case (Kolstad, 2007). This was also observed by Rollinson and Broadfield 

(2002, p44) who argue that it is always difficult to tell whether engaging in CSR is 

“prompted by altruism or self-preservation.” Although some argue that altruistic CSR lies 

outside of the remit of an organisation's activities (Lantos, 2001), others suggest that most 

organisations are not solely motivated by altruistic factors, but instead they are driven to 

engage in CSR due to a combination of altruistic, defensive and/or strategic factors 

(Fukukawa et ah, 2007; Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2006).

Given the difficulty in deciphering the genuine organisational motivations for engaging in 

CSR, in addition to the combination of factors that may change with time, or even from one 

CSR initiative to the next, it can be argued that the classifications proposed by Vogel (2005) 

and Husted and De Jesus Salazar (2006) are too simple to provide a deep understanding of 

why organisations are increasingly engaging in CSR. In addition, in recent years some 

suggest that the drivers and rationales underlying the adoption of CSR in SMEs differ 

significantly from what research has revealed about large organisations (Jenkins, 2009; 

Morsing and Perrini, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008; Perrini and Minoja, 2008).
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2.5.4 Organisational motivations within the context of SMEs

Jenkins (2009, p23) highlights some of the differences between SMEs and their larger 

counterparts in relation to organisational motivations for engaging in CSR:

“While the growing visibility and global impact of large companies... has heralded 

calls for greater transparency and accountability, SMEs remain largely invisible and 

unlikely to see CSR in terms of risk to brand image or reputation.. .For SMEs, issues 

closer to home are far more likely to hold their attention such as community 

involvement.”

However, there are contradictions within the literature with regards to what drives SMEs to 

engage in CSR. To elaborate, Jenkins (2009) argues that external pressure is not the main 

motivation for CSR, yet Morsing and Perrini (2009, p4) propose that the biggest driver for 

SMEs is “stakeholder pressure rather than a pro-active CSR engagement.” Despite this 

disagreement, there is some consensus that although the extent of the pressure exerted by 

stakeholders may be much less in an SME, due to it being ‘largely invisible’ (Jenkins, 2009), 

it still remains an important, defensive factor. Likewise, although the business reasons for 

engaging in CSR may not be as noticeable or on the same scale for the SME, they still can be 

categorised as strategic motivations.

In addition there is some consensus that SMEs are also driven to engage in CSR due to 

altruistic factors (Jenkins, 2009), or more precisely, it is the altruistic beliefs of the leader or 

the owner-manager that significantly encourages CSR engagement within the SME context 

(Fukukawa et al 2007). This is supported by Morsing and Perrini (2009), Waldman and 

Siegel (2008) and Murillo and Lozano (2006), who all argue that it is the core values of the 

founding owner-managers or people in high-level leadership positions which have a 

significant impact on decisions regarding CSR within SMEs, and therefore will determine 

the extent to which socially responsible practices will exist.

Despite this recent research, there have been calls for further research into organisational 

motivations for engaging in CSR, particularly in relation to the “still largely unexplored 

context: the one represented by SMEs and family-owned firms” (Perrini and Minoja, 2008, 

p50). As well as examining the organisations motivations, including those of SMEs, for 

engaging in CSR, it is also important to examine the key developments in the literature 

regarding the implementation and management of CSR. However, there is considerable 

debate and a lack of understanding in relation to how CSR can be effectively implemented 

within organisations (Morsing and Perrini, 2009; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; ; 

McWilliams et ah, 2006; Juholin, 2004; Whitehouse, 2003). This is emphasised by Van
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Velsor (2009, p3) who argues that there is “little to inform leaders and organisations on how 

to effectively implement [CSR].” In addition, although there is much discussion in the 

literature “about what companies should do, there are few data about or analysis of what 

companies are actually doing in practice” (O’Riordan and Fairbrass; 2008, p749). 

Subsequently, the following section will review the existing literature that discusses the 

implementation and management of CSR.

2.6 The Implementation and Management of CSR

Godfrey and Hatch (2007. p94) argue that the “lack of analytical and rhetorical tools exposes 

the well-intentioned management team to difficult choices once they decide to engage in 

socially responsible behaviors.” Although in recent years, many business executives have 

come to realise the importance of engaging in CSR (Perrini and Minoja, 2008; Cetindamar 

and Husoy, 2007; Jamal and Mirshak, 2007), and whilst the rhetoric encourages 

organisations to aspire to be more socially responsible, there is not a sufficiently explicit or 

detailed description of what it is they should be aiming for, or how best to implement and 

embed CSR within the organisation (Hazlett et ah, 2007). Some, such as Nijhof et ah (2008, 

pi53) stress that:

“If CSR is to develop from solid ground, it is necessary to foster its future 

development through embedding societal issues...in the day-to-day strategies, 

policies, and operations of the organisation.”

Yet, little is known about how an organisation should go about embedding CSR into the 

strategies, policies, and operations of the organisation (Van Velsor, 2009; Jenkins, 2006). 

Furthermore, from a review of the literature, it can be argued that a number of common, 

interrelated themes have emerged with regards to implementing and managing CSR, namely, 

embedding CSR within organisational culture (Collier and Estebann, 2007; Gao and Zhang, 

2006); strategically aligning CSR with organisational characteristics and the organisational 

strategy (Aguilera et ah, 2007; Maxfield, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006); and the 

importance of leadership in driving an organisation’s CSR agenda (Angus-Leppan et ah 

2010; Waldman and Siegel, 2008; Maak, 2007; Shahin and Zairi, 2007). Yet, despite the 

emergence of these themes, some such as Van Velsor (2009, p3) highlight that there is “no 

recognition of the individual or organisational challenges along the way to implementation 

of a strategy or development of a culture of CSR” as well as a lack of knowledge with 

regards to “leader capabilities important in pushing forward [CSR] efforts.” Therefore, 

although the importance of the linkages between CSR and culture, CSR and strategy, and 

CSR and leadership have gained prominence in the literature, many gaps in knowledge still
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remain (Perrini and Minoja, 2008; Waldman and Siegel, 2008; Collier and Estebann, 2007; 

Maak, 2007; Jenkins, 2006).

2.6.1 Embedding CSR within the Organisational Culture

In a speech in 2003, Gordon Brown, the then Chancellor of the Exchequer, commented:

. .social responsibility is not an optional extra but a necessity - not a part of the 

business of a company but at its heart, not a sideshow but a centrepiece, not 

incidental but integral to what you do” (www.csr.gov.uk).

Many in the literature caution that CSR must not be bolted on as an externality (Jenkins, 

2009; Grayson and Hodges, 2004) but instead it needs to be fully integrated and embedded 

within an organisation’s culture for it to be effective (Morsing and Perrini, 2009; Collier and 

Estebann, 2007; Gao and Zhang, 2006; Vogel, 2005; Crane, 2003). Similarly, some argue 

that there is an organisational challenge of enabling and nurturing employee commitment to 

CSR so that the business develops an “integrative CSR culture” (Collier and Esteban, 2007, 

p30). The danger is that without this embeddedness, CSR maybe viewed by organisational 

stakeholders as something which is cosmetic and only introduced for “window-dressing 

purposes” rather than being integral to the organisation (Aguilera et ah, 2007, p838).

Despite there being little meaningful research into organisational cultures that promote CSR 

(Collier and Estebann, 2007; Trevino and Nelson, 2004), some argue that organisational 

values are essential to embedding CSR (Jenkins, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008). Indeed, 

Hammann et al. (2009, p39) highlight the importance of values within an organisation:

“For an organisation, values serve to give a sense of identity to its members, enhance 

the stability of its social system, direct managers’ attention to important issues and 

guide their decisions. As such, values are an essential part of a company’s overall 

culture, affecting many important activities and relationships.”

However, some caution that the level of employee buy-in necessary for an organisation to 

deliver on CSR is something that that cannot be obtained by only introducing compliance 

activities such as organisational values (Collier and Estebann, 2007). Indeed, research 

indicates that SMEs in particular are less inclined to use formal instruments, such as a list of 

values, to foster CSR within the organisation (Jenkins, 2009). This point is emphasised by 

Hammann et al. (2009, p39) who argue that “a value-based, socially responsible orientation 

towards doing business in SMEs is not expressed in formally written codes of conduct or 

certificates as it is in larger corporations.” Others contend that values are important within 

the SMEs context and have a significant impact on decisions regarding CSR (Murillo and
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Lozano, 2006), especially since they are for the most part selected and implemented 

personally by the owner-managers (Hammann et ah, 2009; Jenkins, 2006). Given these 

discrepancies, perhaps it is not surprising that Jenkins (2006) argues that fostering employee 

buy-in and embedding a CSR culture within the organisation, is a key challenge that 

organisations of all sizes will face.

In addition to the importance of embedding CSR within the organisational culture, many 

have argued that in order to be effective, CSR needs to be aligned with the organisational 

strategy (Maxfield, 2007; Aguilera et ah, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006).

2.6.2 Aligning CSR to Organisational Strategy

Maxfield (2007, p367) argues that questions about the “marriage” of CSR and corporate 

strategy are widely discussed among practitioners and “passionately argued” in scholarly 

fora. Indeed, in recent years several academics propose that CSR must be aligned with the 

core organisational strategy in order for it to be effective (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Husted 

and De Jesus Salazar, 2008; Perrini and Minoja, 2008; Maxfield, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 

2006). Indeed, it is suggested that organisations must ensure that there is ‘strategic fif 

between an organisation’s core competencies and its CSR initiatives, as emphasised by 

Porter and Kramer (2006, p88):

“Typically, the more closely tied a social issue is to the company’s business, the 

greater the opportunity to leverage the firm’s resources and capabilities, and benefit 

society”

To elaborate on this, some within the literature argue that organisations, by aligning CSR 

with their core strategy, will be able to apply their competencies, resources, expertise, and 

management talent to societal issues, with the result being that they will maximise the shared 

value for both the organisation and society (Fisher et ah, 2009; Porter and Kramer, 2006). 

Moreover, when there is a close fit between an organisation’s core strategy and its CSR 

initiatives, then an organisation already possesses the competencies needed to undertake 

these initiatives and as a result does not require additional resources or need to outsource that 

initiative (Fisher et ah, 2009). Subsequently, not only will this strategic fit maximise the 

shared value for both the organisation and society, but it is also more economical for the 

organisation (Husted and De Jesus Salazar,2008).

Proponents of ensuring strategic fit, such as Porter and Kramer (2006, p83), argue that when 

there is a disconnect between an organisation’s strategy and its CSR initiatives, then often 

the result is:
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“A hodgepodge of uncoordinated CSR and philanthropic activities... that neither 

make any meaningful social impact nor strengthen the firm’s long-term 

competitiveness.”

In addition Perrini and Minoja (2008, p48) advocate that the integration of CSR into 

corporate strategy is the “most advanced, far-reaching and therefore desirable way to 

practice CSR” yet, despite this and the other aforementioned benefits, many companies do 

not engage in identifying and prioritising social issues based on their salience to 

organisational strategy (Aguilera et ah, 2007; Collier and Estebann, 2007; Porter and 

Kramer, 2006). In addition, there is a lack of research in this area, as supported by Perrini 

and Minoja (2008, p48):

“...integrating CSR into corporate strategy and the conditions that lead to it have not 

yet been explored. The main reason is that, while many firms are assigning more and 

more importance to CSR issues, few of them consciously integrate policies and 

programmes into their business strategies, which means that empirical evidence is 

inadequate to support theory-building.”

Interestingly, it has been argued that one of the greatest challenges for academics and 

practitioners within CSR research remains how to integrate it within corporate strategy 

(Perrini and Minoja, 2008). In addition, there are others who suggest that leadership plays a 

significant role in shaping CSR in practice (Waldman and Siegel, 2008; Maak, 2007; Shahin 

and Zairi, 2007).

2.6.3 The Influence of Leadership on CSR

Although there is a wealth of literature on leadership, and a wealth of literature on CSR, little 

is known about the intersection of the two (Van Velsor, 2009). Yet, in recent years, the role 

that leadership plays in driving and implementing CSR is an area which is gaining in 

standing within the literature and there is increasing support that leadership plays a key role 

in formulating and implementing organisational CSR initiatives (Waldman and Siegel, 2008; 

Collier and Estebann, 2007). Moreover, Pless (2010, p438) argues that CSR “is first and 

foremost a leadership challenge.” And some in the literature, such as Maak (2007) and 

Wilson (2007), use the term ‘responsible leadership’ to refer to leaders who are aware of 

organisational responsibilities and the need to drive CSR; who build and sustain trustful 

relationships with organisational stakeholders; and work with stakeholders towards a shared 

vision and collective goals.
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It has been argued that a key reason why leadership plays such a significant role with regards 

to CSR, is that ultimately it is the leaders, or the people in high-level positions, that have the 

power to influence the extent and direction of an organisation’s CSR agenda (Waldman and 

Siegel, 2008). Furthermore, it is suggested that the personal values and beliefs of a leader 

have a significant impact on an organisation’s CSR agenda (Russo and Perrini, 2010; 

Fenwick, 2010; Perrini and Minoja, 2008). This is particularly evident within the context of 

SMEs, as many are driven to engage in CSR because of the personal beliefs of the founders, 

or the owner-manager (Hammann et ah, 2009; Morsing and Perrini, 2009). Ciocirlan (2008, 

p89), in his research on small, family-owned businesses, elaborated on this:

“The values of the owner influence whether a small, family-owned business will 

engage in social responsibility practices and to what extent. This evidence seems to 

confirm the belief that the social responsibility ‘tone’ is set at the top.”

Although there is some consensus that an organisation’s CSR agenda is shaped by leadership 

practices regardless of the size of the organisation (Shahin and Zairi, 2007), there is still a 

lack of understanding regarding this; for example, Maak (2007) argues that with few 

exceptions, there is little knowledge about responsible leadership. Also Waldman and Siegel 

(2008, pi 17) highlight this point when they suggest that “most CSR studies, especially those 

of an empirical nature, have ignored the role of corporate leaders in formulating and 

implementing CSR initiatives.”

2.6.4 The Implementation and Management of CSR within SMEs

It has been argued that the implementation and management of CSR in SMEs will be 

fundamentally different to how it is implemented and managed in larger firms. Indeed, 

Murillo and Lozano (2009, p9) argue that “CSR has become a paradigm not easy to translate 

into the day-today management of SMEs.” Russo and Perini (2010, p209) further advance 

this point when they said:

“Even though the CSR movement offers some good hints for SMEs, the 

implementation of a standardised CSR concept in an SME cannot be considered as 

the best alternative for any company that wishes to embed social and environmental 

issues efficiently in its company strategy.”

Several reasons have been provided as to why this is the case, including SMEs are typically 

limited by a lack of both human and financial capabilities; a lack of awareness of CSR 

issues; and a lack of formal tools and management systems (Von Weltzin Hoivik and 

Shankar, 2011; Hammann et ah, 2009; Jenkins 2009). Indeed, Russo and Perini (2010,
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p213) support the argument that financial constraints can be a barrier to implementing CSR 

given that “SMEs are chronically cash-limited.” Furthermore, some in the literature, such as 

Fenwick (2010), stress that costly and time consuming CSR practices may be more 

challenging to SMEs, compared to their larger counterparts.

An additional barrier for SMEs attempting to engage in CSR is often the lack of ability to 

recognise the importance of CSR issues (Lepoutre and Fteene, 2006). It has been suggested 

that SMEs tend to lack the specialised leadership and management expertise to implement an 

effective CSR strategy (Von Weltzin Hoivik and Shankar, 2011) and rarely use the language 

of CSR to describe what they do (Russo and Perrini, 2010). Finally, the literature suggests 

that SMEs have a lack of formal tools and management systems which hinders the 

implementation and management of CSR, especially given that the existent tools are 

designed for multinational companies (Von Weltzin Hoivik and Shankar, 2011).

From the above discussion it is clear that there are complexities to implementing and 

managing CSR within SMEs. Furthermore, there have been calls for further research into 

CSR in practice within the largely unexplored context of SMEs (Hammann et ah, 2009; 

Avram and Kuhne, 2008). Indeed, Russo and Perrini, (2010; p209) stress this point:

“The relevant extant literature on the knowledge gap that exists in the CSR-SME 

relationship is still far from constructing a consolidated and generally accepted 

model.”

To summarise, various, interrelated themes have emerged within the recent literature with 

regards to the implementation and management of CSR. Some authors propose that 

organisations must embed CSR within the organisational culture and ensure employee buy-in 

(Collier and Estebann, 2007; Gao and Zhang, 2006), others advocate that organisations must 

align CSR with the core strategy in order to use competencies and resources in a way that 

will maximise shared value (Aguilera et ah, 2007; Maxfield, 2007; Porter and Kramer,

2006;) and further still, some highlight the necessity of a ‘responsible leader’ to drive and 

shape the CSR agenda (Waldman and Siegel, 2008; Collier and Estebann, 2007; Maak,

2007; Shahin and Zairi, 2007). Furthermore, there continues to be a lack of consensus in the 

literature as to the most effective ways of implementing CSR (Hazlett et ah, 2007; Juholin, 

2004; Whitehouse, 2003), especially within an SME context (Russo and Perrini, 2010;

Avram and Kuhne, 2008) and the relationship between the areas of culture, strategy and 

leadership within a CSR context, has not been made explicit or been explored (Van Velsor, 

2009).
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One increasingly prominent view is that stakeholder management is central to any discussion 

on the implementation and management of CSR (Maon et ah, 2009; Sweeney, 2007; 

Thompson and Driver, 2005; Admad et ah, 2003). Indeed, Murillo and Lozano (2009, p9) 

highlight:

“CSR has become a paradigm not easy to translate into the day-today management 

of SMEs. Even so, it seems that academia has learnt something in recent years: CSR 

involves considering the company as a relational being, and so progress in terms of 

CSR must inevitably bring with it a parallel stakeholder approach.”

Furthermore, there is a growing body of literature that advocates that the stakeholder 

approach is fundamental in discussions on the meaning, motivations and management of 

CSR (Avram and Kuhne, 2008; Branco and Rodrigues, 2007; Thompson and Driver, 2005; 

Gago and Antolin, 2004).

2.7 Conclusions on CSR

From a review of the literature, it can be argued that in recent years, there has been some 

level of clarity and consensus with regards to the meaning of CSR. Although academic 

debate still occurs, more and more academics and practitioners are advocating a definition of 

CSR that includes, to a greater or lesser extent, responsibilities to organisational 

stakeholders. In light of this, this research adopts the definition provided by the European 

Commission (2001, p6):

“CSR is a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns 

in their business operations and in their interaction with stakeholders on a voluntary 

basis.”

In addition to the debate regarding the definition of CSR, a fundamental issue that has not 

been adequately researched is the understanding of organisational motivations for engaging 

in CSR, indeed, little is known about what catalyses organisations to increasingly engage in 

CSR. Yet, it has been argued that analysing the literature on the drivers and rationales 

underlying the adoption of CSR is especially helpful in guiding our understanding of CSR 

given that it helps to explain the formulation, adoption and implementation of CSR within 

organisations. In recent years there have been a number of developments in this area such as 

the classification of organisational motivations as defensive, strategic and/or altruistic. 

Although this, and other similar classifications, have proved somewhat successful, it can be 

argued that they neglect to fully address the complexities involved. In addition, research 

suggests that motivations underlying the adoption of CSR in SMEs differ significantly to
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what drives their larger counterparts. However this area is not explored within the current 

classifications.

Another area that requires further examination is the effective implementation and 

management of CSR. This area has received relatively little attention to date and empirical 

evidence remains limited. From the review of the literature, three key areas were identified 

with regards to the implementation and management of CSR: embedding CSR within the 

organisational culture whilst achieving ‘buy-in’ from employees; aligning CSR with the core 

business strategy to ensure that value is maximised for both the organisation and its 

stakeholders; and finally the necessity of a ‘responsible’ leader’ in order to drive the CSR 

agenda forward. Although there has been increased interest and research into all of these 

areas in recent years, many gaps in knowledge still remain with regards to how organisations 

engage in CSR, and there is no explicit research on the linkages and relationships between 

culture, strategy and leadership within a CSR context. As a result, the realities of 

implementing and managing CSR remain problematic for the practitioner. Furthermore, 

research suggests that the implementation and management of CSR in SMEs is intrinsically 

different to its implementation and management within larger firms, yet many have the 

misguided perception that SMEs are ‘little big companies’ and therefore techniques can be 

scaled down to fit (Tilley 2000). Ythis area is still largely unexplored and there have been 

calls for further research into CSR in practice within the largely unexplored context of 

SMEs.

One increasingly supported view is that stakeholder management is central to any discussion 

on the implementation and management of CSR. Despite this, research into the relationship 

between CSR and stakeholder management is very much at an embryonic stage. Before 

examining the limited literature on the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management, it is vital to review and analyse the literature on stakeholder management.

Since the term’s emergence in 1984, academics have focused their attention on a number of 

key areas such as stakeholder identification, stakeholder salience, stakeholder dialogue and 

engagement. Each of these areas will be examined in turn in order to present an overview of 

the stakeholder management literature to date.
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Chapter 3: Examining the Literature on
Stakeholder Management

Chapter 2 provided an examination of the literature around CSR. This chapter begins by 

reviewing the literature on stakeholder management before reviewing the limited literature 

which explores the relationship and linkages between CSR and stakeholder management.

3.0 Introduction

In recent years the literature on stakeholder management has flourished; for example, 

Donaldson (2002, pl07) argues that “today the term [stakeholder] has arrived...management 

journals and consultants flaunt it, and articles devoted to one or another interpretation of 

stakeholder theory are commonplace.” Similarly, Passion (2008, p879) highlights that “few 

management topics have generated more publications in recent decades than the underlying 

notion, the model and the theories surrounding stakeholders.” This popularity is somewhat 

due to the argument that in order for the contemporary organisation to survive, a stakeholder 

perspective to doing business is indispensible (Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009; Johansson,

2008; Lozano, 2005) given that stakeholders influence the activities of the organisation 

and/or are influenced by the activities of the organisation (Freeman, 1984). Since then, 

many have been supportive of a move in the direction of greater equity amongst all 

stakeholders as opposed to a single-minded concentration on shareholder or owner interests 

(Jamah, 2008; Bird et al„ 2007; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Moneva et ah, 2007; Heath and 

Norman, 2004; Kaler, 2003). Yet, despite this support, a number of fundamental issues 

remain unresolved.

Firstly, there is some confusion with regards to the terminology that is used. Many terms are 

used to describe the transition to a greater equity amongst all stakeholders, such as 

stakeholder management (Bryson, 2004; Nurmi and Sandberg, 2004; Hillman and Keim, 

2001; Carroll. 1991); the stakeholder approach (Jamali, 2008; Kakabadse et ah, 2005; 

Freeman, 1984); the stakeholder perspective (Brammer and Millington, 2003); stakeholder 

theory (Walters and Tacon, 2010; Brammer and Millington, 2004; Gago and Antolin, 2004; 

Kaler, 2003; Key, 1999; Carroll, 1994); the stakeholder model (Burke and Logsdon, 1996); 

the stakeholder concept (Cassidy, 2003; Jones and Wicks, 1999; Starik, 1994;); the 

stakeholder paradigm (Coelho et al., 2003); and finally some refer to it as ‘stakeholding’ 

(Driver and Thompson, 2002). It can be argued that this diversity in terminology can be 

considered somewhat problematic with regards to the development and understanding of this 

area, given that there are differences between the meaning of each of the terms (Fassin,
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2009). Donaldson and Preston (1995, p66) caution that the diversity in terminology needs to 

be taken into account:

“Unfortunately, anyone looking into this large and evolving literature with a critical 

eye will observe that the concepts stakeholder, stakeholder model, stakeholder 

management, and stakeholder theory are explained and used by various researchers 

in different ways...moreover, this diversity and it implications are rarely discussed- 

and possibly not even recognised.”

Furthermore, the aforementioned terms are often used interchangeably within the literature, 

which further adds to the confusion; for example, Coelho et al. (2003) use the terms 

stakeholder approach and the stakeholder paradigm interchangeably whilst Gago and Antolin 

(2004) use the terms stakeholder theory and the stakeholder approach interchangeably.

Although it is important to recognise the diversity in terminology, more importantly there are 

many fundamental questions that remain unanswered with regards to this complex 

phenomenon (Steurer et ah, 2005). For example, issues remain unsolved with regards to 

what makes a stakeholder a stakeholder and how stakeholders are prioritised (Maak, 2007; 

Hillman and Keim, 2001); how stakeholder interests are balanced especially given that these 

interests are often conflicting (Neville et ah, 2011; Olander, 2007; Kaler, 2006; Windsor, 

2001); and how organisations can most effectively engage with their stakeholders 

(Greenwood, 2007; Foster and Jonker, 2005). Indeed, Johansson (2008. p34) argued that 

stakeholder theory and particularly, its implementation are still quite unexplored and that 

“business executives lack guidance on how to devise and deploy strategies for addressing the 

persistent, dynamic, and often competing claims against the firm.” This is also supported by 

Hillman and Keim (2001, pi35) who emphasise that more research is needed:

“The processes by which stakeholder relations are managed and the balancing of 

diverse demands of stakeholder groups are ripe areas for further inquiry. 

Understanding how stakeholder demands may differ and how managers prioritise 

each would be a valuable area of future research.”

The literature review on stakeholder management will begin by examining the decline of the 

shareholder approach and the subsequent rise of the stakeholder approach, in addition to a 

discussion on the justifications of the stakeholder approach.
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3.1 The Decline of the Shareholder Approach

The traditional economic view of the organisation, often referred to as the shareholder 

approach, was championed by the eighteenth-century philosopher, Adam Smith (Lantos, 

2001). In Smith’s (1776) neoclassical theory, as cited in Key (1999, p318), “the goal of 

economic man was to maximise the wealth of the firm and was based on contractual duties 

to owners.” In other words, the shareholder approach implied that managers had a fiduciary 

duty to their shareholders or owners and therefore had to use the resources available in a way 

that would best provide a return on investment for them (Bird et ah, 2007; Freeman and 

Reed, 1983; Zenisek, 1979). However, this theory of shareholder supremacy has come under 

threat and is now considered at best limited, and at worst, inappropriate in today’s business 

environment (Huse et ah, 2009; Agle et ah, 2008; Post, 2003; Donaldson and Preston, 1995). 

Indeed, Davis (1976, pi4) argues:

“Although the traditional economic model of business operations has served 

business well...in a dynamic world businessmen are not going to solve tomorrow’s 

problems with yesterday’s theories.”

It has been suggested that this ‘new theory’ should be more receptive to the current 

conditions of business and society (Banks and Vera, 2007) in that it should take a more 

holistic approach by ensuring that all stakeholders are taken into consideration, as opposed to 

a narrow focus on shareholder or owner interests (Burchell and Cook, 2008; Jonker and 

Marberg, 2007; Bird et ah, 2007; Thompson and Driver, 2005; Key, 1995; Mitchell et ah, 

1997). Furthermore, Schwartz and Carroll (2008, pi60) argue that “although stakeholder 

management originally appeared to shift the focus to non-shareholders, it now appears to 

have shifted back to balancing the interests of all stakeholders, including the firm’s 

shareholders or owners.” Indeed, rather than replacing the shareholder approach entirely, the 

stakeholder approach advocates a move in the direction of greater equity amongst all 

stakeholders, which includes shareholders rather than excluding them (Jamah, 2008; Bird et 

ah, 2007; Moneva et ah, 2007; Heath and Norman, 2004; Kaler, 2003). In a related vein, it 

has been suggested that the shareholder approach and the stakeholder approach are often 

viewed too simplistically in that they are often regarded as mutually exclusive, but this is not 

always the case (Preble, 2005). This point is supported by Schaefer (2008, p298):

“The complexities of the relations between the shareholder and stakeholder theory 

are important and have not often been explored. One interesting feature of the 

relation is that the theories can overlap in their extensions. Even if we understand 

shareholder theory to demand a goal of maximising corporate profits, a company’s
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policies may at least sometimes satisfy both shareholder and stakeholder theories, as 

we see when doing good (morally) leads to doing well (financially).”

Indeed, ‘doing good leads to doing well’ (Schaefer, 2008) is similar to what Donaldson and 

Preston (1995) describe as instrumental power in their seminal paper (Joucs et ah, 2002). To 

elaborate on this, Donaldson and Preston (1995) introduced a “clarifying distinction” 

between the descriptive, instrumental, and normative stakeholder approaches given that there 

was “great confusion” with regards to the “relevance of stakeholders for the objective of a 

corporation” (Jensen, 2007, p517). Instrumental power, alongside Donaldson and Preston’s 

(1995) other distinctions of descriptive accuracy and normative validity will now be 

examined more fully.

3.2 The Nature and Purpose of the Stakeholder Approach

Donaldson and Preston (1995) argue that one of the central problems in the evolution of the 

stakeholder approach is the confusion with regards to its nature and purpose. Subsequently, 

they identified three distinct, “mutually supportive” arguments from the management 

literature with regards to the nature and purpose of the stakeholder approach which are 

descriptive accuracy, instrumental power, and normative validity (ibid, 1995, p65). To 

elaborate on this, descriptive accuracy, sometimes referred to as empirical, views the 

organisation as a constellation of cooperative and competitive interests. Therefore, the 

stakeholder approach is used to describe, and sometimes to explain, specific organisational 

characteristics and behaviours; for example, it has been used to describe the nature of the 

organisation, the way managers think about managing, and how some organisations are 

actually managed (Hayibor, 2008; Donaldson and Preston, 1995).

The second distinction proposed by Donaldson and Preston (1995), also referred to as 

strategic, argues that by adopting a stakeholder approach the financial performance of the 

firm will be enhanced and therefore, it is instrumentally valuable (Agle et ah, 2008; Preble, 

2005). Indeed, many argue that an adherence to a stakeholder approach results in improved 

financial performance (Jamali, 2008; Bird et ah, 2007). Subsequently, it can be argued that 

the instrumental stakeholder approach can be considered ‘a means to an end’ approach 

(Garcia-Castro et ah, 2008). To elaborate, managing stakeholders is seen as a means for 

increasing the likelihood of achieving an end of the organisation, namely, improved financial 

performance (Kahler, 2006; Mellahi and Wood, 2003). Indeed, the ‘ends justify the means’ 

is a saying often associated with utilitarianism which advocates “the greatest amount of 

happiness altogether” (Mill, 1987, p282). Therefore, within the case of the instrumental 

stakeholder approach, it can be argued that regardless if stakeholders are used as a means of
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achieving the organisational ends of improved financial performance, the ultimate result is 

that the ‘greatest good’ is achieved since it has benefited both stakeholders and shareholders 

alike. However, there is some opposition to using stakeholders as a means to an end 

(Benson and Davidson, 2010; Hayibor, 2008). Indeed, it has been argued that stakeholders 

merit consideration for their own sake and they ought to be treated as ends in themselves 

(Garcia-Castro et al., 2008; Kaler, 2006; Evan and Freeman, 1983). This is a central 

argument of the normative stakeholder approach.

Donaldson and Preston (1995) suggest that although the descriptive and instrumental 

approaches are important, the key justification for the stakeholder approach is normative 

validity. Indeed, much of the stakeholder literature is based on the normative approach 

which proposes that stakeholders are identified by their interests in the organisation, whether 

the organisation has any corresponding interest in them, and that each group of stakeholders 

merit consideration for their own sake and not merely because of their ability to influence 

(Hayibor, 2008; Donaldson and Preston, 1995). Furthermore, Preble (2005, p412) states that 

a normative approach involves the “specification of what firms ought to do or should do, 

from an ethical and moral standpoint, in the treatment of shareholders and stakeholders.” 

Consequently, it can be argued that because stakeholders have intrinsic value, they ought to 

be treated as ends in themselves and not just as a means to an end (Gholami, 2011; Garcia- 

Castro et al.. 2008; Kahler 2006; Evan and Freeman, 1983). Indeed, this parallels the 

deontological argument advocated by the philosopher Immanuel Kant (1785, p30), who in 

his book. Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, commented: “act in such a way you 

treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at the same 

time as an end and never merely as a means to an end.”

From the previous paragraphs, it appears that the instrumental stakeholder approach and the 

normative stakeholder approach are mutually exclusive in that the former views stakeholders 

as a means to an end whereas the latter views stakeholders as the ends in themselves. 

However, Jones and Wicks (1999) propose that the instrumental and normative approaches 

should be not be considered as mutually exclusive. Instead these researchers advocate the 

use of a convergent stakeholder theory in which normative and instrumental considerations 

are integrated into a single argument. Indeed, the convergence stakeholder theory claims 

that business executives have sets of actions available to them that fulfill the instrumental, as 

well as the normative, requirements of a decision, subsequently, they should direct their 

decisions toward actions that are morally sound and instrumentally effective at the same time 

(Garcia-Castro et al., 2008; Jones and Wicks, 1999). However, there has been some
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opposition to the theory proposed by Jones and Wicks (1999); for example, Freeman (1999, 

p233) argues:

“There is much that is useful in Jones and Wicks’ proposal for a convergent 

stakeholder theory.. .but their attempt at grand theorising goes awry. They lead 

theorists in precisely the wrong direction.. .what we need is more theory that 

converges but more narratives that are divergent-that show us different but useful 

ways to understand organisations in stakeholder terms.”

Therefore, although the work of Donaldson and Preston (1995) and Jones and Wicks (1999) 

has done a service to the development of the stakeholder approach, by somewhat clarifying 

the nature and purpose of the stakeholder approach (Jensen, 2007; Phillips, 2003), more 

research is needed to understand organisations in stakeholder terms (Freeman, 1999). More 

specifically, research is needed to understand how stakeholder approach is implemented 

within organisations (Johansson, 2008). Indeed, Greenwood (2007, p320) argues that there 

are two key areas with regards to the implementation of the stakeholder approach that need 

to be addressed: “first, there is the issue of who is a legitimate stakeholder and what makes 

them such. Second, there is the issue of how the company balances inevitable conflicts 

between stakeholder claims.” Subsequently, the next section will examine the identification 

and prioritisation of stakeholders before a subsequent section on balancing stakeholder 

interests is presented.

3.3 Stakeholder Identification

A key issue in stakeholder management is stakeholder identification (Neville et ah, 2011; 

Greenwood, 2007; Preble, 2005). This is highlighted by Rivera-Camino (2007, pi334) who 

argue that “the way in which managers define and identify stakeholders remains an 

important question in the business and organisational literature.” Indeed, the definition of 

what is a stakeholder has long been a point of contention (Pesqueux and Damak-Ayadi, 

2005; Vos, 2003; Kahler, 2003; Windsor, 2001; Metcalfe, 1998) as numerous definitions 

have been proposed since Freeman (1984) first popularised the stakeholder approach in his 

influential book, Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach (Shropshire and Hillman, 

2007; Greenwood, 2007; Jones, 1995). In his seminal work, Freeman (1984) developed a 

stakeholder model which visually illustrates the relationships among the various groups of 

actors in and around the organisation, often referred to as a stakeholder map (Fassin, 2009):
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Figure 3.1: Stakeholder Map (Source: Preble, 2005, p4!6)

Stakeholder mapping has been supported by many as a simple way in which to visually 

depict an organisation’s stakeholders (Zakhem, 2008; De Colle, 2005; Preble, 2005).

Indeed, the very simplicity of Freeman’s model has undoubtedly contributed to its success 

but has, at the same time, caused some debate (Fassin, 2008). Some of the major objections 

to the model found in the literature include the heterogeneity within stakeholder groups, 

multiple inclusion of stakeholders, the variability in salience of the various stakeholders, the 

existence of a central place within the model, and network relationships (Fassin, 2009). 

Despite these objectiohs, Fassin (2009, pi 19) concludes that “with the implicit acceptance of 

simplification...Freeman’s model could still be accepted as a valuable approximation of 

reality.”

Not only did Freeman (1984, p46) develop the model in his seminal work, he also provided 

one of the first definitions of a stakeholder by highlighting the two-way relationship that 

exists between the firm and its stakeholders: “a stakeholder is any group or individual who 

can affect or is affected by the achievement of a firm’s objectives.” However, there has been 

some debate over the feasibility of Freeman’s definition (Vos, 2003). Indeed, Mitchell et al.

(1997, p856) comment that Freeman’s (1984) definition is “certainly one of the broadest 

definitions in the literature, for it leaves the notion of stake and the field of possible 

stakeholders unambiguously open to include virtually anyone.” The ambiguity of Freeman’s 

(1984) definition is also highlighted by Starik (1994, p90) who argues that the latter of 

Freeman’s ‘affect or is affected by’ approach indicates that “even if‘no claim’ is made, no 

‘interest’ expressed, nor any ‘right’ asserted, there might still be some ‘stakeholding’ going
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on between any two entities, if one somehow ‘affects’ the other.” Elms et al. (2011) further 

supports this point:

“Many stakeholder theorists trying to build on Freeman’s foundation remain 

circumspect....they contend that Freeman’s stakeholder theory is ‘not a basket big 

enough to hold the world’s miseries’.”

Given this, some have argued that being accountable to everyone means being accountable 

to no one (Kaler, 2006) and the broad definition of what constitutes as a stakeholder may 

prove problematic for many organisations who are attempting to identify their stakeholders 

(Preble, 2005). Since Freeman (1984) first proposed his definition, many researchers have 

attempted provide a more accurate definition of a stakeholder. A summary of definitions 

from the literature are presented in the following table:

Definition of a Stakeholder Researcher (s)

Stakeholders are any group or individual who can affect or is 
affected by the achievement of a firm’s objectives

Freeman (1984);
Dawkins and Lewis (2003);
Van Marrewijk (2003).

Stakeholders bear some form of risk as a result of having 
invested some form of capital, human or financial, something of 
value, in a firm

Clarkson (1994):
Hillman et al. (2001);
Miles et al. (2006).

Stakeholders are any person group or organisation that can place 
a claim on the organisation’s attention, resources, or output, or 
is affected by that output

Bryson (2004).

Stakeholders have one or more of the attributes of power, 
legitimacy, and/or urgency

Mitchell at al. (1997);
Gago and Antolin (2004).

Stakeholders have a stake in, and are affected by, the firm’s 
success or failure

Schiebel and Pochtrager 
(2003);
Heath and Norman (2004); 
Garriga and Mele (2004).

Stakeholders are those actors that provide the necessary means 
or support for the organisation, which, if their wants or 
expectations are not met, could be withdrawn causing 
consequential effects on the organisation.

Johansson (2008).

Stakeholders are identified by their interest, right, claim or 
ownership in an organisation Snider et al. (2003).

Stakeholders are those citizens whose rights are at stake and 
whose fortunes are bound up with the corporation Crane et al. (2004).

Stakeholders are those individuals or groups who depend on the 
organisation to fulfil their own goals and on whom, in turn, the 
organisation depends

Johnson and Scholes (2002).

Table 3.1: Definitions of a Stakeholder

The above table demonstrates that although there is some commonality with regards to the 

definition of a stakeholder, there still remains some ambiguity surrounding stakeholder 

identification. Stakeholders have been defined in terms of bearing a risk, having a claim, a
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stake, an interest, or dependability on the organisation. Perhaps it was Greenwood (2007, 

p320) who best highlights the ambiguity of stakeholder identification:

“Stakeholder theory offers a maddening list of signals on how the questions of 

stakeholder identification can be answered. These include stakeholders identified 

as... owners and non owners of the firm; as owners of capital or owners of less 

tangible assets; as actors or those acted upon; as those existing in a voluntary or an 

involuntary relationship with the firm; as right holders, contractors or moral 

claimants; as resource providers to or dependents of the firm; as risk-takers or 

influencers; and as legal principles to whom agent-managers bear a fiduciary duty.”

Subsequently, in ordering to get a better understanding of stakeholder identification, it is 

important to elaborate on the key definitions in the literature. To begin with, Clarkson 

(1994, pi 05) took a narrow view of stakeholders by defining them as those who “bear some 

form of risk as a result of having invested some form of capital, human or financial, 

something of value, in a firm.” Thus, he used the normative justification by identifying 

stakeholders by their interest in the organisation, because they bear some form of risk, 

regardless of whether the organisation has any corresponding interest in them (Donaldson 

and Preston, 1995). Yet. Mitchell et al. (1997) argue that a stake, by describing it using the 

concept of risk, is only something that can be lost by the stakeholder. Furthermore, Mitchell 

et al. (1997) assert that Clarkson (1994) limited stakeholders to those with legitimate claims, 

regardless of those stakeholders who would have power to influence the firm. Bryson (2004, 

p22) also proposes a narrow definition when he argues that a stakeholder is “any person 

group or organisation that can place a claim on the organisation’s attention, resources, or 

output, or is affected by that output.” Therefore, although his definition is still narrow, he 

urges the consideration of a broader range of stakeholders than Clarkson (1994), including 

the nominally powerless, by extending the definition to include those that are “affected by” 

the organisation.

Mitchell et al. (1997) describe those who supported a narrow classification of stakeholders, 

such as Clarkson (1994) and Bryson (2004), as searching for a normative core of legitimacy 

in order that managers can focus on the claims of a small number of legitimate stakeholders. 

However, these researchers suggest that the broad view of stakeholders is based on the 

empirical reality that companies can be affected by, or they can affect, almost anyone. 

Subsequently, they argue that “the broad concept of stakeholder management must be better 

defined in order to serve the narrower interests of legitimate stakeholders” (ibid, 1997, 

p862). Furthermore, Mitchell et al. (1997) developed what they term as a bridging concept
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by creating a stakeholder salience model which classified and prioritised stakeholders as 

having one or more of the attributes of power, legitimacy, and/or urgency.

3.4 Stakeholder Salience

According to Mitchell et al. (1997) stakeholder salience, which is the degree to which 

managers give priority to competing stakeholder claims (Clifton and Amran, 2011; Zietsma 

and Winn, 2008; Maak, 2007; Rivera-Camino, 2007; Gago and Antolin, 2004; Mitchell et 

ah, 1997), will be positively related to the cumulative number of stakeholder attributes of 

power, legitimacy, and/or urgency, that a stakeholder is perceived to have. To elaborate on 

this, power is the extent a stakeholder has means to impose its will in a relationship, 

legitimacy is socially accepted and expected structures or behaviours, and urgency is the 

time sensitivity or criticality of a stakeholder's claim (Mitchell et ah, 1997). By examining 

the combination of these attributes in a binary manner, Mitchell et al. (1997) derived seven 

types of stakeholders along with their implications for the organisation:

• Latent stakeholders have little salience to management as they possess only one 

attribute and include dormant stakeholders who have power, discretionary 

stakeholders who possess legitimacy, and demanding stakeholders who only have 

urgency, but no power or legitimacy.

• Expectant stakeholders possess two attributes and moderate salience to managers as 

a consequence. Thus, dominant stakeholders possess power and legitimacy and 

form the dominant coalition of the enterprise; for example, owners, employees, large 

creditors, and community leaders (Preble, 2005). Dependent stakeholders lack 

power, but have both urgent and legitimate claims. Dangerous stakeholders have 

both urgency and power, but lack legitimacy.

• Finally, definitive or definite stakeholders have a high degree of salience as 

managers perceive power, legitimacy, and urgency to be present simultaneously.

52



fOWER

LEGITEMAC?

NtynH'akfhc-

imCENCT

Figure 3.2: Stakeholder Salience (Source: Mitchell et ah, 1997)

This salience model, depicted above, is supported by many including Vos (2003, pl45) who 

suggests that Mitchell et al. (1997) “have developed a model which explains why managers 

give attention to stakeholders and how they prioritise competing claims.” In addition, Agle 

et al. (1999) conducted an empirical test based on the salience model and found strong 

support for Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model. Furthermore Neville et al. ( 2011; 357) herald the 

model as “one of the most substantial contributions in the development of stakeholder 

research.”

Other researchers have attempted to clarify the criteria that organisations use to prioritise 

among stakeholder groups; for example, Freeman (1984) suggests the criteria of 

cooperativeness and competitiveness; Phillips (1997) uses the principle of fairness; Carroll 

(1993) argues that the criteria of power and legitimacy may be more appropriate; and Starik 

(1994, p91) supports criteria including geographic proximity, strategic utility, and 

management preferences. However, it is Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model that has 

gained most support in the literature (Neville et ah, 2011; Neville and Menguc, 2006; Vos, 

2003). Yet, it must be noted that there is some opposition to the model; for example, 

Greenwood (2007) asserts that instrumental models of stakeholder salience, such as Mitchell 

et al.’s (1997), no matter how convincing, do not allow for the reality that just because 

managers pay more attention to powerful stakeholders does not necessarily mean that they 

should.
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Indeed, the main premise behind the development of the stakeholder approach is to take into 

consideration previously neglected stakeholders as opposed to a narrow focus on the 

interests of powerful shareholders and owners. This is supported by Roloff (2008, p236) 

who argues that often managers end up addressing the claims of powerful and vocal 

stakeholder groups who affect the organisation, rather than those of the vulnerable or 

marginal stakeholders who are solely affected, simply because this is the most pragmatic 

way to ensure the organisation’s effectiveness on a short term perspective. However, it can 

be argued that in defence of Mitchell et al.’s (1997) work, the model takes into account 

legitimate stakeholders as well as those that are powerful.

Although Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model has received significant support, many researchers 

use a more simplistic categorisation by arguing that stakeholders can either be considered as 

primary or secondary stakeholders (Johansson, 2008; Pirsch et ah, 2007; Bryson, 2004). 

Primary stakeholders have been described as those whose continuing participation is 

required if an organisation is to survive (Shropshire and Hillman, 2007). Depending on the 

nature of the organisation, primary stakeholders may include customers, employees, 

shareholders, suppliers and government (Johansson, 2007). Secondary stakeholders are 

those who affect, or are affected by, the corporation, but are not engaged in direct 

transactions with it and are not essential for its survival (Pirsch et ah, 2007; Preble, 2005). 

Secondary stakeholders may include non-government organisations, the media, and 

environmental pressure groups (Johansson, 2008).

Some researchers have argued that it seems logical to meet the interests of primary 

stakeholders, also referred to as key, narrow, direct, or strategic stakeholders, given that the 

organisation’s survival is dependent on them (Bryson, 2004). Yet, there are others who have 

suggested that secondary, broad, indirect, or influencer stakeholders, although these groups 

are not essential to the direct functioning of the organisation, can strongly influence how the 

organisation is perceived and therefore can have a major impact on organisational financial 

performance (Preble, 2005; Kahler, 2002). Indeed, given that the stakeholder approach is 

mainly supported on a normative basis, which suggests that ail stakeholders have intrinsic 

value (Donaldson and Preston, 1995), it follows that secondary stakeholders need to be taken 

into consideration by business executives. However, this does not necessarily mean that 

their interests should be prioritised over primary stakeholders.

In summary, stakeholder identification and salience are essential steps for business 

executives who are attempting to manage their stakeholders. Indeed, this was highlighted by 

Starik (1994, p91):
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“Since prioritising stakeholders is often a recommended stakeholder management 

process step, the question of stakeholder quality or characteristics seems an essential 

one.”

However, there is much confusion regarding the characteristics or criteria which should be 

used to prioritise amongst stakeholders, also questions have been posed regarding the 

appropriateness of prioritising amongst stakeholders. What has emerged is that there are two 

key perspectives on stakeholder salience in the literature. As discussed in Section 3.2, the 

first is based on the premise that all stakeholders related to the organisation should be 

prioritised, regardless of their power to influence the organisation, since they all have 

intrinsic value (Neville et al. 2011; Rivera-Camino, 2007; Kaler, 2006; Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995; Clarkson, 1994) this is the normative approach to stakeholder salience. 

However, opponents of this argument have suggested that it is virtually impossible to satisfy 

the interests of all stakeholders (Mitchell et ah, 1997; Clarkson, 1994). Indeed, Bryson 

(2004, p26) argued that “not all possible stakeholders should be satisfied, or involved, or 

otherwise wholly taken into account, only that the key stakeholders must be.” The other 

perspective on stakeholder salience is that only those stakeholders without whose support the 

organisation would cease to exist should be prioritised (Rivera-Camino, 2007; Kotler and 

Keller, 2006): this is the instrumental approach to stakeholder salience. However, opponents 

of this argument have suggested that organisations should not only consider the most 

powerful stakeholders (Roloff, 2008; Greenwood, 2007).

Although the two perspectives have both proponents and opponents, it is difficult to 

categorically support one over the other because it relates back to the complicated question 

underlying the stakeholder approach: “for whose benefit and at whose expense should the 

firm be managed?” (Freeman, 1984, p76). Despite this, it can be argued that managers and 

organisations have limits on their time and resources therefore, although it can be argued that 

all stakeholders merit consideration, the instrumental approach may be more feasible in 

practice (Reynolds et ah, 2006; Preble, 2005). This is supported by Jamah (2008, p219) who 

argues that “rather than producing every kind of social value for every stakeholder, 

organisations find themselves constrained in practice by limited resources and bounded 

rationality.”

Even if prioritising instrumental stakeholders over normative stakeholders is advocated, 

there is a lack of consensus as to who these instrumental stakeholders are. Many have 

proposed generic classifications of instrumental or primary stakeholders in that they assumed 

that there are groups of stakeholders common to all organisations (Rivera-Camino, 2007).

To elaborate on this, Greenley and Foxall (1996) identify five groups of instrumental
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stakeholders including consumers, competitors, employees, shareholders, and unions; Gully 

et al. (2006) argue that primary stakeholders include shareholders, customers, employees, 

suppliers and local communities, Clarke and Clegg (1998) suggest that customers, 

employees, shareholders, and suppliers are the instrumental stakeholders; and furthermore, 

Hammann et al. (2009) argue that in the context of SMEs, employees, customers and society 

are the most important stakeholders.

It can be argued that one reason as to why there is such variation in the literature is that 

stakeholders may vary from organisation to organisation, from industry to industry and from 

country to country (Juholin, 2004). This was supported by Preble (2005, p416) who 

commented “it should be noted that the actual stakeholder groups identified will be 

dependent on a firm’s size, industry, and the location of its headquarters and operations.” 

Indeed, Lozano (2005, p65) reminds us that, “in practice, the nature of the stakeholder 

relationship is not universally consistent, but rather contingent on the situation facing the 

organisation.”

Even if the instrumental approach is taken in identifying and prioritising stakeholders, the 

issue of balancing stakeholder interests still exists (De George, 2006; Lorca and Garcia-Diez, 

2004; Van Marrewijk, 2003; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003; Lantos, 2001; Windsor, 2001). 

Indeed, Reynolds et al. (2006, p286) argue that balancing stakeholder interests is the most 

critical stakeholder principle since it “represents the principal mechanism by which 

managers pay attention to, elicit, and maintain the support of stakeholder groups with 

disparate needs and wants.” Despite the importance of this process, there is a lack of 

understanding with regards to how managers actually balance the sometimes competing 

interests of stakeholders (Roloff, 2008; Zakhem, 2008; Reynolds et al., 2006).

3.5 Balancing Stakeholder Interests

It has been argued that stakeholder management is “a never-ending task of balancing and 

integrating multiple relationships and multiple objectives” (Moneva et al., 2007:85). This is 

supported by Reynolds et al. (2006, p285) who comment that the stakeholder approach 

proposes that the organisation has “relationships with many constituent groups and that it can 

engender and maintain the support of these groups by considering and balancing their 

relevant interests.” However, the literature is not clear on how this should happen (Roloff, 

2008). Indeed, Kaler (2006, p253) highlights some of the complexities involved in 

balancing stakeholder interests:
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“How can companies balance so many different and competing interests: the desire 

of shareholders for higher dividends, of employees for higher wages, of customers 

for lower prices, and so on? On what basis is the balance to be struck?”

The various and often conflicting interests of stakeholders, and the difficulty in balancing 

these interests, have been emphasised by a numerous researchers; for example Lorca and 

Garcia-Diez, (2004, p95) comment:

“Customers demand low prices, high quality and complete service; employees 

demand good wages and working conditions; shareholders want little risk and great 

profitability; suppliers ask for high prices and good terms of payment; the 

community aspires to social expenses, local investments, stable employment and 

respect for the environment.”

Indeed, there are those, such as Kaptein and Wempe (2002), Olander (2007) and Tipuric and 

Lovrincevic (2011), who argue that if conflicting expectations are at play, it is impossible to 

satisfy each and every party. Furthermore, many argue that whatever the criteria used to 

prioritise stakeholders, what is almost certain is that tradeoffs will occur (Whitehouse, 2006; 

Gago and Antolin, 2004; Heath and Norman, 2004). Consequently, some academics have 

called for greater research into balancing conflicting stakeholder interests, such as Windsor 

(2001, p243) who comments that the “entire notion of balancing partially conflicting 

interests...requires more careful scrutiny than has occurred.” Godfrey and Hatch (2007, 

p94) also advocate that more research needs to be conducted into this area:

“Given limited capital resources, and no way to ascertain which projects generate 

what levels of strategic assets, how are managers to choose, for example, between 

increased product research or increased benefit levels for employees? This gap must 

be filled by scholars who seriously attend to the intricacies of real and potential 

tradeoffs at a level of sophistication far beyond the general exhortation that 

managers should balance stakeholder interests and needs.”

One attempt at examining how stakeholder interests are balanced was conducted by 

Reynolds et al. (2006). These researchers identified that, generally speaking, managers 

balance stakeholder interests by employing either a within-decision approach or an across- 

decision approach. A within-decision approach is when a judgment is made on a decision- 

by-decision basis. Therefore, the purpose is to satisfy the demands of each stakeholder as if 

that decision were the only decision to be considered. In contrast, the across-decision 

approach focuses on balancing stakeholder interests with a long-term perspective toward
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developing and maintaining stakeholder relationships rather than on a decision-by-decision 

basis. Therefore, a manager who adopts the across-decision approach might completely 

sacrifice the interests of a particular stakeholder on several occasions, but would then 

compensate that stakeholder on future decisions: “ultimately, each stakeholder group would 

be given the attention, resources, and accommodations that it requires, not on every single 

decision, but rather in the overall scheme of organisational activity” (Reynolds et ah, 2006, 

p289).

Reynolds et ah (2006) concluded that although both the within-decision and across-decision 

approaches are theoretically valid means of balancing stakeholder interests, the across- 

decision approach generates more instrumental and normative value than the within-decision 

approach. However, it can be argued that in practice it may not be as clear cut as taking 

within a within-decision or an across-decision approach, and in addition to this, it would be 

difficult to clearly distinguish between the two. Furthermore, others have argued that 

balancing stakeholder interests is often addressed too simplistically; for example Zakhem 

(2008, p400) argues:

“Treating all stakeholder interests as balanceable commodities is morally 

objectionable and thus unable to capture the complex nature of normative 

conflict.. .attempts to address this concern by simply asserting that managers ought 

to in some way ‘balance’ competing conceptions of the good and the right are at best 

left wanting of further explanation and at worst guilty of begging the question.”

In addition to this, stakeholder groups cannot be regarded as homogeneous with coherent 

interests (Johansson, 2008) and stakeholder positions on issues are dynamic and likely to 

change, sometimes dramatically, over time (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Olander, 2007; Rivera- 

Camino, 2007; Preble, 2005; Freeman, 1984). Indeed, these two aforementioned factors also 

add to the complexities involved in balancing stakeholder interests. This is highlighted by 

Johansson (2008, p33) who asserts that in order to “survive in that volatile, often ambiguous 

and always uncertain environment, the contemporary organisation must satisfy a number of 

stakeholders whose wants and expectations are disparate, often in conflict and subject to 

change.” Therefore, despite the contribution of Reynolds et al.’s (2006) research, often 

balancing stakeholder interests is addressed to simplistically and there remain a number of 

issues that still need to be explored (Zakhem, 2008).

Bryson (2004, p23) reminds us that “while specific definitions vary, the literature concurs 

with the need for stakeholder support to create and sustain winning coalitions and to ensure 

long-term viability of organisations.” Therefore, although there is a lack of consensus on
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identifying, prioritising and balancing stakeholder interests, namely due to the subjective and 

ever changing nature of stakeholders expectations, there is still a general consensus that a 

stakeholder approach is essential in order to create and maintain successful relations with 

organisational stakeholders. In recent years, many have suggested that in order to create and 

maintain these relationships, proactive stakeholder dialogue and engagement is necessary 

(Burchell and Cook, 2008; Gully et ah, 2006; Goodjik 2003).

3.6 Stakeholder Dialogue and Engagement

In recent years, many within the literature have argued that it is imperative that organisations 

engage with their stakeholders (Reynolds and Yuthas, 2008; Lawrence, 2002):

“Stakeholder theory has developed a focus on the importance of engaging 

stakeholders in long-term value creation...the emphasis has moved from a focus on 

stakeholders being managed by companies to a focus on the interaction that 

companies have with their stakeholders” (Morsing and Schultz, 2006, p324).

Indeed, Jenkins (2009) comments that the stakeholder dialogue and engagement is crucial 

given that stakeholders can be critical to business performance. Furthermore, Girard and 

Sobczak (2011) define it as an organisational learning process between the managers of an 

organisation and its stakeholders. More specifically it has been argued that stakeholder 

dialogue and engagement is so significant because it potentially offers a fruitful approach to 

managing stakeholder relations:

“By entering a dialogue about the possible social, economic, and environmental 

obligations...business managers may find ways of identifying, evaluating, 

addressing, and balancing the demands of their stakeholders” (O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008, p755).

As well as increasing support of stakeholder dialogue and engagement in the academic 

literature, Reynolds and Yuthas (2008) highlight the popularity of stakeholder engagement in 

practice. Indeed, these researchers refer to the recently developed frameworks, such as the 

SA1000 and the AA1000 Standards which both advocate stakeholder engagement. Yet, 

despite this recent popularity, there is still no consensus as to what it means to engage with 

stakeholders. Indeed, Greenwood (2007, p315) cautions of the “murky reality that 

engagement of stakeholders can mean many things to many people.”

Moreover, there have been a numerous definitions which have been presented; for example, 

Gable and Shireman (2005:9) provide a broad definition when they argue that stakeholder
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engagement is a “process of relationship management that seeks to enhance understanding 

and alignment between companies and their stakeholders”; the Institute of Social and Ethical 

Accountability (1999, p91) defines stakeholder engagement as “the process of seeking 

stakeholder views on their relationship with an organisation in a way that may realistically 

be expected to elicit them”; and Greenwood (2007, p315) defines stakeholder engagement as 

“practices the organisation undertakes to involve stakeholders in a positive manner in 

organisational activities.” Greenwood (2007) also argues that stakeholder engagement may 

be seen as a mechanism for consent, as a mechanism for control, as a mechanism for co

operation, as a mechanism for accountability, as a form of employee involvement and 

participation, as a method for enhancing trust, as a discourse to enhance fairness, and as a 

mechanism for corporate governance. In addition, Greenwood (2007:318) emphasises that 

not all these definitions of stakeholder engagement are mutually exclusive, but instead 

“stakeholder engagement can perform several of these functions depending on the particular 

circumstance, even within a single organisation.”

As well as a lack of consensus on the definition of stakeholder engagement, there are those 

who argue that there is also a lack of understanding in terms of the approaches and methods 

used in stakeholder engagement (Foster and Jonker, 2005). Indeed, Hartley and Wood 

(2005, p320) comment that “debate continues about exactly how to undertake [stakeholder 

dialogue engagement] and confusion remains about when it should commence, the methods 

that should be used and which members...should be consulted.” It has been argued that 

there are various ways in which organisations can engage with their stakeholders such as 

conferences, reports, formal meetings, and consultative committees (Burchell and Cook, 

2006). In addition, dialogue and engagement practices may exist in numerous areas of 

organisational activity such as customer services, public relations, supplier relations, and 

human resource management (Greenwood, 2007). However, O’Riordan and Fairbrass 

(2008, p745) highlight the real word management predicament with regards to the selection 

of engagement approaches and methods: “individual managers have to confront the 

complicated task of choosing which stakeholder dialogue practices to adopt, why, and with 

what intended effect.”

In addition, some academics argue that there are also various levels of stakeholder 

engagement (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Greenwood, 2007). Indeed, Burchell and Cook (2006, 

pi 55) propose that the minimum level of stakeholder engagement is the one-way 

dissemination of information from the organisation to its stakeholders. However, this has 

often viewed as a weak form of engagement (Burchell and Cook, 2006). Some advocate a 

move beyond this one-way dissemination of information, such as Gao and Zhang (2006),
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who argue that meaningful stakeholder engagement should be a process of sharing views 

through genuine dialogue between stakeholders and the organisation:

“Stakeholder dialogue is to be seen as a multi-way process to develop flexibility and 

tolerance between stakeholders and the organisation...an important element is to 

provide information to stakeholders with openness, sincerity and transparency on 

how and why a particular course of actions is, or will be, adopted” (Gully et ah, 

2006, pi 85).

Also Preble (2005) comments that dialogue on key issues, where potential conflicts or gaps 

are perceived to exist, can allow both the stakeholders and the organisation to more clearly 

define their position leading to an increased understanding as well as the uncovering of areas 

of common ground. Therefore, it can be concluded that two-way dialogue with stakeholders 

is an essential step in managing stakeholder relations (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Gully et ah, 

2006).

Furthermore, some suggest another level of engagement that goes beyond two-way dialogue 

(Greenwood, 2007; Burchell and Cook, 2006). The third, or optimum, level of engagement 

is one in which stakeholders are not just consulted, but instead actively involved in decision 

making (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Morsing and Schultz, 2006; Crane and Livesey, 2003). 

Indeed, Gao and Zhang (2006, p729) advocate that this level of engagement:

“...involves a search for win-wins, an exploration of shared and different interests, 

values, needs and fears, a focus on process rather than issues, strengthening and 

building relationships.”

Crane and Livesey (2003) also advocate an optimum level of engagement which they 

referred to as ‘true’ or ‘genuine’ dialogue, and others such as Preble (2005, p424) emphasis 

“collaboration or partnering” when they discuss successful engagement. Indeed, Preble 

(2005) suggests that partnering would lead to increased mutual control over each other's 

activities as a typical solution to problems of uncertainty and interdependence. To elaborate, 

techniques including joint ventures, cooperative product development efforts with suppliers 

and collective lobbying campaigns are likely to bring the organisation in closer alignment 

with its critical stakeholders. This is supported by, Gao and Zhang (2006, p731) who argue 

that the optimum level of engagement is “geared towards mutual education, joint problem

solving and relationship-building.”
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Perhaps it is Morsing and Schultz (2006, p325) who best summarise the various levels of 

engagement by classifying them the stakeholder information strategy (one-way 

communication); the stakeholder response strategy (two-way asymmetric communication), 

and the stakeholder involvement strategy (two-way symmetric communication strategy). 

Similarly, Burchell and Cook (2008, p35) highlight that the transition towards a greater focus 

upon stakeholders has resulted in a broad range of dialogue and engagement strategies being 

developed “stretching from increased dissemination of information through detailed 

reporting practices towards more interactive forms of stakeholder engagement.” Indeed, 

some in the literature highlight that management is now being challenged to create a more 

participative organisation focused on mobilising the involvement and participation of all 

stakeholders, through information-sharing, open and respectful dialogue, and an ongoing 

commitment to problem solving (Goodijk, 2003; Waddock, 2001). However, it must be 

noted that there are those, such as Amaeshi and Crane (2006, p248), who, as well as, 

stressing the importance of stakeholder engagement, also highlight some of its inherent 

complexities:

“Stakeholder engagement is not about an organisation abdicating responsibilities of 

its activities, neither does it imply that stakeholders have the right to be involved in 

all decisions, that all stakeholder expectations have to be met, or that the company 

can hide behind the stakeholder dialogue. It is rather a ‘partnership’ between the 

firm and stakeholders.”

Greenwood (2007) also highlights another complexity of stakeholder engagement when she 

discusses that the ‘virtue’ of the actors in the engagement process may often be incorrectly 

assumed. Indeed, she argues that just because someone communicates or consults with 

another does not mean that they have any interest in fulfilling the other’s wants or needs:

“Stakeholder engagement may be used in a moral way or used in an immoral way. It 

may be a morally positive practice when it enables co-operation in the context of a 

mutually benefiting relationship. However, it may also be a morally negative 

(immoral) practice used as a deceptive control mechanism when masqueraded as 

corporate responsibility” (Greenwood, 2007, p320).

This was also highlighted by Burchell and Cook (2008:45) who argue that a significant 

number of international NGOs have already decided to “no longer participate due to what 

they perceive as the unwillingness of companies to engage in meaningful dialogue and the 

use of engagement processes as more of a ‘tick box’ exercise.”
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Whatever the definition, method or level of stakeholder engagement used, many argue that 

active engagement, through increased dialogue and partnering, is fundamental in building 

effective stakeholder relations (Girard and Sobczak, 2011; Burchell and Cook, 2006; Miles 

et ah, 2006; Foster and Jonker, 2005). Indeed, Amaeshi and Crane (2006) argue that 

engagement is at the core of effective stakeholder relationship management and Foster and 

Jonker (2005) stress that every organisation must learn to engage with its stakeholders.

3.7 Stakeholder Management within SMEs

It has been argued that many large-firm concepts such as stakeholder management are 

directly relevant to SMEs, although how this is approached will be different in SMEs than 

in large, well-resourced companies (Jenkins 2009). Firstly, it has been proposed that for 

survival reasons, and in order to overcome difficulties and constraints, SMEs maintain 

closer and better strategic relations with their stakeholders than managers of larger firms 

(Fisher et al., 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008; Ciocirlan, 2008). This point is highlighted 

by Fisher et al. (2009, p68):

“As independents, their smaller size, lack of time and diminished access to resources 

often result in the limited negotiating and leveraging power required to respond and 

react to changes in the marketplace. To counter their risk, SMEs tend to develop 

strong social networks - internally and externally - in order to share and receive 

information necessary for business survival and to create opportunities to partner.”

Furthermore, these researchers also comment that typically, because of their small size, 

SMEs succeed in creating more intimate professional relationships and environments, 

whereby employees, customers, suppliers and stakeholders may be socially familiar with one 

another and with management/ownership (ibid, 2009). Indeed, existing research has 

emphasised the reliance and dependency of SMEs on developing close interpersonal 

relationships with their different stakeholder groups, many of which are mutually helpful 

relationships (Morsing and Perrini, 2009). This is supported by Jenkins (2006, p242):

“Stakeholder relationships for an SME may be based on a more informal, trusting 

basis and characterised by intuitive and personal engagement with less of a gap 

between the relative power and influence of the company and stakeholder.”

In addition to counteracting risk and ensuring survival, it has been argued that SMEs develop 

close relationships with stakeholders given that one of the main objectives of an SME is to 

create value for their stakeholders” (Avram and Kuhne 2008, p464). Indeed, many SMEs do 

not have to respond to shareholder pressure to deliver short term profits and therefore, they
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value stakeholder relations and place a greater emphasis on maintaining ongoing dialogue 

and building mutually beneficial relationships with stakeholders, as opposed to being solely 

focused on profit maximisation (Ciocirlan, 2008). Therefore, it can be concluded that SMEs 

operate within highly socialised and networked environments, more so than their peers in 

larger organisations, not only to ensure survival in increasingly competitive markets 

(Morsing and Perrini, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008; Ciocirlan, 2008), but also because one 

of their main objectives is to create value for their stakeholders and develop mutually 

beneficial relationships with them (Fisher et ah, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008).

3.8 Conclusions on Stakeholder Management

The literature reminds us that generating profit is no longer the only focus of firms due to a 

transition in both the economy and society, and organisations must take a more holistic 

approach to how they conduct business by ensuring that all stakeholders are taken into 

consideration, as opposed to a narrow focus on shareholder or owner interests. Indeed, it has 

been argued that in today’s challenging global environment, truly winning organisations will 

not only add value for their shareholders or owners, but also for their other stakeholders.

Over the years the stakeholder approach has evolved into a more comprehensive and diverse 

research tradition, addressing the overall stakeholder relationship as a multifaceted, multi

objective, complex phenomenon. Indeed, it is evident from a review of the literature that 

there are many complexities within stakeholder management. To elaborate, ambiguity 

remains with regards to stakeholder identification and the literature has defined stakeholders 

in broad terms, such those bearing a risk, having a claim, a stake, an interest, or 

dependability on the organisation. Subsequently it has been argued that the broad concept of 

stakeholder management must be better defined in order to serve the narrower interests of 

legitimate stakeholders.

Additionally some confusion exists regarding the characteristics or criteria which should be 

used to prioritise amongst stakeholders. Balancing stakeholder interests and the use of 

stakeholder engagement approaches and techniques have also spurred debate within the 

literature and a consensus on both areas has not been achieved. Furthermore it has been 

argued that many large-firm concepts such as stakeholder management are also directly 

relevant to SMEs, although how this is approached will be different in SMEs than in large, 

well-resourced companies. Indeed the literature highlights that given that many SMEs do 

not have to respond to shareholder pressure to deliver short term profits and therefore, they 

highly value their stakeholder relations and place a greater emphasis on maintaining ongoing 

dialogue and building mutually beneficial relationships with stakeholders.
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As presented above, there remain many gaps in understanding with regards to stakeholder 

management, and in practice business executives lack guidance with regards to its successful 

implementation. Despite this, there is a general consensus in the literature that good 

stakeholder relations are important for corporate success.

3.9 Examining the Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

Whilst it seems logical to infer that CSR and stakeholder management are in some way 

related (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Moneva et ah, 2007; Steurer et ah, 2005; Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995); for example, Carroll (1991) suggests that there is a natural fit between the 

idea of CSR and an organisation’s stakeholders, the fact that the relationship has received 

very little attention in the literature cannot be neglected (Greenwood, 2007). This is 

supported by Enquist et ah (2006, pi 88) who argue that previous research has failed to 

discuss and analyse CSR explicitly from the perspective of stakeholders.

Despite strong parallels between the CSR literature and the stakeholder management 

literature, attempts to link to two and understand the relationship that exists between them 

has been limited. Even Freeman (1984), the key researcher in stakeholder management, at 

first argued that the stakeholder approach was not a matter of social responsibility; instead, it 

represented an organisational survival strategy (Enquist et ah, 2006). Indeed, at the time. 

Freeman had a critical approach to CSR (Freeman and Liedtka, 1991) and it was only in later 

years that he recognised the necessity of CSR and its relationship with stakeholder 

management (Freeman, 1994, 2002).

Within the last few years, other researchers have recognised that linkages exist between CSR 

and stakeholder management and several articles have been developed attempting to explain 

this relationship (Jamali, 2008; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008; Sachs et ah, 2006; Lozano,

2005; Ahmad et ah, 2003). For instance, an example of the emerging literature on CSR and 

stakeholder management was highlighted by Lockett et ah (2006, pi 18) who proposes that 

“stakeholder management emerged as a focus for scholars for the purposes of delineating an 

appropriate approach to, and normative reference for, CSR.” Furthermore, Jamali (2008) 

comments that by the end of the decade, many researchers favored a stakeholder approach 

when examining CSR. The table below represents the various ways in which CSR has been 

linked to stakeholder management:

Link between CSR and the Stakeholder Researcher (s)
The stakeholder concept identifies to whom an organisation must 
be socially responsible to

Carroll (1991);
Burke and Logsdon (1996).

CSR is defined as fulfilling responsibilities to organisational 
stakeholders

Jones (1980);
Epstein (1987);
Dawkins and Lewis ( 2003);
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Ahmad et al. (2003);
Heath and Norman ( 2004); 
Juholin (2004);
Zambon and Bello ( 2005); 
Greenwood ( 2007);
Perrini et al. (2007);
Russo and Perrini ( 2010).

CSR is a stakeholder responsible (or oriented) approach Zambon and Del Bello 
(2005).

CSR is about transparency and taking into consideration the will 
and expectations of stakeholders Juholin (2004).

CSR strategies are tools to promote responsible behaviour 
towards both external and internal stakeholders Perrini et al. (2007).

Stakeholder management is a force to address CSR Joyner and Payne (2002).
The theoretical underpinning of CSR arises from the stakeholder 
theory of the firm Neville and Menguc (2006).

CSR is a balancing act of stakeholders Lantos (2001).
McWilliams and Siegel

Stakeholder theory is the dominant paradigm in CSR (2001);
Ahmad et ah, (2003).

Stakeholder management can provide a more practical basis for 
implementing CSR

Wood (1991);
Gago and Antolin (2004); 
Thompson and Driver,
(2005);
Burchell and Cook (2006); 
Branco and Rodrigues 
(2007);
Jamali (2008);
Clifton and Amran (2011).

Stakeholder management is one component of CSR Shropshire and Hillman 
(2007).

A stakeholder approach to running companies and acceptance of 
CSR are more or less synonymous Kaler (2006).

Tabic 3.2: Link between CSR and Stakeholder Management

Indeed, there have been many ways in which the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management has been defined: some argue that CSR and stakeholder management are 

synonymous (Kaler, 2006); some suggest that stakeholder management is one component of 

CSR (Shropshire and Hillman, 2007); others contend that stakeholder management allows 

managers to identify who they should be socially responsible to (Clifton and Amran, 2011; 

Burke and Logsdon, 1996; Carroll, 1991); others argue that a socially responsible 

organisation will be one that meets the expectations of its stakeholders (Bird et ah, 2007; 

Heath and Norman, 2004; Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003); many propose that stakeholder 

management can provide a more practical basis for implementing CSR (Branco and 

Rodrigues, 2007; Burchell and Cook, 2006; Thompson and Driver, 2005); and finally there 

are those who suggest that the theoretical underpinning of CSR arises from the stakeholder 

theory of the firm (Neville and Menguc, 2006).

Indeed, Gago and Antolin (2004, p66) emphasise that stakeholder management has “proved 

fundamental in achieving a more practical view of CSR, and in helping managers to
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determine strategies to confront it.” One reason for this, is that many practitioners still 

struggle with CSR because they are unsure of the meaning of the word ‘social’ and how it 

links to daily business activities (Jamah, 2008; Maignan et ah, 2005) whereas the language 

of stakeholder management is “easy to grasp by managers as most firms understand and 

define obligations and responsibilities vis-a-vis their traditional stakeholders” (Jamah, 2008, 

p 219). Therefore, not only is stakeholder management a way in which to understand the 

business and society relationship, as previously suggested (Kobeissi and Damanpour, 2009; 

Roloff, 2008), but in recent years, an increasing number are advocating that stakeholder 

management is fundamental to understanding and implementing CSR (Avram and Kuhne 

2008; Jamah, 2008; Greenwood, 2007; Enquist et ah, 2006;). However, despite the various 

ways in which the relationship has been described, it must be noted that the relationship 

between stakeholder management and CSR is often addressed too simplistically 

(Greenwood, 2007). Consequently, a more macro discussion about their relationship is 

needed.

Donaldson and Preston (1995) highlight that studies of CSR all make explicit or implicit 

reference to stakeholder perspectives. This is also supported by Moneva et al. (2007:85):

“The analysis of CSR is still embryonic and theoretical frameworks, measurement, 

and empirical methods have not yet been solved. Notwithstanding, CSR is often 

associated with the analysis of the organisation’s relations with its stakeholders.”

Indeed, it is evident from a review of the literature that in the last few years in there are 

continued and increasingly frequent references to stakeholder management in relation to the 

definition, justification and implementation of CSR.

3.9.1 Stakeholder Management and the Definition of CSR

In recent years many have defined CSR using stakeholder management (Bird et al., 2007; 

Greenwood, 2007; Perrini et al., 2007). Most notably, the EC’s (2001) definition, which was 

used as a working definition for Chapter 2, linked CSR to the stakeholder approach:

“CSR is a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns 

into their business operations and into their interactions with their stakeholders on a 

voluntary basis” (European Commission 2001, p6).

This definition, which focuses on organsiational stakeholders, is used by leading companies 

in Europe and is considered the basis of European CSR policy (Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009). 

This is also evident in the academic literature, many including Greenwood (2007), Perrini et
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al. (2007), Zambon and Bello (2005), Heath and Norman (2004), Juholin (2004), Dawkins 

and Lewis (2003), Schiebel and Pochtrager (2003) and Ahmad et al. (2003), all provide 

definitions of CSR which include, to a greater or lesser extent, discussions on responsibilities 

to organisational stakeholders. Indeed, as highlighted previously, Sweeney (2007, p517) 

argues that: “despite the absence of a universally accepted definition of CSR, much recent 

research suggests it concerns the way a company governs the relationship between the firm 

and its stakeholders.” Furthermore, Carroll (1991, p43) in his article lThe Pyramid of 

Corporate Social Responsibility: Toward the Moral Management of the Organisational 

Stakeholder ’ argues that the stakeholder approach allows organisations to identify whom it 

has to be responsible to:

“The concept of the stakeholder personalises social or societal responsibilities by 

delineating the specific groups or persons business should consider in its CSR 

orientation. Thus, the stakeholder nomenclature puts names and faces’ on the 

societal members who are most urgent to business.”

Furthermore, Freeman et al. (2006) propose that the concept ‘Company Stakeholder 

Responsibility’ is better as it takes into consideration the context of the individual company. 

This demonstrates the extent to which the stakeholder approach is used to define and clarify 

the concept of CSR (Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009). This is also supported by Branco and 

Rodrigues (2007, p5) who argue that the “stakeholder perspective has become something 

which is inescapable if one wants to discuss and analyse CSR.”

In a related vein, some researchers suggest that CSR and stakeholder management are 

synonymous (Schiebel and Pochtrager, 2003; Kaler, 2006). However, there a number of 

writers who disagree with this including Schaefer (2008) who argues that CSR is not 

identical to the stakeholder approach. Furthermore, Moneva et al. (2007) comment that the 

mere consideration of different stakeholders does not imply socially responsible behaviour 

on the part of the firm.

3.9.2 Stakeholder Management and the Implementation of CSR

In terms of the justification of CSR, many propose that a compelling argument behind why 

organisations are motivated to engage in CSR comes from the stakeholder approach (Post, 

2003; Harvey and Schaefer, 2001; Argandona, 1998; Freeman, 1984). Indeed, it has been 

argued that by engaging in CSR, organisations are satisfying numerous stakeholder demands 

(Pirsch et al., 2007) and the result can include economic well-being, competitive advantage, 

and the development of trust and loyalty amongst stakeholders (Mitchell et al., 1997). In 

addition to this, in recent years, there has been an increased demand from stakeholders for
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organisations to more actively demonstrate CSR. Therefore, not only are organisations 

encouraged to engage in CSR in order to satisfy stakeholders for strategic reasons, but also 

they are often coerced into CSR due to heightened stakeholder demands. Using the concept 

of stakeholders as a way to explain why organisations engage in CSR is highlighted by 

Pirsch et al. (2007, pi27):

“Stakeholder theory suggests that firms are motivated to broaden their objectives to 

include other goals in addition to profit maximisation. Based on this theory, many 

companies embrace a CSR programme as a way to promote socially responsible 

actions and policies, and effectively respond to stakeholder demands.”

Indeed, some suggest that stakeholder management is central to any discussion of CSR, 

particularly in relation to its implementation given that it is a more 'practicaf approach 

(Branco and Rodrigues, 2007; Burchell and Cook, 2006; Thompson and Driver, 2005; 

Juholin, 2004; Ahmad et al., 2003). An example of this support is evident in the work of 

Avram and Kuhne (2008, p465):

“Today, the implementation concepts of CSR are mainly based on ...the stakeholder 

model...meaning that the company’s overall objective of long-term value creation 

by combining economic prosperity, social cohesion, and environmental protection 

can be best achieved by enhancing responsiveness of businesses to stakeholders’ 

legal, ethical, social, and environmental expectations.”

This was also emphasised by Gago and Antolin (2004, p66) who assert that stakeholder 

management has “proved fundamental in achieving a more practical view of CSR, and in 

helping managers to determine strategies to confront it.” Indeed, many suggest that thinking 

in rather “abstract responsibility categories is not very promising to understand real-world 

situations” and subsequently, the stakeholder approach “can serve as a useful foundation for 

thinking about corporate responsibilities” (Sachs et ah, 2006, p509). This point is 

emphasised by Jamali (2008, p219):

“Because of the level of abstraction of the word ‘social’, managers may have 

problems evaluating how their own organisation can contribute to the well being of 

society as a whole. The language of stakeholder theory is easy to grasp by 

managers.”

In addition, it has been argued by some such as Gentili et al. (2003), that a planned approach 

is crucial and therefore it follows that CSR can be advanced more rapidly if it can be
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incorporated into existing models and methodologies (Hazlett et al., 2007), such as that of 

stakeholder management. Therefore, there is much support for research on considering 

stakeholder management as a way in which to address the implementation of CSR (Branco 

and Rodrigues, 2007; Thompson and Driver, 2005; Gago and Antolin, 2004; Vos, 2003).

3.9.3 The Role of CSR within Stakeholder Management

Although stakeholder management has been used to define, justify and explain the 

implementation of CSR, it must be noted that the same does not apply in the stakeholder 

management literature. Indeed, only a few articles in the stakeholder management literature 

explicitly refer to CSR. To elaborate on this, stakeholder management is not defined in 

terms of CSR, nor is CSR discussed with regards to the implementation of stakeholder 

management. It can be argued that the fundamental reason as to why the CSR literature 

explicitly refers to stakeholder management, whilst the stakeholder management literature 

does not refer to CSR is because, as noted previously, stakeholder management is more 

managerial. Indeed, Kaler (2006, p253) argues that what recommends stakeholder 

management is the fact that it is managerial in that “a stakeholder approach to running 

companies finds the solution to problems of CSR.” Although CSR has not been heavily 

referred to in the stakeholder management literature, it can be argued that there are a number 

of parallels between these two interrelated terms.

3.9.4 Parallels between the CSR and the Stakeholder Management Literature

It can be argued that the concepts of CSR and stakeholder management, and their respective 

literatures, have mirrored one another in some respects and share a number of similarities. 

Indeed, both concepts are essentially based on the idea that organisations have a wider, more 

holistic responsibility as opposed to the traditional economic argument that advocated a 

single-minded focus on shareholder wealth maximisation (Maron, 2006). Or in other words, 

they are similar in that they both champion a transition away from the shareholder approach 

to one that more accurately reflects the current relationship between business and society 

(Schaefer, 2008). This is supported by Steurer et al. (2005, p273) who argues that CSR and 

stakeholder management are both “inevitably imbued with normative and ethical 

implications.”

Although CSR and stakeholder management are both based on normative foundations, it can 

be argued that in recent years, there has been an emphasis placed on taking a more strategic 

approach. Indeed, the literature on instrumental stakeholder theory and the literature on 

strategic CSR have both enjoyed increased attention and support (Busted and De Jesus 

Salazar, 2006; Pirsch et al, 2007). Furthermore, as well as providing increased returns to
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shareholders, the instrumental approach to stakeholder management and strategic CSR, 

differ from shareholder theory in that they both advocate that organisations should comply 

with responsibilities and commitments to society and other stakeholders (Husted and De 

Jesus Salazar, 2006).

To elaborate further, it can be argued that if organisations are motivated by altruistic factors 

and believe that all stakeholders have intrinsic value, as in the case of normative stakeholder 

management, then their CSR programme must be designed so that it takes into account all 

stakeholders. Indeed, Pirsch et al. (2007) argue that when designing a CSR programme, 

normative organisations should create a comprehensive, multidimensional CSR programme 

designed to appeal equally to all stakeholders. However, there are those such as Schaefer 

(2008, p305) who have argues that the relationship is not as simplistic as this: “a corporation 

might exercise social responsibility, yet fail to adhere to a normative stakeholder model, 

because its exercises in social responsibility fail to benefit all stakeholders.”

Alternatively, if organisations are motivated by more strategic factors and believe that only 

primary stakeholders should be considered, as in the case with instrumental stakeholder 

management, then their CSR programme will be considered strategic in that it is designed to 

ensure maximised returns. Indeed, Pirsch et al. (2007) argue that instrumental organisations 

would tend to emphasise the elements of their CSR programmes that would directly improve 

economic performance, sometimes even at the expense of other stakeholder interests. These 

researchers provide examples of this including: “using cause-related marketing to generate 

additional sales from customers, or encouraging suppliers to minimise packing materials (so 

as to reduce disposal costs for the firm)” (ibid, 2007, pi 28).

Yet, what is certain is that more research is needed to understand the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management (O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Schaefer, 2008; Enquist 

et ah, 2006). Furthermore, Jamali (2008) proposes that the integration of the concepts of 

stakeholders and CSR has constituted an advance, providing an alternative theoretical lens, 

and making it easier for research to accrue.

3.9.5 Conclusion on the Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

From a review of the extensive literature, the numerous complexities, contradictions and 

linkages which exist within the business and society relationship are evident (Garriga and 

Mele, 2004; Matten et ah, 2003). Academics have been examining this multifaceted 

relationship since the 1930s, attempting to adequately explain the interrelatedness of 

business and society whilst better understanding how practitioners can attempt to meet their
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wider responsibilities (Fassin et al., 2010; Kitchin, 2003). However, it is only within the last 

decade that the concepts of CSR and stakeholder management have flooded academic 

literature and surged into business practice (Fassin et ah, 2011; Carroll and Schwartz, 2008; 

Sanders, 2008).

Despite the longevity and popularity of these concepts, the highly nebulous and subjective 

nature of both CSR and stakeholder management has meant a number of fundamental issues 

remain to be addressed (Schaefer, 2008). This is evidenced in the numerous appeals for 

future research which focuses on understanding the actual linkages and potential synergies 

between CSR and stakeholder management, especially within the underexplored context of 

SMEs (Schlierer et ah, 2012; Russo and Perrini, 2010; Schaefer, 2008; Greenwood, 2007). 

Indeed, whilst it is generally accepted that studying the relationship will prove fruitful, on 

the basis that stakeholder management provides a more practical basis for organisations 

attempting to address their social responsibilities (Clifton and Amran, 2011; Jamali, 2008), 

there is a notable lack of research which attempts to comprehend how and why the two 

concepts are related (Schlierer et ah, 2012; Schaefer, 2008; Enquist et ah, 2006).

It is evident that the term CSR has progressed substantially from a concept which described 

the philanthropic deeds of businessmen, to one which now considers and challenges the 

economic, social and environmental responsibilities of business decisions as well as the 

interactions with a range of increasingly demanding and empowered stakeholders (Kim and 

Kim, 2010; Jamali and Keshishian, 2009; Jonker and Marberg, 2007). It has developed from 

a concept which was viewed as a ‘nice to do’, to one that is considered a business 

imperative, where value is maximised when socially responsible initiatives are strategically 

aligned to organisational objectives and core competencies (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Husted 

and De Jesus Salazar. 2008; Maxfield, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006). Indeed, the 

theoretical advances of CSR are evident. Yet, despite these developments, too much of 

academic attention has focused on attempts to achieve a one-size-fits-all definition of CSR, 

or a progeny that adequately defines the social responsibilities of business (Dahlsrud, 2008; 

Blyth, 2005; Juholin, 2004; Cramer et ah, 2004). Furthermore, it can be argued that for the 

most part, attempts to examine how and why organisations go about implementing 

increasingly robust CSR initiatives is often viewed too simplistically, or in the case of SMEs, 

there is a lack of research altogether (Hammann et ah, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008).

The relatively few academics who have attempted to understand the implementation of CSR 

within the context of SMEs, insist that these organisations cannot be considered as ‘‘little big 

companies” (Tilley, 2000). In arguing this point, the majority of academics tend to focus on 

the numerous barriers that SMEs may face compared to their larger counterparts when trying
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to engage in CSR. Examples of which include limited resources (Russo and Perini, 2010), 

the absence of specialised management expertise (Von Weltzin Hoivik and Shankar, 2011), 

and the lack of formal tools and systems (Jenkins, 2009). Interestingly, even fewer 

academics recognise the advantageous characteristics which can help aid the implementation 

of CSR within the SME context, most notably their close interpersonal relationships with 

various stakeholder groups and their ability to create and implement innovative and reflexive 

approaches to specific needs within their local communities (Morsing and Perrini, 2009).

Also of worthwhile consideration is the limited consensus in the literature regarding the 

culture, characteristics, structures, tools and expertise needed to successfully integrate CSR 

within practice (Morsing and Perrini, 2009; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; McWilliams et 

ah, 2006). Despite this uncertainty, a number of key themes emerged from the literature. 

Firstly, one argument gaining increasing support is the role of leadership in shaping and 

driving CSR within practice (Angus-Leppan et ai. 2010; Waldman and Siegel, 2008; Maak, 

2007). Research to date suggests that the values of those in leadership positions significantly 

influences the extent and the direction of socially responsible practices, or in other words 

there is a belief that the social responsibility ‘tone’ is set at the top (Ciocirlan, 2008). Also 

gaining support is the notion that CSR cannot be bolted on as an externality, but instead 

organisations must attempt to enable and nature employee commitment in order to develop 

an integrative CSR culture (Collier and Estebann. 2007; Gao and Zhang, 2006). Finally, a 

growing consensus is that CSR must be adequately aligned with organisational strategy for it 

to be effective (Aguilera et ah, 2007; Maxfield, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006). Evidence 

suggests that the closer the alignment, the greater the opportunity to leverage the 

organisation’s competencies, resources and expertise, and therefore maximise the shared 

value for the organisation and society (Porter and Kramer, 2006).

Certainly these themes go some way in advancing theory and progressing practitioner 

understanding of CSR, yet there is a knowledge gap which exists and we are still far from 

piecing together a generally accepted model of CSR in practice. Perhaps it is not surprising 

then that an increasingly prominent view to emerge from the literature is that stakeholder 

management is central to any discussion on the implementation and management of CSR 

(Maon et ah, 2009; Sweeney, 2007; Thompson and Driver, 2005). Indeed, an increasing 

number of academics highlight the natural fit between the idea of CSR and an organisation’s 

stakeholders: some discuss the use of the stakeholder approach as a way in which to 

delineate and personalise the specific groups or persons that organisations need to consider 

in their CSR positioning (Jamah, 2008; Maignan et ah, 2005; Carroll, 1991), whereas others 

support the compelling argument that stakeholder management has helped to achieve a more
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practical view of CSR given the structure it provides to managers attempting to confront it 

(Avram and Kuhne 2008; Jamali, 2008; Greenwood, 2007; Gago and Antolin , 2004).

From a review of the literature, it is evident that a much supported line of reasoning is that 

organisations must be considered as relational beings (Murillo and Lozano, 2009). Indeed, 

the popularity of the stakeholder approach hinges on the argument that in order for the 

contemporary organisation to survive, a stakeholder perspective to doing business is 

indispensable (Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009; Passion, 2008). Advancing this further is the 

notion that the stakeholder approach should focus on collaboration and partnership working 

which is geared towards mutual education, joint problem-solving and relationship-building 

(Greenwood, 2007; Burchell and Cook, 2006; Gao and Zhang, 2006). Yet. mirroring the 

literature on CSR, there are numerous fundamental issues which remain unresolved in the 

stakeholder management literature, specifically in relation to its definition, terminology and 

implementation (Miles, 2012; Neville et ah, 2011; Olander, 2007; Kaler, 2006).

In particular, there is much confusion regarding the characteristics or criteria which should 

be used to prioritise amongst stakeholders as well as questions surrounding the 

appropriateness of undertaking this salience process (Maak, 2007; Hillman and Keim, 2001). 

Concerns also remain about the fluidity of stakeholders to transcend groups and the 

processes needed to ensure meaningful stakeholder engagement (Greenwood, 2007; Foster 

and Jonker, 2005). Yet, despite these shortcomings, and paralleling the progression of the 

CSR literature, over the years the stakeholder approach has evolved into a comprehensive 

and diverse research tradition, addressing the overall stakeholder relationship as a 

multifaceted, multi-objective, complex phenomenon (Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009; 

Johansson, 2008; Lozano, 2005). Perhaps it is not surprising then that in recent years an 

increasing number of academics advocate that the integration of CSR and stakeholder 

management provides an advance in better understanding the business and society 

relationship (Jamali, 2008).

Despite this increasing interest, the research conducted to date lacks depth and remains for 

the most part, substantially under-theorised and often contradictory (Greenwood, 2007; 

Enquist et ah, 2006). Further, the explicit relationships and potential and actual synergies 

between stakeholder management and CSR have not been extensively tested and our 

knowledge remains far from complete (Schlierer et ah, 2012). In essence, research of this 

multifaceted relationship is very much at an embryonic stage, and the limited literature 

which exists to date presents the relationship much too simplistically (O’Riordan and 

Fairbrass, 2008; Schaefer, 2008; Enquist et ah, 2006). Consequently, this whole area
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warrants much greater attention in the literature and thus represents a significant opportunity 

for this research programme to contribute to on-going debates.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

Chapter 3 provided an examination of the literature on stakeholder management before 

reviewing the limited literature which explores the relationship and linkages between CSR 

and stakeholder management. This chapter now outlines the methodological approach to the 

research.

4.0 Introduction

Allan (2003, pi 0) points out that a researcher:

“... does not begin with any one ideological perspective or any notion of what is the 

'best' approach; he/she examines the issues under investigation, the research 

questions which need to be addressed and the resources available and then makes a 

judgement about the most appropriate approach and method to find answers to a 

particular problem.”

In light of this, the following chapter describes how the research was conducted in order to 

fulfil the research aims and objectives, as detailed in the previous chapter. The chapter 

begins by discussing the ontological and epistemological assumptions of the researcher 

before considering the research design. The various steps of the research process will be 

detailed by firstly considering the literature review and the preliminary research. The 

rationale for case study research is then presented, followed by a discussion on the methods 

of data collection and analysis. Then the chapter concludes by examining general research 

issues including ethical considerations, the validity and reliability of the research, and how 

closure is reached.

4.1 The Philosophy of Research

It is well documented that the philosophical assumptions that a researcher has will have a 

significant impact on the nature of his/her research programme (Bryman and Bell, 2003; 

Saunders et al, 2003). This is highlighted by Easterby-Smith et al. (2002, p31) who propose 

that the “methodological choices for social scientists can be located within broader debates 

on the philosophy of science.” Indeed, the methodology, and methods for data collection 

and analysis used by the researcher are all influenced by his/her philosophical beliefs about 

what exists in the world and how what exists may be known (Crotty, 1998; Symon and 

Cassell, 1998). Consequently, it is important to explore the ontological and epistemological 

assumptions which underpin this piece of research.
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4.1.1 Ontological Considerations

The word ontology is derived from the Greek words ‘ontos’ (being) and ‘logos’ (theory or 

knowledge) (Johnson and Duberley, 2000). Given this, perhaps it is not surprising that 

ontology is concerned with the assumptions that we make about the nature of reality 

(Easterby-Smith et ah, 2002; Hussey and Hussey, 1997). Or, in other words, it can be said 

that ontological claims are “claims about what exists” or “what is truth” (Hughes, 1980, p6).

Ontological assumptions lie on a continuum which ranges from objectivist to subjectivist 

ontology. Objectivism “assumes that social and natural reality exists whether or not human 

beings can actually gain cognitive access to it” (Johnson and Duberley, 2000, p67). Fay 

(1999, p200) provides a similar description by defining objectivism as the “thesis that reality 

exists ‘in itself independently of the mind.” An example to demonstrate objectivism was 

highlighted by Crotty (1998) who suggests that a tree in the forest is a tree, regardless of 

whether anyone is aware of its existence or not. At the other end of the continuum 

subjectivism assumes that “meaning does not come out of an interplay between subject and 

object but is imposed on the object by the subject. Here the object as such makes no 

contribution to the generation of meaning” (Crotty, 1998, p9). This is supported by Johnson 

and Duberley (2000, p67) who highlight that subjectivism “assumes that what we take to be 

external social and natural reality is merely a creation of our consciousness and cognitions: 

reality is a projection of our cognitive structures with no independent status.” An example of 

subjectivism is where a blank screen would merely reflect back the meanings that individuals 

project onto them without changing them in anyway, with the key point being that these 

meanings stem from the subject’s mind (Calorusso, 2002).

While ontology is concerned with ‘what is truth’, epistemology follows it in that it is 

concerned ‘how what exists may be known’ (Sire, 2004). Hughes (1980, p6) clarifies the 

relationship between the two: “quite clearly ontological issues and epistemological ones are 

not unconnected.. .claims about what exists in the world almost inevitably lead on to issues 

about how what exists may be known.”

4.1.2 Epistemological Considerations

Epistemology derives from two Greek words: ‘episteme’ which means knowledge and 

‘logos’ which means theory or knowledge; therefore, it can be understood as being 

concerned with knowledge about knowledge (Johnson and Duberley, 2000). Or, in other 

words, epistemology is a general set of assumptions about the best ways of “inquiring into 

the nature of the world” (Easterby-Smith et ah, 2002, p31) in order to distinguish between 

what does and does not constitute warranted, or scientific, knowledge (Bryman and Bell,
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2003; Johnson and Duberley, 2000; Hussey and Hussey, 1997). Therefore, epistemology 

asks ‘how is knowledge guaranteed?’ and ‘what distinguishes true knowledge from false 

knowledge?’

In their paper on management research, Karami et al. (2006) remind us that there has been a 

long standing epistemological debate about how best to conduct research. Indeed, there are 

two epistemological extremes that a researcher may take: positivism and interpretivism 

(Karami et ah, 2006; Bryman and Bell, 2003). Positivism stems from objectivism (Crotty, 

1998) and is grounded in the assumption that the social world exists externally and that its 

properties should be measured independently through objective methods, rather than being 

gathered subjectively through feeling or intuition (Easterby-Smith et al. 2002; Symon and 

Cassell, 1998; Hussey and Hussey, 1997). At the other end of the continuum is 

interpretivism which stems from subjectivism (Johnson and Duberley, 2000). Interpretivist 

researchers believe that reality is not objective but instead it is socially constructed and given 

meaning by people; therefore, the researcher has to try and grasp the subjective meaning of 

social action through entering the everyday social world (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Travers, 

2001; Alvesson and Deetz, 2000; Walsham, 1995).

Thus, positivism is concerned with acquiring knowledge through objective methods whereas 

interpretivism is concerned with experiencing knowledge through understanding the 

subjective meanings that people place on their own experiences; or, as Bryman and Bell 

(2003, pl5-16) suggest, positivism puts “an emphasis on the explanation of human 

behaviour’’ whereas interpretivism puts an emphasis on the “understanding of human 

behaviour.” Perhaps it is not surprising that positivism tends to lean towards deductivism, in 

which theory is tested, whereas interpretivism focuses on inductive research which considers 

the how and why questions associated with theory building (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Hussey 

and Hussey, 1997)

In considering the epistemological assumptions, it must also be recognised that both 

positivism and interpretivism have strengths and weaknesses. More specifically, positivism 

is often associated with the collection and analysis of large quantities of data in order to 

determine its validity (Easterby-Smith et al, 2002; Travers, 2001; Alvesson and Deetz,

2000), often resulting in statistically reliable and generalisable results. However, the validity 

of results may be queried given that a focus on the “precision of measurement” can lead the 

researcher to ignore potentially more interesting findings (Hussey and Hussey, 1997, p58). 

Alternatively, interpretivism is often associated with thick, rich data and allows for the 

possibility of alternative meanings and understandings to emerge from research (Alvesson 

and Deetz, 2000). However, this may prove problematic during the analysis stage, as issues
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such as bias (Saunders et al., 2003; Easterby-Smith et ah, 2002) and reliability (Heugens et 

al, 2002; Silverman, 2000) may emerge.

As highlighted in Chapters Two and Three, a substantive amount of CSR research has been 

positivist in nature (Lockett et ah, 2006; Brigley, 1995) with a particular focus on the 

relationship between CSR and financial performance (Reinhardt et ah, 2008; Husted and De 

Jesus Salazar,. 2006; Oriitzky et ah, 2003; McWilliams and Siegel, 2000). However, it can 

be argued that positivist research to date has failed to fully capture the complexities of CSR 

in practice, and leaves practitioners with more questions than answers (Van Marrewijk, 

2003). The aim of this research programme is to achieve an in-depth understanding of CSR 

and stakeholder management within organisations, and to examine how and why the two are 

related. Given this, the researcher felt that it was necessary to conduct research that would 

result in the collection and analysis of thick, rich data. This depth of data is often associated 

with interpretivist research (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Travers, 2001; Aivesson and Deetz, 

2000).

Furthermore, the research programme is inductive in nature given that the purpose is to 

present a theoretical position on the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management 

after the data collection, as opposed to deductive research with its emphasis on testing 

existing theory (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Saunders et ah. 2003; Gummesson, 2000). Given 

that this research will be examining areas which have been described as poorly defined (Jain 

et ah, 2011; Fisher et ah, 2009; Banks and Vera, 2007; Jonker and Marberg, 2007; Sweeney, 

2007) and where the research is considered by many as both embryonic and/or limited 

(Schaefer, 2008; Enquist et ah, 2006), this research will be exploratory in nature (Kotler and 

Keller, 2006) with the goal to understand “what is going on here?” (Schutt, 2006, pi4).

Thus, this research programme will be inductive and exploratory, falling within the 

interpretivist end of the continuum, which is underpinned by the ontological assumption that 

the relative truth comes from the subject (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Johnson and Duberly, 

2000; Crotty, 1998).

4.2 Research Methods

As highlighted previously, a researcher’s philosophical assumptions will influence the choice 

of research method used (Travers, 2001), also known as the “individual techniques for data 

collection analysis” (Easterby-Smith et ah, 2002, p31). It is generally accepted that 

positivism favours the collection of quantitative data, whereas interpretivism supports 

qualitative data (Travers, 2001; Cassell and Symon, 1997; Gummesson, 1991). This point is 

emphasised by Karami et al. (2006, p44):
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“Positivism uses quantitative and experimental methods to test hypothetical 

deductive generalisations...in contrast, the interpretive approach uses qualitative and 

naturalistic approaches to inductively and holistically understand the human 

experience.”

Qualitative methods have been described as an umbrella term covering various interpretive 

techniques which seek to “describe, decode, translate and otherwise come to terms with the 

meaning, not the frequency, of certain more or less naturally occurring phenomena in the 

social world” (Van Maanen, 1979, p520). These methods are often used when researching 

areas that are under-explored as well as when attempting to understand the meaning of 

complex interrelationships (Stake, 1995). In general, the aim is to achieve depth rather than 

breadth (Silverman, 2000) and often the focus is on exploring, in as much detail as possible, 

smaller number of instances which are seen as being interesting or illuminating (Blaxter et 

ah, 1996).

In comparison, researchers using quantitative methods prefer to build techniques into their 

work based on the procedures used by researchers in the natural sciences (Travers, 2001). 

Instead of focusing on understanding the meaning of complex interrelationships as seen in 

qualitative research, quantitative research presses for explanation and control, and searches 

for cause-and-effect relationships between a number of variables in order to establish 

generalisations (Stake. 1995). Subsequently, quantitative research is concerned with the 

collection and analysis of data in numeric form and tends to emphasise the use of relatively 

large-scale and representative sets of data (Blaxter et ah, 1996).

Yet it must be noted that although positivism and interpretivism are often viewed as two 

opposing and competing views, even “self-confessed extremists do not hold consistently 

with one position or the other” (Easterby-Smith et ah, 1997, p22). The basic beliefs of the 

theoretical positions may be incompatible however, the differences between the actual 

research methods are not so obvious. Indeed, quantitative and qualitative research methods 

should not be perceived as being mutually exclusive (Bryman and Bell, 2003) and many, 

such as Yin (2011) and Eisenhardt (1989), support the use of a combination of research 

methods. Despite this, the researcher felt that the use of qualitative methods would be much 

more appropriate in order to obtain the rich, in-depth date that would provide a unique 

insight into CSR and stakeholder management in practice, in addition to keeping with the 

inductive and exploratory nature of this research (Karami et ah, 2006; Travers, 2001; Cassell 

and Symon, 1997; Gummesson, 1991). This point is strengthened by Gephart (2004, p461) 

who argues:
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“Qualitative research often advances the field by providing unique, memorable, 

socially important and theoretically meaningful contributions to scholarly discourse 

and organisational life.”

Thus, many (Sachs and Ruhli, 2005; Veser, 2004) advocate qualitative research as a way in 

which they can gain a detailed insight into how and why organisations approach CSR and to 

achieve a better understanding of how they manage the complex relationships with their 

stakeholders. Another rationale is that in recent years, organisations have been inundated by 

a large number of quantitative surveys which seek to understand what they are doing in 

terms of CSR and stakeholder management. This is supported by Maitland (2004), who in 

her article titled ‘A trickle of CSR surveys has turned into a flood’, quoted Chris Tuppen, the 

Head of Sustainable Development and Corporate Accountability at British Telecom:

“The company receives more than 200 questionnaires a year about its governance 

and corporate responsibility practices. In 1990, there were probably about five 

questionnaires a year. The frustrating thing is where you’re given a series of boxes to 

tick and they don’t match the way that you manage things in the business.”

This issue of survey fatigue was also raised by Tassell (2003, p4) who argues that goodwill 

among business towards tackling CSR issues is rapidly being eroded by a plethora of “ill- 

conceived, time consuming inquiries.” Consequently, it was decided that qualitative 

methods would be used for data collection in this research programme, not only to ensure 

that rich, meaningful insights could be generated, but also due to the survey fatigue that 

surrounds CSR.

4.3 The Research Design

Once the epistemological and ontological assumptions underpinning this research were 

established, and the use of qualitative methods were decided upon, the researcher set about 

developing a framework for the collection and analysis of data, commonly referred to as the 

research design. A research design is the logical plan that guides the researcher from the 

study’s initial research questions, through collecting, analysing, and interpreting 

observations, ultimately to its conclusions (Yin, 2011; Bryman and Bell, 2003; Easterby- 

Smith et ah, 2002). Indeed, Clarkson (1995), who is noted for his work in the area of 

stakeholder management, argues that researchers need a framework and guide to facilitate 

the provision, analysis, and evaluation of data.

Given the exploratory nature of this research programme, it was important that the research 

design allowed for the emergence of new sources or types of information (Gummesson,
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2000). Consequently, the research design was revisited and updated throughout the research 

programme to ensure that it reflected the findings that emerged, whilst still providing a 

structured guide to the research process. The following presents a diagrammatic 

representation of the research design used in this research programme:
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.........................................................................■*

INDUCTION
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PRIMARY RESEARCH

Analysis & Cross-Case

CONTRIBUTION TO RESEARCH
Figure 4.1: Diagrammatic Representation of the Research Design

One important element of the research design is the research protocol in which the researcher 

details the literature that is considered prior to data collection, the research questions, the 

data collection, and how the data will be analysed (Yin, 2011).

4.4 The Research Protocol

Yin (2011) suggests that a research protocol is desirable under all circumstances because it 

helps keep the researcher focused and forces the researcher to anticipate and plan for 

difficulties. The dependability of the research programme will be improved by a well- 

designed research protocol given that it encourages the researcher to consider every step of
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the research process and ensures that another researcher could carry out the research (Yin, 

2011; Voss et ah, 2002). Voss et al. (2002, p204) comment that:

“A protocol contains, but is more than, the research instrument(s). It also...indicates 

who or from where different sets of information are to be sought.”

In light of this, a research protocol was developed (see Appendix A) which contained 

information on the research objectives, the methods that would be used to collect the data, 

who and where the data would be collected from and finally the questions that would be 

asked.

As evidenced in the research protocol, one of the first steps in the research programme was 

to undertake a detailed review of the literature, combined with preliminary research, in order 

to formulate the research aims and objectives and ensure that they have the potential to 

effectively contribute to knowledge.

4.5 Literature Review

Formulating and clarifying the research objectives or questions is the key part of any 

research programme (Saunders et ah, 2003). Bryman and Bell (2003, p36) argue that 

research questions are crucial given that “poorly formulated research questions will lead to 

poor research.” In order to formulate and clarify the research objectives, an initial review of 

the existing literature is necessary. A literature review can help the researcher develop a 

thorough understanding of and insight into previous research that relates to the research 

questions and objectives; set research in context by critically discussing work that has 

already been undertaken; identify gaps that have been overlooked in the research to date; 

discover explicit recommendations for further research; and finally, help the researcher learn 

about the methodological approaches in their area of interest (Bryman and Bell, 2003; 

Saunders et al., 2003).

' In order to achieve a comprehensive understanding of theory and writings relating to CSR 

and stakeholder management, the literature review examined a number of key areas 

including: the relationship between business and society; factors underlying the interest in 

CSR from both academics and practitioners; definitions of CSR; the management and 

implementation of CSR in practice; reasons for the heightened popularity of the stakeholder 

approach; the nature and purpose of the stakeholder approach; stakeholder identification and 

salience; balancing stakeholder interests; stakeholder dialogue and engagement, before 

examining the literature, albeit limited, on the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management. In addition to academic literature, practitioner sources such as trade journals,
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newspapers, internet resources, conference proceedings, reports and government publications 

were all used. This initial review of the literature guided the formation of the research 

objectives. Furthermore, it is important to note that although the literature review is an early 

activity, it is usually necessary to continue searching the literature throughout the life of the 

research programme in order for the researcher to stay well informed about emerging 

literature in the field (Saunders et al., 2003).

The review of academic and practitioner literature was complemented by the researcher’s 

attendance at several academic and practitioner conferences, examples of which are noted in 

the table below:

Date Event Organiser Location

Jul, 2005 Annual CSR Conference BITC London

Sep, 2005
International Centre for CSR

Conference
ICCSR Nottingham

Feb, 2006 CSR Award Winner’s Showcase BITC Belfast

Mar, 2006 Improving your Role in Society BITC Larne

Sep, 2006
British Academy of Management

Conference
BAM Belfast

Sep. 2007 CSR: Best Practice Showcase CforC Belfast

Jan, 2010 Opening Doors Series BITC Belfast

Apr, 201 1
Facilitating NGO & Private Sector

Dialogue
British Council Istanbul

Tabic 4.1: Details of Attendance at Academic and Practitioner Conferences

These conferences were selected either for their focus on CSR, or on wider relevant business 

issues. Attendance at the aforementioned events provided the researcher with a deeper 

understanding of the current thinking of CSR, as well as an opportunity to acquire 

introductions to contacts within the field. Subsequently, the knowledge gained from both the 

literature and practitioner conferences enabled the researcher to be confident that the aims 

and objectives of the research programme would address current research gaps in addition to 

offering a meaningful contribution to the field.

As noted in the previous chapter, a number of key themes emerged from the literature review 

including: the lack of a universally accepted definition of CSR; the potential links between 

CSR and strategy, CSR and culture, and CSR and leadership; the tendency for researchers 

examining CSR and stakeholder management to focus on larger organisations, as opposed to 

SMEs; the lack of research on the relationship and synergies between CSR and stakeholder
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management; the underexplored complexities of identifying, prioritising, and balancing 

stakeholder expectations; and the increased focus on stakeholder engagement in the 

stakeholder literature. The themes from the literature review guided and validated the aims 

and objectives of the research programme, whilst demonstrating the potential of the research 

to make a valuable contribution to theory and practice. Following the initial review of the 

literature, preliminary research was conducted in order to guide the development of the 

research objectives, identify the most appropriate research methods, and gain access to 

further research.

4.6 Preliminary Research

There are numerous unresolved issues, unexplored areas, and significant disagreement in 

much of the research on CSR and stakeholder management, therefore, the researcher felt it 

essential to gain a greater understanding of the potential issues and complexities surrounding 

CSR and stakeholder management in organisations, before moving on to commencing the 

primary research. The preliminary research was based on an in-depth analysis of a number 

(n=20) of semi-structured interviews conducted with senior personnel from a range of 

different organisations in both the public, private and voluntary sectors (see Appendix E for 

list of interviews). The sample was opportunistic in nature, selected on the basis of 

perceived relevance and access rather than statistical representativeness (Gummesson, 2000). 

In terms of relevance, all of the organisations were currently engaged, to a greater or lesser 

extent, in adopting a more proactive approach to CSR, with the majority of these 

organisations having been recognised or rewarded for their efforts. Areas for discussion 

included what CSR looks like in practice; motivations for engaging in CSR; issues 

surrounding stakeholder management; and the synergies between CSR and stakeholder 

management.

At the twentieth interview, the researcher felt that saturation had been reached (Eisenhardt,

1989) and it was concluded that the aims and objectives of the research programme were 

timely and potentially valuable areas for research that could result in a contribution to both 

theory and practice. Although the preliminary researched helped to finalise the research 

aims and objectives, a detailed summary is not provided in this thesis given that the focus of 

the research programme is on the findings emerging from the in-depth data collection. 

Instead, the analysis of the preliminary results can be found in a number of conference 

papers, namely:

• McKee and Flazlett (2005) “Stakeholders, Governance and Social Responsibility: An 

Empirical Investigation”, Irish Academy of Management, Galway.
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• McKee and Hazlett (2006) “Exploring the Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder 

Management: An Empirical Investigation”, ll"' International Conference on ISO 900 

and TQM, Hong Kong.

• McKee and Hazlett (2006) “Corporate Social Responsibility and the Role of 

Government: Regulation versus Voluntary Action: Results from an Empirical Study”, 

ll'h World Congress for Total Quality Management, New Zealand.

From a thorough examination of the literature, attendance at practitioner conferences, 

combined with the preliminary research, the following research objectives were developed:

4.7 Research Aims anil Objectives

The focus of this research is to explain and evaluate the relationship(s) between CSR and 

stakeholder management, with particular reference on exploring theory and practice within 

an SME context. More specifically, the research objectives are to:

• To examine and critique the key characteristics of CSR:

More specifically this involves examining the definition of CSR; exploring organisational 

motivations for engaging in CSR; and investigating how CSR is implemented and embedded 

within organisations.

• To analyse the processes of stakeholder management:

This will explore the processes by which stakeholders are identified, as well as examining 

how the interests and expectations of each of these constituent groups are evaluated, 

prioritised and accommodated, particularly when some of these needs might be conflicting.

• To explain and evaluate the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management:

This will involve examining the relationship(s) that already have been suggested in the 

literature and analysing relationship(s) from the empirical research to better understand the 

actual linkages and potential synergies between the concepts.

4.8 The Research Strategy: Case Study Research

There is no one best way to conduct research; rather the researcher must determine what 

research strategy would best address the aims and objectives of the research programme 

(Heavy, 1994). In light of the themes and gaps which emerged from the literature review, 

supported by the findings of the preliminary research, it was evident that there is a lack of in- 

depth research which explores CSR and stakeholder management in practice therefore, in 

order to address this gap, a case study strategy was deemed most appropriate.

86



A case study is as an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within 

its real life context, when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 

evident (Remenyi et ah, 2002; Eisenhardt, 1989). Case study research provides an insight 

into both the “how” and “why” of organisational phenomena (Yin, 2009, p2). Consequently, 

case study research appealed to this researcher given that this research programme examines 

the how and why of CSR and stakeholder management within organisations (Yin, 2011; 

Hussey and Hussey, 1997; Eisenhardt, 1989). Indeed, one research objective seeks to 

analyse why organisations are motivated to engage in CSR, and another research objective is 

to examine how CSR and stakeholder management are related. In a similar vein, Hartley 

(1997, p208) argues that “case studies are meaningful and rich and can shed light on the fine- 

grain detail of social processes in their appropriate context” which is vital for this research 

programme, given that many areas of CSR and stakeholder management are currently 

underexplored and gaps remain in our understanding.

The suitability of a case study strategy was strengthened by the fact that there is 

overwhelming support for case study research when examining the areas of CSR and 

stakeholder management (Balasubramanain et ah, 2005; Sachs and Ruhli, 2005; Juholin, 

2004). Enquist et al. (2006, p204) argue that qualitative research, and in particular case 

studies, are necessary in order to provide a useful contextual understanding of a “stakeholder 

perspective on successful CSR”. Similarly, Sachs and Ruhli (2005, p90), who conducted 

research into stakeholder relations, provide justification for undertaking case study research: 

“case studies are the required qualitative approach that also considers the comprehensive 

perspective.”

Thus, a case study strategy was deemed the most suitable for this research programme given 

that it will help to examine and explore, in-depth, the complexities surrounding CSR and 

stakeholder management within organisations (Balasubramanain et ah, 2005; Sachs and 

Ruhli, 2005; Juholin, 2004).

4.8.1 Case Selection: Single versus Multiple Cases

Depending on the phenomenon that is being studied, the research aims and objectives, and 

the amount of time and resources that are available, a researcher must choose to either 

consider a single case or to select a number of cases. Although Yin (2011) provides a 

rationale for the use of a single case study in instances when the case is unique or when the 

case represents a critical case in testing a well-formulated theory, he endorses the use of 

multiple-case studies where possible. Many support the use of multiple-cases namely 

because they increase the strength and robustness of the research findings, provide greater
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opportunities for the replication of research findings, and improve the opportunity for theory 

generation and building (Yin, 2011; Voss et ah, 2002; Eisenhardt, 1989). In addition, it is 

evident that from an extensive review of the literature, there is a trend in CSR and 

stakeholder management research to use multiple cases. Thus, it was decided that multiple- 

cases would be used in this research programme given the research aims and objectives, the 

opportunity to provide reliable and generalizable findings, as well the trend of previous 

research into CSR and stakeholder management. Subsequently, the researcher then had to 

decide on the number of cases that would be most appropriate for this research programme.

4.8.2 The Number of Cases

Eisenhardt (1989, p545) suggests there is no ideal number of cases, however, a number 

between four and ten usually works well. Alternatively, Yin (2009) argues that the analytic 

benefits from having two (or more) cases may be considerable. (2009, p61). There are no 

rules for selecting the appropriate number of cases, instead it depends upon how much is 

known and how much new information is likely to learned from incremental cases 

(Eisenhardt, 1991). In order to provide enough breath whilst still maintaining depth, it was 

initially decided that between three and four cases would be selected. Whilst being at the 

lower end of Eisenhardt’s (1989) scale, the use of a smaller number of cases is supported by 

Voss et a!. (2002, p210) who write that “the fewer the case studies, the greater the 

opportunity for depth of observation.” Furthermore, from the literature it can be argued that 

there is somewhat of a trend to select three or four cases when examining CSR and 

stakeholder management, including research conducted by Goodjik (2003), Maurer and 

Sachs (2005) and Sachs and Ruhli (2005). Therefore, although some may disagree with the 

selection of three to four cases, due to the exploratory nature of this research the researcher 

felt that this number of case study organisations would offer the best opportunity for 

generating valuable insight into CSR and stakeholder management within organisations.

4.8.3 Selecting Case Study Organisations

As well as making a choice between single and multiple-cases, selecting the type of case is 

an essential aspect of case study research (Eisenhardt, 1989). There are a number of reasons 

as to why researchers decide to select particular cases, known as purposive sampling. Some 

researchers choose critical cases which encompass the issues in which they are most 

interested; some choose similar cases to help to show whether the theory can be generalised 

(homogeneous sampling); some choose dissimilar cases to help to expand or amend theory 

(heterogeneous sampling); and some select extreme cases which focus on unusual or special 

cases (Saunders et ah, 2003; Hussey and Hussey, 1997). Eisenhardt (1989, p537) suggests 

that “given the limited number of cases which can usually be studied, it makes sense to
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choose cases such as extreme situations and polar types in which the process of interest is 

transparently observable.” This sentiment is supported by Clark and Appleby (1997) who 

argue that multiple-case study research in a embryonic subject area should focus on cases 

which demonstrate best practice, and in so doing they will provide strong, positive examples. 

Similarly, Neuman (2003) suggests that information-rich case studies should be selected.

Furthermore, there are a number of researchers who have advocated the use of selecting best 

practice cases in which CSR and stakeholder management is transparently observable. For 

instance, Goodijk (2003, p226) when examining CSR selected three cases on the basis of 

best practice; Hendry (2005, p81-83) in researching stakeholder influence strategies, 

highlights that “activist type organisations were a logical choice”; Juholin’s (2004) cases 

were a sample of Finnish companies which had CSR on their agenda or had taken the issue 

up for consideration; Panapanaan et al. (2003, pl34-135), in their research on CSR in 

Finnish companies, suggested that the selection of the companies was based mainly on their 

“noted proactive pursuit of sustainable development”; and Tencati et al. (2004, pl80-181), 

who conducted research into tools that fostered CSR behaviour, selected a “sample of what 

might be thought of as leading companies on CSR or sensitive companies on CSR.”

In addition Stake (1995) recommends selecting cases that offer varying insights into the 

same phenomenon and Heugens et al. (2002) suggest selecting cases in which there is 

“increasing societal relevance and topicality”. Thus, for this research programme, the 

researcher selected case organisations that had been publicly recognised and awarded for 

their efforts in CSR, had some level of societal relevance and topicality, and provided the 

opportunity to gain different insights into CSR and stakeholder management in practice. In 

addition, the researcher decided to select SMEs for all of the cases given that in recent years, 

many have highlighted concerns regarding the lack of research in CSR and stakeholder 

management within SMEs (Fassin et al., 2011; Perrini et al., 2007; Murillo and Lozano, 

2006; Jenkins, 2006; DTI, 2002). Lepoutre and Heene (2006, p257) argued that research of 

CSR in SMEs is important for three reasons:

1. SME’s make up 99% of all business in the EU and are responsible for 66% of total 

employment and half of the total value added (Observatory of European SMEs, 2003).

2. Implementing CSR in large organisations is not necessarily the same as in SMEs.

3. Large organisations are becoming increasingly entrepreneurial in nature, implying that 

the research in SMEs may yield valuable insights for larger organisations as well.

In Northern Ireland, where the research was conducted, SMEs have a considerable impact on 

the economy and business environment. According to Fee et al. (2002), in Northern Ireland
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in 2000 there were an estimated 84,620 SMEs, employing 425,000 people and having a 

percentage turnover of 74.7 per cent, which was the highest figure in any region of the UK. 

Despite the recent upsurge in calls for research examining CSR and stakeholder management 

within the context of SMEs, Jenkins (2006) argues that “there are still many gaps in our 

understanding” or as Perrini et al. (2007, p296) suggest “much more attention to and more 

research on the relationship between small business and CSR are needed in order to improve 

our knowledge of this important issue.” This provides a clear rationale for selecting three 

SME case studies:

• Phoenix Natural Gas Group (Phoenix): is a Northern Irish utility company which 

supplies natural gas to the industrial, commercial and domestic markets of Greater 

Belfast and surrounding areas. It began operating in 1996, employs a workforce of 

approximately 200 people, and is rated at number 93 in Northern Ireland’s Top 100 

companies (Belfast Telegraph, 2010). Phoenix was selected for several reasons 

including they have developed a bespoke CSR strategy, have won several CSR 

awards, including the national Business in the Community Big Tick award, and they 

have to contend with high profile stakeholder management issues, namely not being 

able to meet their ‘price promise’ due to the increasing price of gas.

• George Best Belfast City Airport (GBBCA): is a regional airport which 

accommodates more than two million passengers per year (Belfast City Airport 

Master Plan, 2006) and directly employs approximately 100 people, with 900 people 

working onsite. GBBCA was chosen because they are beginning to take a more 

strategic approach to CSR agenda through the development of a CSR Policy and 

action plan; they are attempting to control several prominent stakeholder 

management issues, namely conflicting stakeholder interests with regards to the 

development of the airport and the impact of aircraft noise; and finally, GBBCA’s 

commitment to CSR has recently been recognised with the Chief Executive 

receiving the Prince’s Ambassador Award for “excellent leadership” in CSR 

(www. bite. org. uk).

• Funeral Services Northern Ireland (FSNI): is a group of 18 funeral homes, 

located throughout Northern Ireland, which were amalgamated in the late 1980s as a 

subsidiary of a London Stock Exchange quoted company. It is also one of the 

largest funeral groups in Northern Ireland employing 130 personnel and with a 

market share of 18-30% in the areas they serve (EFQM Quality Awards Submission, 

2006). FSNI were selected not only because they are recognised by the business 

community as ‘best practice’ when it comes to CSR (EFQM Assessors Report,
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2006) but also because they have co-operative owners and a long and interesting 

history of engaging in socially responsible activities. In addition, this case was 

selected because of the unusual way in which they have to approach CSR and 

stakeholder management due to the sensitive nature of the business.

These three cases were selected from the twenty organisations that took part in the 

preliminary research and the researcher did not experience any difficulty in gaining access to 

the selected case organisations. Although a fourth case, FG Wilsons, was approached, 

sufficient access could not be provided and given the exploratory nature of this research 

programme, the researcher determined that this case would not be suitable. Furthermore, 

after research was conducted with the three cases, it was decided that theoretical saturation 

was reached and there would be limited returns from researching a fourth case (Saunders et 

ah, 2003; Voss et ah, 2002).

In order to gain access to the case organisations, initial contact with a senior member of staff 

from each of the case organisations was made then followed up by a formal request letter, 

accompanied by a document detailing the research aims and objectives. Following 

preliminary meetings in which the research aims and objectives, the level of access required, 

and the potential benefits of involvement were discussed, each organisation agreed to 

participate in the research.

4.9 Data Collection

Within case study research, various data collection methods can be used, such as 

observations, interviews, questionnaires, focus groups and archival records (Yin, 2011; 

Eisenhardt, 1989). For this research programme, the researcher decided that semi-structured 

interviews, focus groups and the analysis of secondary data would be used to gather the rich 

data necessary to fulfill the research aims and objectives. The use of several data collection 

methods is supported by Hartley (1997, p209) who argues that “many case study researchers, 

in their pursuit of the delicate and intricate interactions and processes occurring within 

organisations, will use a combination of methods, partly because complex phenomena may 

be approached through several methods, and partly deliberately to triangulate (and thereby 

improve validity).” The following sections provide a rationale for the selection of these 

various methods.

4.9.1 Interviews

Yin (2011) proposes that one of the most important sources of case study data is the 

interview in which researchers ask the respondent about facts, opinions and insights.
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Qualitative interviews are characterised by a low degree of structure; a predominance of 

open questions; and a focus on “specific situations and action sequences in the world of the 

interviewee” (Kvale, 1983, pi76; cited in Cassell and Symon, 1997). The researcher decided 

that in-depth semi-structured interviews would be used for this research programme in order 

to allow respondents the freedom to discuss different aspects of CSR and stakeholder 

management in their own words, whilst providing the researcher with some degree of 

structure and consistency (Juholin, 2004; Mohr et ah, 2001). The benefits of semi-structured 

interview, namely the flexibility of the interviewer to explore areas of interest that emerge, is 

supported by McWilliams et al. (2006, p9) who argue that researchers need to use more 

direct methods, such as semi-structured interviews to “tease out less self-serving 

information” with regards to CSR. In addition, the use of qualitative interviews is conducive 

to the interpretivist epistemology underpinning this research programme, given that there is 

an emphasis on understanding the individual within their context.

Before starting the data collection, an interview schedule was drawn up based on the 

research aims and objectives. Each interviewee was selected by the researcher, and the 

length of the interview ranged from 45 minutes to 1.5 hours. Interviews were conducted 

with a wide cross-section of personnel, down and across the organisation, ranging from the 

Chief Executive to administrative staff. Whilst it was important to understand perspectives 

from staff throughout the organization (Hendry, 2005; heavy, 1994), particular emphasis 

was placed on interviewing employees at senior management level who had responsibility 

for any aspect of CSR within their organisations (Juholin, 2004). This is supported by 

Tullberg (2005, p262), who in his article on the responsive approach to CSR, argued the 

importance of understanding the perspective of senior managers:

“.. .since executives are important decision makers, their point of view has high 

relevance for why corporate social responsibilities have obtained the current 

characteristics.”

Furthermore, in order to fulfill the research aims and objectives, it was imperative to 

consider experiences from stakeholders that were external to the organisation.

Understanding the perspectives of external organisation stakeholders is fundamental to 

maximising the potential of providing a meaningful insight into stakeholder management, 

however, it can be argued that the stakeholder perspective has been lacking in research to 

date. Subsequently, semi-structured interviews were conducted with a wide variety of 

stakeholder representatives. The researcher selected organisational stakeholders for each 

case organisation through asking employees to discuss relevant stakeholders, as well as the 

researcher selecting stakeholder representatives after examining secondary evidence.
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The researcher continued interviewing employees and stakeholder representatives until the 

data collection had reached saturation point (Eisenhardt, 1989) and little more would be 

gained from further interviews. Please refer to the Appendix B for the list of interviews 

conducted for each case organisation.

4.9.2 Focus Groups

Focus groups are a form of group interview that capitalise on communication between 

research participants in order to generate data and are particularly useful for exploring 

people’s knowledge and experiences.

Saunders et al. (2003) highlights the advantages of focus groups, including participants can 

generate or respond to a number of ideas and evaluate them which helps the researcher to 

explain or explore concepts; they allow participants to discuss points between themselves 

and to challenge one another’s views; and finally the use of a group interview also provides 

an efficient way to interview a larger number of individuals than would be possible through 

the use of one-to-one interviews. Furthermore, Kitzinger (1995, p300) advocates the use of 

focus groups given that they can “reach the parts that other methods cannot reach, revealing 

dimensions of understanding that often remain untapped by more conventional data 

collection techniques.” However, there are also limitations including the researcher has less 

control over proceedings compared to the one-to-one interview; the data is difficult to 

analyse and the transcription is time consuming; they are difficult to organise; and finally 

there are possible problems of group effect such as reticent and talkative participates 

(Bryman and Bell, 2003). Despite the limitations, a significant number of researchers have 

used focus groups when examining the areas of CSR and stakeholder management (Dolan 

and Opondo, 2005) which strengthens the rational for using focus groups as a method of data 

collection within this research programme.

For this research programme, it was decided that a small number of focus groups should be 

organised. In total, four focus groups were conducted with a selection of employees at 

different levels of the organisation. As with the interviews, care was taken to ensure a 

diverse range of participants, whilst trying to avoid potential hierarchies within the group 

(Kitzinger, 1995). Please refer to the Appendix C for the list of focus groups conducted for 

each case organisation.

4.9.3 Secondary Data

Secondary data is of increasing interest and importance to management researchers (Bryman 

and Bell, 2003). There is a great variety of secondary data sources such as government
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surveys, opinion polls and market research, as well as a wealth of internal secondary data 

from organisations such as annual reports, website content, opinion surveys, and community 

newsletters. Secondary data is advantageous for a number of reasons, including it provides a 

context for primary data, allowing the researcher to see where the primary data integrates 

into the wider situation; it may provide the researcher with validation for the primary data, 

since the secondary data will allow the researcher to assess the quality and consistency of the 

primary data; and finally, secondary data can, in some instances, act as a substitute for 

primary data because the researcher may not be able to collect data, for reasons of access, 

cost, or time (Yin, 2011; Bryman and Bell, 2003).

Thus, secondary data was used throughout this research programme to enhance and validate 

the findings from the in-depth interviews and focus groups. Specifically, this included a 

variety of company documentation such as organisational charts, mission statements, codes 

of conduct, organisational strategy and objectives, action plans, stakeholder surveys, award 

submissions and feedback, company newsletters, press releases, and website content. A 

summary of the secondary data used for each case study organisation is provided in 

Appendix D.

4.10 Data Analysis

Data analysis is crucial to generating and building theory from case-study research. A 

noticeable feature of building theory from case studies is the frequent overlap of data 

analysis with data collection (Hartley, 1997). As recommended by Saunders et ah, 2003, the 

researcher ensured that there was simultaneous collection and analysis of data. Not only did 

this provide a head start with the analysis, but it also allowed the researcher to be more 

flexible while collecting data (Eisenhardt, 1989).

Many researchers agree on the difficulty of qualitative data analysis, mainly because of its 

reliance on large volumes of data such as interview transcripts and documents (Bryman and 

Bell, 2003). This is emphasised by Miles (1979) who describes qualitative data as an 

‘attractive nuisance’ because of the attractiveness of its richness but also because of the 

difficulties involved in analysing this rich data. Perhaps it is not surprising then that advice 

on the analysis of case study data is limited (Yin, 2011; Stake, 2006). Unlike quantitative 

data, the rules on qualitative data analysis are not as well established or widely accepted 

(Bryman and Bell, 2003; Saunders et al, 2003). Although the literature is limited, it is 

generally accepted that the two main features of data analysis are within-case analysis and 

searching for cross-case patterns (Eisenhardt, 1989).
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4.10.1 Within-Case Analysis

Within-case analysis typically begins with completing a detailed case study write-up for each 

case study organisation (Yin, 2011; Eisenhardt, 1989). The write-up is simply a pure 

description but it is central to the generation of insight and the development of theory, given 

that it allows the researcher to become extremely familiar with each case (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Following this, Yin (2011) proposes that the preferred strategy for data analysis within case 

study research is organising the data around the substantive topics of the case study whereby 

the data from the case is considered in light of the research aims and objectives. This is also 

supported by Miles and Huberman (1994) who recommend that the researcher should note 

emerging themes and create a matrix of different categories, in order to view the patterns 

emerging from each case, or, as Yin (1981, p 60) suggests: “interview segments from 

different respondents but on the same topic should be integrated.”

Although techniques used data analysis will vary for each researcher depending on their 

epistemological position (Bruan and Clarke, 2006; Eisenhardt, 1989), the researcher thought 

it was important to examine the various data analysis techniques used for research into CSR 

and stakeholder management. One example is Hendry (2005, p81), who in his research on 

stakeholder influence strategies, took a systematic approach to within-case data analysis by 

following a number of key steps. This included transcribing the interviews; conducting a 

microanalysis looking for hidden meanings; identifying common themes and producing a 2/3 

page summary of each; and finally developing a 2/3 page summary of key findings after all 

interviews were completed. A similar process is advocated by Braun and Clarke (2006) who 

categorise thematic analysis into six steps including familiarising yourself with your data; 

generating initial codes; searching for themes; reviewing themes; defining themes; and lastly 

producing the report.

For this researcher programme, each of the interviews and focus groups, which were 

recorded using a digital dictaphone, were transcribed verbatim by the researcher. Not only 

did this process ensure the accuracy of the transcriptions, but more importantly, it improved 

the researcher’s familiarity with the data (Bryman and Bell, 2003). Key themes were 

identified from each of the interviews and focus groups and a summary for each was 

produced. Once the interviews and focus groups were completed, a summary of key 

findings was developed for each case organisation and interviewee segments were placed 

under emerging themes. The researcher then analysed the codes and used mindmaps to 

consider how they would fit together within a broad theme, before refining them. At this 

stage, the researcher undertook a further reading of each of the interviews and focus groups 

in order to ensure that no important information was overlooked and that the themes were
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reflective of the evidence. Only when the researcher was certain that each case had been 

thoroughly analysed, could cross-case analysis begin (Eisenhardt, 1989).

4.10.2 Cross-Case Analysis

Voss et al. (2002, p214) highlight that the “systematic search for cross-case patterns is a key 

step in case research.” Indeed, the insights that come from the cross-case analysis are the 

researcher’s findings about the phenomenon under examination (Stake, 2006). There are 

several tactics that can be employed to complete a cross-case analysis. One approach, which 

was used in this research programme, is to select categories or dimensions and then to look 

for within-group similarities coupled with inter-group differences (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Another approach is to select pairs of cases and then list the similarities and differences 

between each pair (Eisenhardt, 1989). Another tactic is to consider the data by data source, 

for example, by interview and by focus group (Eisenhardt, 1989). The rationale for using 

cross-case searching techniques is to encourage the researcher to go beyond initial 

impressions as well as improving the possibility of accurate theory (Voss et ah, 2002; 

Eisenhardt, 1989). This is supported by Leavy (1994, pi08), in his article on case-based 

qualitative research, who highlights that “cross-case comparisons are a less risky approach to 

theory development.”

As the researcher analysed the data across the cases, patterns and themes began to emerge, 

and a fuller picture of the complexities involved in engaging with CSR and stakeholder 

management was developed. As an essential feature of theory building, these themes were 

constantly analysed in line with the extant literature by “asking what is this similar to, what 

does it contradict and why” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p544). Indeed, Jankowicz (2000, pl59) 

argues that: “knowledge does not exist in a vacuum...your work and your findings will be 

significant only to the extent that they’re the same as or different from, other people’s work 

and findings.” Consequently, theory and data were continuously compared throughout the 

cross case analysis. Yin (2011) proposes that this is consistent with triangulation, given that 

multiple sources of evidence are used in an attempt to triangulate findings, and thereby 

increasing their reliability and validity.

4.10.3 Theory Building from Case Studies

Theory building from case studies is an increasingly popular research strategy, with 

Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) arguing that limitations can be migrated through the use of 

precise language, a systematic research design, theoretical sampling of cases, interviews that 

limit informant bias, rich presentation of evidence in tables and appendices, and the clear 

account of theoretical arguments. Indeed, Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) propose that if the
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aforementioned recommendations are carried out, then the result is fresh theory that bridges 

from rich qualitative evidence to mainstream deductive research.

Taking these recommendations into account, and using the themes which emerged from the 

within-case analysis and the cross-case analysis, the researcher began to build theory from 

the data. As highlighted by Eisenhardt (1989), this process was iterative and the researcher 

moved from the data to existing theory, back and forth, in light of the research aims and 

objectives. This iterative process increases the likelihood of the resultant theory being valid, 

as highlighted by Eisenhardt (1989, p545): “while linking results to the literature is 

important in most research, it is particularly important in theory-building research because 

the findings often rest on a very limited number of cases.” In addition, the researcher also 

employed the tactic of selecting categories and then looking for within-group similarities 

coupled with inter-group differences, as discussed previously, in order to improve the 

accuracy of the theory (Voss et al, 2002).

4.11 General Research Considerations

Throughout the research programme, the researcher was mindful of a number of issues that 

needed to be taken into account in order to try to ensure that the developed theory is an 

accurate reflection of the data. Firstly, a case study protocol was used in order to ensure 

consistency and subsequently improve the reliability of the research (Bryman and Bell, 2003; 

Easterby-Smith et al., 2002; Silverman, 2000). The researcher used a protocol to maintain 

focus, whilst documenting her data collection and analysis procedures (Fleugens et al.,

2002). Moreover, in order to improve the accuracy of the research findings, the evidence 

was triangulated where possible through working closely with the extant literature and using 

a variety of research methods (Yin, 2011). In addition, some would suggest that researchers 

demonstrate bias in the way they interpret responses (Easterby-Smith et al., 2002) therefore, 

in order to minimise the bias, a digital dictaphone was used to record to results and the 

findings were summarised, then revisited on several occasions (Saunders et al., 2003).

Another critique of case studies is that they provide little basis for statistical generalisation, 

yet it can be argued that the aim of interpretive, qualitative research is analytical 

generalisation, in order to expand and generalise theories (Yin, 2011). Furthermore, Stake 

(1995, p8) tackles this critique by suggesting that the real business of case study is 

particularisation, not generalisation:

“We take a particular case and come to know it well, not primarily as to how it is

different from others but what it is, what it does. There is emphasis on uniqueness,
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and that implies knowledge of others that the case is different from, but the first 

emphasis is on understanding the case itself.”

Brigley (1995) suggests that comparative analysis across different cases is one way in which 

to improve the analytical generalisation of case study research, whereas Eisenhardt (1989) 

advocates the use of multiple case studies in order to increase the generalisability of research 

findings. For this research programme, the researcher has endeavoured to increase the 

generalisability of the research findings by completing a comparative analysis of multiple 

case studies, using a number of data collection methods, and comparing findings to extant 

theory.

4.12 Ethical Considerations

Saunders et al (2003, pi 29) suggest that “ethics refers to the appropriateness of your 

behaviour in relation to the rights of those who become the subject of your work, or are 

affected by it.” When collecting and analysing data a number of ethical concerns may arise 

which mainly concentrate on the relations between the researcher and the research 

participants. Discussions about ethical principles in business research have been examined 

by those such as Diener and Crandall (1978 cited in: Bryman and Bell, 2003), who highlight 

four main considerations:

1. Whether there is harm to participants;

2. Whether there is a lack of informed consent;

3. Whether there is an invasion of privacy;

4. Whether deception is involved.

In light of this, there was informed consent from the employees and the stakeholder 

representatives involved in the study, and agreed anonymity and confidentiality for all the 

participants.

4.13 Conclusions

This chapter has identified the methodological choices which were used for this research 

programme, as well as providing the rationale for why these choices were deemed most 

suitable in order to fulfil the research aims and objectives. Given that the overarching aim of 

this research programme is to achieve an in-depth understanding of CSR and stakeholder 

management within organisations and to examine how and why the two are related, an area 

which is currently underexplored within the literature, it followed that the research should be 

inductive and exploratory. In addition, it was decided that the research would fall within the
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interpretivist end of the continuum, underpinned by the ontological assumption that reality is 

socially constructed (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Johnson and Duberly, 2000; Crotty, 1998).

Again, taking into account the research aim and objectives, a qualitative case study strategy 

was deemed most appropriate. Similarly, semi-structured interviews and focus groups, 

supported by secondary data, were also considered as the most suitable methods for data 

collection in order to allow the researcher an in-depth insight into CSR and stakeholder 

management in practice. Through a detailed within-case analysis of each of the purposively 

selected cases, and the subsequent cross-case analysis, this allowed for the emergence of 

different themes and ultimately the development of theory.

In striving to fulfil the research aim and objectives, this research programme represents a 

step towards filling some of the gaps on CSR and stakeholder management in practice, and 

improving understanding in this area. The subsequent chapters will present a within-case 

analysis for each of the three selected case organisations, before providing a cross-case 

analysis, with the ultimate purpose to provide a meaningful contribution to both theory and 

practice.
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Chapter 5: Phoenix Natural Gas

Chapter 4 presented the methodological choices for this research programme. The following 

three chapters will present an in-depth examination for each of the case study organisations.

As highlighted in Chapter 4, three case study organisations, all of which have been recognised 

for their efforts in CSR, were selected for this research programme. Stake (1995, p8) suggests 

the real business of case study is particularisation with an emphasis on uniqueness that implies 

knowledge of other cases “but the first emphasis is on understanding the case itself.’’ Following 

on from this, the researcher collected and analysed in-depth data from each of the three 

organisations in order to gain a thorough understanding of each case before undertaking a cross

case analysis (the findings of which are presented in Chapter 8).

The following three chapters present an analysis of the data from each of the case study 

organisations: Chapter 5 examines the case of Phoenix Natural Gas, the leading natural gas 

supplier in Northern Ireland; Chapter 6 examines the case of George Best Belfast City Airport; a 

regional airport which accommodates more than two million passengers per year; and Chapter 7 

examines the case of Funeral Services Northern Ireland, one of the largest funeral groups in 

Northern Ireland (the rationale for selecting each of the three case study organisations is 

provided in Chapter 4.8.3).

Each chapter begins with a company overview of the case study organisation, including any 

recent contextual developments, before moving on to present an in-depth examination of CSR 

and stakeholder management in practice within that organisation. For each of the case study 

organisations, the researcher has developed a framework which categorises and displays the 

organisation’s CSR activities according to which stakeholder grouping they concern. In 

addition, throughout the following three chapters, emerging themes are identified and explored 

in detail, in order to present a thorough account of each case study organisation.

5.0 Company Overview

Established in 1996, Phoenix Natural Gas Ltd (Phoenix) is the leading supplier and distributor 

of natural gas in Northern Ireland, serving 120,000 customers in the industrial, commercial and 

domestic markets in the Greater Belfast area. Phoenix is a group of companies made up of 

Phoenix Natural Gas, Phoenix Supply, Phoenix Energy Services and Phoenix Energy (Republic 

Of Ireland). Since October 2005 Phoenix has been wholly owned by Kellen Acquisitions which 

is in turn owned by private equity firm Terra Firma. The organisation employs a workforce of
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approximately 200 people, and is considered as one of Northern Ireland’s Top 100 companies 

with a turnover of £124.6M (Belfast Telegraph. 2010).

Before Phoenix entered the market. Northern Ireland was the only region in the UK without a 

natural gas network. When the organisation was first established, the core objective was to 

build and operate one of the most modern and environmentally friendly natural gas network 

systems in Western Europe (www.phoenix-natural-gas.co.uk):

“Our aim, through continual innovation, implementation of ground-breaking 

technologies and dedication of service to our customers, is that Phoenix Natural Gas 

will help Northern Ireland businesses compete globally and help in significantly 

reducing our carbon footprint. ’’

As the first natural gas supplier and distributer in Northern Ireland, Phoenix was under licence 

by the Northern Ireland Authority for Utility Regulation to develop the pipeline network, and 

the wider industry from nothing. To demonstrate the growth of the organisation, by September 

2007, Phoenix had connected over 105,000 homes and businesses to natural gas, which is 

significant considering there are approximately 265,000 households in the Greater Belfast Area 

(www.nisra.gov.uk). The organisation continues to invest in infrastructure and to date has 

invested approximately £500 million in what remains as one of only a few gas networks in the 

world built entirely with private investment.

5.1 Case Study Context

At the time of research a number of major developments had just taken place which impacted on 

Phoenix and several of its stakeholders. Firstly, in January 2007 the natural gas market in 

Northern Ireland opened to competition. Although Phoenix had held an exclusive licence 

initially, competition was deemed vital by the regulator in order to strengthen and develop the 

gas market within Northern Ireland. In addition, as a result of an EU Directive, Phoenix had to 

separate the organisation into three separate entities. These developments followed a year in 

which Phoenix broke its customer ‘price promise’ twice by considerably raising its costs. 

Although in March 2007, Phoenix introduced a price cut, the damage to the reputation of the 

company had been significant:

“The company was severely criticised last year for raising gas prices by 52% over one 

12-month period, which it blamed on higher wholesale costs ” (Belfast Telegraph, 11th 

May 2007).
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The conclusion of Phoenix’s government-supported monopoly, combined with reputational 

damage in relation to the introduction of price hikes, meant that ensuring good stakeholder 

relations, particularly with existing and prospective customers, was key to the organisation’s 

continued success.

From this research it emerged that whilst CSR had always been on the organisation’s radar, the 

developments which took place in the year 2006-2007 meant that it was more important than 

ever for Phoenix to work with, or be seen to be working with, its key stakeholders in order to 

address the organisation’s commitment towards its social responsibilities.

5.2 L.I.F.E.: Phoenix’s CSR Strategy

It is clear from the research that from inception, Phoenix has always taken its commitment to 

CSR seriously and has done this in a highly-visible way - the website stating:

"When Phoenix started in 1996, w>e felt it was important to recognise the company's 

commitment towards its social responsibilities " (www.phoenix-natural-gas.co.uk).

Perhaps it is not surprising that as a new company within the Northern Ireland marketplace, and 

one which was set to cause significant disruption in laying a gas infrastructure, Phoenix wanted 

to ensure that the organisation displayed a socially responsible conscience. In order to do this a 

CSR strategy was developed called L.I.F.E., which to date has achieved several national BITC 

Big Tick Awards for Excellence in CSR (2005, 2006 and 2007).

L.I.F.E. is considered by Phoenix as “a holistic, long-term CSR plan” which stands for: 

“Leadership in the Market Place, Investing in our People, Fostering our Community and 

Environmental Responsibility” (www.phoenix-natural-gas.co.uk). It can be suggested that 

Phoenix has developed this framework in order to parallel BITC’s CSR framework of 

Marketplace, Workplace, Community and Environment, given that not only does the CEO sit on 

the Board of BITC in Northern Ireland, but is also the chairman of the charity’s environmental 

arm, the ARENA Network.

Before L.I.F.E. is examined in more detail, it is interesting to note that it is unusual for a 

business of this size to put a CSR strategy in place, especially a framework robust enough to 

repeatedly win a national award. Academic research tells us that formal CSR strategies are not 

commonplace within SMEs, especially given that the resources needed to develop and achieve 

CSR objectives are not readily available within a smaller business (Hammann et al. 2009, 

Jenkins, 2009). This point was also emphasised by a BITC representative, who said that even 

though they had a membership base of over 200 organisations committed to social
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responsibility, very few members had developed dedicated CSR strategies, and to her 

knowledge “Phoenix is the only SME in Northern Ireland to have one." Consequently, the 

development of L.I.F.E. not only demonstrates the importance placed on CSR by Phoenix, but 

also raises questions about how the business manages its CSR activity, and why it does so in 

such a strategic and highly-structured way.

In order to provide us with a greater understanding of CSR and stakeholder management within 

Phoenix, the following table has been populated with the various activities and initiatives that 

Phoenix engages in, many of which come under the umbrella of L.I.F.E.. By having a 

comprehensive understanding of the various CSR activities, as well as establishing the 

stakeholder group to which the activity relates, the researcher is then better equipped to begin to 

fully examine and analyse what CSR and stakeholder management means within the 

organisation. Indeed, the table is purposively structured in a way that firstly identifies which 

stakeholder a particular CSR initiative was aimed at or ultimately benefited, the second column 

identifies the name or type of CSR initiative, and finally the third column provides a description 

of the initiative. The rationale for presenting the information in this way is not only because is it 

a clear and concise way of examining the organisation’s CSR efforts but also it helps to 

illustrate a rudimentary relationship between CSR and stakeholder management in relation to 

the case study organisation. Sachs et al. (2006) developed a similar table which they called the 

‘stakeholder responsibility framework.’ The authors suggest that presenting information in this 

way provides interesting insights into how CSR is managed from a stakeholder perspective:
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The table above demonstrates the various ways in which Phoenix engages in CSR with a 

wide range of stakeholder groups - a wide range of initiatives which cover a spectrum of 

social and environmental issues. Some of the initiatives, such as Breakfast with the Boss, 

could be described as one-off, light-touch initiatives, whereas others, such as the 

development of the charitable trust, require significantly more resources to develop and 

manage, as well as input from a broad array of stakeholders. The diversity of initiatives not 

only demonstrates the varying levels of time, money, and commitment invested in certain 

CSR activities by Phoenix, but it also reveals the organisation’s specific response to its 

corporate responsibility, the identity of the organisation’s key stakeholders, and the ways in 

which the organisation engages with them. Although the previous table is useful in that it 

provides us with an overview of CSR activities within Phoenix, it fails to give us an insight 

into how CSR is implemented and managed within the organisation, the rationale for 

engaging in certain activities and the obstacles to their implementation, if any. Therefore, in 

order to have a thorough understanding of the case study organisation in full, it is important 

to identify and analyse the various key themes which have emerged in examining CSR and 

stakeholder management within Phoenix.

5.2.1 L.I.F.E. in the Community

Jenkins (2009, p23) reminds us that “issues closer to home,” such as community 

involvement, are far more likely to hold the attention of an SME, and from the research it is 

clear that this is the case with Phoenix. From the development of the charitable trust, Energy 

for Children, to reducing the number of people experiencing fuel poverty, L.I.F.E. centres on 

making a positive impact. When questioned on CSR, nearly all of employees who took part 

in the research noted the community activities driven by Phoenix and provided anecdotes 

about the value the activities had added to the local area. One Supervisor defined CSR in 

terms of community activity, “CSR is managing your business in such a way that you are 

giving something back to the community,” and the Public Relations Manager gave a similar 

description: “CSR is putting something extra back into the communities. That is the reason 

why business exists.” Similar altruistically-focused definitions were provided by several 

employees, including the CEO who commented that CSR “is not about profile...it’s about 

being principled,” however, the vast majority of employees suggested the main motivation 

for Phoenix engaging in CSR was in order to build and maintain the organisation’s brand 

with the community.

As a new company in Northern Ireland, there was a clear focus on building Phoenix’s 

reputation and immersing the company into the local community, and as noted on the 

website, the key objective of L.I.F.E. was “establishing and integrating Phoenix into the
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fabric of local society” (www.phoenix-natural-gas.co.uk). The Human Resources Manager 

explained that a good reputation for Phoenix was crucial given that the business impacted on 

the community, both positively and adversely, through the various roles that it played, as an 

employer, as the developer “digging up roads,” and as an organisation with a focus on 

“signing up customers.” A few employees took a more extreme view with regards to the 

motivations of Phoenix’s CSR activities with one Supervisor stating that the company was 

only partaking in so much CSR work in the community in order to “counteract the negative 

publicity” as a consequence of the price hikes, whilst the Corporate Affairs Manager agreed 

that Phoenix was engaged in CSR as a way in which to manage “brand recovery” and to 

“market our way out of.. .damaged brand perceptions.” Therefore it is clear that employees 

attribute the uptake of community-focused CSR activities at Phoenix to a host of factors. 

Indeed, the CEO provided a combination of altruistic and strategic reasons as to why he 

encouraged CSR at Phoenix:

“We do all these things because it helps us sell more gas, because it is the right 

thing to do, and because that is how I would like to be treated by a company as a 

member of society. ”

In examining the organisation’s rationale in more detail, it can be argued that an insightful 

comment was made by the Health, Safety and Environmental Manager when she said that 

Phoenix is engaged in so much community-focused CSR activities because the business is 

“very visible in the community.” This is significant in that there is somewhat of a 

consensus in the academic literature that SMEs remain “largely invisible” and unlikely to see 

CSR in terms of risk to brand image or reputation (Jenkins, 2009, p23). In this case, the 

opposite holds true. Phoenix, although an SME, is highly visible in Northern Ireland. In 

addition, there is somewhat of a consensus amongst the interviewees that Phoenix engages in 

CSR mainly due to reasons related to brand image and reputation, whether this is through the 

generation of positive press or counteracting any negativity - matters which are more likely 

to be discussed in relation to larger firms.

A reason for this large-business way of considering CSR could be derived from the 

comments made by three interviewees. The first was the General Manager of Phoenix 

Supply who suggested that CSR is very important to the company “particularly for us more 

than any other organisation in Northern Ireland” given the industry in which it operates, with 

the Marketing Manager echoing these comments:

107



“It is crucial as a business in this industry to display CSR given that we are dealing 

with volatile gas and we have to dig people's roads up and all the numerous things 

that could go wrong. CSR goes hand-in-hand with the industry. ”

The CEO also summed up the industry’s focus on CSR when he said:

“I have spent 30 years in this industry and we are as close as you will get to a public 

sector organisation so we have a conscience built into us already that you cannot be 

a fly-by-night company, saying one thing and doing another. ”

It subsequently follows that if Phoenix is operating in an industry where CSR is considered 

the rule, rather than the exception, perhaps it is not surprising that the company approaches 

CSR in a more strategic way than its Northern Ireland counterparts and has taken somewhat 

of a larger firm, more resource- intensive approach to CSR through the development of 

L.I.F.E.. This considered approach is highlighted by the B1TC Account Manager for 

Phoenix:

“There are lots of awards out there for contribution to society, but the Business in 

the Community Big Tick award is a very rigorous one. You need to have measurable 

outcomes and outputs, show that you are tracking the results and have a feedback 

loop in terms of impact. The fact that Phoenix is a Big Tick winner is a big 

compliment to them. ”

5.2.2 Strategically Managing L.I.F.E.

In nearly all aspects of L.I.F.E., a strategic approach is taken by Phoenix and there is nearly 

always a clear business benefit to Phoenix in undertaking the activity. As mentioned above, 

brand management and reputation are considered vital to Phoenix in order to achieve the 

integration of the business into the “fabric of local society”, but in addition to this, the senior 

team are clear on the business benefits of CSR, especially if they were in line with the 

organisational objectives, or what Porter and Kramer (2006) term as having strategic fit.

In order to examine this in more detail, it is important to consider examples of how Phoenix 

strategically manages its CSR activities. One of the best examples of this is the development 

of the Energy for Children Charitable Trust. Instead of continuing with an organisation-wide 

Charity of the Year, Phoenix took quite a unique approach for an SME and developed its 

own charitable trust. In Northern Ireland, there are only a handful of large organisations that 

have a charitable trusts, therefore considering that an SME, and one fairly new to the 

marketplace, went through the bureaucracy of developing a trust demonstrates its
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commitment to strategically managing all aspects of CSR activity. Indeed, by founding a 

charitable trust, the senior team at Phoenix could then influence how the community 

investment was managed, from including the word ‘energy’ in the charity’s name, to 

selecting the benefactors, to involving employees and other stakeholders from the gas 

industry in fundraising activities, Phoenix had the ability to purposefully manage its 

community investment in order to reap the maximum benefits for the organisation.

One clear benefit is the impact it has on the workforce. The majority of employees feel 

engaged, partially owing to the development of the charitable trust, with several Supervisors 

from the focus group highlighting their approval:

“ When the charity started off everyone was asked to input into it. It makes you feel 

involved”

“The CEO briefs us about what has been happening with Energy for Children. He 

would encourage you to go to him with any charities that you might think would 

benefit. We have just hit our £100 000 target which is great. ”

In addition to staff engagement, Phoenix has attempted to measure the other business 

benefits of the charitable trust and the various different parts of L.I.F.E.. One measurement 

is the proportion of new customers who recognise Phoenix as a socially responsible 

company, as measured in Phoenix’s customer survey. From 2007 to 2008, this figure 

increased by 15%, with Phoenix suggesting that there was a “strong correlation to the 

increasing publicity around L.I.F.E.” (Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008). Phoenix 

also calculated that in the same period over £30,000 worth of media profile was generated 

from CSR activities (Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal 2008). These measurements not 

only demonstrate the positive impact that Phoenix’s CSR strategy makes to the bottom-line, 

it also emphasises the strategic approach the organisation is taking to CSR. Or, in other 

words, senior management would not be measuring the impact of their socially responsible 

activities if they were solely doing it for altruistic purposes. Therefore, although the 

Business Development Director mentioned how some employees thought that the creation of 

the charity was “overkill”, he argued that it provided Phoenix with a clear focus and plan in 

relation to its charitable giving.

Furthermore, even before the development of the Energy for Children Charitable Trust, 

Phoenix ensured there was a strategic fit with all its community investment. The 

organisation’s 2004 Charity of the Year was Chest, Heart and Stroke and the representative

109



from the charity described Phoenix as a “brilliant organisation to work with” while also 

highlighting on the strategic nature of the relationship:

“In terms of the decision making process around which charity to go with its CSR 

programme, it was dependent on which charity fitted its need. So it was 

strategically led rather than emotionally led. "

The representative explained how Phoenix insisted that the money raised for the charity 

should support a Woman’s Heart Nurse, the rationale being that it was usually a woman 

within a household that made the decision as to whether to convert to natural gas, and 

therefore this directed community investment had the potential to attract new customers. 

Although the representative was aware of the strategic motivations of Phoenix, he was still 

very pleased with the relationship considering that together they “raised a lot of money, 

involved the staff, and provided for a need.”

Furthermore it is clear that the organisation is doing a great deal of work in the 

environmental arena - from building an environmentally friendly headquarters, to the CEO 

championing environmental awareness through the ARENA Network, to Phoenix Energy 

Advisors visiting 250 homes every week in order to provide free energy awareness advice. 

The Health, Safety and Environmental Manager highlighted that Phoenix has an 

environmentally friendly product and as a consequence has to be environmentally friendly in 

all that it does:

“We are providing one of the most energy efficient fossil fuels so it’s important that 

we have that ethos built into everything we do. As well as that, in building this gas 

netMmrk it’s very hard not to make an environmental impact, so we need to minimise 

the risks as much as possible. ”

In addition, Phoenix’s environmental credentials are also used in very much a strategic way 

in order to secure face-to-face meetings with prospective new customers. Each year 

approximately 13,000 Energy Audits are completed with trained Phoenix Energy Advisors 

and the purpose is to encourage people to “use more energy efficient appliances, protect 

themselves from heat loss, add insulation measures and reduce overall energy consumption” 

(Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008). However, one Energy Advisor highlighted that 

although they provide a wide range of energy advice during the Audit, the real purpose is to 

sign up more new customers:



“Our Energy’ Audit that we do in each house is about all fuels used in the house and 

telling them how they can save money. At the end you hit them with ‘ifyou convert 

to gas ”

Yet, there are other interviewees, including a Representative from the Energy Savings Trust, 

who would consider the audits to be a responsible initiative undertaken by Phoenix, 

regardless of whether the motivation is strategic or not:

“Phoenix doesn 7 go out to a house and say ‘here is gas, it is a good thing, ’ throw in 

a boiler and get on with it. They take our standards to that home, brief them on 

insulation, recommend the best controls, and educate people. I know that they are 

giving out good advice and that they are doing the right thing by the customer. "

Several employees also commented that Phoenix’s focus on environmental impact is more 

than just a way in which to attract new customers. Rather, in the anecdote provided below, it 

is an ethos that Phoenix promotes both internally and externally:

“I'm really impressed at the recycling policy here and if you leave your monitor on 

overnight you get a stern warning because you have wasted energy, not because it 

cost money. I was quite impressed by it” (Contact Centre Staff Member).

Although there are numerous examples of initiatives which are strategically aligned to 

Phoenix’s core business aim and objectives, it can be argued that there are a number of 

initiatives which are lacking strategic fit. A clear example of this is Phoenix’s “commitment 

to the arts in Northern Ireland” in which the organisation supports an annual art competition 

with the University of Ulster and also provides financial support to an art gallery within the 

Grand Opera House (www.phoenix-natural-gas.com).

5.2.3 Structural Support for L.I.F.E.

As stated previously, it is unusual for a SME to have a CSR strategy yet, not only has 

Phoenix developed L.I.F.E., but senior management have also ensured that CSR is placed 

within the strategic decision-making process of the organisation, and there is structural 

support and processes in place to support its implementation. Indeed, senior management 

manage L.I.F.E. in a very considered and structured way through a bespoke governance 

structure:



‘ 7 think that if you haven’t got a plan then how can you see if you are being 

effective? Unless you can sit down and say here is what I want to achieve and here is 

my plan for doing it, I think it would be almost impossible (CEO). ”

Although L.l.F.E. impacts on numerous parts of Phoenix’s business, including Corporate 

Affairs, Marketing, and Human Resources, the decision was made for it to be “centrally 

controlled” in order to “ensure a single-minded and cohesive approach is adopted year after 

year” (Big Tick Submission Report, 2005). Consequently, leadership comes from the 

highest organisational level with direct involvement of the CEO, who as overall Chairman of 

L.l.F.E., is responsible for its implementation and success. The governance structure for 

L.l.F.E., as displayed in the diagram below, also includes a L.l.F.E. Co-ordinator and a 

L.l.F.E. Committee, underpinned by L.l.F.E. Champions (Big Tick Submission Report, 

2005):

CEO
LIFE Chairman

LIFE
Committee

LIFE
Co-ordinator

LIFE Champions

Figure 5.1: Governance Structure for L.l.F.E. (Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008).

The L.l.F.E. Coordinator is a nominated member of the L.l.F.E. Committee who takes 

responsibility for project managing and controlling the implementation of the Committee’s 

agreed initiatives, as well as reporting to the Phoenix Board on a monthly basis. The L.l.F.E. 

Committee is responsible for planning and organising Phoenix’s CSR activities, to set 

objectives and priorities for L.l.F.E. and to monitor its success. It meets for half a day each 

month and is made up of senior managers from different areas of the business. Not only is 

the L.l.F.E. Committee tasked with making sure that all CSR initiatives fall within the 

L.l.F.E. strategy but, in recent years, it has been increasingly driven by the CEO to think 

more strategically about these activities in order to ensure that they underpin Phoenix’s key 

business objectives:
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“The L.I.F.E. Committee has developed strategically to make sure that all L.I.F.E. 

initiatives not only fall within the L.I.F.E. strategy but on a macro level they actually 

underpin the Phoenix Group’s 5 main business objectives” (Big Tick 

Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008).

The composition of the L.I.F.E. Committee is presented in the diagram below:
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Makes sure Phoenix 
continues to improve its 

environmental policy

Figure 5.2: Structure of L.I.F.E Committee (Big Tick Reacereditation Proposal, 2008).

From the diagram, it is evident that each member of the Committee has a very specific role 

to play within the L.I.F.E. strategy. For example, the Human Resources Manager takes 

responsibility for the Investing in our People strand which equates to “continued investment 

in a skilled and effective workforce,” whereas the Operations Manager takes responsibility 

for Leadership in the Marketplace by ensuring the company is “seen as an example of best 

practice. ’’ In addition to the monthly meetings, the Committee also complete an annual 

review in which they gain understanding of external opinions through what they call the 

‘L.I.F.E feedback loop’. They gather feedback through a series of one-to-one interviews 

with internal and external stakeholders, in which the value of the contribution is considered 

in conjunction with any other criteria set out for each of the CSR initiatives. Once the 

initiatives have been reviewed, targets and expectations for the next year are then developed 

which are then communicated at a company-wide annual briefing.



Similar to the last section on strategic focus, it could be argued that this highly structured 

approach to the management of CSR would be typical of a large company committed to 

addressing its social responsibilities as opposed to an SME (Hammann et al. 2009, Jenkins, 

2009). Considering that only 200 staff work for Phoenix, some may consider the governance 

structure, with at least seven people assigned to the L.I.F.E. Committee, to be excessive. Yet 

as discussed previously in Section 5.2.1, given that the gas industry basically dictates that 

Phoenix should engage in CSR, then perhaps it is not surprising that the organisation has 

developed a framework and processes to support the achievement of its CSR strategy.

In addition to the L.I.F.E. strategy being managed by several employees through the L.I.F.E. 

Committee, senior management see L.I.F.E. as an inclusive, company-wide strategy and 

believe that it is important to involve and engage all staff, with the ultimate aim being “for 

all Phoenix staff to see themselves as L.I.F.E. champions” (Big Tick Reaccreditation 

Proposal, 2008). In order to improve engagement, the Committee reports back to all 

employees on a monthly basis to ensure that the entire workforce is aware of what CSR 

activities the Committee is undertaking, as well as highlighting opportunities for employees 

to get involved.

5.2.4 Phoenix Employees as L.I.F.E. Champions

It has been documented that the engagement of all staff is a “fundamental tenet of L.I.F.E.” 

(www.bitc.org.uk) and an important goal of L.I.F.E. is to ensure that every employee is 

considered a ‘L.I.F.E. Champion.’ The Marketing Manager believes that the organisation 

has been fairly successful in this goal given that Phoenix employees are supportive of CSR 

and there is “an enthusiasm and an appetite” to get involved, which was also highlighted by 

the representative from Chest, Heart and Stroke who recognised the enthusiasm of the 

“young, driven workforce” within Phoenix when it came to CSR. Yet, in order to get to this 

stage, it is clear from the research that there has been a concerted effort made by senior 

management and the L.I.F.E. Committee to engage staff in CSR through regular 

communication, valuing their input and ensuring that there are frequent opportunities to get 

involved, particularly in community-based activities:

"They involve you with a lot more things than other companies would. In here you

are encouraged to give feedback, to be proactive and to come up with ideas ’’ (Team

Leader).

To support this comment, evidence from Phoenix’s staff survey suggests that there are high 

levels of awareness and involvement when it comes to Phoenix’s CSR activities with 73% of 

employees knowing that L.I.F.E. is the company’s CSR strategy and 82% of those that did,
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felt that they themselves had played a part in its development (Big Tick Reaccreditation 

Proposal, 2008). In addition, in 2008 alone over 140 Phoenix staff, equating to 70% of the 

workforce, participated in one or more voluntary activities, amounting to more than 2,500 

hours, again demonstrating the high level of buy-in.

Although a number of employees attributed their motivation for L.I.F.E. to regular 

communication and the senior team valuing their input, a number of interviewees credited it 

to the culture of a small, family-run business ethos within Phoenix that has social 

responsibility at its core. Not only did the CEO refer to all the employees as members of his 

extended family but he also said “we really try and run this business like a family business 

and care for our people.”

In addition to community-focused CSR activities, a number of initiatives fall under the 

Investing in our People strand of L.I.F.E. demonstrating Phoenix’s social responsibility as an 

employer:

“They do a lot more than most places. They do the annual health check, the free bus, 

an away day every year, the subsidised canteen...these are the things that matter to 

people ’’ (Team Leader).

“It is the wee extras that make you want to come to work. It helps you enjoy working 

for the company’’ (Supervisor).

Whether it is the structured way in which employees are involved in L.I.F.E., the caring, 

family ethos of the business, or the socially responsible initiatives that Phoenix implements 

as an employer, or perhaps a combination of the above factors, what is clear from the 

research is that the vast majority of employees are proud to work for Phoenix and are very 

enthusiastic about the company’s CSR activities. This is supported by evidence citied in the 

Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal (2008) which highlighted that “staff satisfaction surveys 

suggest that our CSR activities are a key reason for people staying with Phoenix.” In fact, 

during the research, there was only one interviewee that had not bought-in to what Phoenix 

was doing in terms of CSR. The employee was sceptical about the company’s motivations 

for getting involved in L.I.F.E. and as a result, did not want to partake:

“We have been trying to make people feel that we care about them but at the end of 

the day we get paid to put a gas meter on the wall. ”

Yet, it must be noted that this employee suggested that she had a “negative” viewpoint 

because she felt her department was isolated from the rest of Phoenix:



“You will probably find that I am saying these things because I feel that I am out on 

a limb and others might not say the same thing. ’’

Regardless of whether this employee was “out on a limb” or not, what is clear is that there is 

still some way to go in ensuring that every employee is aware and bought into Phoenix’s 

CSR strategy, in order for the company to meet its goal of all employees as L.I.F.E. 

Champions.

5.2.5 The CEO as the Figurehead for CSR

Although the L.I.F.E. Committee and the wider workforce are key in developing, managing 

and implementing Phoenix’s CSR strategy, from the research there is strong evidence to 

suggest that it is the leadership of the CEO that is driving the CSR agenda. The 

representative of BITC described the CEO of Phoenix as both “committed and visionary” in 

terms of CSR. She stated that he “has a real heart and soul belief in terms of what CSR is 

about and really believes that businesses have a sincere role to play.” The representative 

also recalled how the CEO was eager to get other organisations in Northern Ireland, 

particularly within the company’s supply chain, to also embrace CSR:

“Unless you have a fully committed and engaged CEO who really believes in the 

worth of CSR. it does nothing. Phoenix's CEO believes that a rising tide raises all 

boats and they can help people develop. ”

The CEO explains that his commitment to CSR is because it “screams out to people that this 

is the right thing to do ” and he sees it as good business, but in another interview he 

discussed how his upbringing in a deprived area of Liverpool, in which he entered the gas 

industry having no formal qualifications, had a large role to play. The CEO believes that it is 

this background that significantly influences the focus of Phoenix’s CSR strategy: “L.I.F.E. 

mainly focuses on the poorer elements of society because that is where I came from.” This 

is supported by some in the literature who have suggested, particularly within the context of 

SME’s, that the personal values of the leader often has a significant impact on the CSR 

agenda (Perrini et al 2007). In addition, many of the interviewees commented on the CEO’s 

particular passion for the Energy for Children Charitable Trust, with a one employee 

suggesting that it was the CEO’s “own baby” and another commenting:

“The CEO takes it very seriously and it is his own wee project. It is one of the most 

important things of the business to him. ”



However, it must be noted that there were several interviewees who argued that there were 

others, aside from the CEO, who drove the CSR agenda within Phoenix. Content on the 

B1TC website highlights the role of the senior management team at Phoenix:

“L.I.F.E. recognises the value of senior management buy-in and as such, leadership 

and credibility is promotedfrom the top down ” (www.bitc.org.uk).

A representative from the Chest, Heart and Stroke believed the real driver of CSR in Phoenix 

to be the Corporate Affairs Manager. In addition, the Health, Safety and Environmental 

Manager suggested that the success of L.I.F.E. was due to more than the CEO’s efforts:

“I don 7 think it would work with one person driving it. 1 think it has to be an 

integrated approach throughout the company because there are so many areas of 

CSR. "

As did the Marketing Manager:

“Within Phoenix the CEO really drives so many things and he seems to have the 

enthusiasm for CSR but I think that it does spread across the company. Despite the 

fact that he is the figurehead for it, it would happen anyway.”

5.3 Stakeholder Management

The previous sections have presented an examination of how Phoenix approaches CSR, in 

particular, the focus has been on the development, motivations for, and management of the 

organisation’s bespoke CSR strategy, L.I.F.E.. As previously mentioned, in addition to the 

strategy, Phoenix has even put a governance structure in place, including the creation of a 

dedicated L.I.F.E. Committee to support the implementation of objectives based on the four 

pillars of the L.I.F.E. framework. Taking into consideration Phoenix’s highly strategic and 

structured approach to CSR, largely uncommon for an SME, it is arguably surprising that 

Phoenix has no formal strategies or governance structures in place in relation to stakeholder 

management. Perhaps this is even more significant considering that the Corporate Affairs 

Manager highlighted that “stakeholder management is a big challenge for us.”

The following sections examine the complexities involved in relation to stakeholder 

management at Phoenix. This includes analysing the identification of Phoenix’s stakeholder 

groups, their influence, and how Phoenix has to manage their often competing and 

conflicting interests. An external focus is then taken by exploring what stakeholders think of
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Phoenix and their relationship with them, before finally analysing the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management at Phoenix.

5.3.1 The Identification of Phoenix’s Stakeholders

The vast majority of interviewees highlighted the importance of Phoenix’s owners, 

customers and employees, or what Mitchell et al. (1997) classify as definitive or definite 

stakeholders.-given that the organisation has a clear and immediate mandate to attend to their 

claims. Indeed, from the research with Phoenix, the importance of attending to the claims of 

these stakeholders is evident. For example, in one of the focus groups an employee from the 

Customer Contact Centre describes Phoenix as “both customer and staff orientated” and in 

another interview, the Corporate Affairs Manager mentioned that the key objective for 

Phoenix is to get “more people connected to natural gas” in order to get a “better return for 

our shareholders.” In addition to these definitive stakeholders, several other stakeholder 

groups were identified by Phoenix staff. Based on key characteristics highlighted by 

interviewees, the organisational stakeholders from this case have been grouped and 

presented in the following stakeholder map, adapted from Preble (2005). This framework 

was selected over Freemans (1984) model because it demonstrates the network relationships 

(Fassin, 2009), as well as highlighting the two way relationship that exist between the firm 

and its stakeholders (Preble 2005).
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Figure 5.3: Stakeholder Map at Phoenix Natural Gas

From the research, it was identified that stakeholder groups such as the Consumer Council, 

political representatives and the media are important to Phoenix because they are what the 

Corporate Affairs Manager described as “watchdogs and opinion formers” given that:

"'They are all people that inform or influence our business because they have an 

opportunity to damage our profile as well as an opportunity to better our 

reputation. ”

The Corporate Affairs Manager also described these stakeholders as “very volatile and 

precarious,” or what Mitchell et al. (1997) would classify as dominant due to their power and 

legitimacy to influence, as well as urgency of their claims. Other dominant stakeholders, 

highlighted by several employees, are environmental bodies, such as the Energy Savings 

Trust. Interviewees, including the Health, Safety and Environmental Manager, suggested 

that Phoenix’s inherent environmentally friendly product, combined with the environmental 

impact of the gas infrastructure, means that Phoenix has to have an environmental "ethos 

built into everything ” that the business does, and that includes working with the key 

environmental bodies.



The vast majority of employees also suggested that the local community, or what they 

sometimes referred to as the general public, is also an important stakeholder for Phoenix, yet 

for entirely different reasons to the watchdogs and opinion formers above. The Marketing 

Manager explained why the prioritisation of the local community is inherent within the gas 

industry:

“We are putting an awful lot of infrastructure in and digging up roads and it has a 

huge impact within our licence area. ”

From this, it can be suggested that the local community can be considered as dependent 

stakeholders given that they have urgent and legitimate claims caused by the negative impact 

of Phoenix’s operations, however they lack power as a stakeholder to influence and therefore 

depend upon others for the power necessary to carry out their will (Mitchell et ah, 1997).

Several organisations from the voluntary and community sector, namely BITC, Chest, Heart 

and Stroke, and the Fuel Poverty Charity were also identified during the research as 

important stakeholders. These stakeholders were most frequently mentioned by employees 

when discussing Phoenix’s CSR work. There were various reasons provided as to why these 

organisations are important to engage with, from altruistic motives to the more strategic 

influences:

"Working with them is the right thing to do. It is part of doing responsible 

business ” (Business Development Director).

“ What we are doing with community groups is about rebuilding relationships. It is 

all about how we are seen. Our focus is on brand perception and corporate 

recovery’’ (Corporate Affairs Manager).

Whether Phoenix engages with community and voluntary organisations due to reasons of 

principle or reasons of profile, or a combination of both, what can be argued is that 

according to Mitchell et al. (1997) classification model, these stakeholders would be 

considered as largely dependent on the organisation.

Finally, the last group represented in the stakeholder map is other organisations within the 

gas industry. Given that Phoenix had to build the gas industry in Northern Ireland from 

nothing, developing good relations with key stakeholders in the industry, from business 

partners, to training organisations, was of great importance. As well as the direct 

employment of 200 staff, by taking a leadership role within the gas industry in Northern 

Ireland, Phoenix has helped to create approximately 500 companies which employ over
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1,000 registered installers. Therefore, it was important that Phoenix played a key role in the 

training and development of local gas professionals and the company did this through the 

formation of the Northern Ireland Natural Gas Association (NINGA). Not only does 

Phoenix provide leadership and secretarial support to NINGA but also builds relations in the 

industry by supporting the Institute of Gas Engineers and Managers (www.bitc.org.uk). As 

with the local community, and organisations from the voluntary and community sector, 

organisations within the gas industry can be described as dependent stakeholders, using 

Mitchell et al. (1997) classification, giving the reliance these organisations have on Phoenix 

to drive and develop the gas industry in Northern Ireland.

The previous discussion has highlighted that Phoenix’s key stakeholders are made up of 

owners, customers, employees, watchdogs, opinion formers, environmental bodies, 

organisations within the gas industry, the local community, and several organisations from 

the community and voluntary sector. Using Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model, these 

stakeholders can be classified into three main groups, definitive or definite, dominant and 

dependent, based on their attributes of power, legitimacy, and/or urgency. Following on 

from this, it can be argued that stakeholders with the highest degree of salience, and 

subsequently those that are prioritised, fall within the definite and dominant classifications 

(Preble, 2005; Vos, 2003; Mitchell et al., 1997), which to Phoenix equates to its owners, 

customers, employees, watchdogs and opinion formers. Based on Mitchell et al.’s (1997) 

salience model, the researcher has developed the following framework to present stakeholder 

salience for this case study organisation:

Definite stakeholders:
........... . ......................... . . . ............... ----- li----'

• Owners, customers, employees

Dominant stakeholders:

• Watchdogs/opinion formers
• Environmental Bodies

Dependent stakeholders:

• General public
• Charities
• Organisations within the gas industry

UJ
Uz
UJ

<

Figure 5.4: Stakeholder Salience Framework at Phoenix Natural Gas
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According to this model, when it comes to stakeholder management at Phoenix, the 

organisation will devote more attention to its owners, customers, employees, watchdogs and 

opinion formers, as opposed to its other stakeholder groups. From the research, this was 

found to be true. The vast number of employees identified the above groups as the most 

important to the organisation, in addition to providing numerous examples of how Phoenix 

devotes considerable resources in managing these relationships. The Business Development 

Director stressed the importance of Phoenix managing key stakeholders when he said:

“It is important to engage key stakeholders, whether it is the regulator, the 

Consumer Council, or local counsellors, people have to understand that we are not 

just sharks in suits. We are actually delivering a product that is important to people 

and we have to do that in a responsible way. ”

5.3.2 Managing Key Stakeholders

From the research at Phoenix, the complexities involved in stakeholder management are 

evident. One interesting point is that Phoenix has to manage different stakeholders in 

different ways, and how each stakeholder is managed is also largely dependent on the 

situation at hand. For example the way in which Phoenix managed stakeholders when the 

organisation was first established, is very different to how it managed its stakeholders during 

the time of the price hikes, as the following comments demonstrate:

“A lot of the focus in the early years was that if we are going into the community to 

lay the network, then we needed to liaise very closely with local councillors and 

community leaders to help people understand what we were doing, and why we were 

doing it ” (Business Development Director).

“It is very difficult for us to communicate to all stakeholders. I have been dealing 

with writing letters to politicians this week because they have all spoke out in their 

local paper against Phoenix and price increases. You try and talk to them but 

people do not want to listen to the rationale of why energy prices have to be passed 

on. You are trying to fully inform them, but they have their own agenda which is 

extremely difficult to manage ” (Corporate Affairs Manager).

Although there are similarities in terms of how stakeholders were managed in the situations 

above, in that Phoenix had to liaise and educate in both instances, what is different is the 

difficulties faced by Phoenix in relation to managing stakeholders during the price hikes.

Not only had the company tried to be proactive through informing key stakeholders before 

the price increase took place, but then they had to react and try to counterbalance the
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negative perceptions generated by a number of key stakeholders in the press. The General 

Manager of Supply elaborated on how Phoenix attempts to proactively manage relationships 

with important opinion formers, namely political representatives and the media:

“Key stakeholders many a time do not understand the reason behind the actions that 

we are taking so we need to be proactive and educate them. We bring politicians 

and the media in regularly and brief them, even at times when there is nothing going 

on. We try to educate people as we go along. ”

In addition to managing negative perceptions during the price hikes, Phoenix also faced 

difficulties in managing stakeholder perceptions about its socially responsible activities. 

Several employees stressed the difficulties involved in publicising “good news stories” and 

the sensitive approach the business takes as a consequence. This is supported by the 

Corporate Affairs Manager who highlighted the complexities involved:

“1 would like to get profile for Energy for Children rather than for ourselves, but it 

is difficult for us to get the kudos from the media because they see us as commercial. 

We always have to ensure that it is the cause that gets into the paper. It just starts to 

show you the difficulties we have in managing stakeholder perceptions of us and 

getting the right story across.”

Given that Phoenix is in such a highly-regulated, highly-publicised industry, perhaps it is not 

surprising that it encounters many difficulties when attempting to manage its most salient 

stakeholders, yet what is important to emphasise is that there are no formal strategies or 

structures in place in relation to stakeholder management as a whole. Instead certain 

departments have the responsibility of managing specific stakeholder relations, for example 

the Human Resources department manages relations with Phoenix employees, whereas the 

Business Development Directorate, which includes Corporate Affairs, Public Relations and 

Marketing, has the responsibility of managing relations with watchdogs and key opinion 

formers, such as the regulator and the media.

Despite this, the vast number of employees believe that Phoenix takes a proactive and 

responsible approach to stakeholder management. Furthermore, it is important to examine 

the opinion of the various stakeholders themselves.

5.3.3 Stakeholders Perceptions of Phoenix

In order to get a balanced picture of Phoenix’s approach to stakeholder management, it is 

important to examine the perceptions of the organisation from the viewpoint of the various
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key stakeholders. Starting with customers, a representative from Phoenix’s market research 

company believes customer perceptions have altered greatly from when the business was 

first established:

“It would be fair to say that perceptions have changed over the last five years and 

the price increases have had a major effect on perception. In essence natural gas 

has gone from an aspirational product to a product that is being very much clouded 

by the negative halo effect of the price increases. ”

Yet feedback from customer satisfaction surveys conducted by Phoenix in 2008 indicates 

that the perceptions of the company are once again looking more positive given that the 

proportion of respondents who recognise Phoenix as a socially responsible company 

increased by 15% from the previous year.

In terms of employee perceptions, staff satisfaction levels are very high with 97% of 

employees believing communication by Phoenix to be excellent (Big Tick Reaccreditation 

Proposal, 2008). Also all employees that were interviewed, apart from one somewhat 

disgruntled employee (as discussed in Section 5.2.4), were very enthusiastic about Phoenix, 

the benefits they received and the advantages of the family-like culture of the organisation.

Perceptions from the voluntary and community organisations that Phoenix engages with are 

also very positive. The representative from BITC described the relationship they had with 

Phoenix, through the anecdote of Phoenix coming out of BITC membership due to ‘'the lack 

of value”:

“Phoenix came back into membership on the condition that we delivered on the 

objectives that the CEO had set us. Suffice to say that from that day for-ward the 

relationship has gone from strength to strength and now the CEO would be a real 

advocate of Business in the Community. "

This example highlights that although this organisation was in the voluntary and community 

sector, Phoenix demanded that they deliver against set objectives in order for the relationship 

to continue. A similar example was also provided by the representative from Chest, Heart 

and Stroke who described the relationship with Phoenix as “fantastic” .However, during the 

interview, the representative also described how Phoenix required the fundraising to be in 

aid of a woman’s heart nurse, given that it was usually the female in a household that would 

make the decision about converting to gas:
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“Where I would say / had a slight issue with Phoenix would be were you were still 

having to meet its needs. You still have to find a fit that suits the business. So it's not 

just about what is the need in the community, there was a slight sense of corporate 

selfishness as well. ’’

Despite the relationship being built on the organisation’s needs, both the representatives 

from the charities commended the “hands-on” approach taken by Phoenix staff:

“The Corporate Affairs Manager immersed herself in the whole thing and you really 

fell that Phoenix were part of it. We met every month which I applaud. I like that 

sort of involvement, it is what partnerships are about (Representative of Chest,

Heart and Stroke). ”

The representative from Energy Savings Trust also highlighted the proactive relationship he 

has with Phoenix, despite their differences of opinion on some occasions:

“/ work closely with Phoenix. The business is a member of the Trust, but that does 

not mean that we do not fight. We have put views out that have upset Phoenix in the 

past and / have had runs in with the CEO but I believe that Phoenix has been very 

proactive in what it does."

Although the Energy Savings Trust has spoken out against Phoenix in the past, the 

representative commented that on the whole he had a good relationship with Phoenix and 

that he was pleased with what the company is doing: “ail in all 1 think that Phoenix puts in a 

good effort all round.”

Although both the Consumer Council and the regulator were requested to take part in the 

research, both declined, however a representative from the local media was interviewed in 

order to provide a perspective of Phoenix from the opinion forming stakeholder group. The 

business journalist, who has the responsibility for reporting on energy issues within Northern 

Ireland, provided a frank account of how his first experience with Phoenix left him as 

somewhat of an adversary:

“I began reporting on Phoenix four years ago. I got a lip off that they were due to 

implement a price hike of 17% and we ran with a big front page splash. At that time 

Phoenix was not proactive with dealing with the press. After the release, the Chair 

of Phoenix phoned the Business Editor about the possibility of doing an interview 

which was passed onto me. So I went to Phoenix's offices and the Chair refused to
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speak to me became / wasn 't the Business Editor. I was really annoyed and it left 

me with an adversarial approach to Phoenix. ”

Despite the poor relationship at the start, the representative from the media described how 

Phoenix had changed the way in which they manage relations with the local press:

“There seems to have been a definite shift in Phoenix’s approach. Not just to the 

press but generally. I think the business has learned to be proactive in courting the 

press. The CEO can be very charming. He would invite you to functions or to a 

lunch so you would sit down and talk about the issues. Now \\>e have a good 

relationship. ”

From the discussion above, the diversity in opinion regarding how Phoenix manages 

relationships with stakeholders is evident, yet it can be argued that on the whole, the key 

stakeholder groups interviewed have a positive perception of Phoenix. In addition, from the 

research, it is clear that one way in which Phoenix builds and manages relationships with key 

stakeholders is through involving them in the company’s socially responsible activities.

5.3.4 Engaging Stakeholders in L.I.F.E. through Communication and Involvement

Phoenix widely and purposively communicates all its CSR initiatives through a variety of 

methods, each intended for specific stakeholders. From engaging staff through its corporate 

intranet, staff briefings, and a monthly internal ‘Good News’ magazine, to informing 

stakeholders within the local industry through the ‘In The Pipeline’ trade magazine, to 

communicating with the local community through its community newsletter, a dedicated 

section on its website and by making presentations at local community centres, Phoenix 

ensures that its key CSR messages and achievements are widely shared. Indeed, the 

importance of Phoenix communicating to its stakeholders was highlighted in the Big Tick 

Submission Report (2005):

"It has always been recognised by the company that sustained development of the 

natural gas industry needs communication with existing and potential customers, key 

stakeholders, staff and community groups. ”

One successful example of communication between Phoenix and its employees is Breakfast 

with the Boss, whereby new employees from various departments are invited to an informal 

breakfast with the CEO. The intention is that it gives both the CEO and employees a chance 

to share some personal information, as well as a chance to discuss their expectations for the 

future with one another. One interviewee described breakfast with the boss as a “very nice
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thing to do.” Breakfast with the Boss, along with other means of employee communication, 

such as regular briefings on the progress with L.I.F.E., has resulted in 97% of employees 

believing that communication by Phoenix is excellent (Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal, 

2008).

In addition to frequently communicating the various objectives of achievements of L.I.F.E., 

Phoenix also encourages its key stakeholders to get involved and play a role in its CSR 

activities. The rationale for this was provided by the Business Development Director who 

suggested that not only could stakeholders direct CSR activities to areas most in need, but it 

is a way in which to positively influence the perceptions of those stakeholders:

"Sometimes your best route to the grass roots is talking to the MLAs and community 

leaders and telling them about the trust and they might know someone who can 

benefit. We are doing it because it is the right thing to do and in doing it we want to 

get the right people seeing the benefit of it. ’’

Arguably, the best example of stakeholder engagement through Phoenix’s CSR activities is 

the Energy for Children Charitable Trust. Setting up the charitable trust has meant that 

Phoenix can involve key stakeholders in its delivery, as well as sharing in the successes. For 

example, employee involvement in the charity is encouraged by Phoenix. Employees are 

actively encouraged to nominate charities and ways in which to fundraise, as well as being 

given the opportunity to take part in the fundraising activities. The Marketing Manager also 

highlighted how employees get involved and the level of support they give to Phoenix’s CSR 

activities:

"Employees do their bit. I was actually surprised with how many came forward with 

ideas for running events. It is goodfor them and it is goodfor the business and 

hopefully it is good for the people that benefit from the charity. ”

The Marketing Manager, as well as several other interviewees, stressed how the wider gas 

industry has also been encouraged to get involved in Energy for Children:

"Because we are driving our own charity it is a lot easier to get the natural gas 

industry involved, the installers and their staff doing things. I think that it works 

brilliantly. The installers are very supportive and enthusiastic they have done a lot 

of good work for it. ”

In addition to the charitable trust, Phoenix has also used L.I.F.E. to engage specific 

stakeholders for example working in partnership with key customers, environmental bodies
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and charitable organisations in order to develop “long term strategic Fuel Poverty 

initiatives.” Another example is how the organisation used the umbrella of L.I.F.E. to build 

and develop relationships with the local community, local government and the wider gas 

industry in order to meet the following objective (Big Tick Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008):

“To continue to grow natural gas trained installers, interview, select and train adult 

apprentices to resource the wider growing natural gas industry which in turn is 

investing in the local economy. "

From initiating Quality Assurance Training Programmes, to facilitating partnerships with 

leading UK manufacturers so that the industry was adequately supported with spares and 

warranty provision, Phoenix believes that the training and development of locally based 

installation providers has been “one of the most successful strands of L.I.F.E” (Big Tick 

Reaccreditation Proposal, 2008).

From the research it is clear that Phoenix participates in socially responsible initiatives or 

activities in which the organisation can successfully engage its key stakeholders. Therefore, 

in this instance, it can be argued that one rationale for Phoenix engaging in CSR is to help 

develop relations with key stakeholders. Yet it is also evident that the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management at Phoenix is more complex than doing one to help the 

other, and therefore the relationship between the two needs to be considered in more detail.

5.4 The Relationship between CSR anti Stakeholder Management at Phoenix

The previous paragraphs highlight how Phoenix regularly uses its CSR strategy to engage 

key stakeholders, namely by working in partnership to have a positive impact on society, yet 

it can be argued that this statement fails to capture the complexities of the relationship 

between CSR and stakeholder management in practice. What emerged from the research at 

Phoenix is that CSR and stakeholder management are viewed and treated as completely 

separate, although they can often overlap when necessary. Indeed, the motivations for CSR 

are different to those for stakeholder management, the key stakeholders within the CSR 

strategy are not the most salient stakeholders for the organisation, and the way in which CSR 

is structured and managed is unlike the structures and processes involved in stakeholder 

management.

Firstly the differences are apparent in examining the motivations. It can be argued that in the 

case of Phoenix, the organisation engages in CSR for both normative and instrumental 

reasons, yet for stakeholder management, the organisation is solely motivated by 

instrumental factors. As demonstrated in previous examples mentioned in this chapter, the
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CEO has driven L.I.F.E not only for reasons of profile, but also because it is “the right thing 

to do” whereas the Corporate Affairs Manager has to write letters to local political and 

community representatives because she wants to ensure that they don’t “speak out in the 

press” and therefore negatively impact on the company’s reputation. Subsequently, it can be 

suggested that there is an altruism in Phoenix’s CSR activities, which is not seen within its 

stakeholder management processes.

Furthermore, it can be argued that the stakeholders involved in Phoenix’s CSR efforts are 

often not the same groups as the organisation’s most salient stakeholders. To elaborate, in 

relation to Phoenix’s CSR activities it is obvious that the local community is key given that 

so much focus of L.I.F.E. is directed towards community groups and areas in need, whereas 

in relation to stakeholder management, this is not the case. Aside from the definitive or 

definite stakeholder groups of the owners, customers and employees, it is the most volatile 

and influential stakeholders which receive the most attention from Phoenix, most notably the 

regulator, consumer council and the media. Although there is some crossover, for example 

employees are managed as salient stakeholders and also are considered a fundamental part of 

L.I.F.E.

Finally, and perhaps what is most distinctive, is how CSR is managed compared to the 

processes and structures involved in stakeholder management. To elaborate, within Phoenix, 

CSR is championed by the CEO, a bespoke strategy has been developed based on the 

L.I.F.E. framework, and a governance structure put in place in order to meet the objectives 

of the strategy. In contrast, it is mainly the Business Development Director and the 

Corporate Affairs Manager who lead stakeholder relations within Phoenix, there is no formal 

strategy, stakeholder map or specific committee driving stakeholder management, and it falls 

within the remit of various. It can be summarised, that within Phoenix, stakeholder 

management is about answering tough questions, reacting to difficult situations, and risk 

management, whereas CSR is about operating a responsible business and giving something 

back, not only because it is the right thing to do, but also because it makes business sense 

especially in terms of profile. CSR is predominately about positive activity and generating a 

positive profile, and is controlled by Phoenix, whereas stakeholder management is usually 

about reacting to issues and managing volatile relations, and the control is largely in the 

hands off the key stakeholders themselves. The representative of the Energy Savings Trust 

supported this point when he described stakeholder management at Phoenix as having to 

“jump through hoops.”
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It was also clear from the research that stakeholder management is prioritised over CSR.

The representative from Chest, Heart and Stroke supported this when he provided the 

following anecdote:

“When the partnership started we hoped that it would run for two years, whereas it 

ran just for the year. I just think that they were under enormous pressure at the 

time, the gas prices were about to increase. They went through a really difficult 

period and I suppose the lovely fluffy stuff that they were doing with us in terms of 

their CSR, and the stuff that they were doing for the local community, was 

completely outweighed by this massive concern about the price increases. ”

Therefore, the paragraphs above begin to demonstrate the few similarities and most notably 

the differences between CSR and stakeholder management at Phoenix. CSR is very strategic 

and well-structured within Phoenix, more so than within the majority of SMEs, however the 

organisation’s key focus is on stakeholder management. It is integrated within the various 

business functions, and is prioritised over activities for L.I.F.E. Perhaps this focus on 

stakeholder management is not surprising given the highly regulated, highly publicised 

industry in which Phoenix operates. Although sometimes their paths cross, and CSR is used 

as one way in which to help manage and engage stakeholders, the distinction is obvious: for 

Phoenix, CSR is important, stakeholder management is essential.
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Chapter 6: George Best Belfast City Airport

6.0 Company Overview

George Best Belfast City Airport (GBBCA) is a regional airport serving a range of 

destinations mainly in Great Britain. It is within close proximity to centre of Belfast and 

currently accommodates more than two million passengers per year, which accounts for 

approximately 40% of passengers coming in and out of Northern Ireland (GBBCA Master 

Plan, 2006). The airport directly employs approximately 100 people and there are 900 

people who work on site including baggage handlers, security and check-in staff. The 

airport first opened for commercial flights in 1938 and at the time of research GBBCA was 

owned by the Ferrovial Group, a publicly-traded multinational. After rapid passenger 

growth in the early 1990s, volumes then remained fairly constant up until the end of 2001 

when British Midland transferred its services from Belfast International Airport to Belfast 

City Airport, contributing to a 56% increase in passenger numbers. Since then, Northern 

Ireland has experienced continued economic and tourist growth, reflected through increased 

passenger numbers, and within the past five years GBBCA has invested more than £30 

million in redevelopment and currently supports an estimated further 300 indirect and 

induced jobs in the greater Belfast area (GBBCA Master Plan, 2006). In May 2006, the 

airport was renamed George Best Belfast City Airport, to commemorate the life of the 

footballing legend George Best, who was born and grew up close to the airport 

(www.belfastcityairport.com).

6.1 Case Study Context

At the time of research, not only had the Chief Executive (CE)just been recognised for his 

commitment to social responsibility receiving the Prince’s Ambassador Award for "excellent 

leadership” in CSR (www.bitc.org.uk), but GBBCA was also beginning to take a more 

strategic approach to the development and management of its CSR activities through the 

formation of a CSR Policy and an action plan (at the time of writing these were not yet 

completed). In addition to the airport’s CSR developments, during the research process there 

were several burgeoning stakeholder management issues for GBBCA, namely conflicting 

stakeholder interests with regards to the development of the airport and the levels of aircraft 

noise - a significant debate given the airport’s close proximity to several residential areas.

In 2006, several local residents groups formed the collective campaign group, the Coalition 

against Belfast City Airport Expansion, in order to lobby local politicians specifically in 

relation to GBBCA’s proposed runway extension. The difficulties of stakeholder 

management at GBBCA were highlighted in February 2009 by Bobby Friedman, a reporter
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for BBC Spotlight Northern Ireland, a local investigative television programme, when he 

commented:

“It remains to be seen whether a balance can be struck between the wishes of 

residents who live under the flight path and the business needs of Northern Ireland’’ 

(http://news. bbc. co. uk)

In addition to the highly publicised concerns of the local residential groups, GBBCA also 

had to comply with numerous national, regional and local policies, seeking to achieve a 

balance between the benefits of increased economic activity connected to the airport’s 

growth and the need to protect the environment. From the Planning Agreement with the 

Department of the Environment for Northern Ireland (1997), to the White Paper on the 

Future of Air Transport (2003), GBBCA had to work within several demanding regulatory 

and policy frameworks. It is important to note that in 2004, GBBCA also submitted an 

application seeking a review of the Planning Agreement, specifically requesting the removal 

of the limit on the number of seats that operators are able to offer for sale. Consequently, the 

Department of the Environment announced that an Examination in Public hearing would be 

held in order to make a determination on the review of the Planning Agreement. The 

Examination in Public was taking place at the time of research, and will be discussed in more 

detail in Section 6.3.1.

6.2 Sustainable Development at GBBCA

It is clear from the research that the development of the airport is key at GBBCA. Not only 

did the airport request an Examination in Public to consider loosening the restriction 

regarding the number of seats for sale, but it was also in discussions about an extension to 

the runway to allow for European flights. From the interviews with senior members of staff, 

as well as key publications developed by GBBCA, there is a consensus that the only way the 

airport can grow is through the sustainable development. Flowever, given the scale of 

environmental impacts associated with airports, such as the pollutants released by aircraft 

engines, perhaps it is not surprising that some will argue that the growth of GBBCA is at 

odds with the goal of sustainable development. Yet on the other hand, GBBCA contributes 

to economic sustainability through the provision of jobs, trade and tourism. The White 

Paper (2003) on the Future of Air Transport highlighted this conundrum by concluding that, 

as is the case with many airports elsewhere, a balance needs to be struck at GBBCA between 

the conflicting environmental, social and economic factors.
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From the research, it is evident that the management at GBBCA have an understanding of 

this need for balance. This is highlighted by the CE, in the airport’s Masterplan (2006), a 

publication detailing how the airport might evolve over the next 25 years:

“Through a programme of sustainable development, Belfast City Airport is 

committed to achieving a balance between the social and economic benefits of the 

Airport’s growth, and the environment. We are committed to engaging with all 

airport stakeholders to achieve these objectives for mutual benefit. ”

In order to do this, GBBCA has increasingly devoted more resources into developing the 

organisation’s CSR activities as well as taking a more proactive approach to consulting and 

engaging with several of its key stakeholder groups. Whilst there has always been some 

level of ad-hoc community engagement, it can be argued that it is only in the last few years 

that a more coordinated approach has been taken by GBBCA.

With the aim of providing us with a greater understanding of CSR and stakeholder 

management at GBBCA, the following table has been populated with information attained 

from interviews, focus groups and secondary resources. The Stakeholder Responsibility 

Framework not only indicates the various activities and initiatives that the airport engages in, 

but it also identifies the stakeholder group at which the particular CSR initiative was aimed 

at or ultimately benefited.
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The table above demonstrates the various ways in which GBBCA engages in CSR with a 

wide range of stakeholder groups covering a spectrum of social and environmental issues. 

This range was emphasised by the Airside Operations Manager when he commented “from 

the project with the university, to the hosting of the community groups, and sharing learning 

with other airports, we do a lot.” An employee from the Customer Service Desk also said “I 

wouldn’t be able to define CSR but 1 do know that we do school visits, our charity work, and 

the environment...these things are important to us.”

Yet, what is clear is that the initiatives are not evenly weighted. Some of the initiatives, such 

as Back to the Shop Floor, are in need of relatively little commitment or dedicated resource, 

whereas other initiatives, such as the Airport Forum, require significantly more resources to 

develop and manage. The diversity of initiatives also reveals the organisational-specific 

response to its corporate responsibility, the identity of the organisation’s key stakeholders, 

and how the airport engages with them.

Given the focus on sustainable development, it follows that the airport places a significant 

emphasis on a balanced approach that considers the environmental aspects of its CSR 

activity, as noted in the Masterplan (2006):

“GBBCA is committed to the further development of its CSR strategy as it seeks to 

continuously understand our contribution to sustainability in its fullest sense.

GBBCA therefore remains committed to the balanced and sustainable development 

of the Airport...while mitigating the impact on the local environment. ”

As noted in the table there are various initiatives, activities and forums that take place in 

which GBBCA interacts with the community. From charitable partnerships to the Airport 

Forum, it can be argued that there is a genuine attempt made by the airport to ensure that 

they are making a positive impact in the local community. The Service Delivery Manager 

stressed the importance of this when he said that “it’s good for us to build relationships, 

especially with the local community. ” Yet, what is interesting to note, is that instead of a 

concentration on philanthropic activities, the emphasis of community engagement is largely 

about building relations by listening to the concerns of local residents and alleviating these 

concerns where possible. The Environmental Manager provided an example of one way in 

which GBBCA manages community concerns through taking a transparent approach:

“We offer folk fivm the local community the opportunity to come down to the 

airport. We take them to the control tower and let them see the heights and speeds
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that the aircraft are flying at, how they land and take off. That is what they are 

worried about more so than noise

Not only does GBBCA open its doors to accommodate numerous community groups and 

local schools, but perhaps more importantly, in 1993, the Airport Forum was developed in 

order to ensure transparency and develop relationships with community representatives by 

allowing them a voice. From the short discussion above, it can be suggested that GBBCA 

has a distinctive approach to managing GSR and stakeholder relations. With a focus on 

sustainable development, the airport concentrates its GSR activities on minimising its 

environmental impact and building relationships with the community through philanthropic 

activities and by the managing concerns of local residents.

The paragraphs above also indicate the numerous complexities involved in ensuring a 

balance between the operations and growth of the airport alongside managing the 

organisation’s impact on the local community and the environment. As with the previous 

case study analysis, in order to have a thorough understanding of the organisation in full, it is 

important to identify and analyse the various key themes which have emerged in examining 

CSR and stakeholder management at GBBCA. The first is considering GBBCA’s 

motivations for engaging in CSR.

6.2.1 Examining the Motivations for Engaging in CSR

Whilst the previous section indicated that it is only in recent years that senior management 

have come to understand the importance of CSR, several interviewees suggested the 

motivation for engaging in community activity dates back to pre-2003, when the airport was 

owned by Shorts Brothers Pic. Approximately one third of interviewees indicated the 

previous owners had embedded a community-focused ethos into the organisation, including 

the Service Delivery Manager who described the airport’s engagement with the community 

as “not a new philosophy.” Furthermore, many of the airport’s senior management team 

started their careers at Shorts, including the CE who was originally the Total Quality 

Manager for Shorts before moving to GBBCA as the Operations Director in the late 1990s, 

ensuring the community values of Shorts remained embedded and championed by senior 

management. Significantly, interviewees external to the organisation were also able to 

highlight the influence that the previous owners had on the airport’s current CSR efforts.

The representative from B1TC commented “Shorts had a strong influence on the airport” and 

was “very heavily into CSR.” Therefore it can be argued that the community-centric culture 

of the airport’s previous owners, recognised by both employees and stakeholders external to 

the organisation, has played a significant role in encouraging and shaping GBBCA’s present
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CSR efforts. Furthermore, rather than just living by the values embedded by Shorts, a 

number of interviewees suggested that the airport will increasingly “do more” and will 

become even more aware of its social responsibilities:

“As the airport develops it will never lose sight of its core values and its 

responsibility to the community. If anything, it will be the opposite and they will be 

even more aware of it ” (Duty Manager).

Indeed, the research identified that increasingly GBBCA is driven to engage in a host of 

socially responsible activities due to a number of defensive and strategic motivations that 

have coerced and encouraged senior management at the airport to realise the importance of 

CSR, for example responding to industry recommendations, counterbalancing high profile 

concerns regarding the airport’s impact, and reacting to increased stakeholder expectations. 

This is supported by the CE, who stressed how increased legislation and the media’s 

attention drives community engagement:

“Nationally and internationally there are certain targets that the industry has set 

and we have to play our part within that. In relation to global aviation emissions we 

are quite a small player, but still very high profile so we need to work with the local 

community. ”

Other interviewees also highlighted the organisation’s impetus to counterbalance the impacts 

of the airport’s operations, as well as the negative perceptions within the community:

“Everyone now is so aware of environmental issues and with rising awareness there 

is some increased opposition that has to be addressed. If you can't keep away the 

impact, then you have to mitigate it ” (Environmental Manager).

The majority of interviewees also articulated how increased awareness, and the resulting 

perceptions of the organisation’s key stakeholders, has played a significant role in 

influencing the uptake and shape of GBBCA’s CSR activities. The representative from 

BITC also underlined how increased stakeholder awareness is compelling organisations to 

engage in CSR:

“A lot of people are making decisions on what they perceive a company to be. Are 

they a good corporate citizen? Are they good about the environment? And if they are 

not then people are voting with their feet. ”

138



Therefore, the comments above emphasise that the drive for CSR at GBBCA is no longer 

just about the altruistic motivations embedded by the previous owners, but instead it is an 

important way in which to address heightened stakeholder demands as well as being a means 

of counterbalancing any negative perceptions that have resulted because of the airport’s 

operational impact. Following from this, one representative from a local resident’s group, 

who described himself as being “cynical” about GBBCA’s motivations, suggested that the 

airport only undertakes CSR activities in order to be seen to be doing it: “it’s all PR cover. It 

doesn’t actually help local residents.” This was also supported by one employee who 

managed the airport’s car park:

"There is a PR benefit to it. I would speculate that is what a lot of CSR boils down 

to. If there is no money to be made from it and no legal obligations to do it then I 

cannot see any other reason. ”

Yet it can be argued that this sentiment is not readily supported by the other interviewees, for 

example the CE on several occasions said that it was a combination of factors that drove 

GBBCA to engage in CSR, from increased positive profile to doing it because “there is a 

responsibility to put something back.” Other interviewees agreed that although the profile 

was important, it was not the sole motivation. Instead many suggested that, particularly in 

the last few years, it is strategic reasons that drive CSR at GBBCA. The CE stressed this 

point when he commented “we do most of these things for business reasons” and it was clear 

from the research that senior management at GBBCA have now come to better understand 

the business benefits of CSR. A number of interviewees highlighted how thinking has 

recently changed within the airport to consider CSR in a more strategic way:

"Before, we just considered CSR as a nice thing to do. Only in the last few years 

has thinking galvanised and it is now considered a core strategy of how we run and 

develop the business’’ (EnvironmentalManager).

"CSR is a business reason. It is an enabler to achieve business objectives. In the 

last three years management at GBBCA has been thinking about it along those 

lines ” (Business in the Community Representative).

Furthermore, the CE explicitly agreed with the point that CSR is an “enabler to achieve 

business objectives” when he discussed how CSR plays an important role in the development 

of GBBCA, which is a key objective for the airport:
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“The reality is, especially for businesses like ours that does impact, is that if you 

want to grow and get a planning application for an extension, the only way to get 

that through is to let everyone have their opinion heard. The onus is on us to 

demonstrate what we are actually doing and the only way to do that is through a 

CSR strategy. ”

Therefore, there are a variety of reasons that compel and encourage GBBCA to engage in 

CSR and there is not one single factor that can be attributed to the airport’s CSR efforts. 

However, what is certain is that in the last few years senior management at GBBCA have 

come to understand the business benefits of CSR. There is a now a realisation that the only 

way to grow the airport is by taking into account the organisation’s social and environmental 

responsibilities. Or put in another way, the emphasis in on the “sustainable development of 

the airport” (Masterplan, 2006).

6.2.2 CSR as a Front-page Objective

Although GBBCA engages in numerous socially responsible initiatives, up until recently 

these were predominately ad-hoc and often lacked a strategic fit with the organisation’s core 

competencies and objectives. The Business Improvement Manager commented that CSR 

was “randomly done” and this was evident in several initiatives, such as GBBCA’s 

sponsorship of a Roadside Safety Campaign based 30 miles from the airport. A number of 

employees also highlighted that often the lack of structure and guidance in relation to CSR 

meant that it was difficult to achieve a balance between engaging in these types of initiatives 

and completing their day-to-day operational duties.

An example of this was provided by the Human Resources Assistant, who described how in 

previous years GBBCA facilitated numerous visits for local schools and community groups, 

often hosting several on a daily basis. Each visit required the attention of two or three 

personnel from the office, and therefore proved to be very time consuming. Several 

interviewees stressed the important of the airport “formalising” the airport’s CSR efforts, for 

example the CE said “we are doing much more than most companies but they are much more 

structured approaches out there.” Subsequently, the difficulties highlighted above, combined 

with the realisation of the business benefits of CSR, had resulted in senior management 

reviewing GBBCA’s approach to CSR in the year 2006-2007. Following this, the decision 

was made to make the development of a CSR policy a key priority, or what they referred to 

as one of the organisation’s front-page objectives of 2007. This is reflected in a comment 

made by the representative from BITC:
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“GBBCA has made a CSR policy what they call a front-page objective within its 10 

point business plan for 2007. That means they are treating it very seriously. ”

Throughout the research, a number of employees highlighted the significance of this 

decision, especially in relation to providing a guiding framework for GBBCA’s CSR 

activities:

“CSR was alM’ays done in an ad-hoc manner but now the Human Resources 

Manager is pulling it together in a strategy, saying this is what we should be doing 

and this is how we should be doing it ” (Environmental Manager).

Not only will a policy provide a structure for GBBCA’s CSR activities, and help employees 

understand who has responsibility for the various initiatives, but an additional aim is that its 

development will also help to fully embed CSR throughout the organisation:

“GBBCA recognises the business benefits of embracing and implementing a 

corporate social responsibility strategy. Our aim is to embed CSR into mainstream 

business practices across the organisation" {www.belfastcityairport.com)

It must be noted that throughout the research, employees used both the terms ‘policy’ and 

‘strategy’ to describe the work the Human Resource Manager was doing to structure the 

airport’s CSR efforts. Given that at the time of research, the document was yet to be 

finalised, it is difficult to confirm whether it can be described as a policy or a strategy. 

However, given the insight provided by the Human Resources Manager into the document’s 

contents and structure, it can be argued that is more indicative of a policy:

“The policy will focus on four areas, Community, Environment, Workplace and 

Marketplace, and we are also developing a two year action plan to support it. We 

have a statement of intent in terms of what we want to do in relation to implementing 

the policy and bringing all our activities together. ”

Whether described as a strategy or a policy, what is important to consider is that the airport 

was beginning to take a more structured approach to CSR which was highly supported by 

employees, including the Marketing Manager who commented that it would help all the 

employees “work towards the same goal.” By using the BITC pillars of‘Community, 

Environment, Workplace and Marketplace’ the Human Resource Manager hoped that it 

would provide a structure to the airport’s CSR efforts and bring all the various initiatives 

together under one guiding framework that “will be of real value to our stakeholders.” She

141



also highlighted that using BITC’s four pillars would help to ensure that the policy and 

subsequent action plan would be realistic and deliverable:

“We want to develop something that we can really live by at the airport, something 

that will get everyone's buy in rather than words on a page. There is not much point 

in putting initiatives in the action plan that we cannot deliver on. ” (Human Resource 

Manager).

Furthermore, this use of external guidance in developing and shaping the airport’s CSR 

efforts is not a one-off. Instead, as will be discussed in the next section, it emerged that 

GBBCA frequently depend upon advice from external bodies, such as B1TC, as well as 

placing a lot of importance on benchmarking not only within the sector but also against other 

businesses in Northern Ireland.

6.2.3 External Guidance and Benchmarking in Shaping CSR

In addition to using the BITC framework to structure the development of the airport’s CSR 

policy, GBBCA also take part in a number of initiatives managed by the not-for-profit such 

as the Time to Read programme and the ARENA Environmental Benchmarking Survey. 

Furthermore, the airport also attends various best practice CSR seminars organised by BITC, 

as well as receiving one-to-one support in the development of its action plan.

The research highlighted a significant amount of interaction between GBBCA and BITC, 

and a number of interviewees alluded to the fact that the charity has played an important role 

in shaping the airport’s CSR efforts. In addition to the direct interaction between these two 

organisations, a number of employees also mentioned the benefits of networking with the 

other members of BITC, namely in relation to the CSR learning they achieved:

“You are getting to work with other companies so in a roundabout way you 're 

networking with other businesses and that’s a form of learning" (Service Delivery 

Manager).

Indeed, on numerous occasions, interviewees highlighted the use of shared learning and 

benchmarking to help to develop the airport’s CSR activities, with several stressing their aim 

of positioning the organisation as best in class in relation to CSR:

“We should be as good as, if not better than any airport in the UK. That is my 

benchmark” (CE).
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“It is up to us to ensure that we are at the leading edge of best practice in this area ’’ 

(Airside Operations Manager).

The Service Delivery Manager also commented that benchmarking with other like-sized 

airports was not only valuable for CSR learning, but also proved to be a way in which to 

reassure senior management at GBBCA:

“There’s always something that you learn from these visits. I think at times we 're 

quite critical of ourselves and unnecessarily so. Even from a reassurance point of 

view, if you learn nothing but that, it remains a valuable exercise. ”

As the comments above demonstrate, there is a considerable emphasis for the airport to be 

considered as 'best practice’ in relation to CSR, and a key way of meeting this aim was 

through the process of benchmarking. The CE summarised this focus by explaining how it 

relates back to the development of the GBBCA:

“We unashamedly say that we want to grow the business so as long as we are doing 

things to the best standards in the industry we have done as much as we can. Our 

role is to make sure that are we performing to the highest possible standards and 

our CSR policy will reflect that. ”

Not only will the development of a CSR policy encourage the airport to aspire to best 

practice, many interviewees also hoped that the policy would help to ensure employee 

engagement in GBBCA’s CSR activities. The CE stressed this point when he said:

“From raising awareness, ensuring ownership and consistency, the development of 

the policy is a way in which to engage employees in CSR.”

6.2.4 Staff engagement: Ensuring Employees Understand and Prioritise CSR

In the European Framework for Quality Management (EFQM) submitted by GBBCA 

(2006), it was highlighted that the management team “stress the importance of leading by 

example, fairness, and openness” and that it is a “deliberate policy not to display mission and 

value statements on the wall.” Yet, what is interesting to note is that although the senior 

management team are not concerned about displaying the organisational values, there is a 

consensus that the development and presentation of a policy is necessary in order to engage 

employees in CSR, or as the Marketing Manager said “the policy is important to get 

everyone’s buy-in. ”
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At the time of the research it can be suggested that GBBCA did not have a high level of 

employee buy-in. A few employees believed that CSR had been fully embedded within the 

organisational culture, for example, the Airside Operations Managers commented:

“I would say that it is institutionalised. Everyone knows that it is done. It is no 

surprise when it is discussed in management meetings and it is a regular feature on 

agenda items. ’’

However, it can be suggested that the majority of employees did not fully support GBBCA’s 

CSR efforts. This is not due to a lack of employee enthusiasm for engaging in CSR 

activities, but instead it was due to their lack of understanding about the airport’s CSR vision 

and the rationale driving it. Although the Car Park Manager highlighted that “one or two 

managers have been less than enthusiastic about releasing their staff for CSR programmes”, 

it can be argued that this was due to the lack of a shared vision, as opposed to a lack of 

enthusiasm. This is supported by EFQM Assessors in their feedback report when they 

commented that “not all managers expressed a shared understanding of organisational vision, 

values and top level goals.”

From the research, it was clear that the majority of employees expressed an appetite for 

getting involved in an array of CSR activities:

"7 think people genuinely do want to get involved. For our charity work, people 

seem to take it very personally. We all get a buzz through giving back" (Personal 

Assistant to the CE).

However, although there was an appetite to get involved, many employees did not 

understand the connection between CSR and their daily work. Some viewed CSR as being 

part of the Human Resource Managers role, whereas others thought it was an additional task 

they had to sometimes complete on top of their daily duties. Yet, a number of employees 

emphasised the importance of ensuring that everyone throughout the organisation takes 

ownership of CSR. These employees also stressed how the development of a CSR Policy 

would help with make this happen:

"Once you formalise CSR and it becomes a policy, then there is an incentive for our 

employees to want to get involved with it. We want our people to be committed to 

this. We want our employees to prioritise CSR and integrate it within their 

responsibilities ” (Airside Operations Manager).
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“It is my responsibility to structure the CSR policy that but the ownership is 

everyone's ” (Human Resource Manager).

Therefore it can be argued that, as yet, CSR is not embedded in the organisational culture at 

GBBCA in the way that it needs to be. Although the development and communication of the 

CSR policy may change this, at present there is lack of understanding in relation to the 

airport’s CSR vision and how it relates to individual employees within the organisation. 

Several interviewees also noted that ownership of CSR needed to spread throughout the 

organisation in order to ensure employee buy-in, and at the time of the research programme, 

plans were being put in place to ensure that all employees were more aware of the airport’s 

CSR activities:

“We are trying to build on our communication with our direct employees to make 

sure that they know what we are doing. We are talking about developing a 

communications forum and I think that will help with buy-in for CSR ” (Marketing 

Manager).

“When this policy is complete and everyone is fully aware, from the managers right 

down to the cleaners, we will all be singing from the same hymn sheet ” (Personal 

Assistant to the CE).

Although there is an onus on every employee to take ownership, what is clear within this 

case study organisation is that there is strong leadership guiding the airport’s CSR efforts.

6.2.5 CSR Leadership within GBBCA

It can be argued that there is clear evidence of leadership driving the CSR agenda within 

GBBCA. This was acknowledged when the CE’s commitment to CSR was recognised in 

June 2008 through attaining the Prince’s Ambassador Award for “excellent leadership’’ in 

CSR (www.bitc.org.uk). This is supported by the Service Delivery Manager: “I certainly 

believe the CE is very committed to CSR and has been for quite a number of years.” The 

representative from BITC also provided a similar description when he said that the CE is 

“particularly passionate about CSR and has been for some time.”

Not only does the CE drive the airport’s CSR efforts internally, but he is also very active in a 

host of not-for-profit and representative bodies within the region. As well as being 

Chairman of Mencap Northern Ireland, he was also the Chairman of the Confederation of 

British Industry (CBI) Northern Ireland. Additionally the CE is also a Trustee of the Titanic 

Foundation, a Board Member of Tourism Ireland and of BITC Northern Ireland and activity
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involved in the East Belfast Partnership. In speaking about his position with Mencap, the CE 

provided an insight into why he is so engaged in these types of activities;

“To be honest I work more by gut. If my gut tells me it is worth doing then I will do 

it. I think it is healthy that as well as the hardnosed business things, that you pick a 

charity that you have personal interest in. That is part and parcel of doing business 

in Northern Ireland. ”

It is clear from the research that the CE is committed to developing CSR within GBBCA, as 

well as using his expertise to help local charitable organisations.

Due to accessibility issues, it was not possible to interview every member of the senior 

management team, however, it can be argued that every other manager who was interviewed 

appeared to understand the importance of CSR within GBBCA and readily displayed a 

commitment to developing and implementing the CSR policy. Several interviewees actually 

commented that rather than leadership for CSR coming from the CE alone, there were a 

number of managers driving the airport’s CSR efforts. In addition to the CE, the Operations 

Director, the Human Resource Manager, and the Environmental Manger were all mentioned 

as playing a significant role in relation to CSR within GBBCA. Therefore, it can be 

reasoned from the research that within the case of GBBCA, there are several leaders driving 

the development of CSR.

6.3 Stakeholder Management

As mentioned in Section 6.2, stakeholder management is of high importance to GBBCA. 

Within the aviation industry, there are numerous, often high-profile stakeholder management 

challenges, namely the difficulty involved in striking a balance which recognises the 

importance of air travel to the economy, the desire to travel by air, and the impacts of 

airports on the natural environment and those who live nearby (White Paper, 2003). The CE 

highlighted this point when he said “an airport by definition tends to be high-profile with a 

lot of stakeholders to consider. ” And the Duty Manager stressed the importance of 

achieving a balance between stakeholder interests when he commented:

“We want the perfect world. We want to improve our business and facilities and we 

want to keep in harmony with the local community. ”

As the following sections will examine, GBBCA faces numerous difficulties when it comes 

to stakeholder management, especially given that its stakeholders often have conflicting 

interests in relation to the operation and growth of the airport. Furthermore, these issues are
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becoming increasingly complex with the growing sophistication oflocal residernts some of 

which have become very articulate and effective in raising their corncerns. Therefore, it has 

become even more important for GBBCA to adopt a variety of methods and tools in order to 

address these issues and engage with its most prominent stakeholders.

In order to examine stakeholder management at GBBCA in more detail, as with the previous 

case study, the following sections will analyse key themes in relation to how the airport 

identifies, prioritises, manages and engages with its stakeholders, before evaluating the 

relationship between CSR and stakeholder management at GBBCA.

6.3.1 Stakeholder Management within a Highly-Regulated Context

In examining stakeholder management at GBBCA, the highly regulated context in which the 

airport operates must also be considered, as this adds another layer to the complexities as 

highlighted by the CE:

“We are a highly regulated business so you have very little freedom as to how you 

do things. The government set the rules and our job is to implement them. ”

At a national level. Government policies dictate the way in which airports should 

develop, whereas local planning policies seek to achieve a balance between the 

benefits of increased economic activity associated with the growth of the airport and 

the need to protect the environment and the amenities oflocal residents (Masterplan, 2006). 

The main regulatory framework pertinent to GBBCA is the Planning Agreement between the 

airport and the Department of the Environment for Northern Ireland (January 1997) which 

sets out a series of obligations regarding its operation including the scheduled operating 

hours, the number of air traffic movements and seats for sale in any twelve month period. 

Further to this, in December 2003, the White Paper on ‘The Future of Air Transport’ was 

published which set out a framework for the development of all airports in the United 

Kingdom. Based on recommendations for GBBCA in the White Paper, in July 2004, the 

airport sought a review of the Planning Agreement, specifically requesting the removal of 

the limit on the number of seats for sale. The Department of the Environment announced 

that an Examination in Public hearing would be held in order to make a determination.

These formal legal proceedings, in which representatives from the airport and a number of 

stakeholders would give evidence for and against the proposed change, were currently 

ongoing at the time of research.

In addition to the Planning Agreement, which set out somewhat of a regulatory framework 

for the management of the airport’s stakeholders, GBBCA also adhered to a number of

147



Development Principles, some of which explicitly called for a process of stakeholder 

engagement. For example, Development Principle 3, taken from the Masterplan (2006) 

stated that:

“Each planning application for major development will be accompanied by a 

process of stakeholder consultation and a plan to mitigate any adverse 

environmental impact of the proposed development. ”

Therefore, from the discussion above, it is clear that at the time of research there were a 

number of stakeholder management challenges facing the airport. Not only were more 

articulate and high-profile stakeholders demanding to be heard, but there was also regulation 

that compelled GBBCA to consult and engage with its key stakeholder groups.

6.3.2 Stakeholder Identification at CBBCA

When asked to identify the key stakeholders at GBBCA, the Marketing Manager highlighted 

the definitive stakeholders of “owners, employees and customers” whereas the majority of 

interviewees took a broader approach, including the Airside Operations Manager who 

identified several groups as key stakeholders:

“There are the owners of the business, our airlines, the staff, our passengers who we 

are providing services to and the community around us. ”

Although numerous employees provided a similar list, it is important to note that the vast 

majority mentioned the broader group of‘business partners’ as opposed to just focusing on 

the airlines. The Marketing Manager explained:

“Our airlines and our tenants, which would be our shops and our security, we would 

call all of them our business partners. ’’

The CE also mentioned the above stakeholders, as well as adding the media, whereas the 

EFQM Submission (2006) by GBBCA also identified government, more precisely, the 

Department for Regional Development and the Belfast City Council, as key partners. Based 

on key characteristics highlighted by interviewees, the organisational stakeholders from this 

case have been grouped and presented in the following stakeholder map, adapted from 

Preble (2005).
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Figure 6.1: Stakeholder Map at George Best Belfast City Airport

As well as there being an issue of who is a key stakeholder, there is also the issue of what 

makes them such. Interviewees provided various criteria as to why the groups identified 

above are considered as GBBCA’s key stakeholders. In relation to the local community, the 

Airside Operations Manager stressed that “with us community engagement is unavoidable, 

just by the nature of what we do. ’’ Both the Duty Manager and the Personal Assistant to the 

CE commented that the community was a key stakeholder because of their close “proximity” 

to the airport whereas the Chairman of the Airport Forum suggested that it was because they 

were affected by the operation of the airport:

“From the shopkeeper in a nearby town to the little old lady living in the local 

estate, everyone in the local community who is affected by the operation of the 

airport needs to be considered. ”

Although the local community is considered an important stakeholder, it can be argued that 

this stakeholder cannot be easily classified using Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model. 

One difficulty in classifying this stakeholder is that the local community cannot be 

considered as a homogenous group. From the research it can be suggested that some 

residents groups have more salience than others and can be considered as dominant
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stakeholders, due to their ability to articulate their concerns and gain media interest. 

However, there are other residents groups that could be considered as dependent 

stakeholders given that they have urgent and legitimate claims caused by the impact of 

GBBCA’s operations, however they lack power to influence and therefore depend upon 

others to carry out their will (Mitchell et ah, 1997). Finally, it can be argued that the 

categorisation of the local community can change over time. For example, when numerous 

residents groups formed the Coalition Against Belfast City Airport Expansion to represent 

the views of residents at the Examination in Public, their claim became urgent, and the result 

is that they would be classified in this instance as definitive or definite stakeholders.

Given the nature of the industry in which GBBCA operates, other dominant stakeholders 

include the media and local government. Section 6.3.1 explains why government and local 

authorities are considered as key to the airport’s operations and growth, whereas the media 

was recognised as important by a few interviewees, including the CE:

“We are a high-profile business. Anything that we do or say would be quite public. 

There are good and bad news stories and we have to be conscious of the media. ”

It can be argued that the airport’s owners, passengers and the employees who work on-site 

can all be considered as definitive or definite stakeholders with high salience. For example, 

a representative from a local residents group suggested that the owners are the most 

important stakeholder to the airport given Ferrovial’s challenging goals:

“I believe that the airport is being driven very hard by its owners and the CE 

doesn 7 hold back from telling us that they have got very demanding targets. It is a 

business so they've got to make money, otherwise they are a failed business. ”

The Human Resource Assistant suggested that the airport’s customers should be considered 

as the most important stakeholder when he commented “if it wasn ’t for the passengers we 

wouldn 7 be here. Passengers are the most important. ” And in relation to employees who 

work on-site, including the GBBCA’s direct employees, as well as the employees of the 

airport’s Business Partners, the Human Resource Manager stressed how they are key 

considering that “these are people whose behaviour impacts on our passengers and on the 

community.”

Several organisations from the voluntary and community sector, namely BITC and the 

chosen Charity of the Year were also identified during the research as important 

stakeholders. The Charity of the Year relationship can be seen as largely dependent based
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on Mitchell et al. (1997) classification model, as their relationship and how much benefit is 

derived from this is largely dependent on the actions of the charity committee and GBBCA 

employees. And whilst GBBCA is influenced and challenged by BITC to improve its GSR 

efforts, this relationship can also be classified as dependent because the not-for-profit solely 

works in an advisory role with no power or urgency to compel change within the airport.

The previous discussion has highlighted that using Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model, 

the definitive and dominant stakeholders which are prioritised are considered to be the 

airport’s owners, passengers, employees who work on-site, the more high-profile residents 

groups, opinion formers, and local government. Based on Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience 

model, the researcher has developed the following framework to present stakeholder salience 

for this case study organisation:

Definite stakeholders:
k------- ------------------------------------------- ----------------- /

• Owners
• Passengers / Customers
• Employees
• Business Partners

Dominant stakeholders:

• Opinion formers
• Government and Local Authorities
• Local Community

Dependent stakeholders:

• Local Communities
• Charities

Ui
Uzu

Figure 6.2: Stakeholder Salience Framework for George Best Belfast City Airport

According to this model, when it comes to stakeholder management at GBBCA, the 

organisation will devote more attention to its owners, passengers/customers, employees, 

business partners and customers, as opposed to its other stakeholder groups. From the 

research, this was found to be true. The vast number of employees identified the above 

groups as the most important to the organisation, in addition to providing numerous 

examples of how GBBCA devotes considerable resources in managing these relationships

6.3.3 Managing Key Stakeholders

From the research, it can be argued that in terms of stakeholder management at GBBCA, the 

airport prioritises the needs of its most salient stakeholders. The majority of interviewees



stressed this point as well as providing numerous examples of the ways in which GBBCA 

manages relationships with key stakeholders. However, it is important to note that often 

challenges arise when GBBCA has to manage the often conflicting expectations of its most 

salient stakeholder groups. Indeed, examples of differing stakeholder interests at GBBCA 

include the growth of Northern Ireland’s economy, route development for passengers, stable 

employment, environmental impact and noise disturbance. Also, as suggested previously, 

not all stakeholder groups are homogenous, but instead, there are mixed interests and 

concerns within the local community given that some residents groups supported the 

development of the airport, in order to provide jobs locally, whereas others were completely 

opposed to its expansion, due to the threat of increased noise disturbance. The following 

comments highlight the differences of opinion between representatives from two local 

residents groups in relation to GBBCA’s operations:

"I think they 're very considerate. I am very pro the city airport. ”

"We think it's totally inappropriate that large aircraft are allowed to fly into the 

airport. It is a city airport and there are supposed to be no flights after 9.30pm yet 

flights come in every night. ”

Furthermore, a number of interviewees suggested that stakeholders are becoming 

increasingly demanding. The Chair of the Airport Forum commented that generally “people 

have become much more aware of the quality of life issues and what was acceptable ten 

years ago is no longer acceptable today” and the Environmental Manager highlighted a 

similar point when he mentioned the impact of increasing expectations on the airport:

"Everyone now is so aware of environmental issues and with rising awareness there 

is some increase opposition and it has to be addressed and controlled. ”

Many interviewees suggested that in order to manage these increasingly demanding, and 

often conflicting interests, the airport should attempt to strike a balance. The Chairman of 

the Airport Forum suggested that GBBCA needed to “achieve harmony” between its various 

stakeholder groups, and similarly the representative from the General Consumer Council 

commented:

"There has to be a balance between the development of the airport and the concerns 

of residents. It is not one or the other. It is important that the airport works with the 

community, but we also have to remember that it is a very important facility for 

passengers and their needs have to be met as well. ”
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The majority of interviewees emphasised the complexities of balancing the different groups 

of stakeholders, and recognised that there is some way to go before GBBCA can claim to 

have achieved a balance. One example that was provided by several interviewees was the 

prioritisation of the local community within the Airport Forum. The Chair of the Airport 

Forum highlighted this when he said:

“Al the moment the Forum is biased towards the community because 60-70% is 

made up with community representatives, therefore the user groups and other major 

business interests are often squeezed out. ”

This was also supported by a representative from the General Consumer Council said that 

“the residential issues took up a lot of the agenda” and the Business Improvement Manager 

provided a rationale for this when he said “just by the nature of what we do there is a 

disproportionate interest taken in the community.” Although interviewees suggested that 

there are a number of challenges present within the Airport Forum, it is one important way in 

which GBBCA consults and engages with a number of its stakeholder groups.

6.3.4 Stakeholder Engagement through Dialogue and Transparency

From the research it is evident that stakeholder engagement has grown in importance at 

GBBCA. Senior management at the airport increasingly understand the impact that 

stakeholder relations can have on GBBCA’s reputation, especially given that the airport’s 

key stakeholders have become more vocal and effective at highlighting their concerns. The 

value of stakeholder engagement, especially through consultation and dialogue, is 

highlighted on the airport’s website:

'We are aware of the value of consultation and maintain a policy of openness to 

encourage and facilitate discussions with all of our stakeholders ” 

(www.belfastcityaiport.com).

And the Service Delivery Manager stressed the importance of consultation and dialogue with 

the airport’s stakeholders when he said:

"It’s actually good to get out and about on the ground and talk to people. Listening 

to what people have to say and finding out where you ’re doing well and where 

you 're not doing so well. ”

Despite the increased understanding that stakeholder engagement is essential for GBBCA, 

one of the challenges facing the airport is how to apply an effective stakeholder engagement
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approach. Although the airport has no formal framework or strategy in relation to 

stakeholder engagement, over the last few years it can be argued that more resources have 

been dedicated to improving the effectiveness and variety of approaches that GBBCA uses to 

consult and engage with its key stakeholders. Indeed, a variety of approaches were 

identified, from the most elaborate medium of the Airport Forum, in which various 

stakeholders meet on a quarterly basis to discuss complex issues, to the internal, light-touch 

initiative Back to the Shop Floor. Regardless of the initiative, what is clear from the 

research is that in recent years GBBCA is taking a more structured and strategic approach to 

stakeholder engagement. Given that the Airport Forum is the most intricate, established and 

well-known stakeholder engagement medium used by GBBCA, it is important to examine 

this tool in more detail.

The airport, on a voluntary basis, set up an Airport Forum in 1993 as the formal dialogue 

process between GBBCA and a number of its key stakeholders, or as described on the 

airport’s website:

“The company is engaged in a proactive and continuous programme of dialogue 

with elected representatives, community groups, airlines and business leaders”

(www. belfastcityaiport. com)

To elaborate further, the Airport Forum has an independent chairman and comprises of 

representatives from local authorities, residents groups, airlines, the Northern Ireland 

Genera] Consumer Council, the Department for Regional Development and other relevant 

groups. The Forum meets on a quarterly basis in order to discuss all issues relating to the 

development and operation of the airport, such as noise monitoring, community complaints, 

development proposals, and airport traffic statistics.

This open agenda, in which any issue can be raised, was emphasised by a representative 

from one of the local residents groups, who could also be considered as a strong challenger 

of GBBCA:

“The airport is happy for us to raise anything, from taxi waiting queues or seating in 

the airport lounge, to real issues which we 're particularly concerned about such as 

late flights, noise and minimising the airport’s effect on our community. ”

Despite his support for the openness of the Forum, the same representative also suggested 

that the Airport Forum was nothing more than a “tick box exercise” for GBBCA:
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“The airport will say that they are engaging with us through the Forum, and we talk 

hut nothing much actually happens. The only way that the airport really listens is 

with the threat of legal action. So the whole process of the forum is a tick in a box 

for them. "

Yet from the research it can be argued that on whole, there was a positive view of the Airport 

Forum and numerous examples were provided to suggest that real outcomes had been driven 

as a result of the stakeholder dialogue process, such as aircraft approach being rerouted on a 

permanent basis and the introduction of a noise monitoring system. The Independent 

Chairman described how the Airport Forum has provided stakeholders with an “increasing 

voice in how GBBCA run their activities” and the representative from the General Consumer 

Council supported the positive impact that the Forum was making, albeit a slow process:

“The forum is a useful way for all stakeholders to have their say. I think it is a slow 

enough process but there is progress being made. The airport does want to address 

the concerns of residents but having said that, they have to take a balanced 

approach and we would support that. ”

Evidence of this balanced approach can be seen in the recent decision taken by GBBCA to 

create two Sub-Committees, the Environmental and Technical Group and the Economic and 

Service Development Group, in order to enable more detailed consideration of matters under 

discussion (www.belfastcityaiport.com). Up until this development, many interviewees 

stressed the disproportionate interest given to community stakeholders in the Forum, and the 

subsequent neglect of other stakeholder issues:

“In the forum there are quite a lot of residents groups. They have a very strong 

voice and too much of the agenda is made up of their issues ” (Representative from 

the General Consumer Council).

Although it is not within the limits of this piece of research to evaluate how effectively the 

issues within the Forum have been addressed, what is important to note is that GBBCA has 

been proactive in attempting to alleviate the imbalance between its key stakeholders. In 

addition, the majority of stakeholders interviewed believed that GBBCA is genuinely 

motivated to manage stakeholder concerns through the Airport Forum. This is emphasised 

by the CE when he described how “some people just go through the motions, but we take the 

Airport Forum seriously.”
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Whilst the Forum is the main and formal medium that GBBCA uses to engage with the local 

community, other methods include regular visits to the airport, focus groups, the 

development of website content, the publication of information leaflets, and the distribution 

of a periodical magazine called City Life. One topic which was mentioned on numerous 

occasions by interviewees was the importance of being open and transparent with the 

community, especially when it comes to the issue of noise. As stated in the Masterplan 

(2006) noise is the issue which “most directly affects the greatest number of people in the 

vicinity of the airport and under the flight paths” and GBBCA is “anxious to engage 

positively with stakeholders to adopt changes in a full and transparent fashion.” The Airside 

Operations Manager explained how the airport was doing this when he commented:

"In terms of trying to achieve transparency, we are bringing in a noise monitoring 

system. It is a £250,000project and once completed we will be able to deal out 

corrective action as well as educating airlines and pilots. ”

From the research it is clear that transparency runs through the airport’s engagement 

approach to a number of its stakeholders. Indeed, the representative from the General 

Consumer Council stated that “overall I think that GBBCA has been open with its 

stakeholders as much as the organisation possibly can be.”

In relation to employee engagement, the objective of openness and transparency is evident in 

a number of initiatives including the ‘State of the Nation’ meetings. These are biannual 

meetings organised by the Operations Director in order to inform employees about future 

developments at GBBCA as well as providing them with an opportunity to express their 

views and put questions to a company director. The FIR Manager highlighted how, over the 

next few years, she was planning to implement a number of new initiatives including an 

employee survey, a communications forum and a monthly luncheon meeting with the CE for 

a cross-section of staff, all with the aim to “allow employees to give input, ideas, and 

feedback.”

The majority of employee initiatives are also open to employees of the airport’s business 

partners including airline, security and retail staff although one difference is the 

responsibility as to who manages these relationships. For direct airport employees, the 

Human Resources Department takes overall responsibility, whereas the airport duty manager 

is responsible for managing the relationship with partner organisations. This tenant liaison 

role has been developed to ensure that all of the airport’s “tenants have a formal avenue of 

communication where they can raise any issues, and where they are kept appraised of 

developments” (EFQM Submission Report, 2007). Furthermore, the employees of the
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GBBCA’s business partners are invited to join in with several of the GBBCA’s fundraising 

events including charity lunches and activities such as five-a-side football. A number of 

GBBCA employees who were interviewed suggested that fundraising events were often the 

only opportunity in which they had a chance to engage with other indirect employees who 

work at the airport.

From the discussion above, it is clear that GBBCA use a variety of methods to engage with 

the airport’s key stakeholders, some of which are formal, structured and resource-heavy, 

whereas others are informal, ad-hoc and infrequent. Yet, what is of importance is that 

GBBCA is committed to using an assortment of approaches that ensure dialogue and 

transparency in order to engage with its various stakeholders. Although there is some 

negative perception in relation to these methods, the vast majority of interviewees were 

positive about the airport’s stakeholder engagement efforts.

6.3.5 Stakeholder Perceptions

In order to get a balanced picture of GBBCA’s approach to stakeholder management, it is 

important to examine the perceptions of the organisation from the viewpoint its stakeholders 

Starting with passengers, although none were directly interviewed, GBBCA delivers against 

high service related satisfaction rates. To elaborate, the airport’s Quality Charter (2008) for 

staff and business partners dictates that in areas such as professionalism of the staff, quality 

of equipment, and punctuality, at least 90% of the passengers must evaluate this as excellent 

or good in the frequent customer surveys. Similarly, staff satisfaction levels were described 

as “very good” by the HR Manager, which is also supported by the relatively low absent 

rates of 2% (www.bitcni.org.uk). Furthermore, it can be suggested that employee 

perceptions of GBBCA are generally positive, with the majority of employees highlighting 

that the airport is a good organisation to work for especially given the amount of CSR 

activity it is involved in. Perceptions of the representatives from external organisations that 

GBBCA engages with are also generally positive. The representative from BITC not only 

highlighted how they influence and shape GBBCA’s CSR efforts, but also commented on 

the open and honest relationship between the organisations:

“The airport is very clearly focused and active in relation to our four key pillars of 

CSR. It is doing very well but it knows it can improve. You get an open door with 

the airport and as long as you present realistic opportunities it will endeavour to 

rise to them. ’’
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The representative from the General Consumer Council not only described GBBCA as a 

socially responsible organisation, but also highlighted the organisation’s openness and 

willingness in engaging with a host of stakeholders:

“Overall I have to say that the airport has been open with its stakeholders. I am 

pretty positive about GBBCA although there is always room for improvement. ”

Interestingly, as mentioned previously, the residents groups are not homogenous in their 

views, but instead there is diversity of opinion regarding GBBCA. The majority of 

representatives from local resident’s groups were extremely positive about the airport and its 

willingness to respond to requests for tours or sponsorship, however during the research 

there was one representative who commented that GBBCA only engaged with him and 

others in the Airport Forum for “window-dressing purposes.” Yet, despite this, it must be 

noted that the vast majority of interviewees, both internal and external to GBBCA, have a 

positive perception of the airport.

6.4 The Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

Section 6.2.4 highlighted that GBBCA often involves various stakeholders within its CSR 

activities; most notably by bringing direct employees and business partners together to take 

part in community fundraising activities. Similarly, another way in which CSR and 

stakeholder management are related is the way in which GBBCA is driving CSR through its 

supply chain. For example, GBBCA emphasised within the EFQM Submission (2006) that 

it is working with its business partners to “reduce water, electricity and gas consumption.”

In addition, through a partnership with a waste management company, GBBCA has 

implemented a successful recycling programme and was featured in the publication 

Sustainable Ireland (June, 2006) for taking levels of waste recycling from zero to 50% in 

under two years.

Although it is important to note that GBBCA encourages employees and business partners to 

get involved in a number of its CSR initiatives, it can be argued that this fails to capture the 

complexities of the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management in practice at 

GBBCA. What emerged from the research is that the distinction between CSR and 

stakeholder management is often blurred. Not only are both used by GBBCA as a way in 

which to justify the operation and growth of the airport, but it is also unclear if it is CSR 

driving stakeholder management at GBBCA, or if the opposite is true.

In examining this relationship further, it was explicitly stated during the research that the 

airport’s motivation for adopting a more structured approach to CSR is the same as its
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motivation for engaging in stakeholder management through dialogue and transparency, 

undeniably GBBCA wants to grow the airport. During one interview, the CE supported this 

when he said:

"If you want to grow and get a planning application for an extension, the only way 

to get that through is to let everyone have their opinion heard...and the only way to 

do that is through a CSR strategy. ”

Interestingly, in this statement the CE suggests that stakeholder engagement at GBBCA is 

driven through its CSR strategy, however, other employees implied that the opposite is true. 

Indeed, a number of interviewees emphasised that CSR is one way in which the airport 

manages, pacifies and engages with its key stakeholders. One example of this was provided 

by the Environmental Manager who described how the airport has developed a CSR 

initiative to help manage relationships with the local community, a key stakeholder for 

GBBCA:

"JVe are considering the establishment of a community fund which means that that 

we would impose a charge on the airlines that break the time curfew. That charge 

would then fund community projects in the areas that are affected by the noise from 

the airline. "

The Representative from BITC emphasised a similar point when stressed how the airport 

uses CSR as a way in which to build relationships with its stakeholders:

"The airport is striving to have greater involvement in the wider community so when 

it does have issues, be it sound or emissions, it can rely on those stakeholders. So 

when things do get a bit tough, GBBCA can call on the credentials it has built up. ”

Therefore, it can be suggested that it is unclear as to whether stakeholder management is part 

of the airport’s CSR efforts, or whether CSR is used by the airport as one way in which to 

management its relationships with its key stakeholders. However, what is important to note 

is that the majority of interviewees prioritised the management of stakeholder relations over 

GBBCA’s CSR efforts, including the Marketing Manager:

“ When Ifirst started here I remember thinking that we do so much CSR. I actually 

thought it was a negative because activities such as school visits meant the staff 

would be tied up for three or four hours. We were not dealing with our business 

partners, our passengers, and our other stakeholders. Basically we were neglecting 

the day-to-day operations of the business.”
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Given the prioritisation of stakeholder management, it can be argued that CSR is mainly 

used by GBBCA as one way in which to manage and engage with its key stakeholders, 

which in turn will help to facilitate the growth of the airport.

In conclusion, within the case of GBBCA there is not one definitive linkage between CSR 

and stakeholder management, but instead it is a multifaceted relationship. The airport 

encourages its stakeholders to engage in CSR; both CSR and stakeholder management are 

ways in which to justify the expansion of the airport; and finally GBBCA uses CSR 

initiatives to manage, pacify and engage with its key stakeholders. Finally, it is important to 

note that although all of the linkages above have a commercial focus, there was a shared 

consensus from the interviewees that GBBCA is also genuinely motivated to engage with 

CSR and work with its key stakeholders because it is the right thing to do.
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Chapter 7: Funeral Services Northern Ireland

7.0 Company Overview

Funeral Services Northern Ireland Ltd (FSNI) is the leading funeral service provider in 

Northern Ireland and is made up a group of 18 funeral homes, which amalgamated in the late 

1980s. In 2000 FSNI became a wholly owned subsidiary of United Co-operatives Ltd and 

since the time of the research, the parent company has merged with the Co-operative Group. 

The organisation has maintained a strong market share, despite a 50% increase in the number 

of competitors over the past ten years, and currently employs approximately 130 personnel. 

The company is led by a senior management team made up of a Managing Director (MD), 

his daughter-the Director of Belfast Operations-and one further Director who looks after the 

funeral homes outside of Belfast. In many of the 18 funeral homes the descendants of the 

founding families are still involved with the business, with some of their employees being 

the sixth generation of their family to take up the vocation (www.fsni.co.uk). This includes 

the MD who as a third generation employee started working in the family funeral business in 

1960, which was founded by his grandfather in 1904.

Within the majority of FSNFs funeral homes there is a long history of community relations 

and philanthropic activities which can be dated back to when the funeral homes were first 

established. This tradition is still evident today, and alongside the organisation’s “unique 

brand of caring,” one of FSNFs key principles is “making a positive contribution to the life 

of our communities” (Information Booklet).

7.1 Case Study Context

In 1999 the MD decided to introduce a number of business improvement frameworks, most 

notably the EFQM European Excellence Model and ISO 9002 quality standard. At the time 

of research, not only had the MD just received the Special Award for Leadership through the 

Centre for Competitiveness, but FSNI was also selected as one of three private sector 

organisations to achieve the Northern Ireland Quality Award, thereby conveying the high 

calibre of the organisation. Furthermore, the EFQM Assessors Report (2006) highlighted 

FSNI as a “role model” organisation, particularly in relation to its “innovative approaches to 

outreach activities in the local community.”

Although CSR, especially in the form of outreach activities and philanthropy, had been a 

part of the organisation’s ethos for generations, the developments which took place in the 

few years leading up to 2007 had placed CSR even higher up on FSNFs agenda. Without a 

doubt, the EFQM process, along with the ISO 9002, has driven the organisation to think
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more strategically about its CSR efforts and has helped FSNI strengthen processes in order 

to develop and support its CSR programmes and initiatives. The MD highlighted this point 

when he said:

“I would attribute a lot of our improvement to our involvement with ISO and EFQM 

because they have brought rigour to a lot of our processes which were seriously 

lacking beforehand. ”

As well as recognising FSNI as a quality organisation, the EFQM Assessors Report (2006) 

also stressed the leadership role of the MD in driving the organisation’s CSR efforts forward. 

Many interviewees also discussed how the MD played a fundamental role in developing and 

shaping FSNFs CSR programmes and initiatives. However at the time of research the MD 

had just announced his imminent retirement. As a result of this decision, senior management 

were in the process of finalising a three year business plan, which included the organisation’s 

plans in relation to CSR:

“The whole drive to introduce a structured approach in the form of a rolling three 

year business plan is that I am not going to be here forever and no one will replace 

me. I do not mean that in an arrogant way but there just won't be another me. So 

the company needs a different structure and different mechanisms in place to ensure 

that it is thinking outside the box, if you pardon the pun” (MD).

Therefore, at the time of research CSR was moving increasingly to the fore at FSNI as a 

result of the business improvement journey combined with the announcement of the MD’s 

retirement. The following chapter will consider this in more detail as well as presenting key 

themes which have emerged in examining CSR and stakeholder management within FSNI.

7.2 CSR within FSNI

Although many may find it difficult to comprehend how a funeral provider could engage in 

CSR, from the research it emerged that there is a shared understanding throughout FSNI that 

CSR is a key organisational obligation as opposed to being an optional extra. This was 

supported by the Director when he said “the idea for me is that CSR is all about 

responsibility; it is not an option.” Due to a number of factors, especially given the unique 

and sensitive nature of the business, the senior management team at FSNI advocate the 

organisation’s wider responsibilities to its employees, the suppliers, and most importantly to 

its clients. This focus of helping and caring for people was emphasised by the MD:
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“What we are doing is quite special. Caring for people is at the heart of our 

approach. These people are going through one of the worst phases of life so we 

have a real responsibility to help them whenever we can”

As will be discussed in Section 7.2.1, the nature of the business combined with the long 

history of community relations and philanthropic activities has ensured that CSR has always 

featured to some extent within FSN1. As Section 7.1 highlighted, in recent years there has 

been a transition from ad-hoc philanthropic activities to the organisation taking a more 

holistic approach to its social responsibilities. In addition, FSNI is beginning to take a more 

structured and strategic approach to CSR, and one which is aligned to its core business 

objectives. This is evidenced by the fact that FSNI has developed two key programmes, 

Care Beyond Words and Sorry for Your Trouble. Both of these programmes have been 

developed by FSNI in order to raise awareness about bereavement issues, train people who 

have to deal with bereavement on a frequent basis, and directly support those who are 

bereaved. The MD highlighted the importance of these programmes when he said:

“Our training programmes are unique. We are addressing a genuine need in an 

area of work that is crucial to the emotional health of our community. ”

As with the previous case study organisations, the following table has been populated with 

information attained from interviews, focus groups and secondary resources with the aim of 

providing us with a greater understanding of CSR and stakeholder management at FSNI. As 

discussed in Section 5.2, the Stakeholder Responsibility Framework not only provides detail 

on the various activities and initiatives that the organisation engages in, but it also identifies 

the stakeholder group at which the particular CSR initiative was aimed at or ultimately 

benefited.
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From the table, it is evident that FSNI’s CSR is made up of an amalgamation of various 

programmes and initiatives. Some are one-off initiatives, such as when FSNI employees 

helped to paint the family enclosure at the local football stadium, whereas some are managed 

over a longer period of time and need significant input and commitment, for example the 

Sorry For Your Trouble programme. In addition, some initiatives only involve the 

commitment of a handful of employees, for example the five staff who volunteer with Time 

to Read, whereas other initiatives involve a change in behaviour for all employees, such as 

the Care Beyond Words progamme which introduced several changes in how employees 

carry out their day-to-day duties. Furthermore, the impact of each of these varies given that 

there are some initiatives which are rarely used, such as the services of Carecall whereas 

other initiatives such as the annual Christmas Memorial Service leave a significant 

impression on clients and employees alike. Indeed, FSNI’s diverse approach to CSR was 

emphasised by a Representative from BITC, who also noted the commonality in all the 

initiatives given that they all had relevance to the core business:

“FSNI is involved in such a wide range of activities but they are aligned to what its 

business needs are. From its links with the bereavement care support group, to 

where it sources its coffins, and how it minimises waste, for a small company it is 

doing an awful lot and it's fascinating. ”

Although the previous table is useful in that it provides us with an overview of CSR 

activities within FSNI, whilst helping us to identify the various stakeholder groups that the 

organisation engages with, the table fails to give us an insight into how CSR is implemented 

and managed within the organisation, the rationale for engaging in certain initiatives and the 

obstacles to their implementation. Therefore, as with the previous case studies, in order to 

have a thorough understanding of the case study organisation in full, it is important to 

identify and analyse the various key themes which have emerged in examining CSR and 

stakeholder management within FSNI. Firstly, FSNI’s motivations for engaging in CSR will 

be examined.

7.2.1 The Nature of the Industry and Ownership as a Motivating Factors for CSR

As briefly mentioned in Section 7.2, due to the sensitive nature of the industry in which it 

operates, FSNI is committed to CSR, with a particular emphasis on adding value to its 

clients. Several Funeral Home Managers stressed the importance of client relations, with 

one mentioning how FSNI employees have a “genuine desire to enhance the service we give 

to our clients” whereas another emphasised the role that CSR played in helping clients:
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“CSR does add value to those people who want to avail of the service. It is another 

string to our bow. We can do the funeral service, but we can also assist with 

counselling if that is what they want. ”

Most interviewees readily discussed that due to the nature of the work, FSNI is almost 

compelled to help bereaved clients through the development and delivery of its CSR 

programmes. It follows then, that several interviewees suggested that CSR is not unique to 

FSNI, but instead it is inherent within the industry:

“CSR is a buzz M>ord to some degree but I think that the funeral business has always 

done it. It has always been part of the ethos around here and / think most funeral 

directors would be the same ” (Director of Belfast Operations).

There was support for the Director of Belfast Operations comment on the history of CSR 

within the funeral industry, in particular, the MD accentuated the influence that his founding 

grandfather had on FSNFs current CSR efforts:.

“I'd never heard of CSR until five years ago but in the 1930s, in the slump, my 

grandfather was into CSR and that was just part of my life and the way we were 

brought up. ”

The MD also provided a number of anecdotal examples of his grandfather building links 

with the local community. For instance, the MD’s grandfather would buy shoes for local 

children to go on their Sunday school outings and for many years, he would stand at the back 

entrance of his funeral home every Saturday morning and throw a handful of coins down the 

alleyway for the local children. From the research, it is evident that local community 

relations were very important to the various founding fathers of the funeral homes that now 

make up FSNI, and this remains the case today. Anecdotes of philanthropic activities from 

generations ago were as commonplace in the interviews as anecdotes of recent CSR 

activities.

In another related vein, some employees also emphasised how negative perceptions of the 

funeral industry has further driven FSNI to engage in a host of a CSR initiatives within the 

community. They described how CSR gives the organisation the opportunity to dispel some 

of the preconceived notions that many people have of the funeral industry:

“There is an awful indictment of the funeral industry that it strikes fear into people 

and CSR helps us to lift the lid off the business and let people look inside ” (Funeral 

Home Manager).
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“A lot offamilies don't realise what is involved in a funeral so if we can get out into 

the community and help dismiss some of the myths and misconceptions then that is 

ideal ” (Administrative Officer).

FSN1 is also encouraged to engage in CSR because there is a real need within the community 

to train people in the issues relating to bereavement, as highlighted by one Funeral Home 

Manager:

“The motivation is that we identified a need for it. I was in a nursing home and the 

care assistants had never been trained... they had no idea what happens next, or 

what to say to the relatives. They are the start of the bereavement support and if 

they do not get it right then that family are going to suffer. Any help we can give to 

any of these organisations who on a day-to-day basis are dealing with death then we 

will. We have no fiscal duty to do it, but Ifeel we have a moral duty to help the 

community. ’’

Not only does FSN1 view the training as a moral duty, the Funeral Home Manager stressed 

that ultimately this training will help its clients as nursing home staff for example, will be 

more aware of what to say and what to do when a death occurs.

From the research it can also be suggested that the nature of ownership of the organisation 

has also significantly influenced and shaped CSR within FSN1. To elaborate on this, the 

altruism inherent in FSNFs parent company. United Co-operatives complements and 

supports FSNFs CSR efforts, as highlighted on the website:

“Since the Co-op was first established in 1844, it has been owned by members 

rather than financial investors, so it can afford to do business in a way that’s good 

for everyone, something M’hich has a strong fit with our business ethics ” 

(www.fsni.co. uk).

This ethos was also highlighted by the President of United Co-operatives in its annual 

Stakeholder Report (2006) when he discussed how the company is “committed to CSR and 

is continuously striving to improve the way it does things.”

An example of how the ethos of the parent company supports FSNFs CSR efforts was 

provided by the MD when he discussed the amount of pre-tax profits that FSNI donates to 

charities every year.
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"They have financial expectations for our business but they are not particularly 

onerous and became we are part of a Co-operative, we can have a more generous 

policy towards investing in the community. There is a greater degree of social 

awareness within the Co-op movement. So in terms of CSR we dedicate a part of the 

budget, 7 or 8% of pre-tax profits to our outreach activities, and it has never been 

queried by them. ”

Therefore, the research has highlighted how the lack of onerous financial targets has allowed 

FSNI the scope to dedicate a large proportion of its budget to outreach activities. 

Furthermore, FSNI has a high level of autonomy and the Co-operative owners are not 

involved in any of the decisions in relation to CSR and activities within the local community:

"The Co-op would be very supportive of our CSR, but as far as local level is 

concerned they wouldn 7 really have any input ” (Director of Belfast Operations)

The MD also suggested that FSNI’s business success has ensured the organisations 

autonomy and support from its Co-operative owners:

"They look at a business that is successful and I guess, although they have never 

said it to me, if it works why break it. ”

Furthermore, the MD also stressed how FSNI’s CSR work has played a part in the 

organisation’s success:

"The gross profit has risen substantially per transaction and our staff satisfaction 

levels last year are the highest they have been since we started to measure them four 

years ago. It just all fits together, but I cannot prove it. ”

Other interviewees spoke of the mutual benefits of CSR for both FSNI and its stakeholders, 

for example, one Funeral Home Manager said:

“If we enhance the service we give to our clients then we feel better about doing it, 

employees feel more motivated and a motivated employee is a good employee. It is 

very much a circle that eveiyone benefits from. ”

Whereas the MD spoke of the “myriad of reasons” as to why the organisation engages in 

CSR:
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“We do it to help the children with the reading and we also do it because they might 

tell their mother and maybe someday the mother will have to arrange a funeral and 

they come to us. And then why do we help her? We help the lady because we 

genuinely want to do all we can to ease her pain. To me that is all part ofCSR. ”

Therefore, although many interviewees realised the strategic benefits of FSNI engaging in 

CSR, it can be suggested that this is not the main motivating factor as to why FSNI do these 

things. This is supported by the MD of Carecall who said:

“It isn't for the straight link of more people recommending the business. It does 

CSR to position FSNI as an organisation that cares, that provides added value to the 

community in which it is working. ”

Instead, as previously highlighted, the nature of the industry, combined with the 

organisation’s Co-operative ownership, has played a greater role. This was summed up by 

one of the Directors when he said '‘it is more than pounds and pence, although the pounds 

and pence are important” and the Representative from BITC who commented:

“CSR is good business sense but it isn 7 commercially driven at FSNI. It was done 

because the MD thought it was the right thing to do with the commercial values in 

mind. "

7.2.2 The Sensitive Management ofCSR

One area which was mentioned during several of the interviews was the sensitive approach 

that FSNI had to take in relation to managing and publicising its CSR efforts given the 

nature of the business

For example the Director explained that selecting solely one Charity of the Year to focus its 

efforts on would be insensitive in the case of FSNI:

“ We try and stay away from having one charity especially given that donations in 

lieu of flowers is such a big thing for our clients. We cannot be seen to be pushing 

any charity as it is very much a personal decision. ”

The Director of Belfast Operations also highlighted the sensitivities involved in managing 

and publicising CSR when discussing the charitable work FSNI does with the local football 

club:
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“Within the funeral business you have to be very sensitive of what you are seen to be 

supporting. I would never put a FSNI stand up at the football ground because it is 

totally inappropriate.

However, a few employees noted that certain CSR initiatives allowed FSNI to gain publicity, 

and therefore increase the number of recommendations it receives, but in a very subtle way. 

The Fleeting and Preparations Manager provided a specific example of this:

“Time to Read is good for us because it shows us helping children and it gets our 

name spread around the community. The more people who hear our name, the more 

people will use this funeral home. ”

Yet it is important to note that the Fleeting and Preparations Manager also said that 

“publicity is a small part of why we do it.” Indeed, the Regional Manager of Cruse 

Bereavement Care suggested that FSNI could have easily got publicity for initiatives such as 

the Carer’s Award but choose not to:

“I was impressed by the fact that it would have been easy to go out and get publicity 

about the awards. It was extremely sensitive that they didn 7 go down that road to 

sensationalise it. So they are working away quietly whilst giving this extra piece of 

support. ”

When asked about the decision to not publicise the Carer’s Award, the MD explained how 

his rationale is based on the ethos of the business:

“7 think it would be totally inappropriate. We have betrayed our clients if we turn it 

into some publicity stunt. It wouldn 7 fit with our ethos of caring for people. ’’

7.2.3 The MD’s Leadership Role in Driving CSR

Within the case of FSNI, the majority of employees and stakeholder representatives 

described the MD as being a respected leader who was dedicated in driving FSNFs CSR 

agenda. The representative from B1TC stressed the role that the MD has played in 

positioning FSNI as a socially responsibly company:

“It is to do with the MD’s leadership. He is an inspirational guy. With his 

grandfather setting up the business at a time when there was little welfare around, 

CSR was in the culture and he has taken that and built on it. He is a figurehead and 

most people are fascinated by him. ”
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This was also highlighted by several other stakeholders external to the organisation, 

including the MD of Carecall:

“It is very much driven by the MD. He has grasped the importance of his business 

being seen as more than just a simple transaction. That it is more than just selling 

coffins, it is also about providing a service to the community. He is a man with a lot 

of principles and he cares about what he does. "

Employees also had the same point of view. Indeed, throughout all of the Funeral Homes, 

the esteem that employees had for the MD of FSN1 was clearly evident, even from the fact 

that they would only refer to him as ‘Mr Brown’ as a mark of respect. As well as 

emphasising that the MD was a leader driven by values, many employees also described him 

during the interviews as innovative and forward-thinking:

“I would have a lot of respect for the MD. He is very forward-thinking and always 

introducing new ideas like the Memorial Service at Christmas and the Book of 

Remembrance ” (Funeral Home Director)

“Whatever he is passionate about, he can put it across well so that people can grasp 

and understand it ” (Funeral Home Manager).

In addition to championing CSR within FSN1, the MD also encourages all managerial 

employees to drive CSR throughout every funeral home. This was verified by the EFQM 

Assessors Report (2006) which stated that although “community involvement is championed 

by the MD” there is a “strong emphasis placed on the need for senior managers to be role 

models.” And during the research, one Funeral Home Manager commented that “it is down 

to every Funeral Home Manager to involve our staff in CSR.” Therefore, although the MD 

is recognised as the figurehead of CSR within FSN1, other managers are also encouraged to 

engage in and promote CSR.

7.2.4 Structuring and Strategically Aligning CSR at FSNI

As discussed in Section 7.1, by going through a number of business improvement 

frameworks, including the EFQM European Excellence model and the ISO 9002, FSNI has 

been compelled to think more strategically about the management of CSR and the structures 

in place to support it. This was highlighted by the Director when he said “it has focused our 

minds more and gave us a good baseline from which to move forward”. This combined with 

the MD’s impending retirement meant that there was a drive to introduce a more structured 

approach to the management of CSR. As a result, at the time of research, the senior
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management team was finalising a three year business plan to ensure the continuation of the 

success of the business after the retirement of the MD, which included organisational 

objectives and processes in relation to its CSR efforts. Therefore, from the research it can be 

suggested that there was an understanding by the senior management team for the need to 

apply strategic thinking to the organisation’s socially responsible activities as well as having 

a structure in place that would ensure the uptake of CSR programmes and initiatives 

throughout FSNI.

Up until this point, although no formal structure was in place for CSR within FSNI, the 

organisation had developed two key programmes, Care Beyond Words and Sorry for Your 

Trouble. The development and delivery of these programmes required a formal structure as 

well as dedicated resources, partnership working with Cruse Bereavement Care and a change 

of numerous processes within the day-to-day operation of the business. Interestingly the 

partnership with Cruse in facilitating Care Beyond Words had deteriorated to a lesser 

charitable giving partnership at the time of the research. This will be discussed further in 

Section 7.3.3. In addition, both were developed to align with the core business as the focus 

was on helping to address client and community needs in relation to bereavement awareness 

and support. One of the Funeral Directors stressed the importance of ensuring that the 

organisation’s CSR activities focused on addressing the needs:

“I think that you have to channel your resources to where the business needs are.

It's just really about picking out relevant areas that will really benefit from our

help. "

Yet, apart from these two programmes, it can be suggested that more could be done to ensure 

that CSR is consistently rolled out throughout the organisation. Although some suggested 

that there was uniformity throughout FSNI, a number of employees were beginning to 

recognise the need for a more structured approach. For instance, one Funeral Home 

Manager emphasised this point when he said:

“Everyone must be singing off the same hymn sheet. In the past we would not have

documented things but we need to now. ”

Several employees also mentioned that too much emphasis is placed on the CSR initiatives 

of the funeral homes in Belfast, especially in the funeral home where the MD is 

headquartered. The Fleeting and Preparation Manager stressed that FSNI needs to “spread 

its wings’’ in terms of driving CSR at the other funeral homes within the organisation, 

however, some employees commented that CSR was more prevalent in Belfast because of
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the greater need to develop community relations. To elaborate, several interviewees 

suggested that good community relations were inherent within the funeral homes outside of 

Belfast given that they were already viewed as “pail of the fabric of the local community” 

(Funeral Home Manager). A number of Funeral Home Managers, based in the ‘country 

funeral homes’ emphasised this point:

“We would be very involved in the community. I go into town and everyone knows 

who we are because we have been established here for so long. ”

“When I go shopping with my wife it is a well-known fact that she does the shopping 

and I do the talking because so many people stop me. 1 have such a connection here 

through serving people in my own community. ”

Despite this, it can be argued that a more structured approach to CSR is needed to ensure that 

all of the funeral homes which make up FSNI are committed to meeting the organisation’s 

CSR objectives. Furthermore, the Director suggested how the development of the strategic 

plan would ensure a more consistent, structured approach to CSR within FSNI:

“Our strategic plan will allow us to look three years ahead and I think that will give 

us a degree of consistency. It is easy to follow fads, and we have all done that in the 

past, but we have a challenge now to keep the focus. ”

Yet, despite senior management at FSNI recognising the importance of focusing the 

organisation’s CSR efforts, it can be argued that there are a number of CSR initiatives that 

they have engaged in which lack strategic fit to the core business. One example is the 

relationship that the MD has with a local secondary school where he sponsors an annual 

academic award. It can be argued that this initiative is due to the personal motivations of the 

MD rather than something that was strategically aligned with FSNI’s core business strategy 

and therefore, the impact of the benefits derived from this initiative is not as significant as 

the benefits derived from others with strategic fit. Consequently, the full value of engaging 

in CSR, for both the organisation and its stakeholders, cannot be realised.

7.2.5 Embedding CSR within FSNI

From the research, several employees and external stakeholders highlighted how CSR had 

become embedded within the culture of the business, rather than being viewed as an 

additional element:
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“CSR is something that we have always done. It is part and parcel of the company 

ethos and we do it as part of our routine ” (Funeral Home Manager).

"CSR is not a holt-on; it is the whole ethos of our business " (Director).

The MD also supports that CSR is fully embedded within FSNI, whilst also explaining that 

this does not necessarily mean that all employees have heard of the term:

“Ifyou said ‘CSR ’ some of our managers would not know what you were talking 

about but I would be very surprised if there were people in this business who do not 

understand that as an organisation we are committed to giving something back. . ”

It is interesting to note that the MD’s retirement was mentioned by several employees when 

discussing the ‘embeddedness’ of CSR within FSNI. Indeed, the Director of Carecall 

commented on the impact of the MD but also said that when he retires the CSR ethos will 

not change “because it is fairly embedded with all the work they have done with their 

structures.” The MD also highlighted how he was putting structures in place now to ensure 

that CSR was not viewed as an optional extra:

“CSR will be embedded in the organisation by the time I hang up the boots " (MD).

Yet, the Director of Belfast Operations suggested that only when the MD retires will she be 

able to determine whether or not CSR is instilled within the culture:

“I don’t see any value in CSR as an add-on. It has got to be something that you 

believe in otherwise it will be forgotten about in six months. If there was not a real 

belief in it then as soon as my father goes it will stop. ”

The extent of the ‘embeddedness’ of CSR after the MD retires remains to be seen but it can 

be suggested that at the time of research, there was a sense that CSR instilled in the 

organisation. One key reason for this was mentioned by the majority of Funeral Home 

Managers when they spoke of the gradual way in which CSR initiatives were rolled out, in 

order to allow each funeral home to see the value. A specific example was the introduction 

of the Christmas Memorial Service for clients in the year after their bereavement. When the 

idea was first introduced, only a few of the funeral homes decided to implement it because 

many thought it was inappropriate and would not be appreciated by the clients. However 

once the success of the initiative was realised and communicated, all of the funeral homes 

starting delivering the service. This point was highlighted by two managers from separate 

funeral homes:
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“The MD doesn't say ‘I want all funeral homes to be doing a service in December. ’ 

Instead he leaves us to our own devices and one or two would do it. When the others 

see the benefits, then gradually everybody takes part. ”

“If I don't want to do a Christmas Memorial Service no one pressurises me into it, 

but when you do a service and you see 400 people and hundreds of them wait to 

thank you then it makes you want to do it. ”

Another way in which the uptake of CSR is encouraged throughout FSNI is through the use 

of the organisation’s values within the decision making process. The MD stressed how FSNI 

had developed a clear set of values, which focused on the needs of its clients, and that every 

decision is made with these values in mind:

“Our ethos is that if it does not deliver value for our most important stakeholder, 

our clients, then we have got to ask ourselves why are we doing this. ”

Ftowever a number of interviewees suggested that CSR is not fully embedded within the 

organisation:

“Some struggle to see the value in CSR. If it is busy and we have staff off reading to 

children in schools, some get annoyed. Now that is not the attitude across the board 

but I’ve hadfeedback like that from a few people who think it is pointless ” (Director 

of Belfast Operations).

The MD went further to say that this lack of support for CSR is not exclusive to FSNI, but 

instead would be typical of any organisation:

“Within the employee population of any company you will always get the people that 

will default in a certain situation. I am a realist. We will never get all our 

employees saying that we are 100% supportive of the company line and everything it 

does. ”

In addition, within FSNI the senior management team have established a number of values 

and service standards. Values include providing quality care, managing resources in a 

sustainable way and contributing to the community, whilst service standards include 

demonstrating best practise 100% of the time, ensuring staff are trained to deal with the 

needs of clients, encouraging environmental awareness and making a positive contribution 

within the community by supporting charitable projects and offering relevant training to 

those in the care sector. Furthermore, the EFQM Quality Assessors Report (2006)
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highlighted that the “ethos, values and purpose statement that were developed by FSNI 

leadership are clearly reflected throughout the organisation” and are “clearly evident in the 

treatment of clients, staff and the wider community.” Therefore, the application of values 

has helped to ensure the uptake of CSR initiatives within FSNI.

From the research it is clear that there is a real appetite for CSR from the majority of staff at 

FSNI. During the interviews, many employees expressed their pride for working for a 

socially responsible, value-driven organisation, as well as highlighted the positive impact the 

initiatives were making. For example, a number of employees discussed the value of taking 

part in BITC’s Time to Read programme:

“You start to build up a relationship with the children and you feel as if you are 

putting something back into the community. I would love to continue to do it. It lifts 

me. ”

“We have five staff on Time to Read. Last week all of those people approached me 

and asked to do it again next year. They are enthused by it. I can see the value in 

that it is good for our relationships within our communities and it is good for our 

staff. "

Therefore, although the MD’s retirement may bring to light the full extent to which CSR is 

embedded within FSNI, what is clear from the research is that the vast majority of 

employees are enthusiastic about engaging in CSR. The key reasons for this is because CSR 

has been driven in gradual way, in which the benefits are realised by all of the Funeral Home 

Managers, and it is consistent with the organisational values which are focus on the 

organisation’s key stakeholder, its clients. Yet, it can be suggested that stakeholder 

management at FSNI is more complex than solely meeting the needs of one stakeholder 

group.

7.3 Stakeholder Management

Throughout the previous sections, it has been highlighted on numerous occasions, that due to 

the nature of the industry in which FSNI operates, there is an unwavering focus on the needs 

of its clients. Furthermore, this client centricity is demonstrated by the fact that the Centre 

for Competitiveness presented FSNI with an EFQM Quality Award in 2006 in recognition of 

the development of a strategic framework which is “clearly focused on the needs of FSNTs 

clients and other key stakeholders” (www.cforc.org). This is supported by the research 

given that the importance of clients to FSNI is evident within the organisation’s purpose 

statement, ethos, values, service standards, and business plans. One Funeral Home Manager
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reinforced this point when she commented that “the ethos and values haven’t really 

changed...you have to provide 100% to the clients.”

Perhaps it is not surprising, given the industry in which FSNI operate, that clients are 

prioritised over any stakeholder but in addition to clients, it is clear that other stakeholders 

are considered key to FSNI. Interviewees also discussed the significance of FSNI’s owners, 

the local community, employees, suppliers and several other stakeholder groups. 

Interestingly, as the followings sections will discuss in more detail, within the case of FSNI, 

it can be argued that stakeholder management issues can be considered as negligible.

Indeed, throughout the research employees highlighted that they rarely had to deal with 

competing stakeholder expectations, especially given that the Co-operative owners did not 

demand high financial returns and therefore FSNI could invest its resources to meet the 

needs of its clients and the local community.

In order to examine stakeholder management at FSNI in more detail, as with the previous 

case studies, the following sections will analyse key themes in relation to how the 

organisation identifies, prioritises, manages and engages with its stakeholders, before 

evaluating the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management at FSNI.

7.3.1 Stakeholder Identification at FSNI

From the research it is clear that it has been the MD that has driven the development of the 

organisation’s strategic framework, praised by the Centre for Competitiveness for its 

deliberate focus on FSNI’s clients and other key stakeholders. Yet it can also be said that the 

majority of interviewees readily identified and discussed FSNI’s stakeholders, which 

suggests somewhat of a stakeholder-focused culture. For instance, when asked to identify 

the key stakeholders at FSNI, the Director identified several groups as significant to the 

organisation as well as highlighting the importance of clients:

“We have our shareholders and when you are in co-operative ownership employees 

are part of that group as well, the clients that we work for and following on are the 

communities in which we work. We would see clients as the most important and we 

are responsible to them. ”

This list is also supported, and further developed, within FSNI’s 2004 EFQM Submission. 

Within the report FSNI indicates its stakeholders as the following:

“Clients, co-operative owners, employees, community, environment, charities e.g. 

Cruse Bereavement Care, Age Concern, Carecall, and other business
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partners/suppliers such as coffin suppliers, florists, organists, coroner, cemetery 

staff, to name but a few. ”

Based on key characteristics highlighted by interviewees, the organisational stakeholders 

from this case have been grouped and presented in the following stakeholder map, adapted 

from Preble (2005).

Co-Operative Owners

^____ 1______ —J

Local Community
•Local sctiool^coHeges 
•Local clergy and nursing 

home staff
V 1

.

Clients

V................. ,

5
>

'

I

Charities
•Cruse Bereavement Care 

•Bu.sinessin the Community 
•Carecall

\

Employees

^------- -----------—_____ /

Suppliers

__ i_-__J
Figure 7.1: FSNI Stakeholder Map

In examining the prioritisation of stakeholders within this case study organisation, it can be 

suggested that although clients, owners and employees are considered as the most salient, 

within FSNI there is a general consensus that due to the industry they operate in, clients are 

the “most important stakeholder” (MD). This was reinforced by one Funeral Flome Manager 

when he commented that FSNI “look after its clients” more than any stakeholder because 

“for this type of business it is the right thing to do.” And the MD said something similar 

when he commented: “the client is king is an old adage but is particularly the case in the 

funeral business.” This prioritisation is also supported by Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience 

model, given that FSNFs clients have all three salience attributes of legitimacy, urgency and 

power.
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Employees are also considered a key stakeholder, but the research identified them as 

somewhat secondary to FSNI’s clients. For instance, one Funeral Home Manager when 

asked about the prioritisation of FSNI’s clients and employees commented that FSNI “look 

after their clients just a bit better because in this type of business it is the right thing to do.” 

Interestingly, and affirming their secondary status to clients, the MD made the following 

point:

“Without the right kind of staff training and without providing them with 

information on what is happening in the business, then they are going to fail the 

most important stakeholder-the client. ’’

Furthermore, a small number of employees highlighted how the needs of clients are often 

prioritised regardless of the unfavourable impact it may have on their work life balance. For 

instance, one Funeral Director described how he had to often work extra shifts and longer 

hours in order to make sure that the organisation was meeting the needs of its clients:

“We do ‘on call ’ one week in every four which means 24/7 working. The clients 

come first and that sometimes means that we have to do between 60 and 80 hours in 

a week without a day off. ”

Again this prioritisation is supported by the salience model. To elaborate, clients have the 

attribute of urgency because of their specific needs, whereas employees do not possess this 

attribute. Therefore, it follows, that the needs of clients will be prioritised over the less 

urgent needs of FSNI’s employees. Yet it is evident from the research that employees are 

not only important to FSNI in so far as they can help the client, but, employees are valued as 

a key stakeholder in their own right. This is demonstrated in the numerous employee 

orientated initiatives which have been developed and financed by FSNI, such as the 

appointment of Employee Liaison Officers and the services provided by Carecall. The value 

of employees to FSNI was also highlighted by one of the Funeral Directors:

“The most valuable commodity that this company has is not the £60000 vehicles, it's 

the people that drive them and do the funerals. It is the people that actually make 

the difference within this business. ’’

Therefore, employees can be considered as dominant stakeholders with attributes of 

legitimacy and power, and therefore a high level of salience to FSNI. In addition to 

employees, FSNI’s owners can also be considered one of the organisation’s dominant 

stakeholders. However, it is interesting to note that the majority of employees failed to
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identify United Co-operatives as a key stakeholder. To illustrate this point, one Funeral 

Home Manager commented in a light-hearted manner “United Co-operatives? Who are 

they?” Therefore, although the owners are a key stakeholder in that they can be considered 

as both powerful and legitimate, they are not considered as the most important stakeholder to 

FSNI’s employees. As well as the nature of the business, other reasons for this were 

highlighted by several interviewees when they discussed the high level of autonomy that 

FSNI enjoys in addition to the lack of challenging financial targets set by its United Co

operatives.

Dominant stakeholders are considered as more salient compared to other dependent 

stakeholders such as FSNI's suppliers and charitable organisations. Indeed, suppliers were 

only mentioned a few times as key stakeholders and the Director suggested that although 

FSNI has good relations with its suppliers, the relationship is not any different to that of 

other funeral providers. Therefore, although suppliers have the attributes of legitimacy and 

urgency, they lack the power to make them more salient. Furthermore, even though FSNI 

engages in partnership work with various charitable organisations, as discussed in Section 

7.2.2, these groups are considered as dependent stakeholder of FSNI due to their lack of 

power to influence.

Finally, the last stakeholder identified in this case study organisation is the local community. 

This stakeholder group is valued by FSNI for numerous reasons, but in particular given that 

FSNI’s clients, employees and other key stakeholders reside in the local community:

“The community is a mixture of staff and clients, and others who we interact with 

like the nursing homes, the doctors, the clergy ” (Director).

“1 do think that we have some sort of responsibility to give something back to the 

community because if it wasn 't for them we would not have a business ” (Director of 

Belfast Operations).

Furthermore, the organisation also prioritises the local community because of its long history 

of community involvement as discussed in Section 7.2.1.

Many interviewees described the close relationship that FSNI had with the community. For 

example, one administrator during a focus group suggested that FSNI was “part and parcel” 

of the community especially in relation to the funeral homes outside of Belfast. However, it 

must be noted that although the local community are considered as one of FSNI’s key
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stakeholder, this group can be described as discretionary because they lack the attributes of 

urgency and power, and therefore are not prioritised over FSNI’s other key stakeholders.

To summarise, using Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model, it can be argued that FSNI’s 

key stakeholders are made up of definitive or definite, dominant, dependent and 

discretionary stakeholders. Based on Mitchell et al.’s (1997) salience model, the researcher 

has developed the following framework to present stakeholder salience for this case study 

organisation:

Clients

Co-operative Owners 
Employees

Dominant stakeholders:

Definite stakeholders:

Dependent stakeholders:
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------'

•Suppliers
•Charities

uuz
—

<

Descretionary stakeholders: 

•Local Community

Figure 7.2: Stakeholder Salience Map at Funeral Services Northern Ireland

According to this model, FSNI’s clients are the only stakeholder group considered as definite 

because they possess all three attributes of legitimacy, urgency, and power. Both employees 

and owners are also prioritised as dominant stakeholders, whereas charitable organisations 

and FSNI’s suppliers can be considered as dependent, and the local community as 

discretionary. In addition, it must be noted that given the nature of co-operative ownership, 

the lines between stakeholder groups are often blurred given that employees and members of 

the local community can also be shareholders, with dividends in the organisation. Indeed, 

this adds another layer of complexity to stakeholder identification and prioritisation at FSNI.

7.3.2 Managing Stakeholders within FSNI

As mentioned in the previous sections, the nature of the industry in which FSNI operates 

dictates the salience of the organisation’s stakeholders. In addition, the industry also 

determines, to a large extent, how these relationships are managed. For instance, when
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discussing stakeholder management at FSN1, a number of interviewees highlighted the 

importance of developing long-term relationships:

“We are very different because of the nature of the business that we are in. We are 

in business for the long-haul so we have to take a long-term view with our 

stakeholders, more so than many other businesses ” (Director).

Furthermore, it can be suggested that taking a long-term view and developing good relations 

is particularly important in managing the relationship with the organisation’s most salient 

stakeholder, repeatedly identified throughout the research as FSNFs clients. Several 

employees stressed the significance of client relationships, especially given that FSN1 relies 

heavily on repeat business. The MD emphasised that two thirds of the businesses 

interactions come from repeat business.

As previously highlighted, FSNFs strategic framework, ethos and service standards have 

been developed with clients at its core. The Director of Carecall described how several years 

ago he was involved in redeveloping FSNFs strategy in order to ensure client centricity and 

added value:

“7 helped by looking at the broad strategy. By that I mean how does FSNI do more 

than just deliver funerals and how does it provide added-value to the service that it 

offers? ”

From this, and numerous other anecdotes provided during the research, an interesting point 

to note is that rather than attempting to achieve a balance between the various interests of 

stakeholder, FSNI takes somewhat of a tunnel vision approach to stakeholder management, 

in that the organisation unquestionably puts the majority of its focus on the management of 

its clients. One example of this is that FNSI adds value to the service clients receive by 

influencing their treatment, even before they enter one of FSNFs Funeral Homes, and it does 

this by providing bereavement awareness training to local nursing home staff. Therefore, a 

client may benefit from FSNI even before they become a client.

Following on from this, it can be suggested that given the sensitive nature of the industry and 

the objectives of the Co-operative owners, FSNI does not have as much ‘balancing’ to do 

since its stakeholders’ interests are not competing. Often shareholders demand financial 

returns which compel business into balancing and offsetting stakeholder interests, yet this is 

not the case within a Co-operative framework. Furthermore, as long as FSNI meets its
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owner’s “undemanding targets”, then the business is free to use resources as they please, 

which in this case means prioritising and ensuring client satisfaction above all else.

Indeed, all of the internal and external stakeholders interviewed during the research agreed 

that the most important objective was to meet the needs of FSNI’s clients as far as possible. 

Therefore, although FSNI’s stakeholders have various interests, the majority of interviewees 

implied that these interests can be met simultaneously, without any stakeholder group having 

experience a trade-off. Another example of this is that the majority of interviewees had a 

shared interest in FSNI’s community involvement. To elaborate, FSNI owners place an 

emphasis on community involvement and 87% of employees said that they felt good about 

the ways in which FSNI contributes to the community.

In summary, it can be argued that FSNI engages in normative stakeholder management as 

opposed to instrumental stakeholder management, given that the organisation considers all 

its stakeholders as having intrinsic value as opposed to considering stakeholders as a means 

to an end. Indeed, FSNI does not only engage with those stakeholders that can ultimately 

impact on financial performance, but instead it observes its moral duty to every stakeholder. 

The only opposition to this is that some interviewees suggested that the prioritisation of the 

needs of clients sometimes meant that employees were used as a means to an end, or in order 

words, employees often have to work long hours to help FSNI’s clients. Yet, it must be 

noted that this is not due to instrumental motivations, but instead it is due to the industry in 

which FSNI operates.

7.3.3 Stakeholder Engagement through Partnership Working

On the whole, FSNI successfully interacts and engages with its key stakeholders through a 

variety of methods, as highlighted in the EFQM Assessors Report (2006):

“Leaders at all levels continually demonstrate and promote interaction with clients, 

partners, employees, and society. "

In relation to FSNI’s clients, there are a number of ways in which the organisation engages 

with its key stakeholder, from satisfaction surveys, to focus groups and the publication of a 

Family Information Booklet. In addition, there are some examples of engagement that result 

in real value for the clients, in particular the Christmas Memorial Service, as discussed in 

Section 7.2.5. In relation to employee engagement, FSNI has developed and implemented 

several methods such as a an annual employee survey and a monthly internal magazine, in 

addition to creating two Employee Liaison Officer positions in order to manage internal 

concerns. One Funeral Home Manager praised FSNI’s use of an employee survey:
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“The survey really gives employees a platform to speak. That’s important because 

sometimes simple things can be changed to make the workplace better. ”

Furthermore, changes have also come about as a result of the survey, including the 

development of FSNl’s monthly magazine as a way in which to “improve communication 

between senior management and the rest of the staff’ (Director of Belfast Operations). The 

MD stressed the significance of employee engagement when he said that FSNI is “constantly 

endeavouring to engage with employees.”

Interestingly, it can be suggested that the best examples of stakeholder engagement at FSNI 

is through its partnership working. An illustration of this is the successful employee 

partnering at FSNI through the Best Practice Forum, which is an annual business 

improvement initiative involving employees at all levels of the organisation. The Forum has 

been described as a “vehicle for the development of new services, problem solving, review 

and feedback” and the ideas generated in the Forum are then communicated to all staff after 

the event and prizes are awarded for the most innovative ideas (www.cforc.org). The vast 

majority of interviewees were very positive about the Forum and believed it to be effective, 

not only in valuing employees but also in generating business improvement ideas:

“We get to speak about any issue, and then we discuss it and see how we can make it 

better. Afterwards we get a letter from Mr Brown telling us the outcomes of the 

Forum and the changes that will be made ” (Office Administrator).

At the time of research, employees were even more enthused about the Forum given that 

within the previous year, changes had been made to the format in order to allow for more in- 

depth discussion.

“Instead of doing the usual Best Practice Forum for this year, senior management 

have decided to alloM’ more individual focus groups from certain sections of the 

business ” (Funeral Director).

“Before the Forums were made up of a cross-section of employees, but this year we 

are dealing with groups of people who will be more in their comfort zones and 

therefore more honest" (MD).

In addition to this example of successful engagement, many interviewees discussed FSNTs 

relationship with Cruse Bereavement Care and the resulting Sorry for Your Trouble 

programme. This programme, developed because of the partnership between the two 

organisations, delivered bereavement training to local clergy and nursing home staff. It
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proved so successful that in 2001 it won a National Training Award. The MD described the 

rationale for developing this programme:

“Our training programme is unique...we are addressing a genuine need in an area 

that is crucial to the health of our community.

The partnership proved to be so successful, that the organisations went on to develop the 

Care Beyond Words programme. However, in the last few years it can be argued that this 

relationship can no longer be considered as a partnership as it is now based on ad-hoc 

charitable donations in return for the charity’s endorsement of FSNI. Therefore, it can be 

argued that there is evidence of successful stakeholder engagement within the case of FSNI, 

some such as the employee Best Practice Forum is improving year on year, and achieving 

buy-in, whereas other engagement is becoming less strategic and valuable, most notably with 

the example of Cruse Bereavement Care.

7.3.4 Stakeholder Perceptions

Throughout the research it was evident that client perceptions of FSNI are extremely positive 

and have improved year on year, especially considering all the work completed on 

improving the value of the offer. This is supported by the MD who commented that FSNFs 

“client satisfaction levels are now demonstratively higher than in previous years.” On 

average, the 30% of clients that return the survey that is sent to them three weeks after the 

funeral, rate their satisfaction levels of 95%. One of the Funeral Directors attributed this 

positive perception to the outreach work that FSNI is doing within the communities it serves:

“Lots ofpeople give us positive feedback about our outreach programmes. They see 

us as people who can offer them more than just a funeral. ”

The positive perception of FSNI is also evident in its workforce. Staff satisfaction levels at 

the time of research were the highest since FSNI started to measure them four years prior. 

Indeed, in a survey, 86% of employees thought that FSNI was an ethical company, 90% 

were proud to tell others that they worked there and 87% said that they felt good about the 

ways in which the company contributes to the community. Employees also spoke highly of 

the way FSNI operates and manages its key stakeholders:

“Lam very pro-company. FSNI treats the staff well and more importantly it treats 

its clients extremely well, better than any other organisation in this country and that 

is not sales talk” (Funeral Home Manager).
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Interestingly, although client and employee perceptions of FSNI are extremely positive and 

the organisation strives to maintain this, with other stakeholders this is not the case. To 

elaborate, in relation to FSNTs suppliers and business partners, the Director of Belfast 

Operations implied the relationship was not distinctive in any way:

“We have to work with the local council in so far as the legalities of cremation and 

burial and I would say that there is a good relationship but all funeral directors 

have that relationship with them. And the same would apply to the mortuaries, 

hospitals, and the cemeteries ...the relationship would not be specific to FSNI. "

Therefore, it can be suggested that FSNI concentrates its attention on ensuring that the 

perceptions of its most salient stakeholders are very positive, whereas there is no additional 

effort made to manage and influence the opinions of other less important stakeholders, such 

as FSNTs suppliers.

7.4 The Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

With regards to the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management within the case 

of FSNI, the research revealed a number of similarities in addition to several differences. 

There is no overarching relationship between the two, but instead there can be parallels when 

considering certain themes, or subtle variances. For example, in terms of motivations it can 

be argued that FSNI engages in CSR and stakeholder management due to normative reasons. 

Given the nature of the industry in which it operates, the altruistic beliefs inherent in the 

organisation and its leadership, in addition to the encouragement of its Co-operative owners, 

FSNI has the opportunity to pursue social objectives with as much enthusiasm as its financial 

ones. Indeed, FSNI are not solely driven by the financial returns of engaging in CSR and 

stakeholder management but instead the various factors mentioned above provides FSNI 

with the impetus to do the right thing.

Furthermore, there are similarities and differences in relations to how FSNI approaches CSR 

and stakeholder management. Although neither have an explicit management framework in 

place, it can be suggested that FSNTs strategy, values and service statements, all of which 

focus on adding value to the clients, drive FSNTs approach to CSR and stakeholder 

management. Indeed, given the nature of the industry in which FSNI operates, perhaps it is 

not surprising that the organisation prioritises clients above all other stakeholders, although 

employees follow closely behind. Also when it comes to developing and selecting various 

CSR initiatives, the focus on the needs of clients always prevails. One good example of this 

which has been previously mentioned is the Sorry For Your Trouble programme. Although 

the programme works with stakeholders such as local clergy and nursing home staff, it was

187



developed with FSNI’s clients in mind, given that it is the local clergy and nursing home 

staff that may interact with FSNI’s clients after bereavement. Therefore, in both CSR and 

stakeholder management, ultimately it is FSNI’s clients who are the focus on which every 

decision is made.

Another way in which CSR and stakeholder management are related within the case of 

FSNI, is that the organisation engages with stakeholders, such as charities and employees in 

order to develop its CSR programmes, yet also uses its CSR programmes to engage with 

stakeholders such as clients and local clergy. Therefore, this point demonstrates that at times 

a bilateral relationship exists. However, as noted previously, in a number of cases the 

partnerships have deteriorated to become ad-hoc relationships which lack engagement. If this 

is to continue to happen, then the relationship will become unilateral in which stakeholders 

are only beneficiaries, as opposes to partners. Therefore, the discussion identifies that there 

are numerous similarities and linkages between CSR and stakeholder management at FSNI, 

yet they are far from synonymous.
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Chapters: Cross Case Analysis

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 presented three case studies of SMEs based in Northern Ireland which 

had been publicly recognised and awarded for their efforts in CSR, in addition to having 

some level of societal relevance and topicality: Phoenix, GBBCA, and FSNI. All three 

chapters were structured using a similar set of criteria, grouped as follows:

• Company overview and the case study context

• CSR in practice

• Stakeholder management in practice

• The relationship between CSR and stakeholder management

The following chapter presents a cross case comparison in which the researcher summarises 

the findings based on the specified criteria for each of the case study organisations.

8.0 Introduction

A cross case comparison is a key step in case study research (Yin, 2011; Voss et ah, 2002). 

By selecting themes and searching for within-group similarities and intergroup differences, it 

encourages the researcher to go beyond initial impressions as well as improving the 

possibility of developing accurate theory (heavy, 1994; Eisenhardt, 1989). In order to 

perform a detailed comparative analysis, and develop the argument for answering each of the 

research objectives, the emerging themes were analysed in line with the existent literature, 

given that the research findings will be significant only to the extent that they are the same 

as, or different from, other people’s work and findings (Jankowicz, 2000; Eisenhardt, 1989). 

The contribution of this research programme, both theoretically and practically, is then 

presented in greater detail in Chapter 9.

8.1 CSR in Practice

Section 2.0 highlighted the numerous uncertainties which still remain in relation to CSR, in 

particular, what the term means, and how, and why it should be implemented (Aybars and 

Kudu, 2010; Russo and Perrini, 2010; O’Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; Campbell, 2007). 

Furthermore, there have been calls for further research into CSR in practice within the 

largely unexplored context of SMEs (Hammann et al., 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008). 

Indeed, as highlighted previously, Murillo and Lozano (2009, p9) stress that “CSR has 

become a paradigm not easy to translate into the day-today management of SMEs.” 

Consequently, the following chapter attempts to lessen the gap in our knowledge about CSR
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by presenting an analysis of the key themes which emerged during this research programme, 

including: the complexities of developing a shared understanding of CSR; the uniqueness of 

approach undertaken by each organisation; recognising the various interrelated motivations 

and contextual factors that drive and shape CSR; and the intricacies involved in 

implementing CSR in practice.

8.1.1 A Shared Understanding of CSR

Findings from this research programme would suggest that CSR in practice, specifically 

within an SME context, is disjointed, multifaceted and full of complexities. It can include a 

broad spectrum of activities, investment, dialogue, measurement, training, and 

benchmarking, some of which require significant resource, whereas others are one-off 

initiatives. It is influenced by, and impacts on, numerous organisational stakeholders, whilst 

being driven and shaped by a host of motivating and contextual factors. All of which 

combine to create an organisational-specific approach to CSR, which lies on a continuum 

where one end places CSR as peripheral, ad-hoc and uncoordinated activity, to the other end 

in which CSR is fully integrated and embedded into core business strategy and activities.

Given the nebulous nature of the term, perhaps it is not surprising that many have attempted 

yet failed to achieve an all-encompassing definition of CSR, as outlined in Section 2.3. Yet, 

some in the literature warn that without an agreed definition, the implementation of CSR in 

practice will be hampered, as it leaves businesses grappling with the challenges and 

complexities of CSR, within a resource-constrained environment (Fassin et ah, 2011; Van 

Marrewijk, 2003). Indeed, Russo and Perrini, 2010, p209) highlight that the extant literature 

on the CSR-SME relationship “fails to encourage most SMEs to decidedly implement 

sustainable management.” However, findings from this research programme would suggest 

that the lack of a clear definition has not hindered the uptake of CSR within the case study 

organisations. Despite their relatively small size, and restricted resources all of three 

organisations are in involved in a substantive and diverse range of socially responsible 

initiatives, which attempt to improve their environmental impact, make a positive impact in 

the communities in which they operate, whilst increasing the engagement levels of their 

employees. Furthermore, each organisation, and its stakeholders, has developed somewhat 

of a shared understanding of CSR (Kitchen, 2003).

Although there were different levels of knowledge as to what CSR means, as some 

interviewees had never heard of the term, whereas others provided the rather broad-brush 

definition that it is about “giving something back,” the majority were able to clearly 

articulate what CSR means to their relative case study organisation. Nearly all of the
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interviewees provided an organisation-specific description of CSR, and they did this by 

discussing the key initiatives undertaken by the case study organisation in question, as well 

as identifying the stakeholders involved and benefiting from its CSR efforts. Descriptions 

focusing on the implementation of CSR, such as the ones below, were evident within all of 

the cases:

‘ 7 wouldn 't be able to define CSR but I do blow that we do school visits, our charity 

work and environment management. These things are important to us and the local 

community" (Customer Service Assistant, GBBCA).

‘‘As a company we impact on the community through employing people but also 

through digging up the roads and by selling gas to customers, so we try to work with 

them for the good of the local area. We do this through lots of ways, such as the 

Charitable Trust and through unemployment initiatives ” (Human Resource 

Manager, Phoenix).

Therefore, rather than defining CSR in theoretical terms based on common dimensions 

highlighted in Section 2.4, such as environmental, social, economic, stakeholder and 

voluntary components (Dahlsrud, 2008), evidence from the case study organisations 

identified that almost every interviewee was much more comfortable discussing CSR in 

more practical terms.

Although some in the literature have argued that SMEs rarely use the language of CSR 

(Russo and Perrini, 2010), this fails to adequately explain what happens in practice. Indeed, 

within all three cases there is an organisation-specific definition of CSR, however the 

language used by interviewees focuses on implementation, such as descriptions of CSR 

initiatives, activities and the stakeholders involved, as opposed to more theoretical narratives 

of CSR. Yet, to date, there is no discussion within the literature which explicitly recognises 

the importance of using an organisation-specific definition of CSR, which is underpinned by 

descriptions of CSR practices. Furthermore, this research programme has contributed to 

theory given that the findings would suggest that the reality is more multifaceted that the 

literature would have us believe. Going forward, it can be suggested the literature needs to 

contain more descriptive narratives, as presented in the following section, which demonstrate 

the divergence of CSR in practice, whilst highlighting the different but valuable ways to 

understand CSR in practical terms. Only through sharing this in-depth description will 

practitioners, especially those within SMEs, more clearly understand the inherent 

subjectivities and complexities involved in relation to CSR in practice.

191



8.1.2 Organisation-Specific Responses to CSK

Elaborating further on the organisation-specific shared understanding of CSR, it follows that 

each organisation will approach CSR in a highly distinctive way and therefore it is crucial to 

understand the uniqueness of each of the case study organisation (Stake, 1995). Examining 

the Stakeholder Responsibility Frameworks for each case (please refer to Section 5.2,

Section 6.2 and Section 7.2) is one way in which the distinctions between the cases become 

evident, given that the table clearly demonstrates the range of initiatives undertaken by each 

case, the amount of commitment needed, and the resulting impact it has on the 

corresponding stakeholder group. Yet, in order to fully appreciate the distinctions between 

the case study organisations, it is important to select one aspect of CSR and examine this in 

more detail. For instance, by selecting the area of charitable giving, the differences between 

the cases can be explored in greater depth.

In 2006, Phoenix decided to take a more strategic approach to charitable giving by 

developing its own charitable trust, which is an unusual decision for an SME, as highlighted 

in Section 5.2.2. In addition to encouraging employees and industry partners to fundraise for 

‘Energy for Children^, Phoenix also provides all the administrative support needed to operate 

the charity, helping it to raise over £100,000 in 2008 alone. On the other hand, there are 

numerous benefits for Phoenix, including the authority to influence how the community 

investment is managed, a way in which to actively engage employees, and an attractive way 

to build brand awareness within the communities it serves.

In contrast, FSNI’s annual charitable contribution is significant at 7-8% of pre-tax profits 

(the benchmark for best practice is set at 1% of pre-tax profits through the PerCent Club). 

Despite the significant amount, employees are not provided with the opportunity to influence 

where the contributions are made, instead senior management take control of this. 

Furthermore, due to the nature of the industry in which FSNI operates there are notable 

sensitivities in relation to charitable giving. As stated in Section 7.2.2, the organisation 

cannot be seen to be showing favouritism to any one charity, given that charitable selection 

is also one decision made by clients after suffering a bereavement. Subsequently, FSNI 

employees are not directed to fundraise for one charity on an annual basis, but instead 

engage in a range of local, modest charitable activities that have limited impact or strategic 

worth.

Finally, GBBCA engage in philanthropic activities through the selection of a Charity of the 

Year which is chosen by a Charity Committee, made up of a cross-section of employee 

representatives. The airport’s employees, as well as business partners working on site, take
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part in a host of fundraising activities, typically raising approximately £20,000 on an annual 

basis. Although the organisation benefits from the reputational value generated through 

media coverage, there is no real evidence of partnership working between the organisation, 

its employees and the selected charity.

By focusing on one element of CSR, the uniqueness of the organisational approach, the 

complexities involved and the distinctions between the cases are made clearer for the reader. 

Indeed, if someone was to state that each of the case study organisations engages in 

philanthropic activities as part of their CSR programme, they would fail to do justice to the 

diversity and complexities involved in selecting and managing charitable contributions, as 

well as neglecting to adequately present the frustrations and successes within each. 

Furthermore, this demonstrates that just as philanthropic activities can vary greatly in the 

case of larger organisations in terms of commitment, management and impact, there is also 

significant diversity within the SME context.

Interestingly, the uniqueness of each case study, can also be examined by taking a more 

macro view by considering the organisation’s overall approach to CSR, as opposed to 

analysing just one component. In relation to Phoenix, as discussed in Section 5.2.1, it can be 

suggested that CSR was first used as a way in which to develop brand awareness, then, in 

later years, as a way in which to counterbalance the negative impacts of its operations, in 

addition to the unfavourable reaction which resulted from the introduction of price hikes.

One stakeholder representative highlighted this point when she said:

"Phoenix has had to suffer criticism for laying the gas infrastructure as well as the 

price increases but it is attempting to counterbalance that by all the good things it is 

doing in the community. ’’

As the comment would suggest, Phoenix places a significant focus on the community, which 

would seem to support Jenkins (2009: 23) argument that “issues closer to home,” such as 

community involvement, are far more likely to hold the attention of an SME. Yet, this 

observation neglects to articulate the full picture of CSR in practice at Phoenix. Indeed, 

although the community is the focus of Phoenix’s CSR efforts, the organisation also takes its 

wider responsibilities into account. Furthermore, Jenkins (2009, p23) also suggests that 

SMEs remain “largely invisible” and unlikely to see CSR in terms of risk to brand image or 

reputation, but in this case, the opposite holds true. Evidence from the research would 

suggest that Phoenix is relatively visible within a Northern Ireland context, as discussed in 

Section 5.2.1, and many within the organisation understand that CSR is sometimes used to 

offset negative consequences, which would be supported by a few such as Agle et al. (2008).
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Therefore, as a highly-visible pioneer in a contentious market, from day one, Phoenix has 

been compelled to engage in a substantial CSR programme which focuses on establishing 

and maintaining its brand reputation within the community, whilst operating within a highly 

targeted and regulated framework. CSR within Phoenix is certainly more than just a mice to 

do’.

Similar to Phoenix, GBBCA also uses CSR initiatives, such as the intended development of 

the Community Fund, in order to help counterbalance the negative impact of its operations 

[please refer to Section 6.4. for further information], A further similarity is that much of the 

focus of its CSR efforts is on the local community, but instead of a sole concentration on 

philanthropic activities, as is the case with Phoenix, the emphasis is on building relations by 

listening to, and alleviating where possible, the concerns of local residents. Indeed, the 

Chairman of the Airport Forum stressed that when he said “everyone in the local community 

who is affected by the operation of the airport needs to be considered.”

In addition, one fundamental difference between the cases is that GBBCA’s CSR efforts are 

increasingly discussed in terms of the sustainable development of the airport. It follows that 

GBBCA places a considerable emphasis on striking a balance between its social and 

environmental responsibilities on one side, and its economic responsibilities on the other [see 

Section 6.3 for a more detailed discussion]. Indeed, a number of employees discussed CSR 

in terms of the organisation’s social and environmental activities thereby supporting the 

academic discourse in which the notion of CSR was traditionally focused on community 

issues but has gradually integrated societal and environmental issues (Fassin et ah, 2011).

For GBBCA there has been a noticeable transition in how and why CSR is used. The 

pressure of conflicting stakeholder demands has compelled GBBCA to take a sustainable 

and balanced approach to its development, moving from ad-hoc philanthropy to consultative 

stakeholder engagement and thereby forcing CSR to become a key business objective.

In contrast, FSNTs approach to CSR is significantly different to the other case study 

organisations. One notable difference is that adding value to FSNTs clients is viewed as its 

primary social responsibility and considered somewhat of a moral duty, which is perhaps not 

surprising given the nature of the industry in which the organisation operates [See Section 

7.3 for a more detailed discussion]. Whether it is through CSR initiatives which work with 

clients directly, or through programmes which train local clergy in bereavement awareness in 

the hope that clients will then be more fully supported, the MD stressed how FSNI had 

developed a clear ethos which focus on the needs of its clients:
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“Our ethos is that if it does not deliver valve for our most important stakeholder, 

our clients, then we have got to ask ourselves why are we doing this. ’’

Yet only a few in the literature suggest that customer relationships should be the focus of an 

SME’s CSR efforts (Hammann et ah, 2009). Indeed, the majority highlight that community 

involvement is usually the focus (Hoivik and Shankar, 2011; Jenkins, 2009) noting a 

disparity once again between the literature and in practice. Furthermore, within the case of 

FSN1 it is important to highlight the influence that the nature of ownership has had on CSR 

in practice. To elaborate, the altruism inherent in FSNl’s parent company, United Co

operatives, complements and drives FSNFs CSR efforts, as discussed in Section 7.2.1. 

Combined with the lack of onerous financial targets, the result is that FSNI has been given 

the freedom to develop and engage in numerous and substantial CSR programmes.

Therefore, CSR within FSNI is distinctive in that not only do its Co-operative owners drive 

altruism, but just by the nature of the sensitive industry in which they operate, social 

responsibility within a client-centric approach is seen as somewhat of a moral must.

As opposed to recognising the distinctive approaches, the literature groups SMEs by 

suggesting that small firms typically lack the resources, formal instruments and management 

expertise necessary to implement an effective CSR strategy (Von Weltzin Hoivik and 

Shankar 2011; Fenwick, 2010; Jenkins, 2009). Yet, findings from this research programme 

would suggest that the current academic discourse fails to do justice to the heterogeneity of 

approaches to CSR within the context SMEs (Hammann et ah, 2009). An examination of the 

cases demonstrations that there is not a one-size-fits-all formula to CSR; indeed, the ways in 

which SMEs manage their social responsibilities is highly subjective, made up by a host of 

organisation-specific initiatives and subjective complexities. This results in an inconsistency 

between CSR in practice and in theory and points to the need for further exploration.

8.1.3 Understanding the Motivations for Engaging in CSR

Within each case study organisation there is some level of support for Vogel (2005)’s 

classification of defensive, strategic and altruistic factors driving CSR, which will be 

examined in the following paragraphs. Although, this classification has been described as a 

significant development within the CSR literature (Hillman et al., 2006), findings from this 

research programme would suggest that it simplifies the true diversity of factors which 

encourage and compel organisations to engage in CSR. Indeed, each case study organisation 

is driven by a host of factors. Sometimes one factor is key, yet at other times, it can be a 

combination of two or more factors compelling the organisation to develop an initiative or 

encourage its workforce to take part in an activity. Furthermore, each of the numerous CSR
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initiatives within an organisation may be motivated by a different factor; for instance, 

strategic motivations could drive an environmental initiative, but defensive reasons could 

coerce the development of a consultative forum. Perhaps most importantly, Vogel’s (2005) 

classification neglects to highlight the significance that contextual factors, such as 

ownership, history, industry, and leadership, have in propelling and shaping an 

organisation’s CSR agenda. Yet, before these contextual factors are discussed, it is 

important to analyse the support, and opposition to Vogel’s (2005) classification from the 

case study research.

In relation to defensive reasons, the literature indicates that heighted stakeholder pressure is 

increasingly compelling organisations to engage in CSR (Crane et ah, 2004; Juholin, 2004) 

and evidence of this was found in all of the case study organisations. Numerous 

interviewees from each organisation not only discussed how stakeholder expectations have 

increased, but some also noted how stakeholders had become more articulate and organised 

when it came to expressing their expectations. Within the case of GBBCA, a number of 

interviewees described how local resident’s groups had used the Examination in Public as a 

way in which to platform their concerns, and research within Phoenix identified how MLAs 

gained media coverage in order to publically declare their expectations of Phoenix. 

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that although the literature would suggest that SMEs are 

largely invisible and therefore external pressure is not the main motivation for CSR (Jenkins, 

2009), this was not accurate of reality within two of the three cases. Indeed, the examples 

presented above for both Phoenix and GBBCA indicate the high profile, external pressures 

that these organisations have recently encountered.

In relation to strategic factors encouraging the adoption of CSR practices, there is strong 

evidence to suggest that each of the three case study organisations are increasingly aware of 

the potential business benefits of CSR. Although senior management within all of the cases 

discussed the lack of measurement tools in order to prove that CSR has a positive impact on 

their bottom-line, each one stressed the wider benefits such as improved employee morale, 

environmental savings, and customer loyalty. For instance the MD of FSNI said:

“The gross profit has risen substantially per transaction and our staff satisfaction 

levels last year are the highest they have been since we started to measure them four 

years ago. It just all fits together, but I cannot prove it. ”

Indeed, this is reflective of the literature, given that some academics have moved beyond 

examining the direct financial benefits of CSR, with its inherent problems, and instead take a 

broader approach to its measurement by considering the impact it has on a range of
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organisational stakeholders (Aybars and Kutlu, 2010; Aguilera et al., 2007: McWilliams et 

ah, 2006). For instance, although Phoenix does not attempt to evaluate the direct financial 

returns of CSR, the organisation does measure the percentage of new customers who 

recognise Phoenix as a socially responsible company [see Section 5.3.3. for further details]. 

Likewise, evidence of this broader measurement was found in both GBBCA and FSNI. 

Furthermore, the research would suggest that although the majority of interviewees from the 

three organisations instinctively understand that CSR is good for business, senior 

management still advocate the importance of demonstrating the business case in order to 

validate their CSR efforts.

Finally, in relation to the last factor discussed within Vogel’s (2005) classification, altruistic 

motivations, numerous interviewees describe how their respective organisation engages in 

CSR because it is the “right thing to do”, a “moral duty” or “good to give something back.” 

indeed the literature suggests that many organisations are socially responsible due to 

altruistic factors, based on a genuine desire to do good, as discussed in Section 2.5.3. In a 

related vein, a number of senior managers at both FSNI and Phoenix refer to their personal 

morals and/or religious beliefs when highlighting motivations for CSR, again supporting the 

argument within the literature that the personal values of senior management have a role to 

play in driving CSR (Fukukawa et al., 2007). Flowever, as mentioned previously it must be 

recognised that none of the factors highlighted in Vogel’s (2005) classification can exist 

independently; instead, it is nearly always a combination of factors driving CSR within the 

three case study organisations, as evidenced by a comment made by the CEO of Phoenix:

“We do all these things because it helps us sell more gas, because it is the right 

thing to do, and because that is how I would like to be treated by a company as a 

member of society. ”

Although Vogel’s (2005) classification is useful insofar as it helps to clarify some of the key 

organisational motivations for engaging in CSR, findings from the research highlight that 

there are several other contextual factors, absent from this classification, which can also 

significantly impact on an organisation’s decision to develop and implement increasingly 

robust CSR initiatives. Indeed, throughout this research programme factors such as 

ownership, history, industry, and leadership, were discussed in relation to driving the case’s 

CSR agenda.

In relation to ownership, both Phoenix and GBBCA are driven by their respective owners to 

meet rigorous financial targets, and therefore this pressure impacts on the level of resource 

both organisations can dedicate to their CSR programmes and activities. Furthermore,
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within both cases, the onus to develop the business also shapes how the cases select their 

CSR initiatives; for instance, as discussed within Section 5.3.3 Phoenix selected a charitable 

cause based on their customer profile, in order to drive more sale, and ultimately financial 

returns. Contrastingly, FSNI’s Co-operative ownership not only supports CSR activities, but 

actually encourages altruism as highlighted by the Director of Belfast Operations: “the Co

op would be very supportive of our CSR.”

In addition to the ownership, the research found that the history of the organisation also 

plays a significant role in shaping an organisation’s CSR efforts, again an area which has not 

received much attention in the literature to date. To elaborate, FSNI has a long history of 

philanthropy and community relations and similarly, the previous owners of GBBCA 

instilled a culture which espoused good community relations. However, it must be 

recognised that although a history of philanthropy and community engagement may play a 

significant role in the present day organisational CSR agenda, organisations without a history 

of CSR, or even those recently formed, may also champion CSR. This is demonstrated in the 

research by the case of Phoenix, who, although were formed only in 1996, have managed to 

develop a CSR programme which has been awarded on several occasions by BITC.

Another influencing factor is the industry in which an organisation operates. Within all three 

case study organisations, this important contextual factor significantly impacts on the type 

and number of CSR initiatives in which the case engages. Both Phoenix and GBBCA 

operate in industries which face substantive environmental, community and local 

government pressures and therefore a level of social responsibility is a necessity. The nature 

of the activities at FSNI also motivated the organisation to engage in CSR. This is 

highlighted by the MD of FSNI when discussing the impact that industry has on CSR:

“What we are doing is quite special; caring for people is at the heart of our 

approach. Our customers are going through one of the worst phases of life so it is 

natural to care. ”

Indeed, some in the literature recognise this important factor, such as Sweeney and Goughian 

(2008: 115) who argue that organisations in a particular industry “may be more socially 

responsible by the nature of their activities,” yet more research is needed to understand this 

relationship.

Finally, the last contextual factor evidenced in this research is the impact that leadership can 

have on an organisation’s CSR agenda. However, rather than considering the relationship 

between leadership and CSR as a contextual factor within this section, this will be examined
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below in dedicated discussion in relation to the implementation of CSR [please refer to 

Section 8.1.4.3].

Given the findings of the case study research, combined with the discussion above, it can be 

suggested that a contribution to both theory and practice has been made through highlighting 

the considerable variances surrounding an organisation’s motivations for engaging in CSR. 

Indeed. Vogel’s (2005) classification, although useful, only scratches the surface as to what 

CSR drivers look like in practice, especially within the SME. Further research is warranted 

in this area, as already proposed in the literature (Perrini and Minoja, 2008), given that many 

have highlighted the usefulness of research that considers the drivers and rationales 

underlying the adoption of CSR (Santos, 2011; Perroni and Minoja, 2008; Hemingway and 

Maclagan, 2004).

8.1.4 The Implementation of CSR within Practice

From the development of a CSR policy and action plan at GBBCA, to the award-winning 

L.I.F.E. programme at Phoenix, to FSNI’s bespoke bereavement training programmes Sorry 

For Your Trouble, senior management at each organisation emphasise the value of moving 

away from an ad-hoc, reactive approach to CSR, to implementing one which is formally 

structured and focused on the needs of the business. This is supported by many in the 

literature (Nijhof et ah, 2008; Shahin and Zairi, 2007) who emphasise the value of building 

CSR formally into the management structure and processes of an organisation yet, for two of 

the case study organisations, this was not always the case.

As discussed in Section 5.2, since it was first established in 1996, Phoenix has always taken 

its commitment to CSR seriously and has done this in a very structured way through its 

bespoke L.I.F.E. programme however, this cannot said to be true for FSNI and GBBCA. 

Although for decades both organisations were engaged in socially responsible activities 

within their local communities, it was largely based on philanthropic deeds and not thought 

of in terms of CSR. This represents what is often termed within the literature on SMEs as 

‘sunken CSR' (Perrini et ah, 2006) or ‘silent CSR" (Jenkins, 2004). Therefore, although now 

there are formal frameworks and programmes in place driving CSR within all three case 

study organisations, for many years prior to this, their approach was restricted to informal 

charitable contributions.

Interestingly, each of the case study organisations implemented a structured approach to 

CSR as a consequence of a number of different factors. For FSNI, a more formal approach 

to CSR was developed approximately 100 years after the establishment of its first funeral
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home. Indeed, it was not until that the late 1990s that the MD decided to take a more 

focused approach to the organisation’s CSR activities, which came about as the result of the 

revised client-centric strategy, in addition to recommendations from several business 

improvement frameworks. In relation to GBBCA, it has only been within the last few years 

that senior management have made a decision to develop a CSR policy and action plan, 

compelled by the realisation that the organisation’s uncoordinated approach was taking up 

too much of its employee time. Finally for Phoenix, CSR was used as an important way in 

which to promote its brand, therefore a planned approach was necessary from the very start 

in order to develop the business in such a way that was considered acceptable by a host of 

stakeholders [see Section 5.2],

Following from this, it can be argued that despite all three case study organisations arriving 

at the decision to take a more structured approach to CSR in very different ways, and within 

different time frames, what was clear from the research is that a formal, structured approach 

is advocated. Moreover, this rejects the literature which suggests that barriers to the 

implementation of CSR within SMEs include a lack of resources (Fenwick, 2010), a lack of 

awareness of CSR issues (Jenkins, 2009) and a lack of formal tools and management systems 

(Hammann et ah, 2009). Instead, there was evidence from each of the case study 

organisations to prove that they have dedicated resources for CSR efforts, have high levels of 

awareness in relation to CSR, and have developed formal tools and systems to support their 

respective CSR efforts. This can be clearly seen in the example of Phoenix’s L.I.F.E. 

Programme in which senior management have developed and implemented the programme 

in a very considered and structured way, by ensuring a dedicated governance structure which 

is supported by seven key members of staff. Therefore, this research programme would 

stress the value in developing some level of formal structure to successfully drive and 

implement CSR, and highlights this is as applicable in an SME context as within a larger 

organisation.

In addition to a formal structure, in relation to the implementation of CSR there are other 

factors evident in theory and practice that need to be considered, namely embedding CSR 

within organisation culture; aligning CSR with organisational characteristics and the 

organisational strategy; and the importance of leadership in driving an organisations CSR 

agenda.

8.1.4.1 Embedding CSR within the Organisational Culture

Employee commitment to CSR is a complex and multifaceted phenomenon (Collier and 

Estebann, 2007). The research found that for all three case study organisations, CSR is not

200



fully embedded in the organisational culture in the way that it needs to be, nor had they 

achieved the kind of employee ‘buy-in’ necessary to deliver on CSR. Whilst in each case a 

minority of employees argued that CSR is “institutionalised” or “instilled within the DNA” 

of the organisation, it can be argued that this ‘embeddedness’ was often mistaken for 

employee enthusiasm. Furthermore, within the case of FSN1 [as discussed in Section 7.2.5], 

numerous employees were bought into FSNI’s social values and its CSR programmes.

Many expressed their appreciation of the gradual way in which CSR initiatives were rolled 

out, in order for each Funeral Home to see the value, as highlighted in the example of the 

Christmas Memorial Service.

With regards to GBBCA, although some believe that CSR had been fully embedded within 

the airport’s culture by its former owners, it was evident that there was a lack of 

understanding about the vision and rationale for CSR, and the majority of employees did not 

understand connection between CSR and daily work [refer to Section 6.2.4], In contrast, 

73% of Phoenix’s employees are aware that L.I.F.E is the organisation’s CSR strategy, and 

there is a concerted effort to engage staff with regular communication and involvement 

within a family ethos. However, even within this case there is still a way to go to ensure the 

employee commitment and awareness necessary to fully instil CSR, as supported by 

numerous in the literature (Morsing and Perrini, 2009). Although this research programme 

has helped generate a better understanding of the importance of, and the complexities 

involved in embedding CSR within organisational culture, the research concurs with those in 

the literature, such as Trevino et al. (1998) and Collier and Estebann (2007), who call for 

more meaningful research into this area.

8.1.4.2 Strategically Aligning CSR

Interestingly, senior management within each of the case study organisations discussed CSR 

in relation to their strategic business objectives. Although Porter and Kramer (2006: 80) 

observed that “the prevailing approaches to CSR are so fragmented and so disconnected 

from business and strategy as to obscure many of the greatest opportunities for companies to 

benefit society”, evidence from this research programme would suggest that increasingly all 

three of the case study organisations have come to realise the importance of aligning CSR to 

their business objectives by applying their distinctive strengths within their particular 

industry to select specific CSR initiatives (Yuan, 2011).

Within the case of FSNI the MD emphasised how the CSR programmes focused on 

bereavement training which added value to the organisations clients; the CE of GBBCA 

defined CSR in relation to the sustainable development of the airport through stakeholder
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consultation and environmental management; and the CEO of Phoenix discussed CSR in 

relation to “selling more gas” through energy audits for prospective customers and raising 

brand awareness through the Energy for Children Charitable Trust. Yet, within each of the 

cases there are also examples of CSR initiatives which are not adequately aligned to their 

organisational characteristics and the business strategy. A clear example of this was 

provided in Section 5.2.2. To elaborate, Phoenix’s commitment to the arts in Northern 

Ireland, in which the organisation supports an annual art competition, clearly lacks strategic 

fit. Therefore, it follows that even best practice organisations, such as the ones involved in 

this research programme, need to be more selective and strategic in selecting CSR initiatives, 

which will be aided through the provision of more research in this area. This is supported in 

the literature, most notably by Porter and Kramer (2006: 91):

“Few companies have engaged... in processes that identify and prioritize social 

issues based on their salience to business operations and their importance to the 

company’s competitive context. The focus must move away from an emphasis on 

image to an emphasis on substance. ”

This research programme has contributed to theory by somewhat contradicting the argument 

that CSR is a paradigm not easy to translate into the day to day management of SMEs 

(Murillo and Lozano, 2009). Moreover, it has contributed to practice through the provision 

of descriptive accounts which brings best practice examples of successfully aligning CSR 

with the core business strategy to the fore.

8.1.4.3 The Influence of Leadership on CSR

One of the more predominant findings that came out of the research was the role that 

leadership has to play in driving the CSR agenda, despite some within the literature 

suggesting that small firms tend to lack the specialised leadership and management expertise 

to implement an effective CSR strategy (Von Weltzin Hoivik and Shankar, 2011). Indeed, 

the majority of initiatives that FSN1 are currently engaging in were conceptualised and 

developed by the MD, who attributes his passion for CSR to growing up in family that 

championed wider responsibilities. Likewise, the CEO of Phoenix is considered the 

figurehead of CSR and also notes his childhood growing up in “poor area of Liverpool” as a 

key factor in encouraging him to engage in CSR and certain initiatives. Finally, the CE of 

GBBCA’s commitment to CSR was recognised in June 2008 when he received the Prince’s 

Ambassador Award for “excellent leadership” in CSR (www.bitc.org.uk). Moreover, there 

is support for this in the literature, given that many academics have highlighted that business
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leaders play a key role in formulating and implementing CSR initiatives (Waldman and 

Siegel. 2008; Collier and Estebann, 2007).

Although it is widely accepted that an organisation's drive for CSR is shaped by leadership 

practices (Shahin and Zairi, 2007), the research evidenced that some leaders drive CSR more 

than others. For example, the CE of GBBCA recognised the importance of CSR however, 

there are others, such as the Environmental Manager, who also plays a major role in shaping 

the airport’s CSR agenda. In comparison the MD of FSNI is generally viewed as 

synonymous with CSR. Indeed, in preparing for the retirement of the MD, the senior 

management at FSNI have developed a five year rolling plan in which CSR plays a 

significant part to ensure that the organisations commitment to CSR will remain, even 

though the key person that currently drives it will not. Therefore not only has this research 

programme emphasised the influencing role that leaders can play on CSR within an SME 

context, but also goes further to recognise that often more than one leader driving CSR can 

be present. To summarise, although several contributions have been made within the 

literature, this research concurs with the argument that leadership within a CSR context has 

not been made explicit or been explored adequately (Van Velsor, 2009).

8.1.5 Conclusions on CSR in Practice

The previous sections have highlighted the conflicting, ambiguous, ill-defined, and 

subjective nature of CSR in practice. Furthermore, the analysis has demonstrated that the 

literature to date on CSR within SMEs has somewhat failed to provide us with a full picture 

of the complexities involved in understanding the meaning, motivations and implementation 

of CSR, in both theoretical and practical terms. Indeed, by considering the definition of 

CSR. this research programme expounds that all too often the literature is overly simplistic 

in the argument that the lack of an agreed definition hampers the uptake of CSR in practice. 

Instead, the research demonstrates that all three case study organisations have implemented a 

host of robust and distinctive CSR initiatives. Therefore, it follows that more emphasis is 

needed on understanding the descriptive narratives which demonstrate the divergence of 

CSR in practice, whilst highlighting the different but valuable ways to understand CSR in 

practical terms, instead of a focus on achieving a one-size-fits-all definition. Indeed, 

findings from this research programme suggest that the academic discourse fails to do justice 

to the heterogeneity of approaches to CSR within the context SMEs (Hammann et ah, 2009).

Furthermore, considerable variances exist in relation to an organisation’s motivations for 

engaging in CSR. Although Vogel’s (2005) classification of defensive, strategic and 

altruistic factors is useful to some extent, it only marginally captures the numerous drivers of
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CSR in practice. In addition to these factors, this research programme also recognises the 

significance that contextual factors, such as ownership, history, industry, and leadership, 

have in propelling and shaping an organisation’s CSR agenda.

Finally by focusing on the implementation of CSR in practice, the research supports the 

literature that recognises the move from ad-hoc philanthropic activities to taking a 

considered and structured approach to CSR, whilst providing descriptive narratives of what 

this looks like in practice for an SME. Moreover, this research also examines the underlying 

factors that encourage and compel the case study organisations to take a more formal 

approach to their CSR efforts. Additionally, it is clear that the analysis rejects those within 

the literature who list barriers to the implementation of CSR within SMEs, including a lack 

of resources (Fenwick, 2010), a lack of awareness (Jenkins, 2009) and a lack of formal tools 

and systems (Hammann et ah, 2009). Instead, there was evidence from each of the case 

study organisations to highlights the value of developing some level of formal structure to 

successfully drive and implement CSR.

Also in relation to the successful implementation of CSR, ‘embeddedness’ and employee 

buy-in are recognised as key. Yet the research evidences that commitment to CSR is a 

multifaceted phenomenon. Indeed, as mentioned in the discussion above, this research 

programme has helped generate a better understanding of the importance of, and the 

complexities involved in embedding CSR within organisational culture, however, the 

research concurs with the literature that calls for more meaningful research into this area 

(Collier and Estebann, 2007). Furthermore, this research programme has contributed to 

theory through the provision of descriptive accounts which bring best practice examples of 

successfully aligning CSR with the core business strategy to the fore. Finally, the last key 

theme to emerge from this research programme is the significance of leadership on driving 

and shaping CSR within an SME context, arguing that to date leadership has not been made 

explicit or been explored adequately in relation to CSR (Van Velsor, 2009).

8.2 Stakeholder Management in Practice

Section 3.0 highlighted how the stakeholder approach has evolved over time into a more 

comprehensive and diverse research tradition, addressing the overall stakeholder relationship 

as a multifaceted, multi-objective, complex phenomenon (Fassin, 2009). Indeed, it is evident 

from a review of the literature that there are many complexities within stakeholder 

management, from the nature and purpose of the stakeholder approach (Jamali, 2008; Bird et 

ah, 2007; Moneva et ah, 2007; Heath and Norman, 2004; Kaler, 2003) to the practicalities of
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implementing an effective stakeholder engagement strategy (Roloff, 2008; Kaler, 2006). 

Further research of the term has been called for (Johansson, 2008; Hillman and Keim 2001).

Furthermore it has been argued that many large-firm concepts such as stakeholder 

management are directly relevant to SMEs, although how this is approached - from defining 

stakeholder to implementing a stakeholder management strategy - will be different in SMEs 

than in large, well-resourced companies (Jenkins 2009). Yet, this area of the literature in 

particular is somewhat scant (Avram and Kuhne, 2008). Consequently, the following 

chapter attempts to lessen the gap in our knowledge about stakeholder management by 

presenting an analysis of the key themes which emerged during this research programme, 

including: the intricacies of stakeholder identification; understanding the variances within 

stakeholder salience; the various approaches to stakeholder management; and finally the role 

that stakeholder engagement plays within an SME context.

8.2.1 Understanding Stakeholder Identification

A key issue in stakeholder management is stakeholder identification (Neville et ah, 2011; 

Greenwood, 2007; Preble, 2005) or in order words, who is a legitimate stakeholder and what 

makes them such. Findings from this research programme would suggest that stakeholder 

identification within practice, particularly within the context of SMEs, is largely dependent 

on a number of factors. Indeed, for each case study, a different set of stakeholders were 

identified.

For Phoenix this includes owners, customers, employees, watchdogs, opinion formers, 

environmental bodies, organisations within the gas industry, the local community, and 

several organisations from the community and voluntary sector (see Section 5.3.1 for further 

details). GBBCA also identified a similar set of stakeholders, yet in contrast to Phoenix, it 

did not mention environmental bodies, but included business partners and local 

government/authorities (see Section 6.3.2 for further details). Finally FSN1 was in 

agreement with Phoenix and GBBCA in identifying owners, customers, employees, local 

community and charities/voluntary sector organisations, in addition to highlighting suppliers 

(see Section 7.3.2 for further details). Furthermore, whilst the research generally reflects 

Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder model and concurs with the identification of owners, 

customers, employees, watchdogs (media), opinion formers (consumer advocates and special 

interest groups), environmental bodies and the local community, some disparity can be seen 

in the neglect of the case study organisations to identify competitors as stakeholders. In 

addition, Freeman’s (1984) model does not explicitly mention charity and voluntary
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organisations, which were identified as relevant stakeholders by all three case study 

organisations.

Consequently, this goes some way towards supporting the opponents of Freeman’s model, 

who note the heterogeneity implicit in stakeholder identification in practice (Elms et ah, 

2011; Mitchell et ah, 1997). Indeed, some in the literature assert that stakeholders vary from 

organisation to organisation, and from industry to industry (Juholin, 2004). The evidence 

from this research programme concurs with this argument and further builds upon it by 

demonstrating that even in the case of three similarly-sized businesses, operating in a small 

marketplace, disparity within stakeholder identification is evident.

It is also important to note that a stakeholder group, although called by the same name, may 

differ in meaning to each organisation. Indeed, within this research there is some diversity 

with regards to what each of the case study organisations consider to be the local 

community. Within the case of Phoenix the community is generally considered as the 

greater Belfast area, in which the gas infrastructure has been laid, and where its customers 

and employees are based; for FSN1 the community is considered as the area surrounding 

each of its 18 Funeral Homes in which clients and employees live; and finally, within the 

case of GBBCA, as well as being those that live within close proximity of the airport, the 

community also extends right across Northern Ireland where its passengers are based.

Despite this, the literature to date has somewhat failed to recognise that even within the 

context of SMEs, inconsistencies in stakeholder identification can exist.

In addition, another key question asked in the literature on stakeholders, is what makes them 

such (Greenwood, 2007; Mitchell et ah, 1997; Clarkson, 1994). Interestingly, evidence from 

the cases suggests that there was some commonality. For instance, within Phoenix, the 

Corporate Affairs Manager identified watchdogs and opinion formers as stakeholders given 

that they “inform or influence” the business whereas in the case of GBBCA, the Chairman of 

the Forum identified the community as a stakeholder given that they are “affected by” the 

operation of the airport. Applying this to the literature, it can be suggested that descriptions 

from the cases as to what constitutes a stakeholder supports Freeman (1984)’s “affect or is 

affected by” approach. However, some in the literature warn of the ambiguity of this broad 

definition (Greenwood 2007). Indeed, it may prove problematic for many organisations, 

given that being accountable to everyone means being accountable to no one (Kaler, 2006). 

Therefore, the role of stakeholder salience will now be considered.
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8.2.2 The Complexities of Stakeholder Salience

The research found that there are numerous complexities involved in the characteristics or 

criteria which should be used to prioritise amongst stakeholders. Section 3.4 considers these 

complexities in depth and highlights the prominence of Mitchell et al.’s (1997) stakeholder 

salience model as a substantial contribution (Neville et al. 2011) to explain why managers 

prioritise competing stakeholder claims (Vos, 2003). Using this model the complexities of 

stakeholder salience was highlighted within the three case studies.

Within the case study of Phoenix, its stakeholders were classified into three main groups; 

definitive, dominant and dependent (please refer to the Stakeholder Salience Framework, 

Figure 5.4) based on their attributes of power, legitimacy, and/or urgency. Subsequently the 

most salient stakeholders are considered to be definitive and dominant (Preble, 2005; Vos, 

2003; Mitchell et ah, 1997), which to Phoenix equates to its owners, customers, employees, 

watchdogs and opinion formers. GBBCA’s stakeholders can be classified into the three 

main groups; definitive, dominant and dependent (Figure 6.2). For this case, in addition to 

the same definitive and dominant stakeholders as noted by Phoenix, the more high-profile 

residents groups and local government were identified as dominant stakeholders. Finally 

within FSN1, a fourth group - discretionary stakeholders - was added to include the local 

community, who in this case lacked the attributes of urgency and power (Figure 7.2). 

Furthermore, FSNFs clients are the organisations only stakeholder group to be considered as 

definitive, by possessing all three attributes of legitimacy, urgency, and power. The MD 

supported this when he said: “the client is king is an old adage but is particularly the case in 

the funeral business.”

However, it must be noted that these stakeholder groupings are not static in that what one 

organisation considers to be a discretionary stakeholder, another organisation could classify 

as a dominate stakeholder. To elaborate on this, the community can be described as a 

discretionary stakeholder with regards to FSNI in that they only possess legitimacy, whereas 

they are a dependent stakeholder in relation to Phoenix. Moreover, it can be argued that the 

categorisation of stakeholder can change over time. For example, in relation the 

classification of residents groups within the case of GBBCA, it can be noted that they moved 

from dependent to definitive, once their claims became urgent, during the high profile 

Examination in Public.

Another key finding, that supports some in the literature (Preble, 2005) is that all stakeholder 

groups cannot be considered as homogenous but instead, a stakeholder group can come 

under two classifications. Again using the example of residents groups at GBBCA, from the
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research it can be suggested that some residents groups have more salience than others, due 

to their ability to articulate their concerns and gain media interest, resulting in power to 

influence (Mitchell et ah, 1997). Furthermore, it must be noted that individuals can 

transcend stakeholder groups, for example someone in the local community can be a 

customer and an employee simultaneously. Indeed, managers have to understand that 

stakeholder groupings are not final. Rather they should be a used as a guide to help 

organisations manage groups of individuals with shared or similar expectations. This can be 

seen within the case of FSNI where employees can be shareholders and members of the local 

community simultaneously.

Therefore, although Mitchell et ah’s (1997) salience model is a useful tool to categorise 

stakeholders based on their attributes, it must be taken into consideration that stakeholder 

prioritisation is not always a straight forward process (Greenwood, 2007). Indeed, this 

research programme demonstrates a number of intricacies in prioritising amongst 

stakeholder groups, including contextual factors that impact on salience and the inherent 

heterogeneity of groups.

8.2.3 Understanding the Management of Stakeholder Interests

The literature argues that stakeholder management is “a never-ending task of balancing and 

integrating multiple relationships and multiple objectives” (Moneva et ah, 2007:85). Indeed, 

there are those such as Tipuric and Lovrincevic (2011) who argue that if conflicting 

expectations are at play, it is impossible to satisfy each and every party. Furthermore, many 

argue that whatever the criteria used to prioritise stakeholders, what is almost certain is that 

tradeoffs will occur (Whitehouse, 2006; Gago and Antolin, 2004). Consequently, some 

academics have called for greater research into balancing conflicting stakeholder interests 

(Windsor, 2001) and the evidence arising from this research programme attempts to narrow 

this gap in our understanding.

Evidence of conflicting interests emerged in all of the case studies. For example, FSNI 

employees have to work sometimes long and irregular hours in order to meet the 

expectations of their customers; GBBCA is attempting to expand its operations which will 

positively impact on stakeholders such as its owners, business partners and customers but 

will also negatively impact on the local community due to increased noise pollution; and 

Phoenix sometimes has to disturb the community when it lays and repairs gas pipes in order 

that it can provide a product to its customers. Indeed, all of the case study organisations 

discussed the tradeoffs that are inherent within stakeholder management, however they also 

discussed ways in which they often had been able to strike a balance between competing
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stakeholder demands. For example, a number of interviewees within GBBCA discussed 

how the Airport Forum was set up in order to “archive harmony” between its various 

stakeholder groups.

In addition, the research also highlighted that how each stakeholder groups is managed is 

largely dependent on the situation at hand. For example, the way in which Phoenix managed 

a number of its stakeholders when the organisation was first established, is very different to 

how it managed the same set of stakeholders during the time of the price hikes. Similarly 

this argument can also be seen in the case of GBBCA, during the time of the Examination in 

Public. Indeed, both these examples can be further explained when considering them in 

relation to Mitchell et al.'s (1997) stakeholder salience model. To elaborate, when 

stakeholders become more salient, whether this is through an unexpected price increase, or a 

public enquiry, both the case study organisations mentioned above, changed the way in 

which they managed the respective stakeholder groups.

Therefore, as the discussion above would suggest, there is not a one-size-fits-all formula to 

stakeholder management; indeed, the ways in which organisations manage their stakeholders 

is highly subjective. Despite this, there is evidence to suggest that organisations must learn 

to engage with their stakeholders through collaboration and partnerships rather than taking a 

"them versus us” view of stakeholder management.

8.2.4 Stakeholder Engagement in Practice

In recent years, many within the literature have argued that it is imperative that organisations 

engage with their stakeholders (Lawrence, 2002; Reynolds and Yuthas, 2008) and from the 

research it can be argued that this is supported in practice. Additionally some in the 

literature suggest that in order to overcome difficulties and constraints and create value for 

their stakeholders, SMEs maintain closer and better strategic relations than managers of 

larger firms (Fisher et ah, 2009; Avram and Kuhne, 2008). Indeed, Ciocirlan (2008) suggest 

that there is a greater emphasis on maintaining ongoing dialogue and building mutually 

beneficial relationships within a small firm context.

In terms of stakeholder engagement, it can be suggested that this research programme 

supports those in the literature who advocate that several levels of stakeholder engagement 

exist (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Greenwood, 2007). By considering how the case study 

organisations use these engagement levels in practice, it is intended that this research will 

add to knowledge in practice, particularly within the context of SMEs.
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The one-way dissemination of information, also referred to as the Stakeholder Information 

Strategy (Morsing and Schultz, 2006), is widely evidenced within the three case study 

organisations. For example within Phoenix, this first level of stakeholder engagement occurs 

through its corporate intranet, monthly internal ‘Good News’ magazine, its trade magazine 

Tn The Pipeline’, community newsletter, and dedicated sections on its website. Similarly 

GBBCA inform stakeholders through the development of website content, the publication of 

information leaflets, and the distribution of a periodical magazine ‘City Life’. FSNI take a 

similar approach to the previous cases, and inform its stakeholders through the company 

website, monthly internal magazine and Family Information Book. However, this one way 

dialogue is often viewed as a weak form of engagement (Burchell and Cook, 2006). Indeed, 

there is evidence to suggest that each case study organisation also engage through other more 

responsive levels.

The second level of engagement, referred to as the Stakeholder Response Strategy (Morsing 

and Schultz, 2006), is noted in the literature as two-way dialogue and viewed as an essential 

step in managing stakeholder relations (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Gully et ah, 2006). From the 

research, all three of the case study organisations have evidence of this type of stakeholder 

dialogue, but to various levels. One of the most obvious examples of a Stakeholder 

Response Strategy within the case of GBBCA, is the use of the Airport Forum as a way in 

which to consult and engage with a number of its key stakeholders. Similarly, Phoenix also 

showed an understanding of the importance of stakeholder dialogue through initiatives such 

as Breakfast with the Boss and FSNI rely on the use of satisfaction surveys and focus groups 

in order to increase dialogue with employees.

The literature goes on to highlight that best practice examples of engagement occur when 

stakeholders are not just consulted, but instead actively involved in the decision making 

process (Gao and Zhang, 2006; Crane and Livesey, 2003). This third level of engagement, 

referred to as the Stakeholder Involvement Strategy (Morsing and Schultz, 2006) was 

something that had occurred at each of the case study organisations, but not to the same 

frequently or magnitude of the first two levels of engagement. For example, within 

GBBCA’s Airport Forum, there have been a number of occasions where stakeholders have 

been actively involved in the decision making, and similarly within FSNI, its Best Practice 

Forum provides employees with the opportunity to bring about change.

Furthermore, although much of the recent literature on stakeholder engagement suggests that 

organisations must learn to collaborate with their stakeholders and form mutually beneficial 

partnerships (Preble, 2005), there was little evidence of this within the case studies. Indeed, 

the findings would suggest that although some attempts have been made to form
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partnerships, they often fall short of true collaboration. For instance, FSNI collaborated with 

Cruse Bereavement Care in order'to develop the Care Beyond Words Programme, as well as 

to provide bereavement training to employees and members of the community. Although 

this partnership was initially very successful in that it was mutually beneficial to both parties, 

over the years the relationship has become one in which FSNI donates to the charity in an 

ad-hoc fashion. Although this is still somewhat valuable to Cruse, the potential of the 

partnership for both the parties has been arguably diminished. Similarly, GBBCA attempt to 

collaborate with various stakeholders through the Airport Forum, but again the potential here 

is not being maximised. Instead, the Forum is sometimes viewed by stakeholders as a 

“window-dressing exercise"’ in which opinions are expressed but there is limited 

collaboration and joint-decision making. Contrastingly, one successful partnership that 

involves joint decision making and achieves stakeholder ‘buy-in’ is the management of 

Phoenix’s Charitable Trust, Energy for Children. To elaborate on this, employees and 

industry partners are actively encouraged to participate not only in the fundraising but also in 

the selection process of where the generated funds go, thereby achieving engagement.

Therefore, despite there being a number of examples of stakeholder engagement through 

mutually beneficial partnerships, evidence suggests that more could be done to advise 

organisations on how to implement effective stakeholder collaboration strategies. Yet, it 

must be said that engaging in a partnership does not mean that stakeholders can be or should 

be involved in every decision, but instead it implies that more collaboration and joint 

decision making needs to occur in order to develop and reach shared objectives (Greenwood, 

2007).

8.2.5 Conclusions on Stakeholder Management in Practice

In summary it can be argued that this research programme contributes towards narrowing the 

gaps which exist in relation to how and why stakeholders are identified as such.

Additionally, it supports and develops further on the argument that even as a large-firm 

concept, stakeholder management is directly relevant to SMEs (Jenkins 2009).

Furthermore, this research evidences the subjectivity that is inherent within stakeholder 

management. Even within the context of SMEs, each organisation identified a different list 

of stakeholders. Although it mostly supported Freeman’s (1984) model, there was some 

discrepancy in that competitors were not mentioned, yet the model neglected to highlight 

charities as a relevant stakeholder group. This supports the argument by some in the 

literature for the need to realise that stakeholders will vary from organisation to organisation, 

and from industry to industry (Juholin, 2004) In addition, findings would suggest that

211



although stakeholders may vary, there was consensus within the research in relation to why 

stakeholders are considered such. Indeed, the vast majority agreed with Freeman’s (1984) 

“affect of affected by” description of stakeholder identification, yet with this broad definition 

comes the danger that being accountable to everyone means being accountable to no one 

(Greenwood 2007).

In relation to stakeholder prioritisation, this research programme evidenced how a 

Stakeholder Salience Framework could be developed for each case study organisation 

(please refer to Figures 5.4, 6.2, 7.2). And from the development of these bespoke 

frameworks, conclusions could then be made across the three organisations. Indeed, 

although there were a number of commonalities in relation to stakeholder salience within the 

case study organisation, including that the majority of stakeholders came within the 

definitive, dominant or dependent categories, the research found a number of contrasts. To 

name a few, different stakeholders have different salience levels depending on the respective 

organisation, their salience can vary due to situational factors, and stakeholders can 

transcend groups simultaneously. Therefore, although Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model is 

useful in better understanding stakeholder salience, this research programme emphasises the 

various intricacies that can arise when prioritising organisational stakeholders which was 

also evidenced in the discussion on balancing stakeholders, and managing tradeoffs.

Furthermore, evidence from the case study organisations demonstrate that the way in which 

stakeholders were managed varied considerably, as did the levels of stakeholder engagement 

used: examples were evident when stakeholders were appeased, coerced, supported, 

influenced, listened to, ignored, directed, controlled, accommodated and partnered, 

depending on the stakeholder and the situation in question. Therefore, it should not just be 

said that all of the case study organisations engage in stakeholder management, even if they 

do, because this does not highlight the true complexity that is inherent here. Indeed, the way 

in which stakeholders are managed in any given organisation is highly subjective and is 

dependent on numerous contextual factors.

8.3 The Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

As examined within Chapter 2, it remains a justifiable criticism that the business and society 

field has been hampered by the absence of widely accepted definitions of core concepts, such 

as CSR and stakeholder management, given that this lack of clarity inhibits empirical testing 

(Jamali, 2008). Within recent years, some within the literature propose that the integration 

of the concepts CSR and stakeholder management has constituted an advance in this respect, 

providing an alternative theoretical lens, and thereby making it easier for research to accrue
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(Moneva et al., 2007; Davenport, 2000). Moreover, it is evident that a relationship and 

linkages between CSR and stakeholder management exist given that it is difficult to refer to 

one without referring to the other (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Lozano, 2005). However, whilst 

there is an intuitive appeal to infer that CSR and stakeholder management are in some way 

related, confusion exists with regards to the actual linkages and potential synergies 

(Schaefer, 2008; Greenwood, 2007; Enquist et al., 2006).

Indeed, research to date has not fully recognised, nor explored the numerous complexities 

which exist, and thereby often present the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management too simplistically. And despite recent attempts by several within the literature 

to more adequately explain this relationship (Schwartz and Carroll, 2008; Sachs et al., 2006; 

Ahmad et al., 2003), numerous gaps still remain, with the majority of academics providing 

broad-bush statements that are meaningless at worst, and conflicting at best [please refer to 

Table 3.2 for a list of descriptions within the literature that attempt to link CSR and 

Stakeholder Management]. Consequently, it is intended that by providing an insight into this 

relationship, there will be a significant contribution to both theory and practice. In order to 

do this, the following section will begin by considering the relationship between CSR and 

stakeholder management within each of the respective case study organisations, before 

providing a more macro analysis of the linkages and synergies between the terms.

In the case of Phoenix, the organisation often uses CSR initiatives as a way in which to 

engage several of its stakeholder groups, for instance, by involving business partners from 

the wider gas industry in fundraising efforts for the Charitable Trust, however, it can be 

suggested that this does not sufficiently give a full account of the relationship between CSR 

and stakeholder management at Phoenix. Instead, what emerged from the research is that 

CSR and stakeholder management are viewed and treated as completely separate, although 

they can often overlap when necessary. Indeed, Phoenix’s motivations for engaging in CSR 

are significantly different to factors driving its stakeholder management. In terms of CSR 

the organisation is both instrumentally and normatively motivated, whereas altruism does not 

drive stakeholder management. Another contrast evident from the research is that the key 

stakeholders within the CSR strategy are not the most salient stakeholders for the 

organisation. To elaborate, the local community is prioritised within Phoenix’s CSR 

programme, whereas in terms of stakeholder management, definitive stakeholders and 

groups that are volatile, such as the regulator, consumer council and the media, receive most 

attention. Although, it is important to note that there is some crossover; for example, 

employees are managed as salient stakeholders and also are considered a fundamental part of 

L.l.F.E.
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Finally and most distinctively, within Phoenix CSR is championed by the CEO, a bespoke 

strategy has been developed based on the L.I.F.E. framework, and a governance structure put 

in place in order to meet the objectives of the strategy. This is in sharp contrast to 

stakeholder management within the organisation for which there is no formal strategy, 

stakeholder map or specific committee driving it. In summary, stakeholder management 

within Phoenix is about answering tough questions, reacting to difficult situations and risk 

management, and is largely controlled by the stakeholders themselves; whereas CSR is more 

positive activity which places an emphasis on operating a responsible business and giving 

something back, driven by the CEO and wider senior management team. Due to the highly 

regulated, highly publicised industry in which Phoenix operates, it is not surprising that 

stakeholder management is prioritised over CSR, even though it is not as well-structured as 

the organisation’s L.I.F.E. Programme.

In the case of GBBCA it is clear that its CSR activities involve various stakeholders; for 

example, bringing direct employees and business partners together to take part in fundraising 

activities or driving CSR through its supply chain through recycling initiatives. And whilst 

this is important, it can be argued that this interplay fails to capture the complexities of the 

relationship between CSR and stakeholder management in practice at GBBCA. Indeed, 

within this organisation it can be suggested that the distinction between the two is often 

blurred. Both CSR and stakeholder management are used to justify the operation and growth 

of the airport, for example the research stated that the motivation for adopting a structured 

CSR approach was the same as the motivation for engaging in stakeholder management 

through dialogue and transparency. During one interview, the CE supported this when he 

said:

“Ifyou want to grow and get a planning application for an extension, the only way 

to get that through is to let everyone have their opinion heard...and the only way to 

do that is through a CSR strategy. "

And whilst, in this statement, the CE suggests that stakeholder engagement at GBBCA is 

driven through its CSR strategy, the majority of employees implied that the opposite is true 

and that CSR is, not only one way in which the airport manages, pacifies and engages with 

its key stakeholders, but that stakeholder management is generally prioritised. This all points 

to the lack of a definitive linkage between between CSR and stakeholder management, and 

instead highlights that it is a multifaceted relationship based largely on justifying the 

expansion of the airport and a genuine motivation to do the right thing.
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Finally within FSN1 the research revealed that no overarching relationship existed between 

the two, but instead there can be parallels when considering certain themes, or subtle 

variances. Firstly in terms of motivations it can be argued that FSNI engages in CSR and 

stakeholder management due to normative reasons, with social objectives seen as important 

as financial ones. This is largely due to the altruistic beliefs inherent in the organisation, its 

leadership and its Co-operative owners as well as the very nature of the industry in which it 

operates. Furthermore, although neither have an explicit management framework in place, it 

can be suggested that FSNI’s strategy, values and service statements, all of which focus on 

adding value to the clients, drive FSNI’s approach to CSR and stakeholder management.

This client centric approach is also evident when it comes to developing and selecting CSR 

initiatives and although various stakeholders will be involved within these, ultimately it is 

FSNI’s clients who are the focus on which every decision is made. Additionally the 

organisation engages with stakeholders, such as charities and employees in order to develop 

its CSR programmes, yet also uses its CSR programmes to engage with stakeholders such as 

clients and local clergy, demonstrating a bilateral relationship. Therefore, the discussion 

identifies that there are numerous similarities and linkages between CSR and stakeholder 

management at FSNI, yet they are far from synonymous.

The previous paragraphs indicate that the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management is multifaceted, amorphous, and full of complexities. In addition, not only can 

several different relationships exist within the same organisation, but there is evidence of 

broader, overarching organisation-specific relationships. In order to provide a greater insight 

into this intricate relationship, and therefore meet the central objective of this research 

programme, the similarities and differences between the terms will be considered, before 

examining the key themes which emerged, namely considering the complimentary concepts 

of CSR and stakeholder management in combination in order to understand the 

conceptualisation and implementation of business and society.

8.3.1 Examining the Parallels

Whilst it is interesting to note that some in the literature propose that CSR and stakeholder 

management are more or less synonymous (Kaler, 2006) evidence from this research 

programme would instead suggest that the terms are not the same, yet several similarities and 

parallels can be made. This is particularly evident in that both CSR and stakeholder 

management are based on the underlying notion that it is no longer deemed acceptable for 

organisations to solely focus on their pursuit of profit without considering their wider 

responsibilities to a host of stakeholders. Indeed, evidence from the case study research 

suggests that most people use the terms, often interchangeably, to describe how their
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respective organisations met overarching responsibilities, beyond fiduciary ones. Although 

evidence, combined with a review of the literature, would suggest that there are parallel 

between the concepts, in that they both attempt to delineate the normative considerations of 

the business and society relationship, it can be argued that this has not been adequately 

addressed in the literature to date. In recent years, only a few, such as Carroll and Swartz 

(2008), have attempted to more fully understand the relationship between CSR and 

stakeholder management, through discussing normative parallels between the terms such as 

the creation of shared value.

In addition, another similarity that can be drawn is that literature on CSR and stakeholder 

management have both witnessed a transition from a focus on the ad-hoc, descriptive 

responsibilities of organisations to one which considers the more strategic, instrumental 

practicalities of organisational responsibilities (Fenwick, 2010; Agle et ah, 2008; Jamali 

2008). This transition is evidenced across the case study organisations. Indeed, there was 

strong support that each of the three organsaitons has moved from a focus on ad-hoc 

philanthropic activities and reactive stakeholder management to one which takes a more 

strategic and considered approach. Therefore, it can be summarised that parallels can be 

drawn between CSR and stakeholder management, both within the case study research and 

throughout the literature, especially in examining the holistic approach reflective of 

organisational responsibilities in practice. However, as stated previously, the terms are not 

synonymous and therefore it is important to consider the distinctions between CSR and 

stakeholder management.

8.3.2 Exploring the Distinctions

Although the line between CSR and stakeholder management is often blurred, and parallels 

exist, the evidence arising from this research programme proposes that there are also a 

number of distinctions that must be considered in attempting to achieve a better 

understanding of the relationship between the terms. Indeed, within each case, a number of 

subtle differences were apparent, for instance, several interviewees described how 

stakeholder management within their respective organisation was constantly occurring and 

inbuilt into the day-to-day operations of the firm, whereas CSR was a series of initiatives, 

events, and activities, that although good for the business and its stakeholders was still 

considered somewhat of an add-on.

Also it is important to consider that evidence from two out of three of the case study 

organisations would suggest that stakeholder management prioritises shareholders, whilst 

taking other stakeholders into consideration, however this cannot said to be true an
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organisation’s CSR efforts. Instead, within the two cases, the community is considered the 

focus of their CSR efforts, as evidenced by the fact that the majority of CSR initiatives are 

aimed at making a positive impact in the communities they serve. Furthermore, a conclusion 

can be drawn that stakeholder management prioritises the most volatile, vocal and powerful 

stakeholders whereas CSR considers salience in terms of need and the opportunity to make a 

difference, as well as the potential for reputational benefits. Therefore, this research has 

helped to highlight the importance of considering salience as a distinguishing factor within 

the concepts of CSR and stakeholder management. However, more research will be needed 

to consider the implications of this argument.

Finally, evidence from the research suggests that the concept of trade-offs also differentiates 

CSR and stakeholder management further. To elaborate, although ‘balance’ is a concept that 

is somewhat apparent in both CSR and stakeholder management, it can be argued that this 

factor is more applicable to stakeholder management than it is to CSR. Indeed, inherent in 

stakeholder management is that organisations have to balance the various and sometimes 

conflicting expectations of stakeholders and therefore trade-offs are likely to occur however, 

in relation to CSR this was not typically the case. Instead, CSR is not about trade-offs, nor 

adversely affecting stakeholders, but it is about the positive impact that organisations can 

have on the environment, the communities in which they operation, and on the people that 

they employ. Although some in the literature, such as Carroll and Swartz (2008), highlight 

the use of ‘balance’ as a factor in examining business and society concepts, more research in 

this area would be value towards improving our understanding.

The paragraphs above, highlight the importance of recognising the differences between CSR 

and stakeholder management, however, the following sections will attempt to identify how 

the two concepts combined can strengthen our understanding of the relationship between 

business and society as well as helping practitioners more readily understand their wider 

organisational responsibilities. It will do this by considering not only how the terms are 

complementary in creating a better conceptualisation of the business and society 

relationship, but also how when considered in parallel can help more fully understand the 

implementation meeting broader responsibilities within practice.

8.3.3 Conceptualising the Relationship between Business and Society

Evidence from the case study research suggests that many practitioners still struggle to 

clearly describe the wider responsibilities that organisaitons have to society, and how they go 

about meeting these. Although CSR has experienced a considerable ascent in theory and 

practice, as a way in which to better capture the complex relationship that exists relationship
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between business and society (Pedersen, 2010; Schwartz and Carroll, 2008; Windsor, 2001), 

many still struggle with the term ‘Corporate Social Responsibility.’ Some argue that 

practitioners are unsure of the meaning of the word ‘social’ and how it links to daily business 

activities (Jamali, 2008; Maignan et ah, 2005), and others suggest that within an SME 

context, practitioners rarely use the language of CSR to describe what they do (Russo and 

Perrini, 2010). In contrast, it is clear from the research, and supported by the literature, that 

the language of stakeholder management is “easy to grasp by managers as most firms 

understand and define obligations and responsibilities vis-a-vis their traditional stakeholders” 

(Jamali, 2008, p 219). Indeed, the vast majority of the research participants used 

stakeholders when describing the justification for, and the impacts of their organisation’s 

CSR efforts. For instance, within the case of Phoenix, one focus group participant said:

“Although we may not have put it down in those terms, I think the way we run our 

CSR activities would reflect the stakeholder philosophy. ”

Moreover, Jenkins (2006: 253) supports this point, specifically in relation to small firms:

“Stakeholder theory is a key (albeit not explicit) component of how SMEs frame 

their understanding of CSR.”

One key reason for this, prevalent in both theory and from the findings from this research 

programme, is that a stakeholder approach helps organisations identify whom they should be 

socially responsible, or, in other words, it delineates “the specific groups or persons business 

should consider in its CSR orientation” and puts ‘names and faces’ on the societal members 

who are most urgent to business (Carroll, 1991, p43).

Therefore, it can be suggested that this research programme proposes that stakeholder 

management should be explicitly used in combination with CSR a more practical way in 

which to conceptualise the relationship between business and society, and provide a 

language which can more readily translate into practice, especially within an SME context.

8.3.4 Organisational Responsibilities within Business and Society

From the discussion above, which focuses on the combination of CSR and stakeholder 

management as a more practical way in which to conceptualise the relationship between 

business and society, it follows that the concepts will be complementary in relation to the 

implementation of wider organisational responsibilities in practice. Yet, to date, there is 

much confusion in the limited literature which exists in considering the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management, especially in terms of their implementation into practice
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[please refer to Section 3.9 for further details]. Indeed, some in the literature suggest that 

CSR is used as a way in which to manage organisational stakeholders, whereas others 

present a contradictory argument by stating that CSR is one component of stakeholder 

management. Or, in other words, some argue that CSR drives stakeholder management, 

whereas others suggest that stakeholder management drives CSR.

Firstly considering CSR as a force to address stakeholder management, evidence from the 

case study research would suggest that all of the case study organisations use an array of 

CSR initiatives in order to develop and management relationships with their key 

stakeholders. From developing Charitable Trusts which encourage business partnerships to 

come together with employees to fundraise for a common purpose, to creating and delivering 

community training programmes which involve the buy-in and partnership working with a 

host of stakeholders, it is clear that the SMEs in this research programme realise the value of 

using CSR as a way in which to engage with stakeholders. Although some in the literature 

have recognised that CSR is a key stakeholder relationship-building activity (Perrini et ah, 

2001; Waddock and Smith, 2000), there is not an explicit understanding which demonstrates 

how organisations can achieve better and fuller engagement with their key stakeholder 

through the development and implementation of CSR initiatives. Furthermore, the majority 

within the literature focus on the other relationship, that is, considering stakeholder 

management as a force to address CSR.

Although the literature on the relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management is 

limited, the majority tends to suggest that stakeholder management provides a practical 

approach for practitioners attempting to address their social responsibilities (Joyner and 

Payne, 2002). Indeed, Matten et al. (2003. p. Ill) highlight that a stakeholder approach is 

considered a “necessary process in the operationalisation of CSR.” Evidence from this 

research programme would support this; for example, within the case of GBBCA, the airport 

considers its consultative committee with a range of stakeholders to make up part of CSR 

efforts. However, it is important to note that the majority of interviewees from the case 

study organisations did not recognise that their CSR efforts were based on a stakeholder 

management framework. Indeed, it is clear that although the literature advocates the use of a 

stakeholder approach to CSR, there is a lack of adequate understanding in practice about 

how this can and should be used.

Therefore, findings from this research programme would suggest the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management in practice have been addressed in too simple a manner. 

Instead, in terms of implementation, there are two key linkages which exist in practice:

219



• CSR can be used as a way in which to manage and engage organisational 

stakeholders

• Stakeholder engagement can be considered as part of an organisation’s CSR efforts

Furthermore, it is evident that the two key linkages can be considered as complimentary 

rather than conflicting, however, what is important to note is that there is a duality within the 

CSR and stakeholder management relationship. Therefore, going forward it could be 

suggested that a better approximation of reality would be to recognise the various and 

interrelated ways in which CSR and stakeholder management are connected in both theory 

and in practice. Indeed, it is important to consider the terms as complementary, and that the 

relationship between business and society will be more effectively met when organisations 

consider both CSR and stakeholder management in combination.

8.3.5 Conclusions

Although it is evident that CSR and stakeholder management are in some way related, 

confusion exists with regards to the actual linkages and potential synergies (Schaefer, 2008; 

Enquist et ah, 2006) and often the relationship is addressed too simplistically (Greenwood, 

2007). Findings from this research programme not only identify that it is multifaceted 

relationship, but also highlight the importance of viewing CSR and stakeholder management 

as complementary, not contradictory concepts.

Indeed, as well as emphasising the parallels and distinctions between the terms, this research 

proposes that by considering the terms in combination, the conceptualisation of the 

relationship between business and society can be more fully understood. In addition, in 

terms of implementation, the duality of the linkages between CSR and stakeholder 

management should be recognised; indeed, CSR is a fundamental part of stakeholder 

management, in addition to stakeholder management being intrinsic to an organisation’s 

CSR efforts.

Therefore, with regards to the central objective of this research, understanding the 

relationship between CSR and stakeholder management, specifically within the 

underexplored context of SMEs, the research findings indicate that there is not one definitive 

relationship that can be displayed in a simplistic diagram. Indeed, the line between CSR and 

stakeholder management is often blurred and as a result there are several feasible 

relationships and linkages, some of which have been identified and analysed above, thereby 

providing a contribution to both theory and practice.
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Chapter9: Conclusion

Chapter 8 presented a cross case comparison in which the researcher summarised the 

findings based on the specified criteria for each of the case study organisations.

The purpose of this final chapter is to summarise the research project, present the main 

findings, and to evaluate their contribution to knowledge and limitations. Proposals for 

further research are then considered before the implications of the research are articulated.

9.0 Introduction

Whilst the relationship between business and society is extremely complex, CSR and 

stakeholder management are the prevailing concepts within the literature which most 

adequately captures this (Garriga and Mele, 2004; Matten et ah, 2003). Yet, despite the 

significant amount of interest generated, numerous issues have not yet been satisfactorily 

addressed most notably how an organisation can go about meeting its wider responsibilities 

(Greenwood, 2007). Furthermore, research into the concepts within the context of SMEs has 

received relatively little attention, despite the importance of small firms to the economy 

(Jenkins, 2009). Moreover some have suggested that examining the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management will prove fruitful, not only as a way in which to advance 

knowledge, but also to increase the uptake of the concepts within practice; yet once again 

ambiguity as to the relationship remains.

Thus, the focus of this research is to explain and evaluate the relationship(s) between CSR 

and stakeholder management, with particular emphasis on exploring theory and practice 

within an SME context.

9.1 Research Strategy

Given that the aim of this research programme is to achieve an in-depth understanding of 

CSR and stakeholder management within organisations and to examine how and why the 

two are related, an area which is currently underexplored within the literature, it followed 

that the research should be inductive and exploratory. In addition, it was decided that the 

research would fall within the interpret! vist end of the continuum, underpinned by the 

ontological assumption that reality is socially constructed (Bryman and Bell, 2003; Johnson 

and Duberly, 2000; Crotty, 1998).
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Again, taking into account the research aim and objectives, a qualitative case study strategy 

was deemed most appropriate. Similarly, semi-structured interviews and focus groups, 

supported by secondary data, were also considered as the most suitable methods for data 

collection in order to allow the researcher an in-depth insight into CSR and stakeholder 

management in practice. Furthermore, in order to fulfill the research aim and objectives, it 

was imperative to consider experiences from stakeholders that were external to the 

organisation, especially given that the stakeholder perspective has been lacking in research to 

date (Enquist et ak, 2006).

Through a detailed within-case analysis of each of the purposively selected cases, and the 

subsequent cross-case analysis, this allowed for the emergence of different themes and 

ultimately the development of theory.

9.2 Rigour in Case Study Design

Throughout the research programme, the researcher was mindful of a number of issues that 

needed to be taken into account in order to try to ensure that the developed theory is an 

accurate reflection of the data. Firstly, a case study protocol was used in order to ensure 

consistency and subsequently improve the reliability of the research (Yin, 2011; Voss et ah, 

2002). The researcher used a protocol to maintain focus, whilst documenting her data 

collection and analysis procedures. Moreover, in order to improve the accuracy of the 

research findings, the evidence was triangulated where possible through working closely 

with the extant literature and using a variety of research methods (Hartley, 1997).

Another critique of case studies is that they provide little basis for statistical generalisation, 

yet it can be argued that the aim of interpretive, qualitative research is analytical 

generalisation, in order to expand and generalise theories (Stake, 1995; Eisenhardt, 1989).

For this research programme, the researcher has endeavored to increase the generalisability 

of the research findings by completing a comparative analysis of multiple case studies, using 

a number of data collection methods, and comparing findings to extant theory.

9.3 Limitations

This research programme has a number of limitations. One limitation stems from the 

interpretive research strategy used to consider the research aims and objectives, namely that 

the results are founded on the researcher’s interpretation which is open to bias (Easterby- 

Smith et ak, 2002).
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Furthermore, this research programme was time-bound, and therefore could not offer 

insights that would be present within a longitudinal study of CSR and stakeholder 

management. Indeed, an example of this point is that due to time constrictions the research 

could not fully evaluate the effectiveness or the impact of GBBCA’s CSR policy and action 

plan, as both were under development at the time of research. Although this research offered 

insights from a wide range of stakeholders, time restrictions meant that interviews with a 

large number of external stakeholders was not possible. Finally, for this research programme 

three organisations were selected in very different industry sectors, thereby making 

generalising across industry sectors difficult, yet it can be argued that the intention of the 

research was to focus on achieving in-depth understanding of the concepts in question.

9.4 Summary of the Findings

The central objective of this research was to more fully understand the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management, specifically within the underexplored context of SMEs.

In doing so, it was imperative to consider key characteristics of CSR, and the processes of 

stakeholder management, before this relationship was considered. Therefore, the following 

sections will provide a summary of the findings from this research programme in relation to 

each of the research aims and objectives:

9.4.1 CSR in Practice

A review of the literature highlighted that a key barrier responsible for the limited 

understanding of CSR and its uptake in practice is the absence of an agreed definition 

(Fassin et ah, 2011; Russo and Perrini, 2010; Van Marrewijk, 2003). A key objective of this 

research programme aimed to examine and critique the key characteristics of CSR by firstly 

considering the meaning of the term within an SME context. It was found that familiarity 

with the term was relatively high, with the majority of respondents highlighting the 

importance of all organisations, regardless of their size, recognising their social and 

environmental responsibilities. Although there were different levels of knowledge as to what 

CSR means, as a few interviewees had never heard of the term, whereas others provided 

broad-brush definitions about “giving something back”, the majority were able to clearly 

articulate a definition of CSR relative to their organisation. Respondents did this by 

providing descriptions of CSR which focused on the key socially responsible initiatives 

undertaken, and the stakeholders affected, as opposed to using the more abstract terms 

usually associated with CSR.
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Although some in the literature argue that SMEs rarely use the language of CSR (Russo and 

Perrini, 2010), this fails to adequately explain what happens in practice. Indeed, a clear 

commonality within the definitions was to use the language of CSR, but with a tendency to 

focus on thick descriptions of CSR initiatives based on a stakeholder approach. Detailed 

descriptions of work life balance initiatives for employees, consumer focused environmental 

programs, and community impact through charitable giving were just some of the responses 

from the interviewees when asked to define CSR. Thus, this initial finding provides insight 

into the definition of CSR within SMEs, which points in favour of the argument that CSR is 

best defined and viewed through the more practitioner-friendly lens of the stakeholder 

approach (Clifton and Amran, 2011; Jamali, 2008). Furthermore, findings from this research 

programme would suggest that the lack of a one-size-fits-all definition has not hindered the 

uptake of CSR within SMEs, opposing what some have presented in the literature (Dahlsrud, 

2008; Kitchin, 2003). Despite their relatively small size, there was a substantive and diverse 

range of socially responsible initiatives within each case study organisation.

It has been suggested that examining the motivations for engaging in socially responsible 

initiatives will prove fruitful in improving our understanding of the implementation of CSR 

(Santos, 2011; Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004). However, from the literature review it is 

evident that there is a lack of attention paid to this, especially within the context of SMEs 

(Campbell, 2007; Cetindamar and Husoy, 2007; Rodriguez et ah, 2006). In attempting to 

address this research gap, a further objective of this research programme sought to explore 

the motivations which encourage and coerce SMEs to engage in CSR. Interestingly, the 

majority of respondents readily discussed how heightened stakeholder pressure, an improved 

understanding of the business benefits, combined with a genuine desire to do good have 

fostered the uptake of CSR. These findings are in favour of current classifications which 

propose that CSR is driven by a combination of defensive, strategic and altruistic factors 

(Hillman et ah, 2006; Vogel, 2005).

These classifications, although useful in helping form a better understanding of the uptake of 

CSR, only scratch the surface in terms of what drives CSR in practice. Providing insight 

specific to the SME sector, respondents identified and discussed a host of interrelated factors 

which have influenced their organisation to engage in CSR. Factors identified included the 

nature and influence of ownership; the extent to which there has been an organisational 

history of philanthropy; current industry norms and best practice; the personal values of 

senior leaders; and finally the adoption of business improvement frameworks. These 

findings indicate that the literature to date does not adequately reflect the various, and often
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interrelated, contextual drivers and organisation-specific rationales underlying the adoption 

of CSR within SMEs.

In exploring the key characteristics of CSR, a further objective of this research programme 

was to investigate the underexplored issue of how CSR is implemented and embedded within 

SMEs (Morsing and Perrini, 2009; O'Riordan and Fairbrass, 2008; McWilliams et ah, 2006). 

Within the literature, SMEs are typically categorised by a lack of resources, limited formal 

instruments and management expertise necessary to implement an effective CSR strategy, as 

well as a tendency to only focus on issues which are ‘closer to home’ (Von Weltzin Hoivik 

and Shankar, 2011; Fenwick, 2010; Jenkins, 2009). Yet, findings from this research 

programme would suggest that the current academic discourse fails to do justice to the 

heterogeneity and sophistication of approaches to CSR within the context SMEs (Hammann 

et ah, 2009). An examination of the case study organisations demonstrates that there is not a 

one-size-fits-all formula to the implementation of CSR. Instead, the ways in which SMEs 

manage their social responsibilities is highly subjective, made up by a host of organisation- 

specific initiatives as well as a number of operational and reputational complexities.

This research found that SMEs have dedicated resources for their CSR efforts, management 

expertise in driving their CSR agenda, as well as formal tools and systems to support their 

respective CSR efforts. From the development of CSR policies and action plans, to the 

formation of committees responsible for rolling out the organisation’s CSR agenda, to the 

creation of dedicated CSR budgets, the research found evidence that all of the case study 

organisations have recognised the value of moving away from an ad-hoc, reactive approach 

to CSR, to implementing one which is formally planned and coordinated. Interestingly, 

each organisation is on a different stage of this journey towards a more structured approach 

to CSR. Although some are more advanced than others, of importance to note is that a 

planned approach to CSR cannot be thought of as exclusive to large organisations but instead 

should be advocated within a SME context.

Furthermore, the research found that senior management within each of the case study 

organisations were increasingly aware of the importance of aligning CSR to their core 

business objectives, an argument which has had much recent support in the literature 

(Maxfield, 2007; Aguilera et ah, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 2006). Respondents provided 

numerous examples of how their respective organisation has applied its distinctive strengths 

and competencies in the selection and development of CSR initiatives. To illustrate this 

point, in the case of Phoenix a clear example of strategically aligning CSR to the core 

business is the development of the charitable trust. Not only does the charitable trust have 

significant positive impact on the local community, it also provides the organisation with the
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means to influence how the community investment is managed, a way in which to actively 

engage employees, and an attractive way to build brand awareness within the communities it 

serves. Yet, despite the respondents providing numerous examples, within each of the cases 

there was also evidence of CSR initiatives which are not adequately aligned to their 

organisational objectives. The danger with this disconnect, is that organisations create and 

resource CSR initiatives which have limited social impact as well as diminished returns for 

the firm and its stakeholders (Porter and Kramer, 2006), something which can be considered 

as unacceptable especially during a time of scarce corporate resources (Godfrey and Hatch, 

2007).

Also in relation to the implementation of socially responsible practices, a prevalent theme 

discussed by the majority of respondents was the role of leadership in driving and shaping 

CSR. While the literature would suggest that SMEs lack the specialised leadership and 

management expertise to implement an effective CSR strategy (Von Weltzin Hoivik and 

Shankar, 2011), this research found that it was the values, passion and determination of one 

or two key senior leaders in each of the cases who could be considered as the key CSR 

champion(s). Throughout the research, it became clear that it was these individuals who 

were responsible for continuously moving their organisation along its CSR journey, in 

attempting to reach a point where the CSR agenda is adequately structured and strategically 

aligned. Therefore these findings indicate that even within a SME context, the role that 

leadership has in advancing CSR within an organisation cannot be underestimated.

To summarise, this research found that CSR within SMEs is disjointed, ambiguous, 

multifaceted, highly subjective and full of complexities. It can include a broad spectrum of 

activities, investment, dialogue, measurement, training, and benchmarking, some of which 

require significant resource, whereas others are one-off initiatives. It is influenced by, and 

impacts on, numerous organisational stakeholders, whilst being driven and shaped by a host 

of motivating and contextual factors. All of which combine to create an organisational- 

specific approach to CSR, which lies on a continuum where one end places CSR as 

peripheral, ad-hoc and uncoordinated activity, to the other end in which CSR is fully 

integrated, structured and aligned to the core business strategy. Thus, this research has 

provided insight into heterogeneity of approaches to CSR within the context SMEs as well as 

highlighting the journey on which organisations intent on meeting their social 

responsibilities may travel.
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9.4.2 Stakeholder Management in Practice

The stakeholder approach has evolved over time into a more comprehensive and diverse 

research tradition, addressing the overall stakeholder relationship as a multifaceted, multi

objective, complex phenomenon (Elms et ah, 2011; Fassin, 2009) and gaps remain in our 

understanding about a number of fundamental issues, including the processes by which 

stakeholders are identified (Neville et ah, 2011; Maak, 2007; Hillman and Keim, 2001). 

Given there is much contention over what makes a stakeholder a stakeholder, the second 

research objective aimed to explore the processes by which stakeholders are identified. 

Findings from this research programme would suggest that stakeholder identification, 

particularly within the context of SMEs, is highly subjective given that a different set of 

stakeholders were acknowledged by each case study. Although all respondents discussed 

owners, customers, employees, local communities and not-for-profits, which aligns with 

Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder model, there were some discrepancies in that suppliers, 

business partners and government were not identified within each of the cases. Therefore the 

research demonstrates that even in the case of three similarly-sized businesses, operating in a 

small marketplace, disparity within stakeholder identification is evident.

In addition to examining stakeholder identification, the second objective also sought to better 

understand how the expectations of stakeholder are prioritised and accommodated, 

particularly when some of these may be conflicting (Moneva et ah, 2007). The research 

found that differing stakeholder interests and trade-offs were evident in all of the case 

studies, however respondents also provided examples of when their organisation had been 

able to strike a balance, as well as describing numerous situations when stakeholder interests 

were aligned. Furthermore, although the findings of this research support the use of Mitchell 

et ah’s (1997) salience model as a useful tool to categorise stakeholders based on their 

attributes, it must be taken into consideration that stakeholder prioritisation is not always a 

straight forward process (Greenwood, 2007). Indeed, this research programme demonstrates 

a number of intricacies in prioritising amongst stakeholders, including the heterogeneity of 

stakeholder groupings; the ability of stakeholders to transcend groups; how the salience of 

stakeholders can vary given the situation in hand; and how the salience levels of stakeholder 

groups depend on the organisation in question.

In relation to the engagement of stakeholders, the research findings are in favour of the 

argument that within SMEs there is a greater emphasis on on-going dialogue and building 

mutually beneficial relationships with organisational stakeholders (Fisher et ah, 2009;

Avram and Kuhne, 2008; Ciocirlan, 2008). Furthermore, although much of the recent 

literature on stakeholder engagement suggests that organisations must learn to collaborate
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with their stakeholders and form mutually beneficial partnerships (Kania and Kramer, 2011; 

Preble, 2005) there was little evidence of this within the case studies. Indeed, the findings 

would suggest that although some attempts have been made to form partnerships, they often 

fall short of true collaboration.

Finally, this research found that the ways in which SMEs manage and engage with their 

stakeholders varies considerably depending on the stakeholder and the situation in question. 

Examples were found of when stakeholders were appeased, coerced, supported, influenced, 

listened to, ignored, directed, controlled, accommodated and partnered. Following from this, 

it can be suggested that the literature to date on stakeholder management and engagement 

fails to adequately highlight the complexities inherent within these processes. Also, 

although this research found numerous intricacies to exist, it also supports and develops the 

argument that even as a large-firm concept (Jenkins 2009), stakeholder management is 

directly relevant to SMEs.

9.4.3 The Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

An increasing number in the literature have advocated for the integration of the concepts 

CSR and stakeholder management, not only as a way in which to better understand the 

business and society relationship but also to help practitioners who are attempting to meet 

their wider responsibilities (Schaefer, 2008; Greenwood, 2007; Moneva et ah, 2007; 

Davenport, 2000). It is clear that linkages between CSR and stakeholder management exist, 

given that it is difficult to refer to one without referring to the other (Russo and Perrini,

2010; Lozano, 2005), however research to date has not fully recognised nor explored this 

relationship in detail. As well as presenting the relationship between the concepts too 

simplistically, numerous gaps still remain in our knowledge with the majority of academics 

providing broad-bush statements that are meaningless at worst, and conflicting at best. Thus 

the final research objective aimed to explain and evaluate the relationship between CSR and 

stakeholder management by better understanding the actual linkages and potential synergies 

between the concepts.

What emerged from the research is that the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management is multifaceted, amorphous, and full of complexities. In addition, not only can 

several different relationships exist within the same organisation, but there is evidence of 

broader, overarching organisation-specific relationships. The research also found that there 

are a number of key parallels between the concepts in that they both attempt to delineate the 

normative considerations of the business and society relationship and both have witnessed a 

transition from a focus on the ad-hoc, descriptive responsibilities of organisations to one
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which considers the more strategic, instrumental practicalities of organisational 

responsibilities (Fenwick, 2010; Agle et ah, 2008; Jamali 2008). However, it is also clear 

distinctions between the terms also exist.

The research found a number of subtle differences were apparent, most notably, stakeholder 

management prioritises the most volatile, vocal and powerful stakeholders whereas CSR 

considers salience in terms of need and the opportunity to make a difference, as well as the 

potential for reputational benefits. This indicates the importance of considering salience as a 

distinguishing factor within the concepts of CSR and stakeholder management. In addition, 

evidence from the research suggests that the concept of trade-offs also differentiates CSR 

and stakeholder management further. Indeed, inherent in stakeholder management is that 

organisations have to balance the various and sometimes conflicting expectations of 

stakeholders and therefore trade-offs are likely to occur however, in relation to CSR this was 

not typically the case. Instead, CSR is not about trade-offs, nor adversely affecting 

stakeholders, but it is about the positive impact that organisations can have on the 

environment, the communities in which they operation, and on the people that they employ.

As well as identifying the similarities and differences between the terms, the research 

identified that the two concepts combined can strengthen our understanding of the 

relationship between business and society. The research found that many practitioners use 

the stakeholder approach as a way in which to better describe their wider responsibilities and 

how they go about meeting these. This corresponds to previous literature which 

recommends the integration of stakeholder management and CSR given it is a more practical 

lens in which to conceptualise the relationship between business and society and provide a 

language which can more readily translate into practice (Avram and Kuhne 2008; Jamali, 

2008; Greenwood, 2007; Enquist et ah, 2006). Furthermore, findings from this research 

programme would suggest the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management in 

practice has been addressed in too simple a manner, and going forward it is important to 

consider the duality of the relationship. The research found two key complimentary 

linkages:

• CSR can be used as a way in which to manage and engage organisational 

stakeholders;

• Stakeholder engagement can be considered as part of an organisation’s CSR 

efforts.
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Taking the first relationship into consideration, respondents provided numerous examples of 

when CSR initiatives have been used to manage and engage stakeholder groups. From 

charitable work to improve the organisation’s reputation within the local community, to 

implementing work life balance initiatives to better manage the employee relationship, it was 

evident from the research that CSR, and the various socially responsible initiatives that fall 

under this umbrella, can be effectively utilised to maintain and improve stakeholder 

relations. In examining the second relationship identified above, respondents described their 

organisation’s CSR practices by highlighting various stakeholder engagement methods. 

Indeed, the use of forums and consultative committees with community stakeholders, to 

information and innovation workshops with employees, to the development of partnerships 

with charities to work on specific projects, the research indicates that stakeholder 

engagement is a way in which organisations can engage in CSR.

Following from this, it is important to recognise that there is not one clear relationship 

between CSR and stakeholder management that can be explained in a simplistic diagram. 

Instead, the line between the concepts is often blurred and there is a clear duality within the 

relationship. Going forward, it can be argued that a better approximation of reality would be 

to recognise the various and interrelated ways in which CSR and stakeholder management 

are connected, which in turn would allow for the advancement of theoretical understanding 

and practical application.

9.5 Contribution of the Thesis

Thus, the main contribution of this research is that it answers the call made by an increasing 

number of authors (Schlierer et ah, 2012; Russo and Perrini, 2010; Schaefer, 2008; 

Greenwood, 2007) to provide a more detailed understanding of the relationship between 

CSR and stakeholder management. Few studies to date have attempted to address this gap 

by taking a holistic approach to examining both CSR and stakeholder management.

Although the existing literature suggests a relationship exists, as well as acknowledging that 

the integration of the terms can be considered an advance, little is known about the actual 

synergies and potential linkages of the two concepts, especially within the SME context.

This research, by conducting a thorough review of the CSR and stakeholder management 

literatures, in addition to completing an in-depth analysis of the relationship in practice, has 

resulted in a more detailed understanding of this connection. Indeed, this research has 

offered insight, not only in highlighting the parallels and distinctions between the concepts, 

but also by recognising the duality which exists within the relationship. Therefore, this 

research has made an important contribution to the literature by recognising that the line
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between CSR and stakeholder management is often blurred, as well as highlighting the 

several feasible relationships and linkages which exist.

In addition to providing fuller insights into the multifaceted relationship between CSR and 

stakeholder management, the research has also contributed to knowledge by adding to 

understanding surrounding management and implementation of CSR initiatives within 

SMEs. All too often, the literature to date has presented the meaning, motivations and 

management of CSR within SMEs too simplistically and undermines some of the innovative 

and highly impactful work that these organisation are doing to meet their social 

responsibilities. Moreover, the research as also highlighted a number of underexplored 

complexities in relation to stakeholder identification, management and engagement:-all of 

which are too often viewed as large-firm concepts and processes.

Finally, a key contribution is that this research programme has analysed both CSR and 

stakeholder management explicitly from the stakeholder perspective, by conducting 

numerous interviews with a wide range of organisational stakeholders. To date, empirical 

research has failed to discuss and analyse CSR explicitly from the perspective of stakeholder 

(Enquist et ah, 2006) therefore, not only is this a robust piece of research but it also adapts 

the somewhat novel approach of moving beyond the traditional boundaries of organisational 

to consider external stakeholders.

9.6 Managerial Implications

Although discussions on CSR and stakeholder management have proliferated within the 

literature, there is little known about how managers can successfully apply these concepts in 

practice (Fassin et ah, 2011; Carroll and Schwartz, 2008; Sanders, 2008). Furthermore, this 

proves even more difficult for those within the underexplored context of SMEs (Perrini et 

ah, 2007; Murillo and Lozano, 2006) who, compared to managers in larger firms, have 

limited resources to develop, implement and manage CSR initiatives and stakeholder 

management processes (Von Weltzin Hoivik and Shankar 2011; Fenwick, 2010; Jenkins, 

2009). Given this, the key aim of this research programme was to examine CSR and 

stakeholder management in practice from the perspective of SMEs, as well as evaluating the 

relationship between the two concepts. In terms of managerial implications, one of the key 

research findings was the recognition of the interrelatedness of the terms and the duality 

within CSR-stakeholder management relationship. Indeed, the lines between the concepts 

are blurred, but of importance to note, is by recognising the relationship and linkages which 

exist, organisations can better understand, frame and met their wider responsibilities.
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An additional practitioner contribution is that the thick descriptions of CSR initiatives and 

stakeholder management processes provided throughout this research can serve as useful 

guidelines to aid managers attempting to address their organisation’s social responsibilities. 

In examining CSR in practice, this research provided insights into the diverse range of 

initiatives implemented by SMEs, the various levels of input and resources required to 

engage in these activities, the differing governance structures, policies and plans developed 

to support the organisation’s CSR agenda, combined with the varying degrees of strategic 

alignment of the initiatives to the core business. Thus, as a result of this research, 

practitioners can better understand the diverse range and highly subjective approaches which 

SMEs can take when engaging in CSR. Furthermore, this research highlights the CSR 

journey undertaken by each organisation. Starting at one end of the journey where CSR is 

ad-hoc, reactionary and largely based on uncoordinated philanthropy, to transitioning along 

the journey to where CSR is strategically aligned to core business objectives, supported by 

an appropriate governance structure, and successfully collaborating with a range of 

stakeholders to create shared value. Although all of the case study organisations have 

somewhat of a way to go before they advance to the highly strategic, structured and 

collaborative end of the CSR journey, what is of value to the practitioner is the realisation 

that a journey exists and how other organisations go about successfully transitioning along it.

Insights from this research would suggest that the stakeholder approach is key for those 

organisations implementing CSR activities. Not only is it recommended that SMEs 

explicitly use the language of the stakeholder approach to help employees understand, 

discuss and buy-into the organisations CSR agenda, but the stakeholder approach is also a 

way in which managers can frame the organisation’s social responsibilities. Going further, it 

can be suggested that the stakeholder approach can be used as the basis of a CSR mapping 

exercise. Indeed, practitioners can undertake a similar mapping exercise to that used for each 

of the case study organisations in the development of Stakeholder Responsibility 

Frameworks. This would allow managers to understand and analyse what their organisation 

is currently doing in relation to CSR, as well as enabling them to identify where gaps may 

exist.

Finally, findings from this research would indicate that there is an opportunity for 

organisations to better realise the value of true collaboration and partnership by working with 

their key stakeholders. Although some in the recent literature have highlighted the benefits 

of stakeholder partnerships and collective impact (Kania and Kramer, 2011; Preble, 2005) 

there was little evidence of this collaboration within the case study organisations. Instead, 

the research found that attempts often fall short of true collaboration. Given these findings, a
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recommendation is for managers to take a more considered and strategic approach to 

collaborative working, in order improve their collective impact and the sustainability of the 

partnership.

9.7 New Areas for Research

Future research could consider in more detail the duality of the relationship which exists 

between CSR and stakeholder management in practice, and how the learnings from this can 

help practitioners more effectively combine the concepts of CSR and stakeholder 

management to better meet the organisation’s wider responsibilities. Also, it would be 

valuable to extend our understanding of the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management by considering different contextual factors such as industry type, company size, 

and those organisations only beginning to consider their social responsibilities. More 

specifically, although the case study organisations are from different sectors, all of the cases 

presented were at the upper end of the SMEs classification, with at least 100 employees, and 

therefore it would be interesting to consider the relationship between CSR and stakeholder 

management within smaller firms.

In addition, all of the case study organisations at the time of research were arguably 

someway into their CSR journey, given that each had developed and implemented structures, 

roles and processes to support their social responsibilities, and had been recognised and 

rewarded for doing so. Following from this, it is recommended that an interesting 

perspective would be to consider those organisations which are only beginning to consider 

their wider social responsibilities and stakeholder engagement processes.

Furthermore, a longitudinal study may warrant attention, given the opportunity to provide 

deeper insight into the synergies and complexities of CSR and stakeholder management 

within practice, as well as allowing for greater understanding of the actual and potential 

linkages between CSR and stakeholder management within a SME context. In relation to 

the specific case study organisations selected for this piece of research, a longitudinal study 

would allow for the researcher to consider in more depth the impact of the leadership on a 

SME’s CSR efforts, by specifically examining the impact of FSNI’s Managing Director’s 

retirement on the organisation, given that he was considered as the key driver and innovator 

when it came to CSR. Also, within the case of GBBCA, a longitudinal study would allow 

the researcher to consider the influence, structure and impact provided by the CSR Policy 

and action plan, which was in development at the time of research.
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Lastly, to provide a more comprehensive understanding of CSR, it is recommended that 

future research builds upon this research strategy, in particular by considering the 

perceptions of all relevant stakeholders. To elaborate, the impact of CSR and stakeholder 

engagement could be considered from the perspective of a wider range of stakeholders, such 

as employees, customers, suppliers, community organisations, local educational institutions, 

competitors and on so on. Although numerous interviews were conducted with external 

stakeholders from all three case study organisations, the time limitations of this study 

prevented the researcher from obtaining deep and rich data from all the key stakeholders 

identified during the research. Such an approach would help to address the calls to better 

analyse CSR from the stakeholder perspective (Enquist et ah, 2006), and would also help to 

provide more meaningful and rounded insights into CSR, stakeholder management and the 

relationship between the two.

234



REFERENCES

Achterkamp, M.C. & Vos, J.F.J. 2007, "Critically identifying stakeholders", Systems 

Research and Behavioral Science, vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 3-14.

Agle, B.R., Donaldson. T., Freeman, R.E., Jensen, M.C., Mitchell, R.K. & Wood, D.J. 2008, 

"Dialogue: Toward superior stakeholder theory", Business Ethics Quarterly, vol. 18, no. 

2, pp. 153-190.

Agle, B.R., Mitchell, R.K. & Sonnenfeld, J.A. 1999, "Who matters to CEOs? An

investigation of stakeholder attributes and salience, corporate performance, and CEO 

veAues", Academy of Management Journal, vol. 47, no. 5, pp. 507-525.

Aguilera, R.V., Rupp, D.E., Williams, C.A. & Ganapathi, J. 2007, "Putting the S Back in 

Corporate Social Responsibility: A Multilevel Theory of Social Change in 

Organizations", The Academy of Management Review, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 836-863.

Ahmad, S.J., O'Regan, N. & Ghobadian, A. 2003, "Managing for performance: corporate 

responsibility and internal stakeholders", International Journal of Business 

Performance Management, vol. 5, no. 2/3, pp. 141-153,

Albareda, L., Lozano, J.M., Tencati, A., Midttun, A. & Perrini, F. 2008, "The changing role 

of governments in corporate social responsibility: drivers and responses", Business 

Ethics: A European Review, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 347-363.

Albareda, L., Lozano, J.M. & Ysa, T. 2007, "Public policies on corporate social

responsibility: The role of governments in Europe", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 74, 

no. 4, pp. 391-407.

Alvesson, M. & Deetz, S. 2000, Doing Critical Management Research, Sage Publications, 

London.

Amaeshi, K.M. & Adi, B. 2007, "Reconstructing the corporate social responsibility construct 

in Utlish", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 3-18.

Amaeshi, K.M. & Crane, A. 2006, "Stakeholder engagement: a mechanism for sustainable 

aviation", Corporate social responsibility and environmental management, vol. 13, no. 

5, pp. 245-260.

235



Andreasen, A.R. & Drumwright, M.E. 2001, "Alliances and Ethics in Social Marketing", 

pp. 95-124.

Angus-Leppan, T., Metcalf, L. & Benn, S. 2010, "Leadership Styles and CSR Practice: An 

Examination of Sense Making, Institutional Drivers and CSR Leadership", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 93, no. 2, pp. 189-213.

Argandona, A. 1998, "The stakeholder theory and the common good", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 17, no. 9/10, pp. 1093-1102.

Ascigil, S.F. 2010, "Toward Socially Responsible SMEs? Quality Award Model as a Tool", 

The Quality Management Journal, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 7-20.

Avram, D.O. & Kuhne, S. 2008, "Implementing responsible business behavior from a 

strategic management perspective: Developing a framework for Austrian SMEs", 

Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 82, no. 2, pp. 463-475.

Aybars, A. & Kutlu, O. 2010, "Managing corporate performance", International Journal of 

Productivity and Performance Management, vol. 59, no. 3, pp. 229-254.

Balasubramanian, N., Bangalore, I., Kimber, D. & Siemensma, F. 2005, "Emerging

Opportunities or Traditions Reinforced? An Analysis of the Attitudes towards CSR, and 

Trends of Thinking about CSR, in India", Journal of Corporate Citizenship, vol. 17, pp. 

79-92.

Banks, M. & Vera, D. 2007, "Towards a Typology of Stakeholder Management Strategies", 

Academy of Management, 08, pp. 1.

Barnard, C. 1938, The Functions of the Executive, Cambridge, Mass.

Barnett, M.L. 2007, "Stakeholder Influence Capacity and the Variability of Financial 

Returns to Corporate Social Responsibility", The Academy of Management Review 

(AMR), vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 794-816.

Benabou, R. & Tirole, J. 2010, "Individual and corporate social responsibility", Economica, 

vol. 77, no. 305, pp. 1-19.

Benson, B.W. & Davidson, W.N. 2010, "The Relation between Stakeholder Management, 

Firm Value, and CEO Compensation: A Test of Enlightened Value Maximization", 

Financial Management, vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 929-964.

236



Bhattacharya, C.B., Sen, S. & Korschun, D. 2008, "Using corporate social responsibility to 

win the war for talent", MU' Sloan Management Review, vol. 49, no. 2, pp. 37-44.

Bird, R., Hall, R.D., Momente, F. & Reggiani, F. 2007, "What corporate social responsibility 

activities are valued by the market?” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 76, no. 2, pp. 189- 

206.

Blair, M. 2004, "Stakeholder Theory" in Theories of Corporate Governance: The 

Philosophical Foundations of Corporate Governance, ed. T. Clarke, Routledge, 

London, pp. 173-201.

Blaxter, L., Hughes, C. & Tight, M. 1996, How to research, Open University Press Bristol, 

PA, USA.

Blyth, A. 2005, "Business behaving responsibly", Director, vol. 59, no. 1, pp. 30-40.

Boatright, J.R. 2003, Ethics and the Conduct of Business, 4th Edition, Prentice Hall, London.

Bowen. H.R. 1953, Social Responsibilities of the Businessman, Harper & Brothers, New 

York.

Bowman, E.H. & Haire, M. 1975, "A Strategic Posture toward Corporate Social 

Responsibility", California management review, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 49-58.

Brammer, S. & Millington, A. 2008, "Does it pay to be different? An analysis of the 

relationship between corporate social and financial performance", Strategic 

Management Journal, vol. 29, no. 12, pp. 1325-1343.

Brammer, S. & Millington, A. 2004, "Stakeholder pressure. Organisational Size, and the 

Allocation of Departmental Responsibility for the Management of Corporate Charitable 

Giving", Business and Society, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 268-295.

Brammer, S. & Millington, A. 2003, "The effect of stakeholder preferences, organizational 

structure and industry type on corporate community involvement", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 45, no. 3, pp. 213-226.

Brammer, S. & Pavelin, S. 2005, "Corporate community contributions in the United

Kingdom and the United States", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 56, no. 1, pp. 15-26.

237



Branco, M.C. & Rodrigues, L.L. 2007, "Positioning Stakeholder Theory within the Debate 

on Corporate Social Responsibility", Electronic Journal of Business Ethics and 

Organisation Studies, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 5-15.

Braun, V. & Clarke, V. 2006, "Using thematic analysis in psychology", Qualitative research 

in psychology, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 77-101.

Brigley, S. 1995, "Business Ethics in Context: Researching with Case Studies", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 219-226.

British Chamber of Commerce, Accountability, Business in the Community & Institute of 

Directors 2002 (b), Engaging SMEs in Community and Social Issues, London.

Bryman, A. & Bell, E. 2003, Business Research Methods, Oxford.

Buhmann, K. 2006, "Corporate social responsibility: what role for law? Some aspects of law 

and CSR", Corporate Governance, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 188-202.

Burchell, J. & Cook, J. 2008, "Stakeholder dialogue and organisational learning: changing 

relationships between companies and NGOs", Business Ethics: A European Review, 

vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 35-46.

Burchell, J. & Cook, J. 2006, "It’s good to talk? Examining attitudes towards corporate

social responsibility dialogue and engagement processes", Business Ethics: A European 

Review, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 154-170.

Burke, L. & Logsdon, J.M. 1996, "How Corporate Social Responsibility Pays Off, Long 

Range Planning, vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 495-502.

Business in the Community, Available: http://www.bitcni.org.uk.

Calorusso, C. 2002, Rethinking the Role of the Landscape in Historic Interpretation: A 

Constructivist Design Approach to Interpreting Slavery in Appalachian Virginia.

Campbell, D. & Cornelia Beck, A. 2004, "Answering allegations: the use of the corporate 

website for restorative ethical and social disclosure", Business Ethics: A European 

Review, vol. 13, no. 23, pp. 100-116.

238



Campbell, J.L. 2007, "Why Would Corporations Behave in Socially Responsible Ways? An 

Institutional Theory of Corporate Social Responsibility", The Academy of Management 

Review (AMR), vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 946-967.

Carecall, Mental Wellbeing at Work. Available: http://www.carecallsolutions.com/.

Carroll, A.B. 1999, "Corporate Social Responsibility; Evolution of a Definitional Construct" 

Business and Society, vol. 38, no. 3, pp. 268-295.

Carroll, A.B. 2004, "Managing ethically with global stakeholders: a present and future 

chaWQngQ", Academy of Management Executive, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 114-120.

Carroll, A.B. 1994, "Social issues in management research", Business and Society, vol. 33, 

no. 1, pp. 5-29.

Carroll, A.B. 1993, Business and Society: Ethical and Stakeholder Management, 2nd 

Edition, South-Western, Cincinnati.

Carroll, A.B. 1991, "The Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility: Toward the Moral 

Management of Organisational Stakeholders", Business Horizons, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 39 

48.

Carroll, A.B. 1979, "A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Performance", 

Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 497- 

505.

Carroll, A.B. & Shabana, K.M. 2010, "The business case for corporate social responsibility: 

a review of concepts, research and practice", International Journal of Management 

Reviews, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 85-105.

Cassell, C. & Symon, G. 1997, Qualitative Methods in Organisational Research, Sage 

Publications, London.

Cassidy, D. 2003, "Maximizing shareholder value: The risks to employees, customers and 

the community", Corporate Governance, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 32-37.

Castka, P., Balzarova, M.A., Bamber, C.J. & Sharp, J.M. 2004, "How can SMEs effectively 

implement the CSR agenda? A UK case study perspective", Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Environmental Management, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 140-149.

239



Centre for Competitiveness . Available: http://www.cforc.org/.

Cetindamar, D. & Husoy, K. 2007, "Corporate social responsibility practices and 

environmentally responsible behavior: The case of the United Nations Global 

Compact", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 76, no. 2, pp. 163-176.

Chamberlain, N.W. 1953, Social Responsibility and Strikes, Harper and Row, New York.

Ciocirlan, C. 2008, "Analyzing the Social Responsibility of Small, Family-Owned 

Businesses: A Research Agenda", Journal of Applied Management and 

Entrepreneurship, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 86-100.

Clark, A. & Appleby, A. 1997, "Quality management in local government: four case

studies", Leadership & Organization Development Journal, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 74-85.

Clarke, T. (Ed) 2004, Theories of Corporate Governance: The Philosophical Foundations of 

Corporate Governance, Routledge, and London.

Clarke, T. & Clegg, S. 1998, Changing paradigms: The transformation of management 

knowledge for the 21 si century, HarperCollins Business.

Clarkson, M., Starik, M., Cochran, P. & Jones, T.M. 1994, "The Toronto Conference:

Reflections on Stakeholder Theory", Business and Society, vol. 33, no. 1, pp. 82-131.

Clarkson, M.B.E. 1995, "A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating corporate 

social performance", Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 

vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 92-117.

Clifton, D. & Amran, A. 2011, "The stakeholder approach: a sustainability perspective", 

Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 98, no. 1, pp. 121-136.

Coelho, P.R.P., McClure, J.E. & Spry, J.A. 2003, "The Social Responsibility of Corporate 

Management: A Classical CxMxque", Mid - American Journal of Business, vol. 18, no. 1, 

pp. 15-24.

Collier, J. & Esteban, R. 2007, "Corporate social responsibility and employee commitment", 

Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 19-33.

Cramer, J. 2003, "Corporate social responsibility: lessons learned", Environmental Quality 

Management, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 59-66.

240



Cramer, J., Jonker, J. & Van Der Heijden, A. 2004, "Making Sense of Corporate Social 

Responsibility", Jojh'wo/ of Business Ethics, vol. 55, no. 2, pp. 215-222.

Crane, A. & Livesey, S. 2003, "Are you talking to me? Unfolding Stakeholder Thinking", 

Business Ethics Quarterly, .

Crane, A. & Matten, D. 2004, Business ethics: A European perspective, Oxford University 

Press Oxford, UK.

Crane, A., Matten. D. & Moon, J. 2004, "Stakeholders as Citizens? Rethinking Rights, 

Participation, and Democracy", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 53, no. 1-2, pp. 107- 

122.

Crotty, M. 1998, The Foundations of Social Research, Sage Publications, London.

Crowther, D. & Capaldi, N. 2008, The Ashgate research companion to corporate social 

responsibility, Ashgate Pub Co.

Dahlsrud, A. 2008, "How corporate social responsibility is defined: an analysis of 37

definitions", Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, vol. 15, 

no. 1, pp. 1-13.

Dahlsrud, A. 2007, "Globalization and the Good Corporation, Can Corporate Social 

Responsibility Contribute to Sustainable Development?"

Davis, K. 1976, "Social Responsibility Is Inevitable", California Management Review, vol. 

19, no. 1, pp. 14-20.

Davis, K. 1973, "The Case for and Against Business Assumption of Social

RQsyom\b\\\\\QS>.", Academy of Management Journal, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 312-322.

Davis, K. 1960, "Can business afford to ignore social responsibilities?", California 

Management Review, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 70-77.

Davis, K. & Blomstrom, R.L. 1966, Business and its Environment, McGraw Hill, New York.

Dawkins, J. 2005, "Corporate responsibility: The communication challenge", Journal of 

Communication Management, vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 108-119.

241



Dawkins, J. & Lewis, S. 2003, "Csr in Stakeholder Expectations: And their Implications for 

Company Strategy.", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 44, no. 2/3, pp. 185-193.

De Bakker, F.G.A., Groenewegen, P. & Den Hond, F. 2005, "A Bibliometric Analysis of 30 

Years of Research and Theory on Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Social 

Performance", Business & Society, vol. 44, no. 3, pp. 283-317.

De Colle, S. 2005, "A Stakeholder Management Model for Ethical Decision Making",

International Journal of Management and Decision Making, vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 299-314.

De George. R.T. 2006, "The Relevance of Philosophy to Business Ethics", Business Ethics 

Quarterly, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 381-390.

DeGeorge, R.T. 1999, Business Ethics, 5th Edition, Prentice Hall, London.

Den Hond, F., De Bakker, F.G.A. & Neergaard, P. 2007, Managing corporate social 

responsibility in action: talking, doing and measuring, Ashgate Publishing Co.

Detomasi, D.A. 2007, "The Multinational Corporation and Global Governance: Modelling 

Global Public Policy Networks", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 71, no. 3, pp. 321- 

334.

Diener, E. & Crandall, R. 1978, Ethics and Values in Social and Behavioural Research, 

Chicago, University of Chicago Press.

Dolan, C. & Opondo, M. 2005, "Seeking Common Ground: Multistakeholder Initiatives in 

Kenya’s Cut Flower Industry’", Journal of Corporate Citizenship, vol. 8, no. 18, pp. 

87-98.

Donaldson, T. 2002, "The Stakeholder Revolution and the Clarkson Principles", Business 

Ethics Quarterly, vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 107-112.

Donaldson, T. & Preston, L.E, 1995, "The Stakeholder Theory of the Corporation: Concepts, 

Evidence and Implications", Academy of Management. The Academy of Management 

Review, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 65-91.

Driver, C. & Thompson, G. 2002, "Corporate Governance and Democracy: The Stakeholder 

Debate Revisited", Journal of Management and Governance, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 111-130.

242



Drucker, P.F. 1984, "The New Meaning of Corporate Social Responsibility", California 

Management Review, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 53-63.

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R. & Lowe, A. 2002, Management Research; An Introduction, 

2nd Edition. Sage Publications, London.

Eells, R. & Walton, C. 1974, Conceptual Foundations of Business, Homewood, lllonios.

Eells, R. & Walton, C. 1961, "Conceptual Foundations of Business, Homewood lllonios.

Eilbert, H. & Parket, R. 1074, "The Current Status of Corporate Social Responsibility", 

Business Horizons, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 5-14.

Eisenhardt, K.M. 1991, "Better Stories and Better Constructs: The Case for Rigor and

Comparative Logic", Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 

vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 620-621.

Eisenhardt, K.M. 1989, "Building Theories from Case Study Research", Academy of 

Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 532-550.

Eisenhardt, K.M. & Graebner, M.E. 2007, "Theory Building from cases: Opportunities and 

Challenges", The Academy of Management Journal Archive, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 25-32.

Elms, H., Johnson-Cramer, M.E. & Berman, S.L. 2011, Bounding the world's miseries: 

corporate responsibility and Freeman’s stakeholder theory, Edward Elgar Publishing.

Enquist, B., Johnson, M. & Skalen, P. 2006, "Adoption of Corporate Social Responsibility- 

Incorporating a Stakeholder Perspective", Qualitative Research in Accounting & 

Management, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 188-207.

Epstein, E.M. 1987, "The Corporate Social Policy Process: Beyond Business Ethics, 

Corporate Social Responsibility, and Corporate Social Responsiveness", California 

Management Review, vol. 29, pp. 99-114.

European Commision 2001, Promoting a European Framework for Corporate Social 

Responsibility.

European Foundation for Quality Management 2004, The EFQM Framework for Corporate 

Social Responsibility.

243



Evan, W.M. & Freeman, R.E. 1983, A stakeholder theory of the modern corporation: 

Kantian capitalism.

Fassin, Y. 2009, "The Stakeholder Model Refined", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 84, no.

1, pp. 113-135.

Fassin, Y. 2008, "Imperfections And Shortcomings of the Stakeholder Model’s Graphical 

Representation", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 80, no. 4, pp. 879-888.

Fassin, Y., Van Rossem, A. & Buelens, M. 2010, "Small-Business Owner-Managers’

Perceptions of Business Ethics and CSR-Related Concepts", Journal of Business Ethics, 

vol. 98, no. 3, pp. 425-453.

Fay, B. 1999, Contemporary Philosophy of Social Science, Blackwell Publishers Inc., 

Oxford.

Fee, R., Erridge, A. & Hennigan, S. 2002, "SMEs and Government Purchasing in Northern 

Ireland: Problems And Opportunities", European Business Review, vol. 14, no. 5, pp. 

326-334.

Fenwick, T. 2010, "Learning to Practice Social Responsibility in Small Business: Challenges 

And Conflicts", Jomja/ of Global Responsibility, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 149-169.

Fisher, K., Geenen, J., Jurcevic, M., McClintock, K. & Davis, G. 2009, "Applying Asset- 

Based Community Development as a Strategy for CSR: a Canadian Perspective on A 

Win-Win for Stakeholders and SMEs", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, 

no. 1, pp. 66-82.

Fitch, H.G. 1976, "Achieving Corporate Social Responsibility", The Academy of 

Management Review, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 38-46.

Foster, D. & Jonker, J. 2005, "Stakeholder Relationships: The Dialogue of Engagement", 

Corporate Governance, vol. 5, no. 5, pp. 51-57.

Frankental, P. 2001, "Corporate Social Responsibility-A PR Invention?" Corporate 

Communications-An International Journal, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 18-23.

Frederick, W.C. 1978, "From CSR Sub 1 to CSR Sub 2: the Maturing of Business And 

Society Thought", Business and Society, vol. 33, pp. 150-166.

244



Freeman, E.R. Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach, Pitman Publishing

Inc., London.

Freeman, E.R. & Reed, L.D. 1983, "Stockholders and Stakeholders: A New Perspective on 

Corporate Governance", California management review, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 88-106.

Freeman, R.E. 1999, "Response: Divergent S\dkQY\o\dzv Theoxy", Academy of Management 

Review, pp. 233-236.

Freeman, R.E. 1994, "The Politics of Stakeholder Theory: Some Future Directions", 

Business Ethics Quarterly, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 409-421.

Freeman, R.E. & Liedtka, J. 1991, "Corporate Social Responsibility: A Critical Approach", 

Business horizons, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 92-98.

Freeman, R.E., Velamuri, S.R. & Moriarty, B. 2006, "Company Stakeholder Responsibility: 

A New Approach to CSR", Retrieved November, vol. 15, pp. 2006.

Freeman, R.E. 2004, "The Stakeholder Approach Revisited", Zeitschrift fur Wirtschafts- und 

Unternehmensethik, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 228-254.

Friedman, M. 1970, The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits.

Friedman, M. 1962, Capitalism and Freedom, The University of Chicago Press, London.

Fukukawa, K., Balmer, J.M.T. & Gray, E.R. 2007, "Mapping the Interface Between

Corporate Identity, Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 76, no. 1, pp. 1-5.

Funeral Services Northern Ireland. Available: http://www.fsni.co.uk.

Gable, C. & Shireman, B. 2005, "Stakeholder Engagement: A Three Phase Methodology", 

Environmental Quality Management, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 9-24.

Gago, R.F. & Antolin, M.N. 2004, "Stakeholder Salience in Corporate Environmental 

Strategy", Corporate Governance, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 65-76.

Gallo, P.J. & Christensen, L.J. 2011, "Firm Size Matters: An Empirical Investigation of 

Organizational Size and Ownership on Sustainability-Related Behaviors", Business & 

Society, vol. 50, no. 2, pp. 315-349.

245



Gao, S.S. & Zhang, J.J. 2006, "Stakeholder Engagement, Social Auditing and Corporate 

Sustainability", Business Process Management Journal, vol. 12, no. 6, pp. 722-740.

Garcia-Castro. R„ Arino, M.A. & Canela, M.A. 2008, "Over the Long run? Short Run

Impact and Long Run Consequences of Stakeholder Management", Business & Society.

Garriga, E. & Mele, D. 2004, "Corporate Social Responsibility Theories: Mapping the 

Territory", Jowrna/ of Business Ethics, vol. 53, no. 1/2, pp. 51-71.

Gentili, E., Stainer, A. & Stainer, L. 2003, "Ethical Dimensions of Total Quality

Management" International Journal of Business Performance Management, vol. 5, no. 

2, pp. 237-244.

George Best Belfast City Airport. Available: http://www.belfastcityairport.com. Gephart, R. 

2004, "From the Editors: Qualitative Research and the Academy of Management 

loum&Y', Academy of Management Journal, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 454-462.

Gholami, S. 2011, "Value Creation Model through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)", 

International Journal of Business and Management, vol. 6, no. 9, pp. 148-154.

Gibson, K. & O'Donovan, G. 2007, "Corporate governance and environmental reporting: an 

Australian study", Corporate Governance: An International Review, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 

944-956.

Girard, C. & Sobczak, A. 2011, "Towards a Model of Corporate and Social Stakeholder 

Engagement: Analyzing the Relations Between a French Mutual Bank and Its 

Members", Journal of Business Ethics, [Online], pp. 1-11. Available: 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/uu80713w8672q621/fulltext.html.

Gobbels, M. 2002, "Reframing corporate social responsibility: the contemporary conception 

of a fuzzy notion", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 44, pp. 95-105.

Godfrey, P.C. & Hatch, N.W. 2007, "Researching corporate social responsibility: An agenda 

for the 21st century", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 70, no. 1, pp. 87-98.

Goodjik, R. 2003, "Partnership at corporate level: The meaning of the stakeholder model", 

Journal of Change Management, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 225-241.

246



Goodstein, J.D. & Wicks, A.C. 2007, "Corporate and stakeholder responsibility: Making 

business ethics a two-way conversation", Business Ethics Quarterly, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 

375-398.

Government, C.D. 2004, The business case for CSR. Available: http://www.csr.gov.uk 

[2005,01/17],

Grant, C. \99\,"Fnedmanfa\\ac\es", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 10, no. 12, pp. 907- 

914.

Gray, R. 2006, "Social, environmental and sustainability reporting and organisational value 

creation?: Whose value? Whose creation?” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 

Journal, vol. 19, no. 6, pp. 793-819.

Grayson, D. & Hodges, A. 2004, Corporate social opportunity!: 7 steps to make corporate 

social responsibility work for your business, Greenleaf Publishing.

Greenley, G.E. & Foxall, G.R. 1996, "Consumer and non-consumer stakeholder orientation 

in UK companies". Journal of Business Research, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 105-116.

Greenwood, M. 2007, "Stakeholder engagement: Beyond the myth of corporate 

responsibility", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 74, no. 4, pp. 315-327.

Gully, A., Stainer, L. & Stainer, A. 2006, "Responsible business decisions: an over-arching 

framework", Journal of Public Affairs, vol. 6, no. 3, pp. 185-196.

Gummesson,E. 2000, Qualitative Methods in Management Research, 2nd ed. Sage 

Publications, London.

Gummesson, E. 1991, "Marketing-orientation revisited: the crucial role of the part-time 

marketer", European Journal of Marketing, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 60-75.

Haigh, M. & Jones, M.T. 2006, "The drivers of corporate social responsibility: a critical 

review", The Business Review, Cambridge, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 245-251.

Hammann, E.M., Habisch, A. & Pechlaner, H. 2009, "Values that create value: socially 

responsible business practices in SMEs-empirical evidence from German companies", 

Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 37-51.

247



Hartley, J. 2004, "Case Study Research" in Qualitative Methods in Organisational Research, 

ed. Cassell, C. and Symon, G., Sage Publications, London, pp. 323-333.

Hartley, J.F. 1997, "Case Studies in Organisational Research" in Qualitative Methods in 

Organisational Research, eds. C. Cassell & G. Symon, Sage Publications, London, pp. 

208-229.

Hartley, N. & Wood, C. 2005, "Public Participation in Environmental Impact Assessment- 

Implementing the Aarhus Convention", Environmental Impact Assessment Review, vol. 

25, no. 4, pp. 319-340.

Harvey, B. & Schaefer, A. 2001, "Managing Relationships with Environmental

Stakeholders: a Study of UK Water and Electricity Utilities", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 243-260.

Hayibor, S. 2008, "Equity and Expectancy Considerations in Stakeholder Action", Business 

& Society, [Online],

Available: http://bas.sagepub.com/content/early/2008/08/14/0007650308323396.abstract.

Hazlett, S.A., McAdam. R. & Gallagher, S. 2005, "Theory Building in Knowledge 

Management", Journal of Management Inquiry, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 31-42.

Hazlett, S.A., McAdam, R. & Murray, L. 2007, "From Quality Management to Socially 

Responsible Organisations: the Case for CSR", International Journal of Quality & 

Reliability Management, vol. 24, no. 7, pp. 669-682.

Heath, J. & Norman, W. 2004, "Stakeholder Theory, Corporate Governance and Public 

management: What can the History of State-Run Enterprises Teach us in the Post- 

Enron era?" Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 247-265.

Hemingway, C.A. & Maclagan, P.W. 2004, "Managers' Personal Values as Drivers of

Corporate Social Responsibility", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 33-44.

Hendry, J.R. 2005, "Stakeholder Influence Strategies: An Empirical Exploration", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 79-99.

Heugens, P.P., Van Den Bosch, F. & Van Riel, C. 2002, "Stakeholder Integration", Business 

and Society, vol. 41, no. 1, PP- 36-60.

248



Hill, C. 2010, "Coporate Responsibility and Financial Performance: The Role of the 

Intangible", Strategic Management Journal, vol. 490, pp. 463-490.

Hillman, A..I. & Keim, G.D. 2001, "Shareholder Value, Stakeholder Management, and

Social Issues: What's the Bottom Line?" Strategic Management Journal, vol. 22, no. 2, 

pp. 125-139.

Hillman, A.J., Keim, G.D. & Luce, R.A. 2001, "Board Composition and Stakeholder

Performance: Do Stakeholder Directors Make a Difference?” Business and Society, vol. 

40, no. 3, pp. 295-313.

Hughes, .1. 1980, Aspects of Modern Sociology: the Philosophy of Social Research, Longman 

Group Limited, Essex.

Fluse. M., Nielsen. S.T. & Hagen, l.M. 2009; 2009, "Women and Employee-Elected Board 

Members, and Their Contributions to Board Control Tasks", Journal of Business Ethics, 

vol. 89. no. 4, pp. 581-581-597.

Hussey, J. & Hussey, R. 1997, Business Research, Macmillan Press Ltd, London.

Husted. B.W. & De Jesus Salazar, J. 2006, "Taking Friedman Seriously: Maximizing Profits 

and Social Performance*”, Journal of Management Studies, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 75-91.

Husted, B.W. & De Jesus Salazar.J 2008, "Principals And Agents: Further Thoughts On The 

Friedmanite Critique Of CSR" in Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, pp. 137-155.

Idowu, S.O. & Papasolomou, I. 2007, "Are the Corporate Social Responsibility Matters 

based on Good Intentions or False Pretences? An Empirical Study of the Motivations 

Behind the Issuing of CSR Reports by UK companies", Corporate Governance, vol. 7, 

no. 2, pp. 136-147.

Jackson, G. & Apostolakou, A. 2010, "Corporate Social Responsibility in Western Europe: 

An Institutional Mirror or Substitute?" Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 94, no. 3, pp. 

371-394.

Jain, A., Leka, S. & Zwetsloot, G. 2011, "Corporate Social Responsibility and Psychosocial 

Risk Management in Europe", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 101, no. 4, pp. 619-633.

249



Jamali, D. 2008, "A Stakeholder Approach to Corporate Social Responsibility: a Fresh 

Perspective into Theory and Practice", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 82, no. 1, pp. 

213-231.

Jamali, D. 2007, "The Case for Strategic Corporate Social Responsibility in Developing 

Countries", Business and Society Review, vol. 112, no. 1, pp. 1-27.

Jamali, D. & Keshishian, T. 2009, "Uneasy Alliances: Lessons Learned from Partnerships 

between Businesses and NGOs in the Context of CSR", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 

84, no. 2, pp. 277-295.

Jamali, D. & Mirshak, R. 2007, "Corporate social responsibility (CSR): theory and practice 

in a developing country context", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 72, no. 3, pp. 243- 

262.

Jankowicz, A. 2000, Business Research Methods, Business Press, Plano, TX.

Jenkins, H. 2009, "A Business Opportunity Model of Corporate Social Responsibility for 

Small and Medium Sized Enterprises", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, 

no. 1, pp. 21-36.

Jenkins, H. 2006, "Small Business Champions for Corporate Social Responsibility", Journal 

of Business Ethics, vol. 67, no. 3, pp. 241-256.

Jenkins, H. 2004, "A Critique of Conventional CSR Theory: an SME Perspective", Journal 

of General Management, vol. 29, pp. 37-57.

Jensen, K.K. 2007, "Corporate Responsibility: The Stakeholder Paradox Reconsidered", 

Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, vol. 20, no. 6, pp. 515-532.

Johansson, P. 2008, "Implementing Stakeholder Management: a Case Study at a Micro- 

Enterprise", ,£xce//e>7ce, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 33-41.

Johansson, P. 2007, "Quality management and sustainability: exploring stakeholder 

orientation".

Johnson G, S.K. 2002, Exploring Corporate Strategy: Text and Cases,

Johnson, P. & Duberley, J. 2000, Understanding Management Research, Sage Publications, 

London.

250



Jones, R. 2002, "Challenges to the Notion of Publics in Public Relations: Implications of the 

Risk Society for the Discipline", Public Relations Review, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 49-62.

Jones, T.M. 1995, "Instrumental Stakeholder Theory: A Synthesis of Ethics ", Academy of 

Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 404-437.

Jones, T.M. 1980, "Corporate Social Responsibility Revisited, Redefined", California 

Management Review (pre-1986), vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 59-67.

Jones, T.M. & Wicks, A.C. 1999, "Convergent Stakeholder Theory", Academy of 

Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 206-221.

Jonker, J. & Foster, D. 2002, "Stakeholder Excellence? Framing the Evolution and

Complexity of a Stakeholder Perspective of the Firm", Corporate Social Responsibility 

and Environmental Management, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 187-195.

Jonker, J. & Marberg, A. 2007, "Corporate Social Responsibility Quo Vadis?", Journal of 

Corporate Citizenship, , no. 27, pp. 107-118.

Joyner, B.E. & Payne, D. 2002, "Evolution and Implementation: A Study of Values,

Business Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility”, ./oi/nrc// of Business Ethics, vol. 

41,no.4, pp. 297-311.

Juholin, E. 2004, "For business or the good of all? A Finnish approach to corporate social 

responsibility", Corporate Governance, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 20-31.

Kakabadse, N.K., Rozuel, C. & Lee-Davies, L. 2005, "Corporate social responsibility and 

stakeholder approach: a conceptual review", International Journal of Business 

Governance and Ethics, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 277-302.

Kaler, J. 2006, "Evaluating stakeholder theory", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 69, no. 3, 

pp. 249-268.

Kaler, J. 2003, "Differentiating Stakeholder Theories", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 46, 

no. 1, pp. 71-83.

Kaler, J. 2002, "Responsibility, accountability and governance", Business Ethics: A 

European Review, vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 327-334.

Kant ,1.1785, Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals.

251



Kant, 1. 1998, Critique of Pure Reason, Cambridge University Press , Cambridge.

Kaptein, M. & Wempe, J. 2002, The Balanced Company, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Karami, A., Rowley, J. & Analoui, F. 2006, "Research and Knowledge Building in

Managment Studies: An Analysis of Methological Preferences", International Journal 

of Management, vol. 23, no. 1, pp. 43-52.

Key, S. 1999, "Toward a new theory of the firm: a critique of stakeholder "theory"", 

Management Decision, vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 317-328.

Kilpatrick, J.A. 1985, "Corporate Response to Social Pressures: A Typology", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 4, no. 6, pp. 493-501.

Kim, Y. & Kim, S. 2010, "The Influence of Cultural Values on Perceptions of Corporate 

Social Responsibility: Application of Hofstede's Dimensions to Korean Public 

Relations Practitioners", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 91, no. 4, pp. 485-500.

Kinard, J„ Smith, M.E. & Kinard, B.R. 2003, "Business Executives' Attitudes Toward Social 

Responsibility: Past and Present", American Business Review, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 87-91.

Kitchin, T. 2003, "Corporate social responsibility: A brand explanation", The Journal of 

Brand Management, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 312-326.

Kitzinger, J. 1995, "Qualitative research: introducing focus groups", British Medical 

Journal, vol. 311, no. 7000, pp. 299-300.

Klein, S. & Vorbohle, K. 2011, "Corporate Social Responsibility and Stakeholder Relations- 

The Perspective of German Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises", Ethics in Small and 

Medium Sized Enterprises, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 215-225.

Kobeissi, N. & Damanpour, F. 2009, "Corporate Responsiveness to Community 

Stakeholders", Business & Society, vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 326-359.

Kolk, A. 2008, "Sustainability, Accountability And Corporate Governance: Exploring

Multinationals' Reporting Practices", Business Strategy and the Environment, vol. 17, 

no. 1, pp. 1-15.

252



Kolodinsky, R.W., Madden, T.M., Zisk, D.S. & Henkel, E.T. 2010, "Attitudes About 

Corporate Social Responsibility: Business Student Predictors", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 91, no. 2, pp. 167-181.

Kolstad, 1. 2007, "Why Firms Should Not Always Maximize Profits", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 76, no. 2, pp. 137-145.

Kotler, P. & Keller, K.L. 2006, Marketing Management 12e, Prentice-Hall Publications, 

Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Kotler, P. & Lee, N. 2008, “Corporate Social Responsibility: Doing The Most Good for 

Your Company and Your Cause”, Wiley India.

Kvale, S. 1983, "The Qualitative Research Interview", Journal of Phenomenological 

Psychology, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 171-196.

Lantos, G.P. 2001, "The Boundaries of Strategic Corporate Social Responsibility", The 

Journal of Consumer Marketing, vol. 18, no. 7, pp. 595-638.

Laufer, W.S. 2003, "Social Accountability and Corporate Greenwashing", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 253-261.

Lawrence, A.T. 2002, "The Drivers Of Stakeholder Engagement: Reflections On The Case 

Of Royal Dutch/Shell", Journal of Corporate Citizenship, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 71-85.

Leavy, B. 1994, "The Craft of Case-Based Qualitative Research", Irish Business and 

Administrative Research, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 105-118.

Lepoutre, J. & Heene, A. 2006, "Investigating the Impact of Firm Size on Small Business 

Social Responsibility: A Critical Review", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 67, no. 3, 

pp. 257-273.

Litz, R.A. 1996, "A Resource-based-view of the Socially Responsible Firm: Stakeholder 

Interdependence, Ethical awareness, and Issue Responsiveness as Strategic Assets", 

Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 15, no. 12, pp. 1355-1363.

Lockett, A., Moon, J. & Visser, W. 2006, "Corporate Social Responsibility in Management 

Research: Focus, Nature, Salience and Sources of Influence", Journal of Management 

Studies-Oxford-, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 115-136.

253



Lorca, P. & Garcia-Diez, J. 2004, "The Relation between Finn Survival and the

Achievement of Balance among its Stakeholders: An Analysis", International Journal 

of Management, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 93-99.

Lozano, J.M. 2005, "Towards The Relational Corporation: From Managing Stakeholder 

Relationships to Building Stakeholder Relationships (Waiting For Copernicus)", 

Corporate Governance, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 60-11.

Ludescher, J.C. & Mahsud, R. 2010, "Opening Pandora's Box: Corporate Social 

Responsibility Exposed", The Independent Review, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 123-131.

Lund-thomsen, P. & Nadvi, K. 2010, "Clusters, Chains and Compliance: Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Governance in Football Manufacturing in South Asia", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 93, no. 01674544. pp. 201-222.

Lynes, J.K. & Andrachuk, M. 2008, "Motivations for Corporate Social and Environmental 

Responsibility: A Case Study of Scandinavian Airlines", Journal of International 

management, vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 377-390.

Maak, T. 2007, "Responsible Leadership, Stakeholder Engagement, and the Emergence of 

Social Capital", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 74, no. 4, pp. 329-343.

MacGregor, S.P. & Fontrodona, J.P. 2011, "Strategic CSR for SMEs: Paradox or 

Possibility?", Universia Business Review, , no. 30, pp. 80-95.

Mackey, A., Mackey, T.B. & Barney, J.B. 2007, "Corporate Social Responsibility and Firm 

Performance: Investor Preferences and Corporate Strategies", The Academy of 

Management Review (AMR), vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 817-835.

Madariaga, J. & Valor, C. 2007, "Stakeholders Management Systems: Empirical Insights 

from Relationship Marketing and Market Orientation Perspectives", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 71, no. 4, pp. 425-439.

Maessen, R., Van Seters, P. & Van Rijckevorsel, E. 2007, "Circles of Stakeholders: Towards 

a Relational Theory of Corporate Social Responsibility", International Journal of 

Business Governance and Ethics, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 77-94.

254



Maignan, I., Ferrell, O. & Ferrell, L. 2005, "A Stakeholder Model for Implementing Social 

Responsibility in Marketing", European Journal of Marketing, vol. 39, no. 9/10, pp. 

956-977.

Maitland, A. 2004, Companies face an avalanche of questionnaires, First Edition, London.

Mallin, C.A. 2004, "Theoretical Aspects of Corporate Governance" in Corporate 

Governance Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 9-17.

Mandl, I. & Dorr, A. 2007, CSR and Competitiveness - European SMEs' Good Practice.

Manne, H. 1972, The Modern Corporation and Social Responsibility, American Enterprise 

Institute, Washington D.C.

Maon, F., Lindgreen, A. & Swaen, V. 2010, "Organizational stages and cultural phases: a 

critical review and a consolidative model of corporate social responsibility 

development". International Journal of Management Reviews, vol. 12, no. l,pp. 20-38.

Maon, F., Lindgreen, A. & Swaen, V. 2009, "Designing and Implementing Corporate Social 

Responsibility: An Integrative Framework Grounded in Theory and Practice", Journal 

of Business Ethics, vol. 87, no. 01674544, pp. 71-89.

Marens, R. 2008, "Recovering the past: reviving the legacy of the early scholars of corporate 

social responsibility", Journal of Management History, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 55-72.

Maron, I.Y. 2006, "Toward a Unified Theory of the CSP-CFP Link", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 191-200.

Matten, D. & Crane, A. 2005, "What is stakeholder democracy? Perspectives and issues", 

Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 14, no. 1, PP- 6-13.

Matten, D., Crane, A. & Chappie, W. 2003, "Behind the mask: revealing the true face of 

corporate clWzens.bd'p", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 109-120.

Maurer, M. & Sachs, S. 2005, "Implementing the Stakeholder View: Learning Processes for 

a Changed Stakeholder Orientation*", The Journal of Corporate Citizenship, , no. 17, 

pp. 93-107.

Maxfield, S. 2007, "Reconciling corporate citizenship and competitive strategy: Insights 

from economic theory". Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 80, no. 2, pp. 361-'ill.

255



McAdam, R. & Leonard, D. 2003, "Corporate social responsibility in a total quality

management context: opportunities for sustainable growth". Corporate Governance, 

vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 36-45.

McAdam, R., Hazlett, S.A. & Casey, C. 2005, "Performance management in the UK public 

sector: Addressing multiple stakeholder complexity", The International Journal of 

Public Sector Management, vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 256-273.

McGuire, J.W. 1963, Business and Society, McGraw Hill, New York.

McWilliams, A. & Siegel, D. 2011, "Creating and Capturing Value: Strategic Corporate 

Social Responsibility, Resource-Based Theory, and Sustainable Competitive 

Advantage", Journal of Management, vol. 37, no. 5, pp. 1489-1485.

McWilliams, A. & Siegel, D. 2001, "Corporate social responsibility: A theory of the firm 

perspective". Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 26, 

no. 1, pp. 117-128.

McWilliams, A. & Siegel, D. 2000, "Corporate social responsibility and financial

performance: correlation or misspecification?", Strategic Management Journal, vol. 21 

no. 5, pp. 603-609.

McWilliams, A., Siegel, D.S. & Wright, P.M. 2006, "Guest editors’ introduction Corporate 

Social Responsibility: Strategic Implication", Journal of Management Studies, vol. 43, 

no. 1, pp. 1-18.

Mellahi, K. & Wood, G. 2003, "The role and potential of stakeholders in “hollow

participation”: Conventional stakeholder theory and institutionalist alternatives", 

Business and society review, vol. 108, no. 2, pp. 183-202.

Melloan, G. 2004, Feeling the Muscles of the Multinationals.

Metcalfe, C.E. 1998, "The Stakeholder Corporation", Business Ethics: A European Review, 

vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 30-37.

Mikkila, M. 2003, "Acceptability of operations as an indicator of corporate social 

performance", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 78-87.

Miles M B, Huberman A M 1994, Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook of New 

Methods, 2nd, Sage publications Incorporated, United States America.

256



Miles, M.B. 1979, "Qualitative Data as an Attractive Nuisance: The Problem of Analysis", 

Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 590-601.

Miles, M.P., Munilla, L.S. & Darroch, J. 2006, "The role of strategic conversations with 

stakeholders in the formation of corporate social responsibility strategy", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. 195-205.

Mill, J.S. 1987, Principles of Political Economy, 2nd edition, Oxford World Classics.

Misani, N. 2010, "The convergence of corporate social responsibility practices". 

Management Research Review, vol. 33, no. 7, pp. 734-748.

Mitchell, R.K., Agle, B.R. & Wood, DJ. 1997, "Toward a theory of stakeholder

identification and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts", 

Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 

853-886.

Mohr, L.A., Webb, DJ. & Harris, K.E. 2001, "Do Consumers Expect Companies to be 

Socially Responsible? The Impact of Corporate Social Responsibility on Buying 

Behavior", Journal of Consumer Affairs, vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 45-72.

Moir, L. 2001, "What do we mean by corporate social responsibility?", Corporate 

Governance, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 16-22.

Moneva, J.M., Rivera-Lirio, J.M. & Munoz-Torres, M.J. 2007, "The corporate stakeholder 

commitment and social and financial performance", Industrial Management + Data 

Systems, vol. 107, no. 1, pp. 84-102.

Moon, J. 2004, "Government as a Driver of Corporate Social Responsibility", Nottingham,

pp. 1.

Morsing, M. & Perrini, F. 2009, "CSR in SMEs: do SMEs matter for the CSR agenda?", 

Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 1-6.

Morsing, M. & Schultz, M. 2006, "Corporate social responsibility communication: 

stakeholder information, response and involvement strategies", Business Ethics: A 

European Review, vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 323-338.

257

A



Murillo, D. & Lozano, J.M. 2009, "Pushing forward SME CSR through a network: an

account from the Catalan model". Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, no. 1, 

pp. 7-20.

Murillo, D. & Lozano, J.M. 2006, "SMEs and CSR: An Approach to CSR in their Own 

Words", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 67, no. 3, pp. 227-240.

Neuman, W.L. 2003, Social research methods, Allyn and Bacon Boston.

Neville, B.A., Bell, S.J. & Whitwell. G.J. 2011, "Stakeholder Salience Revisited: Refining, 

Redefining, and Refueling an Underdeveloped Conceptual Tool", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 102, no. 3, pp. 357-378.

Nielsen, A.E. & Thomsen, C. 2009, "Investigating CSR communication in SMEs: a case 

study among Danish middle managers", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 18, 

no. 1, pp. 83-93.

Nijhof, A., de Bruijn, T. & Bonders, H. 2008, "Partnerships for corporate social

responsibility: A review of concepts and strategic options", Management Decision, vol. 

46, no. 1, pp. 152-167.

Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency. Available: www.nisra.gov.uk.

Nurmi, P. & Sandberg, B. "Managing stakeholder relations during an international relocation 

of operations", The Inter-Disciplinary CSR Research Conference, 22-23 October 2004.

O’Higgins, E.R.E. 2006, "Corruption, underdevelopment, and extractive resource industries: 

Addressing the vicious cycle", Business Ethics Quarterly, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 235.

O’Riordan, L. & Fairbrass, J. 2008, "Corporate social responsibility (CSR): Models and 

theories in stakeholder dialogue", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 83, no. 4, pp. 745- 

758.

Oketch, M.O. 2005, "The Corporate Stake in Social Cohesion.", Peabody Journal of 

Education, vol. 80, no. 4, pp. 30-52.

Olander, S. 2007, "Stakeholder impact analysis in construction project management", 

Construction Management & Economics, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 277-287.

258



Orlitzky, M., Schmidt, F.L. & Rynes, S.L. 2003, "Corporate social and financial

performance: A meta-analysis", Organization Studies, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 403-441.

Panapanaan, V.M., Linnanen, L., Karvonen, MM. & Phan, V.T. 2003, "Roadmapping 

Corporate Social Responsibility in Finnish Companies", Journal of Business Ethics, 

vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 133-148.

Parent, M.M. & Deephouse, D.L. 2007, "A case study of stakeholder identification and 

prioritization by managers". Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 75, no. 1, pp. 1-23.

Pearce. J.A. & Doh, J.P. 2005, "The High Impact of Collaborative Social Initiatives", MIT 

Sloan Management Review, vol. 46, no. 3, pp. 30-39.

Pedersen, E.R. 2010, "Modelling CSR: How Managers Understand the Responsibilities of 

Business Towards Society", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 91, no. 2, pp. 155-166.

Perrini, F. & Minoja, M. 2008, "Strategizing corporate social responsibility: evidence from 

an Italian medium-sized, family-owned company". Business Ethics-A European 

Review, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 47-63.

Perrini, F.. Russo, A. & Tencati, A. 2007, "CSR Strategies of SMFs and Large Firms. 

Evidence from Italy", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 74, no. 3, pp. 285-300.

Pesqueux, Y. & Damak-Ayadi, S. 2005, "Stakeholder theory in perspective", Corporate 

Governance, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 5-21.

Phillips, R. 2004, "Ethics and a manager's obligations under stakeholder theory", Ivey 

Business Journal, [Online]. Available from: 

http://randrade.com.sapo.pt/cmeoPhillips.pdf.

Phillips, R. 2003, Stakeholder theory and organizational ethics, Barrett-Koehler Publishers, 

San Francisco, California.

Phillips, R.A. 1997, "Stakeholder theory and a principle of fairness", Business Ethics 

Quarterly, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 51-66.

Phoenix Natural Gas. Available: http://www.phoenix-natural-gas.co.uk/.

Pinkston, T.S. & Carroll, A.B. 1996, "A retrospective examination of CSR orientations: 

Have they changed?", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 199-206.

259



Pirsch, J., Gupta, S. & Grau, S.L. 2007, "A framework for understanding corporate social 

responsibility programs as a continuum: An exploratory study", Journal of Business 

Ethics, vol. 70, no. 2, pp. 125-140.

Pivato, S., Misani, N. & Tencati, A. 2008, "The impact of corporate social responsibility on 

consumer trust: the case of organic food", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 17, 

no. 1, pp. 3-12.

Pless, M.D.N.M. 2007, "Understanding Responsible Leadership: Role Identity and

Motivational Drivers Nicola M. Pless", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 74, pp. 437- 

456.

Porter, M.E. & Kramer, M.R. 2006, "Strategy and society", Harvard business review, vol.

84, no. 12, pp. 78-92.

Post, F.R. 2003, "The social responsibility of management: A critique of the shareholder 

paradigm and defense of stakeholder primacy", Mid - American Journal of Business, 

vol. 18, no. 2. pp. 57-61.

Preble, J.F. 2005, "Toward a comprehensive model of stakeholder management". Business 

and Society Review, vol. 110, no. 4, pp. 407-431.

Preston, L.E. & Post, J.E. 1975, Private management and public policy: The principle of 

public responsibility, Prentice-hall.

Reinhardt, F.L., Stavins. R.N. & Vietor, R.H.K. 2008, "Corporate social responsibility

through an economic lens", Review of Environmental Economics and Policy, vol. 2, no. 

2, pp. 219-239.

Remenyi, D., Money, A., Price, D. & Bannister, F. 2002, "The creation of knowledge 

through case study research", Irish Journal of Management, vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 1-17.

Reynolds, M.A. & Yuthas, K. 2008, "Moral discourse and corporate social responsibility 

reporting", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 78, no. 1, pp. 47-64.

Reynolds, S.J., Schultz, F.C. & Hekman, D.R. 2006, "Stakeholder theory and managerial 

decision-making: Constraints and implications of balancing stakeholder interests", 

Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 64, no. 3, pp. 285-301.

260



Rivera-Camino, J. 2007, "Re-evaluating green marketing strategy: a stakeholder

perspective", European Journal of marketing, vol. 41, no. 11/12, pp. 1328-1358.

Rodriguez, P., Siegel, D.S., Hillman, A. & Eden, L. 2006, "Three lenses on the multinational 

enterprise: politics, corruption, and corporate social responsibility", Journal of 

International Business Studies, vol. 37, no. 6, pp. 733-746.

Rollinson, D. 2002, Organisational behaviour and analysis: an integrated approach, 2nd 

edition, Pearson Education Limited, Harlow, Essex, England.

Roloff, J. 2008, "Learning from multi-stakeholder networks: Issue-focused stakeholder 

management", Jow/'/ru'/ of Business Ethics, vol. 82, no. 1, pp. 233-250.

Sachs, S., Maurer, M., Riihli, E. & Hoffmann, R. 2006, "Corporate social responsibility from 

a “stakeholder view” perspective: CSR implementation by a Swiss mobile 

telecommunication provider", Corporate Governance, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 506-515.

Sachs, S. & Riihli, E. 2005, "Changing managers’ values towards a broader stakeholder 

orientation", Corporate Governance, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 89-98.

Sanders, S. 2008, "Defining Social Responsibility", Quality Progress, vol. 41, no. 3, pp. 42- 

49.

Santos, M. 2011, "CSR in SMEs: strategies, practices, motivations and obstacles", Social 

Responsibility Journal, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 490-508.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. 2003, Research Methods for Business Students, 

Prentice Hall.

Schaefer, B.P. 2008, "Shareholders and Social Responsibility", Journal of Business Ethics, 

vol. 81, no. 2, pp. 297-312.

Schiebel, W. & Pochtrager, S. 2003, "Corporate ethics as a factor for success - the

measurement instrument of the University of Agricultural Sciences (BOKU), Vienna", 

Supply Chain Management, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 116-121.

Schwartz, M.S. & Carroll, A.B. 2003, "Corporate Social Responsibility: A Three-Domain 

Approach", Business Ethics Quarterly, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 503-530.

261



Schwartz, M.S. & Carroll, A.B. 2008, "Integrating and Unifying Competing and

Complementary Frameworks: The Search for a Common Core in the Business and 

Society Field", Business & Society, vol. 47, no. 2, pp. 148-186.

Selekman, B.M. 1959,,4 Moral Philosophy for Management, McGraw-Hill Book Company 

Inc., New York.

Sen, S., Bhattacharya, C.B. & Korschun, D. 2006, "The role of corporate social

responsibility in strengthening multiple stakeholder relationships: a field experiment", 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 158-166.

Sethi, S.P. 1975, "Dimensions of Corporate Social Performance: An Analytical 

Framework.", California Management Review, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 58-64.

Sethi, S.P. 2003, "Globalisation and the good corporation: A need for proactive co

existence", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 43, no. 1/2, pp. 21 -31.

Sethi, S.P. 1979, "A Conceptual Framework for Environmental Analysis of Social Issues and 

Evaluation of Business Response Patterns", The Academy of Management Review, vol. 

4. no. 1. pp. 63-74.

Shahin, A. & Zairi, M. 2007, "Corporate governance as a critical element for driving 

excellence in corporate social responsibility", International Journal of Quality & 

Reliability Management, vol. 24, no. 7, pp. 753-770.

Shropshire, C. & Hillman, A.J. 2007, "A longitudinal study of significant change in 

stakeholder management", Business & Society, vol. 46, no. 1, pp. 63-87.

Silberhorn, D. & Warren, R.C. 2007, "Defining corporate social responsibility: A view from 

big companies in Germany and the UK", European business review, vol. 19, no. 5, pp. 

352-372.

Siltaoja, M.E. 2006, "Value priorities as combining core factors between CSR and

reputation-a qualitative study", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 68, no. 1, pp. 91-111.

Silverman, D. 2000, Doing Qualitative Research, Sage Publications, London.

Sire, J.W. Naming the Elephant: Worldview as a Concept [Homepage of InterVarsity Press], 

[Online]. Available: http://www.denverseminary.edu/dj/articles2004/0400/0408.php 

[2004, 11/16],

262



Smith, A. 1776, Wealth of Nations, London: Methuen & Co., Ltd.

Smith, R.E. 2011, Defining Corporate Social Responsibility: A Systems Approach For 

Socially Responsible Capitalism.

Snider, J.. Hill, R.P. & Martin, D. 2003, "Corporate Social Responsibility in the 21st

Century: A View from the World's Most Successful Firms", Journal of Business Ethics, 

vol. 48, no. 2, pp. 175-187.

Solomon, A., Solomon, J. & Suto, M. 2004, "Can the UK experience provide lessons for the 

evolution of SRI in Japan?", Corporate Governance: An International Review, vol. 12, 

no. 4, pp. 552-566.

Southwell, C. 2004, "Engaging SMEs in community and social issues", LJSpence,

A.Habisch, & R.Schmidpeter. Responsibility and social capital: The world of small and 

medium sized enterprises. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. Back to cited text.

Spence, L.J., Schmidpeter, R. & Habisch. A. 2003, "Assessing social capital: small and 

medium sized enterprises in Germany and the U.K.", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 

47, no. I. pp. 17-29.

Stake, R.E. 2006, Multiple case study analysis, The Guilford Press New York, NY.

Stake, R.E. 1995, The Art of Case Study Research, Sage Publications, London.

Starik, M. 1994, "The Toronto Conference: reflections on stakeholder theory", Business and 

Society, vol. 33, pp. 89-95.

Steurer, R., Langer, M.E., Konrad, A. & Martinuzzi, A. 2005, "Corporations, stakeholders 

and sustainable development 1: a theoretical exploration of business-society relations", 

Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 263-281.

Sweeney, L. 2007, "Corporate social responsibility in Ireland: barriers and opportunities 

experienced by SMEs when undertaking CSR", Corporate Governance, vol. 7, no. 4, 

pp. 516-523.

Sweeney, L. & Coughlan, J. 2008, "Do different industries report corporate social

responsibility differently? An investigation through the lens of stakeholder theory", 

Journal of Marketing Communications, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 113-124.

263



Symon, G. & Cassell, C. 1998, Qualitative Methods and Data Analysis in Organisational 

Research: A Practical Guide, Sage Publications, London.

Tassell, T. 2003, Companies weighed down by survey fatigue, London.

Tencati, A., Perrini, F. & Pogutz, S. 2004, "New Tools to Foster Corporate Socially 

Responsible Behavior", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 173-190.

Thompson, G. & Driver, C. 2005, "Stakeholder champions: how to internationalize the 

corporate social responsibility agenda". Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 14, 

no. 1, pp. 56-66.

Tilley, F. 2000, "Small firm environmental ethics: how deep do they go?" Business Ethics: A 

European Review, vol. 9, no. 1, PP- 31 -41.

Tipuric, D. & Lovrincevic, M. 2011, "Stakeholder Orientation and Firm Performance: Value 

Generating Strategy or Sophisticated Entrenchment Strategy? - Empirical Evidence 

from Croatia", The Business Review, Cambridge, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 220-228.

Tokoro, N. 2007, "Stakeholders and corporate social responsibility (CSR): a new perspective 

on the structure of relationships", Asian Business & Management, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 143- 

162.

Travers, M. 2001, Qualitative Research Through Case Studies, Sage Publications, London.

Trevino L.K., Nelson K. A. 2004, Managing Business Ethics: Straight Talk About How to do 

it Right, 3rd Edition, John Wiley and Sons, Chichester, West Sussex, United Kingdom.

Tullberg, J. 2005, "Reflections upon the responsive approach to corporate social

responsibility", Business Ethics: A European Review, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 261-276.

Unerman, J. & Bennett, M. 2004, "Increased stakeholder dialogue and the internet: towards 

greater corporate accountability or reinforcing capitalist hegemony?", Accounting, 

Organizations and Society, vol. 29, no. 7, pp. 685-707.

Van Maanen, J. 1979, "Reclaiming Qualitative Methods for Organisational research: a 

preference", Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 520-526.

264



Van Marrewijk, M. 2003, "Concepts and Definitions of CSR and Corporate Sustainability: 

Between Agency and Communion", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 44, no. 2/3, pp. 95- 

105.

Van Velsor, E. 2009, "Introduction: Leadership and corporate social responsibility", 

Corporate Governance, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 3-6.

Veser, M. 2004, "The Influence of Culture on Stakeholder Management: Social Policy 

Implementation in Multinational Corporations", Business and Society, vol. 43, no. 4, 

pp. 426-436.

Visser, W. 2010, "The age of responsibility: CSR 2.0 and the new DNA of business".

Journal of Business Systems, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 7.

Vogel, D. 2005, The Market for Virtue, The Brookings Institution, Washington.

Vos, J.F.J. 2003, "Corporate Social Responsibility and the Identification of Stakeholders", 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, vol. 10, pp. 141-152.

Voss, C., Tsikriktsis, N. & Frohlich, M. 2002, "Case Research in Operations Management", 

International Journal of Operations and Production Management, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 

195-219.

Votaw, D. 1972, "Genius became rare: a comment on the doctrine of social responsibility 

part 1", California management review, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 25-31.

Votaw, D. 1973, The Corporate Dilemma: traditional values versus contemporary problems, 

Prentice Hall (Higher Education Division, Pearson Education), New York, United 

States of America.

Waddock, S. 2004, "Parallel universes: Companies, academics, and the progress of corporate 

citizenship", Business and society Review, vol. 109, no. 1, pp. 5-42.

Waddock, S. 2003, "Stakeholder performance implications of corporate responsibility",

International Journal of Business Performance Management, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 114-124.

Waddock, S. 2001, "Corporate citizenship enacted as operating practice", International 

Journal of Value-Based Management, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 237-246.

265



Waidman, D.A. & Siegel, D. 2008, "Defining the socially responsible leader", The 

Leadership Quarterly, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 117-131.

Walsham, G. 1995, "The Emergence of Interpretivism in IS Research", Information Systems 

Research, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 376-394.

Walters, G. & Tacon, R. 2010; 2010, "Corporate social responsibility in sport: Stakeholder 

management in the UK football industry", Journal of Management and Organization, 

vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 566-566-586.

Walton, C.W. 1967, Corporate Social Responsibilities, Wadsworth Publishing Company 

Inc., California.

Warhurst, A. 2001, "Corporate citizenship and corporate social investment", Journal of 

Corporate Citizenship, vol. 1, pp. 57-73.

Wasielesky, D.M. 2007, "A Book Review: " Corporation, Be Good! The Story of Corporate 

Social Responsibility"", Business & Society, vol. 46, no. 4, pp. 479-485.

Welford, R. 2002, "Globalization, corporate social responsibility and human rights",

Corporate Social Responsibilit)’ and Environmental Management, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 1 -7.

Weltzien Hoivik, H. & Shankar, D. 2011. "How Can SMEs in a Cluster Respond to Global 

Demands for Corporate Responsibility?", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 101, no. 2, 

pp. 175-195.

Werther Jr, W.B. & Chandler, D. 2010, Strategic corporate social responsibility: 

Stakeholders in a global environment, Sage Publications, Inc.

Whitehouse, L. 2006, "Corporate social responsibility: views from the frontline", Journal of 

Business Ethics, vol. 63, no. 3, pp. 279-296.

Whitehouse, L. 2003, "Corporate Social responsibility, Corporate Citizenship and the Global 

Compact", Global Social Policy, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 299-318.

Wilson, A. 2007, "Rising to the challenge: How to develop responsible leaders", Leadership 

in Action, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 7-11.

Windsor, D. 2001, "The future of corporate social responsibility", The International Journal 

of Organisational Analysis, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 225-256.

266



Wood, D.J. 1991, "Corporate Social Performance Rz\\s\\Qd", Academy of Management 

Review, vol. 16, pp. 691-718.

Yin, R.K. 201 \ , Applications of case study research, Sage Publications, Inc.

Yin, R.K. 2009, Case study research: Design and methods, Sage Publications, Inc.

Yin, R.K. 2003, Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 3rd Edition, Sage Publications, 

London.

Yin, R.K. 1981, "The Case Study Crisis: Some Answers", Administrative Science Quarterly, 

vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 58-65.

Yuan. W, Boa, Y., Verbeke, A. 2011, "Integrating CSR Initiatives in Business: An 

Organizing Framework", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 101, no. 1, pp. 75-92.

Zakhem, A. 2008, "Stakeholder Management Capability: A Discourse-Theoretical 

Approach", Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 79, no. 4, pp. 395-405.

267



ACRONYMS USED IN THIS THESIS

AA1000

BITC

BSR

CE

CEO

CSR

DTI

EC

EFQM

EU

ESN I

FTSE
GBBCA

HR

ISO

L. I. F. E.

MD 

ML A 

MORI 

NI

NINGA

PA

PR

SA1000

SME

UK

Stakeholder Engagement Standard, Accountability, 2011

Business in the Community

Business for Social Responsibility

Chief Executive

Chief Executive Officer

Corporate Social Responsibility

Department of Trade and Industry

European Commission

European Foundation for Quality Management 

European Union

Funeral Services Northern Ireland 

Financial Times Stock Exchange 

George Best Belfast City Airport 

Human Resources

International Organisation for Standardisation

Leadership in the Market Place, Investing in our People, Fostering our

Community and Environmental Responsibility

Managing Director

Member of the Legislative Assembly

Market and Opinion Research Institute

Northern Ireland

Northern Ireland Natural Gas Association 

Personal Assistant 

Public Relations

Stakeholder Engagement Standard, International Finance Corporation, 2009 

Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 

United Kingdom

268



APPENDIX A: RESEARCH PROTOCOL

Research Summary

The focus of this doctoral research programme is to examine the relationship between CSR 

and stakeholder management. Thus, the key research objectives are to examine the following 

areas:

• CSR in practice

• Stakeholder management in practice

• The relationship between CSR and stakeholder management

Research Rationale

Within recent years, there has been significant growth in knowledge and understanding, both 

in academic work and business environments, with regards to CSR and Stakeholder 

Management (Achterkamp and Vos, 2007; Campbell, 2007). Despite this, there are 

numerous theoretical and empirical issues that remain unresolved (Achterkamp and Vos, 

2007; Enquist et ah, 2006) and often the evidence which is presented is both confusing and 

contradictory. It has been argued my many (Shahin and Zairi, 2007; Van Maeewijk, 2003) 

that the progression of CSR and stakeholder management will be hampered unless these 

concerns are addressed through further research.

Contribution

It is intended that the result will be a significant academic and practitioner contribution that 

focuses on the relationships between business and society, with a particular emphasis on the 

underexplored context of SMEs, and that the learnings from this research programmes will 

help both academics and practitioners better understand how stakeholder management and 

CSR are related.

Research Aims and Objectives

The focus of this research is to explain and evaluate the relationship(s) between CSR and 

stakeholder management, with particular reference on exploring theory and practice within 

an SME context. More specifically, the research objectives are to:

• To examine and critique the key characteristics of CSR:
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More specifically this involves examining the definition of CSR; exploring organisational 

motivations for engaging in CSR; and investigating how CSR is implemented and embedded 

within organisations.

• To analyse the processes of stakeholder management:

This will explore the processes by which stakeholders are identified, as well as examining 

how the interests and expectations of each of these constituent groups are evaluated, 

prioritised and accommodated, particularly when some of these needs might be conflicting.

• To explain and evaluate the relationship between CSR and stakeholder management:

This will involve examining the relationship(s) that already have been suggested in the 

literature and analysing relationship(s) from the empirical research to better understand the 

actual linkages and potential synergies between the concepts.

Case study Research Instruments

Many suggest that case study research should use multiple methods for collecting data, both 

qualitative and quantitative, in order to achieve methodological triangulation (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Yin, 1994). In response, this research programme will utilise various methods of data 

collection including interviews, focus groups and secondary information, such as company 

documentation. Interviews will primarily be used with senior/executives and other level 

managers but a number of interviews will also be conducted with various organisational 

stakeholders such as suppliers and local community representatives. The rationale for using 

semi-structured interviews is that they provide data of great depth whilst maintaining some 

degree of structure and consistency.

Focus groups will also be conducted will a number of stakeholder groups including 

employees, customers and people living within the local community. The use of focus 

groups will provide data from a cross section of the stakeholder group as well as allowing 

greater understanding not only of what people think but how and why they think that way. 

Secondary data will include company documentation, such as annual reports and employee 

and customer surveys, as well as other information from external sources such as reports 

from government reports and market and opinion research. The rationale for using secondary 

data is that it can provide a greater understanding of the context, provide validation of the 

primary data as well as being highly accessible.

Interview/Focus Group Schedules
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It is intended that each interview/focus group will take one hour to complete. The following 

provides a structure that will be used to guide the discussion:

Background Questions

• Role and responsibilities

• Background to the organisation

Corporate Social Responsibility

• In your opinion what role should business have in society?

• Prior to this interview had you heard of CSR? If so, what does this term mean to 

you?

• What are the organisational motivations for being socially responsible?

• Does your company engage in any socially responsible activities? If so, can you 

please discuss?

• Does your company have a CSR strategy? If so, what is it and how is it 

communicated within your organisation?

• Does this organisation produce a CSR/sustainability/environmental report or include 

a section on CSR within the annual report? If so, what are the motivations for?

• Does the organisation have a CSR committee and if so, what are the motivations and 

what role does it have?

• Is there an internal audit or external verification of CSR issues? If so, how frequently 

does this occur and what are the motivations behind this?

• Has the CEO communicated the company’s commitment to CSR, and if so how?

• How is the company’s approach to CSR related to the organisation’s mission and 

values, if at all?

• How is your role involved in or related to CSR, if at all?

• To what extent is CSR embedded within this organisation?

• How is CSR embedded within this organisation, if at all?

Stakeholder Management

• Who are the stakeholders?

• How are stakeholders identified?

• Which stakeholders are the most important, or in other words which are key 

stakeholders, and why?

• How do you develop and maintain good relations with your stakeholders?
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• How does the organisation communicate with stakeholder groups?

• How do stakeholders communicate to the organisation?

• How are the needs, interests and expectations of stakeholder groups identified?

• How are these then prioritised and accommodated?

• Do stakeholders have conflicting interests and, if so, how are these managed?

• Are there ever times when some stakeholders are dissatisfied and how do you deal 

with this?

The Relationship between CSR and Stakeholder Management

• Are CSR and stakeholder management related in this organisation, if so how?

• Can CSR be more effectively embedded through stakeholder engagement? Or can 

stakeholders be managed through CSR activities?

Closure

• Is there anything you would like to add?

Secondary Data: Access to company documentation

• Annual reports

• Documents outlining mission, values and strategic objectives

• Documents outlining policies/procedures

• Any CSR publications/reports

• Company magazines/newsletters

• Employee surveys
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

Phoenix GBBCA FSNI

Chief Executive Officer Chief Executive Managing Director (MD)

Business Development

Director

Environmental Manager Director of Belfast Operations

General Manager Service Delivery Manager Director of Country Operations

Corporate Affairs Manager Human Resource Manager Funeral 1 lome Manager

Londonderry

Public Relations Manager Duty Manager Funeral Home Manager Belfast

Human Resources Manager Business Improvement

Manager

Funeral Home Manager Antrim

Marketing Manager Car Park Manager Funeral Home Manager

Dunmurry

Health, Safety and

Environmental Manager

Human Resource Assistant Funeral Home Manager

Portadown

Representative from BIT Marketing Manager Funeral Service Manager

Head of Energy Savings

Trust

Personal Assistant to the CE Funeral Home Manager

Coleraine

Director Chest. Heart and

Stroke

Customer Service Employee Fleeting and Preparation

Manager

Research Director of a NI

Market and Social Research

Agency,

Representative from BITC Administrator in Belfast Office

s Chairman of the Airport

Forum

Regional Manager of Cruse

Bereavement Care

Representative General

Consumer Council

Director of Carecall

Secretary of Residents Group

A

Representative from BITC

Secretary of Residents Group

B

Head of Business Department,

Ashfield Boys School

Business Partners Director of Glentoran Football

Club.
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APPENDIX C: FOCUS GROUPS

Data Collection: Funeral Services Northern Ireland (FSNI)

Focus Groups Funeral Director, Drivers and Administrators

Belfast Staff Focus group

Administration Staff Focus group

Data Collection: Phoenix Natural Gas (PNG)

Focus Groups Contact Centre Workers

Customer Accounts Managers, Contact Centre

Supervisors

Energy Advisors

Data Collection: uineral Services Northern Ireland (FSNI)

Focus Group Funeral Director, Drivers and Administrators
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APPENDIX D: TABLE SUMMARY OF SECONDARY

DATA

Data Collection: Phoenix Natural Gas (PNG)

General Consumer Council Reports on the Gas Industry in NI

BITC Big Tick Award Submission

Various Editions of the Company Newsletter

Press Releases

Information from PNG’s Website

Data Collection: Belfast City Airport (BCA)

BCA 30 Year Plan

BCA EFQM Quality Award Submission

BCA EFQM Assessors Report

BCA Information Leaflets

Press Releases

Information from BCA’s Website

Data Collection: Funeral Services Northern Ireland (FSNI)

Results of the Client Survey

Results of the Employee Survey

EFQM Quality Award Submissions

EFQM Quality Award Assessors Reports

FSNI Information Booklet

Examples of Staff Memos

2007 Stakeholder Report from United Co-operatives Ltd
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APPENDIX E: PRELIMINARY RESEARCH

A table is provided below which outlines the size, sector, industry and the job position of 

each of the 20 interviewees:

Position No. of 
Employees

Sector/Industry CSR Efforts

Personnel Manager 550 Private/ Hospitality BITC Award

Managing Director 130 Private/Funeral ISO’s, Quality 
Awards

Human Resource Manager 1004 Public/Essential Service BITC Award

Personnel Manager 430 Private/ Manufacturing BITC Award

Community Manager 15 Pri vate/Consu Itan cy ISO’s and IIP

Director of Human Services 430 Private/ Manufacturing BITC Award
Corporate Affairs Manager 150 Private/ Gas BITC Award

Sales and Marketing Manager 50 000 Private/ Airline BITC Award
Finance and IS Manager 3500 Public ISO’s and IIP
Advertising Manager 500 Private/ Broadcasting ISO’s and IIP
Food and Beverage Manager 1000 Private/ Hospitality ISO’s and IIP
Regional Sales Manager 400 Private/ Manufacturing ISO’s and IIP

Manager of Membership Team 400 Voluntary/Charity ISO’s, IIP
CSR Director 100 000 Private/ Telecom BITC Awards
Chief Executive Officer 250 Private/ Construction BITC Award

Corporate Affairs Manager 1000 Private/ Banking BITC Award

Chief Executive 100 Private/Aviation ISO’s, IIP

Commercial Manager 250 000 Private/ Retail BITC Awards

Director 12 Voluntary/Charity Quality Standards

HR Manager 3000 Private/Manufacturing BITC Award
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