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ABSTRACT
This article takes stock of the discourse on ‘political CSR’ (PCSR), reconsiders some of
its assumptions, and suggests new directions for what we call ‘PCSR 2.0’. We start with
a definition of PCSR, focusing on firms’ contribution to public goods. We then discuss
historical antecedents to the debate and outline the original economic and political context. The following section explores emerging changes in the institutional context relevant to PCSR and reconsiders some of the assumptions underlying Habermas’ thesis of
the postnational constellation. This highlights some neglected issues in previous works
on PCSR, including the influence of nationalism and fundamentalism, the role of various types of business organisations, the return of government regulation, the complexity
of institutional contexts, the efficiency of private governance, the financialization and
digitalization of the economy, and the relevance of managerial sensemaking. Finally, we
discuss the contributions to this special issue and relate them to the newly emerging research agenda.
Keywords: business and society, corporate political activity, CSR, globalization, governance.
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INTRODUCTION
In the past decade, the literature on corporate social responsibility (CSR) has taken a
‘political turn’. The focus has shifted towards how firms shape their institutional environment, often driven by a concern for the public good that goes beyond selfish calculations of economic actors (Matten, 2009; Rasche, 2015; Scherer and Palazzo, 2011). On
the one hand, this political turn of CSR is interpreted as a corporate attempt to close
governance gaps on the local, regional and global level. On the other, the political turn
is associated with the changing role of state agencies and the redistribution of governance tasks between private and public actors (Bell and Hindmoor, 2009; Levi-Faur,
2005).

Since the 1960s rise of shareholder capitalism, the traditional understandings of CSR
emphasize a clear separation of economic and political domains (Sundaram and Inkpen,
2004) and focus on the business case of CSR (Carroll and Shabana, 2010; McWilliams
et al., 2006). Recent theorizing has highlighted how firms are increasingly involved in
the provision of public goods. They shape (global) regulation in various ways, consider
the public interest, and often do all this in situations where governmental authorities are
unable or unwilling to do so (Mahoney et al., 2009; Matten and Crane, 2005; Scherer
and Palazzo, 2008). This political understanding of CSR reaches beyond the instrumental view of corporate politics expressed in the literature on corporate political activity
(CPA) (Hillman et al., 2004; Lawton et al., 2013). Businesses not only influence politics
via lobbying, they turn into political actors themselves – i.e. they co-create their institutional environment (Barley, 2010; Scherer and Palazzo, 2011). Understanding CSR in
this way requires us to rethink existing models of governance on the national, regional,
and global level (Abbott, 2012; Aguilera et al., 2007; Rasche, 2012) and to explore the
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consequences for democracy (Driver and Thompson, 2002; Scherer et al., 2013a;
Thompson, 2008).

Political CSR (PCSR) (Scherer and Palazzo, 2007, 2011) and the closely related extended approach to corporate citizenship (Matten and Crane, 2005) developed as a critical
alternative to the purely instrumental view on CSR and CPA. Proponents of PCSR build
on a notion of politics that emphasizes deliberations, collective decisions, and a concern
for (global) public goods (Scherer et al., 2014; Young, 2004). This scholarly discourse
has proliferated in recent years. Authors have developed normative theory on the responsibilities of business firms based on a distinct political philosophy and theory of
deliberative democracy (Matten et al., 2005; Scherer and Palazzo, 2007). In the course
of this development the implications of the changing political role of business firms for
governance, the role of law, corporate responsibility, corporate legitimacy, and democracy have been explored. As a result, some scholars even speak of a paradigm shift in
CSR (Scherer and Palazzo, 2011).

However, PCSR has also been criticized from various angles. Some have argued that
the PCSR research tradition over-emphasizes the consequences of globalization
(Whelan, 2012). Others have maintained that the concept of a ‘politicized corporation’
disregards the importance of functionally differentiated societies (Willke and Willke,
2008). Frynas and Stephens (2014) have even claimed that PCSR follows a narrow research agenda informed by a normative theory that has largely excluded descriptive accounts. Some have suggested that the PCSR research agenda needs to be further developed and extended (for other critical reflections see Baur and Arenas, 2014; Edwards
and Willmott, 2008; Mäkinen and Kourula, 2012). Considering these criticisms, we argue that recent changes in the social and political world have given rise to a new context
3

in which PCSR needs to be discussed. Following Habermas’s (2001) original thesis of
the postnational constellation, we summarize this new socio-political context as the
‘postnational constellation 2.0’. We reconsider some of the original assumptions of the
PCSR debate and point to new directions for future research. In particular, we suggest
an extended research agenda, an updated version of ‘PCSR 2.0’, which puts more emphasis on the managerial consequences of PCSR and responds to the challenges of the
emerging postnational constellation 2.0.

The articles in this special issue represent the state of the art in PCSR research. They
each begin with some of the core assumptions found in the PCSR approach, and then
apply these to a range of unique settings: pulp and paper mills in Chile (EhrnströmFuentes, 2016); international agreements about coffee standards (Levy et al., 2016); the
regulation of trade in conflict minerals in the Congo (Reinecke and Ansari, 2016); the
social media strategy of a global health company (Castello et al., 2016); fracking in
Quebec (Gond et al., 2016); and the role of leaders in pushing forward PCSR strategies
(Maak et al., 2016). But more than just mechanically applying these ideas, the papers
extend the conceptual repertoire of PCSR. By doing this they provide new conceptual
tools that can be used to think about the role which businesses play as political actors.

This article proceeds as follows. The next section starts by clarifying our understanding
of what PCSR entails, focusing the debate on an extended concept of (global) public
goods. We then discuss historical antecedents to the PCSR debate and, based on this,
outline the economic and political context that influenced early PCSR debates. The following section explores emerging changes in the institutional context relevant to PCSR.
We draft a PCSR 2.0 agenda for future research by reconsidering some of the original
assumptions underlying Habermas’s thesis of the postnational constellation and shed4

ding light on some underinvestigated aspects of PCSR. In the final section we describe
the contributions to the special issue.

THE SCHOLARLY DEBATE ON PCSR: MAPPING THE FIELD
What do we mean by ‘PCSR’?
The term ‘PCSR’ brings together two essentially contested concepts. CSR has been defined in a number of different, and partly competing and overlapping, ways (Crane et
al., 2008; Garriga and Melé, 2003). There is also no widely agreed upon definition of
what the term ‘political’ entails. Scholars have stressed different dimensions of politics
(e.g. power and collective decisions) to differentiate the word from its mass association
in everyday language (Etzioni, 2003). Given these definitional challenges, we suggest
treating PCSR as an umbrella concept. An umbrella concept helps to create some theoretical order; it connects ideas and research findings that would otherwise be treated in
isolation (Hirsch and Levin, 1999). Understanding PCSR as such an umbrella concept
implies that much past, present and future scholarly work, which may not carry the explicit label ‘PCSR’, nevertheless contributes to the on-going conversation.

Existing PCSR definitions have highlighted different aspects of the phenomenon.
Scherer and Palazzo’s (2011, p. 901) work emphasized that PCSR ‘suggests an extended model of governance with business firms contributing to global regulation and
providing public goods.’ While this definition stresses some important cornerstones of
the debate (e.g., the role of public goods), it over-emphasizes the global dimension of
business regulation. Frynas and Stephens (2015, p. 485) define PCSR ‘as activities
where CSR has an intended or unintended political impact, or where intended or unintended political impacts on CSR exist (i.e. impacts related to the functioning of the state
as a sphere of activity that is distinctive from business activity).’ This definition is prob5

lematic for at least two reasons (Scherer, 2015). First, the definition excludes a number
of important CSR activities with political impact, for instance when firms proactively
and deliberately shape certain public goods. Second, and most importantly, Frynas and
Stephens fail to define the meaning of ‘political’.

Therefore, we start to define PCSR with a simple, yet important, question: What does
‘political’ mean? We view public deliberations, collective decisions, and the provision
of public goods as key features of the concept of politics (Habermas, 1996; Young,
2004). Understood in this way, PCSR has to embrace all three aspects (Palazzo and
Scherer, 2006; Scherer et al., 2014). Business firms become political actors by engaging
in public discourse, influencing collective decisions, and/or by providing public goods
(or fighting against public bads) because their impact reaches beyond their immediate
contract partners and affects others. Consequently, business firms assume enlarged corporate responsibilities and maintain their legitimacy by providing solutions to public
issues (Palazzo and Scherer, 2006; Suchman, 1995), complying with changing societal
expectations (Strand, 1983), engaging in public deliberations (Palazzo and Scherer,
2006), and by submitting their corporate governance to democratic control (Scherer et
al., 2013a). We therefore suggest the following definition:

PCSR entails those responsible business activities that turn corporations into political actors, by engaging in public deliberations, collective decisions, and the
provision of public goods or the restriction of public bads in cases where public
authorities are unable or unwilling to fulfil this role. This includes, but is not limited to, corporate contributions to different areas of governance, such as public
health, education, public infra-structure, the enforcement of social and environmental standards along supply chains or the fight against global warming, cor6

ruption, discrimination or inequality. These corporate engagements are responsible because they are directed to the effective resolution of public issues in a legitimate manner, often with the (explicit) aim of contributing to society or enhancing
social welfare, and are thus not limited to economic motivations.

This definition does not restrict the link between responsible business and politics to the
global level. Existing research on PCSR has been criticized for viewing relevant corporate engagement exclusively as a consequence of globalization (Whelan, 2012, p. 713).
But the political nature of CSR also relates to gaps in local or regional governance. Often, firms turn into providers of public goods because local institutions do not work sufficiently, local governments fail to enforce relevant regulations, or because public authorities deliberately shift governance tasks to private actors (Bell and Hindmoor, 2009;
Wood and Wright, 2015). The definition also highlights PCSR’s normative dimension
by emphasizing that relevant activities aim to enhance social welfare and thus reduce
negative externalities by corporate actors (Marti and Scherer, 2016).

The standard definition of public goods is centred on two characteristics (Samuelson,
1954): such goods are non-rival in consumption (i.e. one person can consume a good
without diminishing its availability to others) and they possess non-excludable benefits
(i.e. it is impossible to exclude someone from the benefits of the good regardless of
whether this person contributed to its production). In some cases, PCSR is concerned
with pure public goods, such as when corporations contribute to peace and conflict resolution (Westermann-Behalyo et al., 2015). However, as Kaul and Mendoza (2003, p.
83) remark, ‘the properties of (non)rivalry and (non)excludability only signal a good’s
potential for being (public) private – not its de facto provision status.’ An expanded
concept of goods relevant to the public domain needs to consider that some goods can
7

be made public by deliberations and collective decisions. For instance, some rival goods
have been made nonexclusive by policy choice, such as when basic education and
health care are provided for all citizens. Policy-induced shifts have also made some nonrival goods more non-exclusive. For instance, policy makers have emphasized that the
respect for human rights in all its forms is, ideally, non-exclusive and hence something
that should be available to all people, regardless of who and where they are.

While some have criticized PCSR for postulating a ‘normative theory to the exclusion
of descriptive theory’ (Frynas and Stephens, 2015, p. 485), we stress that using the attribute ‘political’ already presumes normative implications (Scherer, 2015). As suggested by Etzioni (2003, p. 92), ‘there are no political deliberations, decisions, or actions
that do not contain a moral dimension.’ Finally, the definition is also open with regard
to what kind of political and economic system can be assumed to provide the background for PCSR. The literature on ‘varieties of capitalism’ shows that the role and
functioning of the state and the resulting division of labour between government, business, and civil society differ among nations (Hall and Soskice, 2001). This heterogeneity constantly creates new challenges as well as novel institutional responses that PCSR
needs to take into account.

Studying PCSR: Historical Antecedents
The theoretical debate on PCSR emerged as a response to the limitations inherent in
three scholarly discourses. First, although the literature on CSR is vast and fragmented
along multiple dimensions such as levels of analysis, epistemologies, underlying political ideologies and theories of society (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Garriga and Melé,
2003; Scherer and Palazzo, 2007; Windsor, 2006), the traditional CSR discourse contains some characteristics that make it hard to adequately theorize the changing role of
8

business in (global) society. Many conceptions of CSR are still embedded in an economic paradigm. They view CSR as an instrument for advancing the long-term financial
value of the firm; the relentless search for the ‘business case’ is a case in point (Carroll
and Shabana, 2010). Instrumental CSR frames relevant business activities mostly in a
domestic context and hence downplays the consequences of globalization. The underlying economic paradigm advocates a separation of the political and economic domains
and thus makes it hard to conceptually grasp firms’ rising impact on socio-economic
governance and the provision of (global) public goods (Sundaram and Inkpen, 2004).

Second, the literature on CPA explores the conditions and explains the success of political strategies of business firms (Hillman et al., 2004; Lawton et al. 2013; Lux et al.,
2011). CPA assumes that corporations engage with the political system in order to pursue their economic interests, to influence public policy in ways favourable to the firms,
and to prevent regulations that may be at odds with the firms’ competitive strategies.
Firms influence their regulatory environment or public policy by way of lobbying, establishing relationships with government officials, political inducements and ‘soft money’ contributions, or corruption (Lawton et al., 2013). Originally, CPA research even
has not been associated with CSR (see, e.g., Hillman et al., 2004).

Finally, the literature on international business (IB) does not account very much for
CSR-related discussions either. Only a small part of IB research directly addresses questions of ethics, social and environmental responsibility (Boddewyn and Doh, 2011; Doh
et al., 2010; Rodriguez et al., 2006). Although IB scholars discuss phenomena that have
direct implications for the CSR discourse, like global sourcing strategies, market entry
modes or international joint ventures, the consequences of these debates for the responsibilities of MNCs often remain unexplored.
9

PCSR builds on insights from these scholarly debates and illuminates their blind spot,
integrating them into a new theory of corporate responsibility. Scholars in CSR did not
sufficiently consider the impact of globalization (see critically Palazzo and Scherer,
2006), CPA scholars were overly focused on a self-interested manipulation of regulation and regulatory actors (see critically Mantere et al., 2009), and IB scholars were not
investigating the normative dimension of international business activities (see critically
Doh et al., 2010).

PCSR was proposed about a decade ago as a reaction to major geopolitical changes in
the aftermath of the fall of the Berlin Wall. The consequences of this dramatic event
were discussed amongst philosophers, sociologists, and political scientists (among others Barber 1992; Beck, 2000; Castells, 1996–1998; Fukuyama, 1992; Giddens, 1990;
Habermas, 2001; Held et al., 1999). As those analyses showed, the accelerated global
interconnectedness of political, cultural and economic phenomena was about to disrupt
the nation state order of the late 20th century. At that time, scholars in the business and
society domain rarely reacted to the ‘postnational constellation’, as Habermas (2001)
labelled it. The neoliberal idea of a clear (nationally organized) division of labour between governments and corporations still dominated the debate (Sundaram and Inkpen,
2004). Corporations were assumed to be surrounded by a more or less democratic nation state. However, the years after the fall of the Berlin Wall saw the rise of the MNC
that could expand globally while the democratic institutions were left behind. The power balance between private and public actors changed: the taken-for-granted assumption
that corporations were (at least ideally) regulated by governments and thus tamed by the
rule of law became questionable (Barber, 1992).
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The idea of the corporation as a politicized actor was proposed as a reaction to the regulatory vacuum opening up around the activities of MNCs (Cashore and Vertinsky, 2000;
Matten and Crane, 2005; Palazzo and Scherer, 2006; Scherer and Palazzo, 2007;
Young, 2004). In the late 1980s, corporations had started to develop ever more sophisticated global production networks which profited from three types of regulatory gaps:
First, there is no legally binding international law for globally stretched private actors.
Second, MNCs can operate with extreme institutional flexibility; they can avoid strict
regulation or even negotiate regulation with governments and force them into a race to
the bottom (Scherer and Smid, 2000). Third, MNCs are increasingly present in geopolitical contexts that are unregulated (zones of conflict), weakly regulated or repressive because of the growing need for resources and the systematic outsourcing of production.
In combination, those three types of regulatory problems challenge the neoliberal assumption that the law is the (reliable) limit of profit maximization (Scherer and Palazzo,
2011).

Since the late 1980s, NGOs have started to address unregulated social and environmental side effects and attack corporations (den Hond and de Bakker, 2007; Doh and Yaziji,
2009; Spar and La Mure, 2003). Starting with apparel, one industry after another was
targeted for a presumed abuse of the above regulatory gaps. The clash with civil society
led to legitimacy problems for companies that were in the spotlight for child labour,
complicity with dictators, or other social and environmental issues (for a historic overview, see Schrempf-Stirling and Palazzo, 2016). This discursive struggle itself can already be perceived as a politicization of the corporation. In the early 1990, some companies started to react to the pressure by filling the regulatory vacuum with selfregulatory activities. They developed codes of conduct for their suppliers, audited factories, invested in health care and the infrastructure of the countries in which they operat11

ed. Corporations showed an engagement that was not even required by the most demanding CSR or stakeholder theories (Walsh, 2005). Corporations started to behave as
political actors, a tendency that became even stronger over recent years (SchrempfStirling and Palazzo, 2016).

THE POSTNATIONAL CONSTELLATION 2.0:
NEW CHALLENGES AND DIRECTIONS FOR PCSR 2.0
The discussion of globalization, the post-Westphalian world order, and Habermas’s
analysis of the postnational constellation built a central reference point for PCSR
(Scherer and Palazzo, 2011). If the assumption holds that society is changing rapidly, it
certainly continued to do since the beginning of the PCSR debate, more than one decade
ago. Have we moved into another phase of globalization, a ‘postnational constellation
2.0’? Is it necessary to reconsider some of the basic assumptions of PCSR? Furthermore, after more than a decade of research in PCSR, it is time to tack stock of basic assumptions. Overall, we propose a number of observations that require new reflections
by scholars in the business and society field in general and PCSR scholars in particular.
Therefore, we advocate an updated version of PCSR 2.0. We do not believe that our
discussion offers a conclusive list of changes in the socio-political world. However, we
suggest that the outlined observations are particularly relevant to the future discussion
of PCSR. The main features of this update from PCSR 1.0 to PCSR 2.0 are summarized
in table 1.

[place table 1 about here]

Hardening identities: New nationalism and religious fundamentalism
Since the 1990s the consequences of the fall of the Berlin Wall were discussed in two
12

seemingly opposed narratives: Some interpreted globalization as the ‘end of history’
(Fukuyama, 1992) and a process that would level out differences (Friedman, 2005).
Others predicted a tribalization of the world and a return of a new nationalism as the
result of a rise of ethnic nationalism and religious fundamentalism (Huntington, 1993;
Ignatieff, 1995). According to this narrative, the end of the ideological conflict between
Capitalism and Communism unleashed those cultural forces, which were pushed to the
background by the bipolar world order after WWII. The liberal democratic nation state
of the late 20th century was seen as under threat in both narratives. In the globalization
narrative, the MNC destabilizes democracy. In the tribalization narrative, ethnic and religious identities become driving forces of democratic instability. This double pressure
on democratic institutions has been captured by Barber’s (1992) ‘Jihad’ versus
‘McWorld’ and Kaplan’s (2000) dystopian vision of a world in which the ‘first man’ of
Thomas Hobbes’ violent state of nature competes with the rich and cosmopolitan ‘last
man’ of Fukuyama.

Habermas’s (2001) analysis of the postnational constellation focused on the threat by
economic actors, and PCSR has build on this analysis of eroding state power. However,
tribalism has partly strengthened the nation state: state power returns but now builds on
(exclusive) ethnic identity instead of (inclusive) civic identities. Some democratic governments tend to become repressive and democratic mechanisms of political willformation are weakened (Ignatieff, 1995). This development has been accelerated since
the declaration of the so-called ‘war on terror’, which has driven the strengthening of
governmental surveillance and sanctioning mechanisms as well as the weakening of civic liberties in many countries (Greenwald, 2014; Michaels, 2008; Richards, 2013).

Tribalism has increasingly taken on transnational forms, including the rise of religious
13

fundamentalism. Habermas has interpreted tribalism as a reaction to the perceived inability of the democratic nation state to cope with the pressure of problems created by
globalization (Habermas, 2013). Fundamentalism is a ‘thoroughly modern form of reaction to uprooted ways of life’ (Habermas, 2015). It threatens democratic processes of
political will-formation because it enters into public debates with ‘paradigmconstituting networks of concepts that establish a view of the world as a whole.’ (Habermas, 2013, p, 374) While the democratic discourse requires the ‘willingness to decentre one’s own perspective’ (Habermas, 2013, p. 375), religious fundamentalism
takes the position of a centred universalism, similar to ancient empires in which the perspective goes from the capital city into the world that is regarded as a province that has
to be enlightened. What counts are ‘not “values” but “truths”; whereas values are ordered transitively, truths obey a binary code.’ (Habermas, 2013, p. 375)

PCSR has to take into consideration this much more complex postnational constellation:
corporations are embedded in political and cultural contexts with local and global repressive tendencies and hardening identities where democratic institutions morph into
hybrids promoting freedom and repression in parallel. Scholars in PCSR might connect
to the debate on values and identities that emerges in the CSR domain in order to examine the consequences of values clashes for discourses and private governance. Maurer
and colleagues (2011), for instance, have recently explored the role of values in the
clash between corporations and civil society actors, while Rowley and Moldoveanu
(2003) discussed the challenges of identity-based activism for corporations. The careful
analysis of values and value conflicts does play a role in particular with regards to the
important criticism of CSR as a new form of neo-colonialism (Khan et al., 2007). In addition, PCSR might profit from insights provided by the debate on safe spaces, where
scholars examine how actors organize discourses and propel change under conditions of
14

violent intolerance for such activities (Rao and Dutta, 2012; Vaccaro and Palazzo,
2015).

Neglected types of business organizations
PCSR theorizes the dynamics between governments and corporations against the background of a particular ideological framework, which Djelic and Etchanchu (2015) call
the ‘null hypothesis’ of PCSR: Friedman’s neoliberal theory with its particular understanding of what markets, corporations and governments do and should do. PCSR takes
a snapshot of a particular historic moment and neglects the fact that other historic periods have seen a different type of corporation and a different division of labour between
private and public actors (see also critically Mäkinen and Kourula, 2012). Historically,
the division of labour between governments and companies has always been the result
of on-going power struggles resulting in various types of capitalism. Originally, the discourse on PCSR has focused mainly on large MNCs with a home base in industrialized
countries. However, certain types of business organizations are currently discussed that
have widely been neglected in PCSR discourse, but might transform the institutional
order of capitalism again.

A first neglected actor of increasing importance is the state-owned enterprise which
does not only operate with a profit interest but in addition has a political agenda. Such
companies, when being controlled by democratic governments, might be charged with
more political legitimacy than the shareholder-owned corporation (Detomasi, 2015).
However, some of those (globally operating) companies are owned by less democratic
states like China or Saudi Arabia (see, e.g., Nordensvard et al., 2015; Tan-Mullins and
Mohan, 2013). A second type of business organization that is increasingly discussed is
the social enterprise (Smith et al., 2013). Such organizations already pursue a civic
15

agenda next to their profit motive and are often a direct reaction to the failure both of
governments and corporations to deal with issues of societal relevance. A third type of
actors are small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) which are a significant part of
the world economy both in terms of employment and production and an important driver of economic and social innovations. However, the literature on CSR has taken account of SMEs only recently (Jamali et al., 2009; Spence, 2016). Here the different
ways of implementing CSR in small and large firms have to be explored (BaumannPauly et al., 2013; Wickert et al., 2016). PCSR has to theorize the consequences of the
growing importance of such neglected actors and move beyond a limited discussion on
large MNCs.

Return of government regulation
Mäkinen and Kasanen (2016) have recently argued in favour of a clear division of labour between governments and corporations, arguing (similar to Djelic and Etchnanchu,
2015) that conflicting interests would lead private actors to abuse their participation in
regulation for the promotion of their own interests. While the critique of Mäkinen and
Kasanen seems to be based on a misunderstanding, their arguments are worth investigating. The misunderstanding lies in the claim that PCSR would consider governmental
regulation as ‘old fashioned’ (p. 7) and tries to impose private regulation as an ideal,
thereby unintendedly promoting the neoliberal agenda of deregulation and further
weakening the rule of law. PCSR rather tries to formulate conditions of legitimate political will-formation and rule enforcement in particular in contexts where governments
are absent, corrupt or repressive and where private or civil regulation might be the only
available forms of regulation (Scherer and Palazzo, 2011). PCSR makes no normative
claims about the superiority of soft law over hard law. However, the debate on PCSR
might have been too sceptical with regards to governmental regulation both on a nation16

al and international level and too much focused on soft-law initiatives and the significance of private authority.

There are recent attempts of governments to get back control over the activities of
MNCs, both on a national and international level of rule-making. First, governments
have started to develop extraterritorial regulation that applies beyond the limits of their
national borders (see, e.g., Kohl, 2014). The UK Bribery Act and the US Foreign Corrupt Practices Act punish corporations for paying bribes outside the UK and the USA
respectively (Kaczmarek and Newman, 2011; Magnuson, 2013). The Dodd-Frank act of
the US government forces US listed companies to assess the human rights risk linked to
conflict minerals and to report on their due diligence activities (Park, 2014; Taylor,
2015). The growing power and control of state agencies vis-à-vis MNCs is also obvious
in the case of US authorities that have forced Swiss banks to disclose the identity of
their customers who are US citizens. This has even triggered changes in the bank secrecy laws of Switzerland (Emmenegger, 2015).

Second, on the international level, the pressure of intergovernmental organizations on
corporations has increased as well. Since 2011, the revised version of the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises define duties with regards to potential human rights
violations and impose supply chain due diligence and the creation of national contact
points for treating cases of non-compliance (see Young et al., 2012 with regards to public health issues). Also, the OECD has started to fight against profit shifting and tax
avoidance strategies of MNCs (OECD, 2013; Dharmapala, 2014), a topic that is increasingly becoming a concern of CSR scholars (Dowling, 2014). The EU reformulated its
CSR agenda in 2011 and follows an enabling approach in facilitating CSR in member
states and at MNCs (Garsten and Jacobsson, 2013; Vallentin and Murillo, 2012). When
17

looking at the global level the United Nations Global Compact is the largest CSR initiative worldwide. The Compact focuses on human rights protection, the enforcement of
social and environmental standards, and the fight against corruption. These issues have
become widely acknowledged as a core set of corporate responsibilities and have been
embedded in international regulatory schemes, industry standards, and corporate codes
of conduct (Rasche et al., 2013; Rasche and Kell, 2010; Schembera, 2016; Voegtlin and
Pless, 2014). While such changes are still legally non-binding and hence far away from
an efficient hard law regulation of MNCs, they help to rebalance the power between
governments and corporations. PCSR has yet to explore the dynamics of the emerging
multi-level schemes and how the OECD, the EU, the UN and other intergovernmental
organizations weaken or strengthen the role of national authorities in pursuing their social or environmental agendas vis-à-vis business firms.

The increasing complexity of institutional contexts
PCSR has to take the institutional context into account in which business activities and
their relations to society are embedded. Westermann-Behaylo and colleagues have argued that ‘there has been little emphasis on how context shapes the types of PCSR activities that are employed.’ (Westermann-Behaylo et al., 2015, p. 388) The majority of
studies have focused on the standard case of MNCs from ‘western’ countries with decent democratic institutions and rule of law regimes at home that operate in fragile
states which lack these institutional properties (see, e.g., The Fund for Peace, 2015).
The main concern was how MNCs behave and how they should behave vis-à-vis the
prevailing governance gaps, i.e. whether and to what extent they can take advantage of
these gaps or whether and to what extent they are responsible to close these governance
gaps and/or to provide public goods or avoid externalities (Scherer and Palazzo, 2007,
2011).
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However, the situation of MNCs today is more complex with a number of variants that
deviate from this standard case in various respects. Governance gaps have never been an
exclusive feature of fragile states. Rather such gaps have always been a problem (also)
in developed economies due to unavoidable institutional failures and limits of law,
which gave rise to the need for responsible business behaviour (Djelic and Etchnanchu,
2015; Stone, 1975). Today, however, in many developed countries the state deliberately
retreats (for various reasons) from tasks that have originally been considered exclusive
government responsibilities. In western countries we observe a ‘rethinking of governance’ (Bell and Hindmoor, 2009), a ‘new statism’ (Wood and Wright, 2015) and a ‘diffusion of the regulatory state’ (Levi-Faur, 2005) that all contribute to the redefinition of
the roles of state and non-state actors and the delegation of governance responsibilities
to NGOs and private business firms (e.g. in policy areas such as safety, infrastructure,
health, education etc.). Hence, the landscape in which business firms operate is quite
heterogeneous. It ranges from developed states that are highly regulated (such as
France, Germany, or Scandinavian countries), developed states that are more deregulated (such as the UK, the US), strong but undemocratic states such as PR China or SaudiArabia, weak and undemocratic states such as Belarus or Uzbekistan, to failed states
such as Sudan or Iraq. Each of these environments poses different challenges on MNCs
and demand different responses that have yet to be explored (Scherer et al., 2013b). Finally, MNCs today do not only have their home base in western countries. Rather business firms from transition or emerging economies engage in trade with each other or
make investments both in developing and developed countries (see. e.g., Gereffi and
Lee, 2016; Kaplinski and Farooki, 2010). The implications of South–South trade and
investments for PCSR have yet to be explored (see, e.g., Nordensvard et al., 2015; TanMullins and Mohan, 2013).
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Efficiency of private governance
With regards to governance mechanisms, it will be interesting to learn from the literature on global supply chains (Buckley and Strange, 2015; Gereffi et al., 2005). Today,
firms are able to build up complex supply chains that stretch over multiple countries
with different legal and cultural systems. Business firms externalize value chain activities (outsourcing) and/or relocate the production of goods and services to other countries (offshoring) (Buckley and Strange, 2015). When managing these complex supply
chains, corporations make use of various inter-firm governance models that combine
elements of hierarchic, market and network governance and that have been explored in
the international political economy literature (see, e.g., Gereffi and Lee, 2016; Gereffi
et al., 2005).

It has yet to be examined how far corporate responsibilities reach along the breath and
depth of these supply chains and how these responsibilities can be shared and managed
among the value chain and cluster partners (Amaeshi et al., 2008; Locke, 2013). In the
literature alternative forms of compliance, collaboration, and integrity management are
discussed (see, e.g., Foerstl et al., 2015; Paine, 1994; Locke, 2013). However, the positive and negative effects of these models have yet to be explored (Barrientos et al.,
2011; Gereffi and Lee, 2016). In recent years, scholars have started to investigate the
impact of such compliance programs for suppliers. Despite significant investments in
auditing systems, key labour right problems such as overtime work, health and safety
risks or even child labour have not significantly improved (Locke, 2013; Locke et al.,
2009; Locke et al., 2007). As LeBaron and Lister (2016) conclude in a recent study, audits might even reinforce the social and environmental problems in factories they try to
solve. So far, PCSR has focused on the process of formulating and implementing of
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self-regulation initiatives, trying to determine the conditions of legitimacy of such governance mechanisms. The critical debate on the inefficiency of codes of conduct and
factory audits points at the need to shed light on the output side of self-regulation as
well.

Financialization and digitalization of the economy
PCSR has yet to take account of the growing financialization and digitalization of the
economy (Davis, 2009; Zuboff, 2015). Up until now the main focus of CSR research
has been on businesses from the primary and secondary sectors of the economy with an
emphasis on cases from the extracting, industrial and consumer goods industries. By
contrast, the tertiary and quarternary sectors, with services, financial intermediaries, and
ICT in particular, has been widely neglected despite its rising influence on national
economies and the growing value third sector firms enjoy on stock markets. One may
even claim that the latter sectors have a major influence on the former and on how business firms produce and distribute public goods. However, studies on ethical issues in the
banking industry are still rare although the popular press is full of corporate scandals in
which bankers and financial intermediaries are involved. It is indeed astonishing that
even the financial crisis of 2007/08 did not provoke much attention from both CSR and
management scholars (see, e.g., Davis, 2010; Munir, 2011; Willmott, 2011).

Also, the rising significance of information and communication technology companies
has yet to be explored. So far, PCSR scholars have analysed only selected aspects such
as corporate transparency (Vaccaro and Madsen, 2009), social media (Whelan et al.,
2013), or single case studies on scandals of ICT firms (e.g., Brenkert, 2009). By contrast there is a growing literature that celebrates the digitalization of the economy and
the potentials of extracting rents from ‘big data’ as a major achievement, but widely ne21

glects the potential negative impacts on free democratic societies and the rights of citizens (see, e.g., Brynjolfsson and McAfee, 2014; Rifkin, 2014; Varian, 2014). This is an
exciting challenge for PCSR scholars to explore the consequences of the digitalization
of the economy and its impact on civic liberties and global governance (see, e.g., the
critical works of Lanier, 2013; Richards, 2013; Zuboff, 2015).

The inside-out perspective of managerial sensemaking on PCSR
Next to those changes in the societal context, we would like to highlight one largely neglected aspect of PCSR within the corporation. There is surprisingly little analysis of
how a political understanding of CSR can be reconciled with the prevailing business
rational within corporations (‘creating shared value’, see, e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2011,
and critically Crane et al., 2014), how organizational responses, structures and identities
are affected (Child and Rodriguez, 2010; Scherer et al., 2013a, 2013b), and how the
new understanding of the political role of business firms influences their interactions
with competitors in their peer groups and with other governance actors (Abbott, 2012;
Binder, 2007; Lamin and Zaheer, 2011; Pache and Santos, 2010). It will be interesting
to see how initiatives on PCSR emerge and evolve within corporations. We also need to
learn what the role of internal values, external pressure, competitive benchmarking and
business case rhetoric in early and later phases of such an engagement is.

Although sensemaking processes have been studied in the context of CSR (Basu and
Palazzo, 2008), this literature does not yet discuss how organizations make sense of
their political responsibilities and what the implications for organizational responses,
structures and identities are. In particular, tensions between different organizational discourses (e.g., economic vs. prosocial rationalities), which can for instance be tied to different organizational departments (Delmas and Toffel, 2008), make for an exciting new
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research area. It appears that the way corporations balance various discourses within the
organization and how they connect these discourses with their environment is central to
the understanding of how PCSR is managed (Patriotta et al., 2011; Vaara and Tienari,
2008). How do organizations make sense of their political responsibilities, especially in
light of conflicting internal and external demands (Pache and Santos, 2010; Scherer et
al., 2013b)? How do loose coupling or de-/recoupling processes explain corporate responses to heterogeneous demands (Haack et al., 2012; Rasche, 2012)? How do individuals engage in these sensemaking processes (Haack et al., 2014)? In what ways do
organizational characteristics enable and constrain such sensemaking processes?

We also do not know much about structures and procedures that restrict irresponsible
and/or encourage responsible behaviour in firms. There has been research on the organizational obstacles to ethical behaviour (see, e.g., Bazerman and Tenbrunsel, 2011; Waters, 1978). And the benefits and limitations of compliance models have been intensively discussed (Paine, 1994; Trevino et al., 1999; Weaver et al., 1999). Yet, the obstacles
are still present and compliance models are widely used in practice, often for legal reasons (McKendall et al., 2002). Alternatives, such as the integrity model, have been proposed (Paine, 1994) and authors advocate a value-based approach to compliance (e.g.,
Trevino et al., 1999; Weaver, 2014). However, it is still unclear whether and under what
conditions and in what combinations these models will work or fail (see, e.g., Locke,
2013).

An important part of firm-level structures and procedures is the governance system of
corporations. Corporate governance in the mainstream literature is conceived of a system that is focused on the (economic) interests of shareholders (see, e.g., Jensen, 2002;
see critically Blair, 2003). Alternative conceptions, however, develop a broader view
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that takes account of individual and communal interests and aims to create a balance
between economic and social goals (see, e.g., Cadbury, 2003, p. vii; Gomez and Korine,
2005; Parker, 2002; Scherer et al., 2013a). These alternative forms of corporate governance are inclusive and participative insofar as various stakeholder groups are included in
the corporate decision making process. This can happen in various degrees, by way of
information, consultation, or active involvement in corporate decisions. These participative forms of corporate governance may also provide a solution for compensating for
the democratic deficit in the environment of the corporation, e.g. in fragile states (Parker, 2002; Scherer et al., 2013b).

The focus on structure should not lead to the neglect of the dynamics of PCSR. We need
to know the organizational preconditions that business firms need in order to develop
structures that enable responses to (global) public good problems (Scherer et al.,
2013b). Therefore, we need to develop a perspective that is more dynamic and explore
questions such as: What are the appropriate capabilities organizations need in order to
manage PCSR (Reuter et al., 2010; Torugsa et al. 2012)? How do organizations acquire
such capabilities? And how do they differ from capabilities that firms need to pursue a
strategic or instrumental approach to CSR (Maxfield, 2008; Ramachandran, 2011)?
How can HRM contribute to facilitating PCSR (Jamali et al., 2015; Morgeson et al.,
2013; Newman et al., 2016)? What is the role of innovation and organizational learning
with regards to PCSR (Senge et al., 2007; Voegtlin and Scherer, 2015)?

With regards to the corporate perspective, there is a need to study individual behaviour
and its relationship with CSR across levels of analysis (Aguilera et al., 2007; Aguinas
and Glavas, 2012; Frynas and Stephens, 2015). Such studies will have to explore the
role of leadership models such as transformational (Waldman et al., 2006) or responsi24

ble leadership (Maak and Pless, 2006) in organizational and institutional change processes. Here research can explore the following topics: Under what conditions do managers actively engage in political issues? How can individual engagement with PCSR be
explained when seen from various theoretical perspectives (e.g. sensemaking, identity,
network, economic theories)?

THE CONTRIBUTIONS TO THIS SPECIAL ISSUE
The articles, which we selected for this special issue, react to some of the above made
observations. In particular, they narrate stories of PCSR from a managerial perspective
and thus contribute to filling some of the gaps that we sketched above.

In their study of collective responses to mining minerals in a conflict zone in the Congo,
Juliane Reinecke and Shaz Ansari (2016) follow how companies shifted from thinking
about conflict minerals as an insoluable issue, which happened at a distance, to an issue
which they were implicated in and should take direct responsibility for. They show how
this involved NGOs mobilizing to reframe the problem from being an insoluble private
problem to being a private problem, which actors needed to take responsibility for. They
also found that framing and dialogue between NGOs and firms was not enough. What
was crucial in this case was that these reframing strategies were connected with changes
in US legislation. Through careful political manoeuvring, clauses about conflict minerals were written into a piece of corporate governance legislation in the Senate and Congress (the Dodd-Frank act) (see Taylor, 2015). This addition of hard law to softer form
of dialogue and agreement made the changes much more biting. What this paper shows
more generally is how wicked problems can often only be dealt with through a process
of narrowing, simplification, identifying clear points of blame and ultimately legislative
solutions.
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Jean-Pascal Gond, Luciano Barin Cruz, Emmanuel Raufflet and Mathieu Charon
(2016) explore how the institutional context not only shapes PCSR activities but in
many cases also impacts to what extent corporate irresponsibility becomes possible in
the first place. They ask why it was that fracking failed to gain government approval in
Quebec, while it had been enthusiastically backed by other states throughout North
America. To explain this process they look at the role which processes of justification
played. Based on newspaper data as well as interviews with key informants they traced
out the different worlds which people appeal to in their attempt to justify particular
courses of action. Most notably a civic justification played a particularly important role
in trying to undermine fracking practices. What is particularly interesting in this paper is
that they identify the role different forms of power play in trying to mobilize actors.
They show how power constrains or enables forms of justification (e.g. because powerful groups delegate the ability to justify actions). They also find that justifications had
power in this case by creating a sense of uncertainty as well as forcing institutions to
play their role. The paper highlights the rich interplay of justification and power mobilized activities that, in the end, blocked legislation in support of fracking activities. The
paper is an excellent example of how PCSR research can unpack power relations that
constrain as well as enable processes of dialogue.

While PCSR research has emphasized how legitimacy is communicatively constructed,
scholars often neglect how the interactions among various stakeholder groups also
change the business models underlying entire industries. The paper by David Levy,
Julianne Reinecke and Stephan Manning (2016) discusses these dynamics. They look at
how contests around PCSR are related to what they call 'value regimes'. Using a conceptual vocabulary drawn from the followers of Antonio Gramsci, they explore how
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various activist groups were able to shift the value regime around the international
standards associated with the trade in Coffee. They trace three stages of the evolution of
this regime following an international trade agreement in 1989. First, fairly traded coffee was seen as a niche with-in the much larger international coffee market – a few
companies would offer specifically 'ethical' coffee brands. Then it came to be accommodated in the mainstream by larger companies like Starbucks and Nestlé engaging in
ethical labelling – even for their more mainstream products. Finally, ethical coffee
shifted from being seen as a labelling issue to becoming an issue of supply chain resilience. Each of these new value regimes gave rise to new models of value creation. This
shows how ongoing interactions between industry and NGOs can give rise to new international regulations as well as entirely new business models. The paper opens our eyes
to the economic aspects involved in PCSR – in particular showing us how dialogue between stakeholders creates new business models, modes of governance, and forms of
meaning.

The study by Itziar Castelló, Michael Etter and Finn Årup Nielssen (2016) examines
how digital technologies impact the way in which firms frame their political responsibilities. The paper explores how a small CSR team in a large global healthcare organization learned how to use social media to engage with stakeholders and ultimately build
legitimacy for the company. In particular they look at how the company changes the
way it uses its newly established Twitter feed. Based on 41 months of data from the
company's Twitter feed as well as in-depth interviews, the authors map out how and
why the company changed the way it used social media. CSR began with the assumption that engagement with stakeholders was something that needed to be tightly controlled and monitored. The team realized this strategy, which had been taken from the
world of engaging with the mass media, did not seem to work particularly well. They
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decided to surreptitiously try a new approach by entering more directly into conversations with people on social media (rather than just pushing out finely crafted press releases). By doing this, they were able to build up a relationship with many stakeholders.
This paid off in terms of increased legitimacy among the stakeholders. Rather quickly,
other parts of the organization began to recognize the success, which this small team
were having in using social media to engage a range of stakeholders. The paper shows
how firms can become political actors in the online sphere through ongoing engagement
with their stakeholders. This does not just have to happen in more formalized spaces
such as multi-stakeholder forums – it can also happen in digital forums such as Twitter.

Maria Ehrnström-Fuentes’s (2016) paper takes the interactions between PCSR and the
relevant institutional context seriously. She notes that assumptions about democracy and
modern capitalism, which so much of the PCSR literature begins with, do not extend to
large parts of the planet. Drawing from postcolonial research, she argues that there are
often radically different social imaginaries in different parts of the world. These imaginaries are based on differing assumptions about the history of place, meaning of subsistence, relationship to nature and narratives of the future. She compares how two
communities with radically different social imaginaries reacted to the construction of a
pulp and paper mill. One community was held together by a narrative of industrial progress (anchored around jobs and economic progress), while the other community had a
non-industrial imaginary, seeing nature as integral, time as cyclical and the ocean as a
major source of sustenance. This meant it had a radically different – and much more
hostile and suspicious – relationship to the pulp and paper mill. What this paper reminds
us is that the success or failure of PCSR strategies is highly mediated by the different
social imaginaries, which are in place in different institutional settings. In many ways,
this paper is a call for people studying PCSR to recognize the existence of a 'pluriversal'
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world of different social imaginaries.

Finally, Thomas Maak, Nicola Pless and Christian Vögtlin (2016) take up the relationship between leadership and PCSR in their paper. Building on the upper echelons perspective, they ask what leads to leaders who are more likely to engage in the kind of
strategies which PCSR research has focused on (such as pursuing wider welfare goals
rather than maximizing shareholder value). They argue that there are two individual
level factors, which are decisive – an individuals cognitive complexity and their social
complexity. But there are also two organizational level factors, which are important as
well – the governance system one is engaged with and the power distance within a particular society. They argue responsible leaders who have a focus on increasing collective welfare tend to have higher levels of cognitive and social complexity, and they operate governance systems with higher levels of stakeholder orientation as well as in
lower power distance contexts. By sketching out these dynamics, they provide us with a
way of understanding how individual leaders – as well as the corporate governance systems which they work in can constrain or enable a more positive or negative orientation
towards PCSR.

Taken together, the papers in this special issue make a number of contributions to the
evolving debate about PCSR 2.0. The first is to solidifying the existing evidence base –
particularly at the macro level. They do this by providing in-depth empirical studies of a
number of settings which show how PCSR dynamics play out. This is important, because much of the research to date has been theoretical in scope. A second major contribution is to extend evidence into non-western settings (Dobers and Halme, 2009). A
number of case studies in non-western contexts show the complexities as well as the
difficulties in directly applying many basic ideas from PCSR. This special issue also
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identifies the role which government regulation and state power more broadly can play
in PCSR (Knudsen et al., 2015; Vallentin and Murillo, 2012). Up until recently, most
people studying PCSR have tended to emphasize forms of soft power (Garsten and Jacobsson, 2013; Wilson, 2008). Some of the papers in this special issue show that the
harder power of government legislation also plays a critical role in processes of firms
becoming political actors. The final major contribution of the papers contained in this
special issue is to extend the theoretical bases of PCSR research. Most PCSR research is
founded on assumptions, which are drawn from advocates of deliberative democracy
like Jürgen Habermas (1996, 2001). In this special issue, we see researchers bringing in
a range of alternative bodies of theory to understand these dynamics including Gramscian concepts of hegemony (see Levy and Egan, 2003), ideas about justification borrowed
from Luc Boltanski (Boltanski and Thévenot, 2006), and concepts of framing from social movement studies (see Cornelissen and Werner, 2014; Goffman, 1974). Bringing in
these novel theories helps to extend the scope of existing work on PCSR.

30

REFERENCES
Abbott, K. W. (2012). ‘Engaging the public and the private in global sustainability governance.’ International Affairs, 88, 543–64.
Aguilera, R. V., Rupp, D. E., Williams, C. A. and Ganapathi, J. (2007). ‘Putting the S back in corporate
social responsibility: A multilevel theory of social change in organizations’. Academy of Management Review, 32, 836–63.
Aguinis, H. and Glavas, A. (2012). ‘What we know and don’t know about corporate social responsibility:
A review and research agenda’. Journal of Management, 38, 932–68.
Amaeshi, K.M., Osuji, O.K. and Nnodim, P. (2008). ‘Corporate social responsibility in supply chains of
global brands: A boundaryless responsibility? Clarifications, exceptions and implications’. Journal
of Business Ethics, 81, 223–34.
Barber, B. (1992). ‘Jihad versus McWorld’. Atlantic Monthly, March. 1992, 53–65.
Barley, S. R. (2010). ‘Building an institutional field to corral a government: A case to set an agenda for
organization studies’. Organization Studies, 31, 777–805.
Barrientos, S., Gereffi, G. and Rossi, A. (2011). ‘Economic and social upgrading in global production
networks: A new paradigm for a changing world’. International Labour Review, 150, 319–40.
Basu, K. and Palazzo, G. (2008). ‘Corporate social responsibility: A process model of sensemaking’.
Academy of Management Review, 33, 122–36.
Baumann-Pauly, D., Wickert, C., Spence, L. and Scherer, A. G. (2013). ‘Organizing corporate social responsibility in small and large firms: Size matters’. Journal of Business Ethics, 115, 693–705.
Baur, D. and Arenas, D. (2014). ‘The value of Unregulated Business-NGO Interaction: A deliberative
perspective’. Business & Society, 53, 157–186.
Bazerman, M. H. and Tenbrunsel, A. E. (2011). Blind Spots: Why We Fail to Do What’s Right and What
to Do About It. Princeton University Press.
Beck, U. (2000). What Is Globalization? Cambridge: Polity Press.
Bell, S. and Hindmoor, A. (2009). Rethinking Governance: The Centrality of the State in Modern Society.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Binder, A. (2007). ‘For love and money: Organizations’ creative responses to multiple environmental
logics’. Theory and Society, 36, 547–71.
Blair, M. M. (2003). ‘Shareholder value, corporate governance, and corporate performance’. In P. K.
Cornelius and B. Kogut (Eds.): Corporate Governance and Capital Flows in a Global Economy,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 53–82.
Boddewyn, J. J. and Doh, J. (2011). ‘Global strategy and the collaboration of MNEs, NGOs and governments for the provisioning of collective goods in emerging markets’. Global Strategy Journal, 1
(3-4), 345–61.
Boltanski, L. and Thévenot, L. (2006). On Justification: Economies of Worth. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Brenkert, G. (2009). ‘Google, human rights, and moral compromise’. Journal of Business Ethics, 85,
453–78.
Brynjolfsson, E. and McAfee, A. (2014). The Second Machine Age. Work, Progress, and Prosperity in a
Time of Brilliant Technologies. New York: Norton & Company.
Buckley, P. J. and Strange, R. (2015). ‘The governance of the global factory: Location and control of
world economic activity’. Academy of Management Perspectives, 29, 237–49.
Cadbury, A. (2003). Foreword. In: Corporate Governance and Development: v-vii. Washington, D.C.:
Global Corporate Governance Forum.
Carroll, A. B. and Shabana, K. M. (2010). ‘The business case for corporate social responsibility: A review
of concepts, research and practice’. International Journal of Management Reviews, 10, 85–105.

31

Cashore, B. and Vertinsky, I. (2000). ‘Policy networks and firm behaviours: Governance systems and
firm responses to external demands for sustainable forest management’. Policy Sciences, 33, 1–30.
Castells, M. (1996–1998). The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture. 3 Volumes (Vol. 1: The
Rise of the Network Society; Vol. 2: The Power of Identity; Vol. 3: End of Millenium). Oxford:
Blackwell.
Castello, I., Etter, M. and Nielsen, F. A. (2016). ‘Strategies of legitimacy through social media: The networked strategy’. Journal of Management Studies, 53, XXX–ZZZ.
Child, J. and Rodrigues, S. B. (2011). ‘How organizations engage with external complexity: A political
action perspective’. Organization Studies, 32, 803–24.
Cornelissen, J. P. and Werner, M. D. (2014). ‘Putting framing in perspective: A review of framing and
frame analysis across the management and organizational literature’. Academy of Management
Annals, 8, 181–235.
Crane, A., McWilliams, A., Matten, D., Moon, J. and Siegel, D. S. (2008). ‘The corporate social responsibility agenda’. In A. Crane, A. McWilliams, D. Matten, J. Moon, and D. S. Siegel (Eds.), The
Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility. Oxford/New York: Oxford University
Press, 3–18.
Crane, A., Palazzo, G., Spence, L. J. and Matten, D. (2014). ‘Contesting the value of “shared value”’.
California Management Review, 56 (2), 130–48.
Davis, G. F. (2009). Managed by the Markets: How Finance Reshaped America. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Davis, G. F. (2010). ‘Not just a mortgage crisis: how finance maimed society’. Strategic Organization, 8,
75–82.
Delmas, M. A. and Toffel, M. W. (2008). ‘Organizational responses to environmental demands: Opening
the black box’. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 1027–55.
den Hond, F. and de Bakker, F. G. A. (2007). ‘Ideologically motivated activism: How activist groups
influence corporate social change activities’. Academy of Management Review, 32, 901–24.
Detomasi, D. (2015). ‘The multinational corporation as a political actor: ‘Varieties of capitalism’ revisited’. Journal of Business Ethics, 128, 685–700.
Dharmapala, D. (2014). ‘What do we know about base erosion and profit shifting? A review of the empirical literature’. Fiscal Studies, 35, 421–48.
Djelic, M-.L. and Etchanchu, H. (2015). ‘Contextualizing corporate political responsibilities: Neoliberal
CSR in historical perspective’. Journal of Business Ethics, forthcoming (DOI 10.1007/s10551015-2879-7).
Dobers, P. and Halme, M. (2009). ‘Corporate social responsibility and developing countries’. Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 16, 237–49.
Doh, J. and Yaziji, M. (2009). NGOs and Corporations: Conflict and Collaboration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Doh, J., Husted, B. W., Matten, D. and Santoro, M. (2010). ‘Ahoy there! Toward greater congruence and
synergy between international business and business ethics theory and research’. Business Ethics
Quarterly, 20, 481–502.
Dowling, G. R. (2014). ‘The curious case of corporate tax avoidance: Is it socially irresponsible?’ Journal
of Business Ethics, 124, 173–84.
Driver, C. and Thompson, G. (2002). ‘Corporate governance and democracy: The stakeholder debate revisited’. Journal of Management and Governance, 6, 111–30.
Easton, D. (1981). ‘The political system besieged by the state’. Political Theory, 9(3), 303–25.
Edward, P. and Willmott, H. (2008). ‘Corporate citizenship: Rise or demise of a myth?’. Academy of
Management Review, 33, 771–73.
Ehrnström-Fuentes, M. (2016). ‘Delinking legitimacies: A pluriversal perspective on political CSR’.
Journal of Management Studies, 53, XXX-ZZZ
Emmenegger, P. (2015). ‘The long arm of justice: U.S. structural power and international banking’. Busi32

ness and Politics, 17(3), 473–93.
Etzioni, A. (2003). What is political? In Der Begriff des Politischen (Soziale Welt) (pp. 89–99). BadenBaden: Nomos.
Foerstl, K., Azadegan, A., Leppelt, T. and Hartmann, E. (2015). ‘Drivers of supplier sustainability: Moving beyond compliance to commitment’. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 51, 67–92.
Friedman, T. L. 2005 The World Is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty-first Century. New York: Farrar,
Straus & Giroux.
Fukuyama, F. 1992. The End of History and the Last Man, London: Penguin.
Frynas, J. G. and Stephens, S. (2015). ‘Political corporate social responsibility: Reviewing theories and
setting new agendas’. International Journal of Management Reviews, 17, 483–509.
Garriga, E. and Melé, D. (2004). ‘Corporate social responsibility theories: Mapping the territory’. Journal
of Business Ethics, 53, 51–71.
Garsten, C. and Jacobsson, K. (2013). ‘Post-political regulation: Soft power and post-political visions in
global governance’. Critical Sociology, 39, 421–37.
Gereffi, G., Humphrey, J. and Sturgeon, T. (2005). ‘The governance of global value chains’. Review of
International Political Economy, 12, 78–104.
Gereffi, F. and Lee, J. (2016). ‘Economic and social upgrading in global value chains and industrial clusters: Why governance matters’. Journal of Business Ethics, 133, 25–38.
Giddens, A. 1990. Consequences of modernity. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Goffman, E. (1974). Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience. London: Harper &
Row.
Gomez, P. Y. and Korine, H. (2005). ‘Democracy and the evolution of corporate governance’. Corporate
Governance, 13, 739–52.
Gond, J.-P., Cruz, L. B., Raufflet, E. and Charron, M. (2016). ‘To frack or not to frack? The interaction of
justification in a sustainability controversy’. Journal of Management Studies, 53, XXX–ZZZ.
Greenwald , G. (2014). No Place to Hide: Edward Snowden, the NSA, and the U.S. Surveillance State.
New York: Metropolitan Books.
Haack, P., Pfarrer, M. and Scherer, A. G. (2014). ‘Legitimacy-as-feeling: How affect leads to vertical
legitimacy spillovers in transnational governance’. Journal of Management Studies, 51, 634–66.
Haack, P., Schoeneborn, D. and Wickert, C. (2012). ‘Talking the talk, moral entrapment, creeping commitment? Exploring narrative dynamics in corporate responsibility standardization’. Organization
Studies, 5/6, 813–45.
Habermas, J. (1996). Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and Democracy. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press
Habermas, J. (2001). The Postnational Constellation. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Habermas, J. (2013). ‘Reply to my critics’. In: Calhoun; C., Mendieta E. and VanAntwerpen J. (Eds.)
Habermas and Religion. Cambridge: Polity Press, 347–90.
Habermas, J. (2015). The Paris Attack And Its Aftermath. http://www.socialeurope.eu/2015/11/habermasparis-attack/
Hall, P. A. and Soskice, D. (2001). Varieties of Capitalism. The Institutional Foundations of Comparative
Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Held, D., McGrew, A., Goldblatt, D. and Perraton, J. 1999. Global Transformation. Stanford: Stanford
University Press.
Hillman, A. J., Keim, G. and Schuler, D. (2004). ‘Corporate political activity: A review and research
agenda’. Journal of Management, 30, 837–57.
Hirsch, P. M. and Levin, D. Z. (1999). ‘Umbrella advocates versus validity police: A life-cycle model’.
Organization Science, 10, 199–212.
Huntington, S. P. (1993). ‘The clash of civilizations’. Foreign Affairs, 72 (3), 22–49.
33

Ignatieff, M. A. 1995. Blood and Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism. New York: Farrar,
Straus and Giroux.
Jamali, D. R., El Dirani, A. M., and Harwood, I. A. (2015). ‘Exploring human resource management roles
in corporate social responsibility: The CSR-HRM co-creation model’. Business Ethics–A European Review, 24 (2), 125–43.
Jamali, D., Zanhour, M. and Keshishian, T. (2009). ‘Peculiar strengths and relational attributes of SMEs
in the context of CSR’. Journal of Business Ethics, 87, 355–77.
Jensen, M. (2002). ‘Value maximization, stakeholder theory, and the corporate objective function’. Business Ethics Quarterly, 12, 235–56.
Khan, F. R., Munir, K. A. and Willmott, H. (2007). ‘A dark side of institutional entrepreneurship: Soccer
balls, child labour and postcolonial impoverishment’. Organization Studies, 28: 1055–77.
Kaplan, R. D. (2000). The Coming Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of the Post Cold War. Random
House: New York.
Kaplinsky, R., and Farooki, M. (2010). ‘Global value chains, the crisis, and the shift of markets from
north to south’. In O. Cattaneo, G. Gereffi, and C. Staritz (Eds.), Global Value Chains in a Postcrisis World: A Development Perspective.. Washington, DC: World Bank, 125–53.
Kaul, I., Conceição, P., Le Goulven, K. and Mendoza, R. U. (Eds) (2003). Providing Global Public
Goods. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kaul, I. and Mendoza, R. U. (2003). ‘Advancing the concept of public goods’. In I. Kaul, P. Conceicao,
K. Le Goulven, and R. U. Mendoza (Eds.), Providing Global Public Goods: Managing Globalization. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 78–111.
Kaczmarek, S. C. and Newman, A. L. (2011). ‘The long arm of the law: Extraterritoriality and the national implementation of foreign bribery legislation’. International Organization, 65, 745–70.
Knudsen, J. S., Moon, J. and Slager, R. (2015). ‘Government policies for corporate social responsibility
in Europe: A comparative analysis of institutionalisation’. Policy and Politics, 43, 81–99.
Kohl, U. (2014). ‘Corporate human rights accountability: The objections of western governments to the
alien tort statute’. International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 63, 665–97.
Lamin, A. and Zaheer, S. (2012). ‘Wall street vs. main street: Firm strategies for defending legitimacy
and their impact on different stakeholders.’ Organization Science, 23, 47–66.
Lanier, J. (2013). Who Owns the Future? New York: Simon and Schuster
Lawton, T., McGuire, S. and Rajwani, T. (2013). ‘Corporate political activity: A literature review and
research agenda.’ International Journal of Management Reviews, 15, 86–105.
LeBaron, G. and Lister, J. 2016. Ethical audits and the supply chains of global corporations. SPERI,
Global Political Economy Brief No. 1, University of Sheffield, accessed on Jan 15, 2016 at
http://speri.dept.shef.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Global-Brief-1-Ethical-Audits-and-theSupply-Chains-of-Global-Corporations.pdf
Levi-Faur, D. (2005). ‘The global diffusion of regulatory capitalism’. Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 598 (March), 12–32.
Levy, D. and Egan, D. (2003). ‘A neo-Gramscian approach to corporate political strategy: Conflict and
accommodation in the climate change negotiations’. Journal of Management Studies, 40, 803–30.
Levy, D., Reinecke, J. and Manning, S. (2016). ‘The political dynamics of sustainable coffee: Contested
value regimes and the transformation of sustainability’. Journal of Management Studies, 53,
XXX–ZZZ.
Locke, R. M. (2013). The Promise and Limits of Private Power: Promoting Labor Standards in a Global
Economy. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Locke, R., Amengual, M. and Mangla, A. (2009). ‘Virtue out of necessity? Compliance, commitment,
and the improvement of labor conditions in global supply chains’. Politics & Society, 37(3), 319–
51.
Locke, R. M., Fei, Q. I. N. and Brause, A. (2007). ‘Does monitoring improve labor standards? Lessons
from Nike’. Industrial & Labor Relations Review, 61(1), 3–31.
34

Lux, S., Crook, T. R. and Woehr, D. J. (2011). ‘Mixing business with politics: A meta-analysis of the
antecendents and outcomes of corporate political activity’. Journal of Management, 37, 223–47.
Maak, T. and Pless, N. M. (2006). ‘Responsible leadership in a stakeholder society’. Journal of Business
Ethics, 66, 99–115.
Maak, T., Pless, N. M. and Voegtlin, C. (2016). ‘Business statesman or shareholder advocate? CEO responsible leadership styles and the micro-foundation of political CSR. Journal of Management
Studies, 53, XXX–ZZZ.
Magnuson, W. (2013). ‘International corporate bribery and unilateral enforcement’. Columbia Journal of
Transnational Law, 51, 360–417.
Mahoney, J. T., McGahan, A. M. and Pitelis, C. N. (2009). ‘The interdependence of private and public
interests’. Organization Science, 20, 1034–52.
Mäkinen, J. and Kasanen, E. (2016). ‘In defense of a regulated market economy’. Journal of Global Ethics, forthcoming.
Mäkinen, J. and Kourula, A. (2012). ‘Pluralism in political corporate social responsibility’. Business Ethics Quarterly, 22, 649–78.
Mantere, S., Pajunen, K. and Laberg, J.-A. (2009). ‘Vices and virtues of corporate political activity. The
challenge of international business’. Business & Society, 48, 105–32.
Marti, E. and Scherer, A. G. (2016). ‘Financial regulation and social welfare: The critical contribution of
management theory’. Academy of Management Review, forthcoming, doi:10.5465/amr.2013.0469
Matten, D. (2009). ‘”It’s the politics, stupid!” Reflections on the role of business in contemporary nonfiction.’ Business & Society, 48, 565–76.
Matten, D. and Crane, A. (2005). ‘Corporate citizenship: Towards an extended theoretical conceptualization’. Academy of Management Review, 30, 166–79.
Matten, D., Moon, J. and Crane, A. (2005). ‘Can corporations be citizens? Corporate citizenship as a metaphor for business participation in society’. Business Ethics Quarterly, 15, 429–53.
Maurer, C., Bansal, P. and Crossan, M. M. (2011). ‘Creating economic value through social values: Introducing a culturally informed resource-based view’. Organization Science, 22, 432–48.
Maxfield, S. (2008). ‘Reconciling corporate citizenship and competitive strategy: Insights from economic
theory’. Journal of Business Ethics, 80, 367–77.
McKendall, M., DeMarr, B. and Jones-Rikkers, C. (2002). ‘Ethical compliance programs and corporate
illegality: Testing the assumptions of the corporate sentencing guidelines’. Journal of Business
Ethics, 37, 367–83.
McWilliams, A., Siegel, D. S., & Wright, P. M. (2006). ‘Corporate social responsibility: Strategic implications’. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 1–18.
Michaels, J. D. (2008). ‘All the President’s spies: Private–public intelligence partnerships in the War on
Terror’. California Law Review, 96, 901–66.
Morgeson, F. P., Aguinis, H., Waldman, D. A. and Siegel, D. A. (2013). ‘Extending corporate social responsibility research to the human resource management and organizational behavior domains: A
look to the future’. Personnel Psychology, 66, 805–24.
Mouffe, C. (2005). On the political. London: Routledge.
Munir, K. A. (2011). ‘Financial crisis 2008–2009: What does the silence of institutional theorists tell us?’
Journal of Management Inquiry, 20, 114–7.
Newman, A., Miao, Q., Hofman, P. S. and Zhu, C. J. (2016). ‘The impact of socially responsible human
resource management on employee’s organizational citizenship behaviour: The mediation role of
organizational identification’. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 27, 440–
55.
Nordensvard, J., Urban, F. and Mang, G. (2015). ‘Social innovation and Chinese overseas hydropower
dams: The nexus of national social policy and corporate social responsibility’. Sustainable Development, 23, 245–56.
OECD (2013). Addressing Base Erosion and Profit Shifting. OECD Publishing.
35

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264192744-en
Pache, A.-C. and Santos, F. (2010). ‘When worlds collide. The internal dynamics of organizational responses to conflicting institutional demands’. Academy of Management Review, 35, 455–76.
Paine, L. S. (1994). ‘Managing for organizational integrity’. Harvard Business Review, 72(2), 106-19.
Palazzo, G. and Scherer, A. G. (2006). ‘Corporate legitimacy as deliberation: A communicative framework’. Journal of Business Ethics, 66, 71–88.
Park, S. K. (2014). ‘Targeted social transparency as global corporate strategy’. Northwestern Journal of
International Law & Business, 35 (1), 87–137.
Parker, C. (2002). The Open Corporation. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Patriotta, G., Gond, J.-P. and Schultz, F. (2011). ‘Maintaining legitimacy: Controversies, orders of worth,
and public justifications’. Journal of Management Studies, 48, 1804–36.
Porter, M. E. and Kramer, M. R. (2011). ‘Creating shared value’. Harvard Business Review, 89 (1-2)(JanFeb), 62–77.
Rao, H. and Dutta, S. (2012). ‘Free spaces as organizational weapons of the weak. Religious festivals and
regimental mutinies in the 1857 Bengal Native Army’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 57, 625–
68.
Ramachandran, V. (2011). ‘Strategic corporate social responsibility: A ‘dynamic capabilities’ perspective’. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 18 (5), 285–93.
Rasche, A. (2012). ‘Global policies and local practice: Loose and tight couplings in multi-stakeholder
initiatives.’ Business Ethics Quarterly, 22, 679–708.
Rasche, A. (2015). ‘The corporation as a political actor – European and North American perspectives.’
European Management Journal, 33, 4–8.
Rasche, A. and Kell, G. (2010). The United Nations Global Compact: Achievements, Trends, and Challenges. Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University Press.
Rasche, A., Waddock, S. and McIntosh, M. (2013). ‘The United Nations Global Compact: Retrospect and
prospect’. Business & Society, 52, 6–30.
Reinecke, J. and Ansari, S. (2016). ‘Taming wicked problems: The role of framing in the construction of
corporate social responsibility’. Journal of Management Studies, 53, XXX–ZZZ.
Reuter, C., Foerstl, K., Hartmann, E. and Blome, C. (2010). ‘Sustainable global supplier management:
The role of dynamic capabilities in achieving competitive advantage’. Journal of Supply Chain
Management, 46, 45–63.
Richards, N. M . (2013). ‘The dangers of surveillance.’ Harvard Law Review, 126, 1934–65.
Rifkin, J. (2014). The Zero Marginal Cost Society: The Internet of Things, the Collaborative Commons,
and the Eclipse of Capitalism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Rodriguez, P., Siegel, D. S., Hillman, A. and Lorraine, E. (2006). ‘Three lenses on the multinational enterprise: Politics, corruption, and corporate social responsibility’. Journal of International Business Studies, 37, 733–46.
Rowley T. J. and Moldoveanu, M. (2003). ‘When will stakeholder groups act? An interest- and identitybased model of stakeholder group mobilization’. Academy of Management Journal, 28, 204–19.
Samuelson, P. A. (1954). ‘The pure theory of public expenditure’. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 36(4), 387–89.
Schembera, S. (2016). ‘Implementing corporate social responsibility: Empirical insights on the impact of
the UN Global Compact on its business participants’. Business & Society, forthcoming, DOI:
10.1177/0007650316635579
Scherer, A. G. (2015). ‘“If you don’t know where you’re going, you might not get there” — Theory assessment and agenda setting in political CSR’. Working Paper. University of Zurich.
Scherer, A. G., Baumann-Pauly, D., and Schneider, A. (2013a). ‘Democratizing corporate governance:
Compensating for the democratic deficit of corporate political activity and corporate citizenship’.
Business & Society, 52, 473–514.
36

Scherer, A. G. and Palazzo, G. (2007). ‘Toward a political conception of corporate responsibility. Business and society seen from a Habermasian perspective’. Academy of Management Review, 32,
1096–120.
Scherer, A. G. and Palazzo, G. (2008). ‘Globalization and corporate social responsibility’. In A. Crane, A.
McWilliams, D. Matten, J. Moon, and D. S. Siegel (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 413–31.
Scherer, A. G. and Palazzo, G. (2011). ‘The new political role of business in a globalized world: A review
of a new perspective on CSR and its implications for the firm, governance, and democracy’. Journal of Management Studies, 48, 899–931.
Scherer, A. G., Palazzo, G. and Matten, D. (2014). ‘The business firm as a political actor: A new theory
of the firm for a globalized world’. Business & Society, 53, 143–56.
Scherer, A. G., Palazzo, G., and Seidl, D. (2013b). ‘Managing legitimacy in complex and heterogeneous
environments: Sustainable development in a globalized world’. Journal of Management Studies,
50, 259–84.
Scherer, A. G. and Smid, M. (2000). ‘The downward spiral and the U.S. Model Business Principles: Why
MNEs should take responsibility for the improvement of world-wide social and environmental
conditions’. Management International Review, 40, 351–71.
Schrempf-Stirling, J. and Palazzo, G. (2016). ‘Upstream corporate social responsibility. From contract
responsibility to full producer responsibility’. Business & Society, 55 (4). Forthcoming.
Senge, P. M., Lichtenstein, B. B., Kaeufer, K., Bradbury, H. and Carroll, J. (2007). ‘Collaborating for
systemic change’. MIT Sloan Management Review, 48 (2), 44–53.
Smith, W. K., Gonin, M. and Besharova, M. L. (2013). ‘Managing social-business tensions: A review and
research agenda for social enterprise’. Business Ethics Quarterly, 23, 407–42.
Spar, D. L. and La Mure, L. T. (2003). ‘The power of activism: assessing the impact of NGOs on global
business’. California Management Review, 45, 78–101.
Spence, L. (2016). ‘Small business social responsibility: Expanding core CSR theory’. Business and Society, 55, 23–55.
Stone, C. D. (1975). Where the Law Ends. New York: Harper & Row.
Strand, R. (1983). ‘A systems paradigm of organizational adaptations to the social environment’. Academy of Management Review, 8, 90–6.
Suchman, M. C. (1995). ‘Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches’. Academy of Management Review, 20, 571–610.
Sundaram, A. K. and Inkpen, A. C. (2004). ‘The corporate objective revisited’. Organization Science, 15,
350–63.
Tan-Mullins, M. and Mohan, G. (2013). ‘The potential of corporate environmental responsibility of Chinese state-owned enterprises in Africa’. Environment Development and Sustainability, 15, 265–84.
Taylor, C. R. (2015). ‘Using securities disclosures to advance human rights: A consideration of DoddFrank Section 1502 and the Securities and Exchange Commission Conflict Minerals Rule’. Journal of Human Rights, 14, 201–17.
The Fund for Peace (2015). Fragile State Index 2015. Washington, D.C.: The Fund for Peace.
Thompson, G. (2008). ‘The interrelationship between global and corporate governance: Towards a democratization of the business firm?’ In A. G. Scherer and G. Palazzo (Eds), Handbook of Research
on Global Corporate Citizenship. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 476–98.
Torugsa, N. A., O’Donohue, W. and Hecker, R. (2012). ‘Capabilities, proactive CSR and financial performance in SMEs: Empirical evidence from an Australian Manufacturing Industry Sector’. Journal of Business Ethics, 109, 483–500.
Trevino, L. K., Weaver, G. R., Gibson, D. G. and Toffler, B. L. (1999). ‘Managing ethics and legal compliance: What works and what hurts’. California Management Review, 41 (2), 131–51.
Vaara, E. and Tienari, J. (2008). ‘A discursive perspective on legitimation strategies in multinational corporations’. Academy of Management Review, 33, 985–93.
37

Vaccaro, A. and Madsen, P. (2009). ‘Corporate dynamic transparency: The new ICT-driven ethics? Ethics and Information Technology, 11 (2), 113–22.
Vaccaro, A. and Palazzo, G. (2015). ‘Values against violence. Institutional change in societies dominated
by organized crime’. Academy of Management Journal, 58, 1075–101.
Vallentin, S. and Murillo, D. (2012). ‘Governmentality and the politics of CSR’. Organization, 19, 825–
43.
Varian, H. R. (2014). ‘Beyond big data’. Business Economics, 49(1), 27–31.
Voegtlin, C. and Pless, N. M. (2014). ‘Global governance: CSR and the role of the UN Global Compact’.
Journal of Business Ethics, 122, 179–91.
Voegtlin, C. and Scherer, A. G. (2015). ‘Responsible innovation and the innovation of responsibility:
Governing sustainable development in a globalized world’. Journal of Business Ethics, forthcoming, DOI: 10.1007/s10551-015-2769-z
Waldman, D. A., Siegel, D. S. and Javidan, M. (2006). ‘Components of CEO transformational leadership
and corporate social responsibility’. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 1703–25.
Walsh, J. P. (2005). ‘Book review essay: Taking stock of stakeholder management’. Academy of Management Review, 30, 426–52.
Waters, J. A. (1978). ‘Catch 205 – Corporate morality as an organizational phenomenon’. Organizational
Dynamics, 6 (4), 3–19.
Weaver, G. R. (2014). ‘Encouraging ethics in organizations: A review of some key research findings’.
The American Criminal Law Review, 51 (1), 293–316.
Weaver, G. R., Trevino, L. K. and Cochran, P. L. (1999). ‘Corporate ethics programs as control systems:
Influences of executive commitment and environmental factors’. Academy of Management Journal, 42, 41–57.
Westermann-Behalyo, M. K., Rehbein, K. A. and Fort, T. (2015). ‘Enhancing the concept of corporate
diplomacy: Encompassing political corporate social responsibility, international relations, and
peace through commerce’. Academy of Management Perspectives, 29, 387–404.
Whelan, G. (2012). ‘The political perspective of corporate social responsibility: A critical research agenda’. Business Ethics Quarterly, 22, 709–37.
Whelan, G., Moon, J. and Grant, B. (2013). ‘Corporations and citizenship arenas in the age of social media’. Journal of Business Ethics, 118, 777–90.
Wickert, C., Scherer, A. G. and Spence, L. (2016). ‘Walking and talking corporate social responsibility:
Implications of firm size and organizational cost’. Working paper.
Willke, H. and Willke, G. (2008). ‘Corporate moral legitimacy and the legitimacy of morals: A critique of
Palazzo/Scherer’s communicative framework’. Journal of Business Ethics, 81, 27–38.
Willmott, H. (2011). ‘Making sense of the financial meltdown—An extended review of ‘The spectre at
the feast: capitalist crisis and the politics of recession’’. Organization, 18, 239–60.
Windsor, D. (2006). ‘Corporate social responsibility: Three key approaches’. Journal of Management
Studies, 43, 93–114.
Wilson, E. J. (2008). ‘Hard power, soft power, smart power’. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 616 (1), 110–24.
Wood, G. and Wright, M. (2015). ‘Corporations and the new statism: Trends and research priorities.’
Academy of Management Perspectives, 29, 271–86.
Young, I. M. (2004). ‘Responsibility and global labor justice’. Journal of Political Philosophy, 12, 365–
88.
Young, J. S., McDaniel, P. A. and Malone, R. E. (2012). ‘A question of balance: Addressing the public
health impacts of multinational enterprises on the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Corporations’. Global Public Health, 7, 1045–61.
Zuboff, S. (2015). ‘Big other: Surveillance capitalism and the prospects of an information civilization’.
Journal of Information Technology, 30, 75–89.

38

PCSR 1.0
postnational constellation 1.0
• end of bi-polar world order (capitalism vs communism)
• reduced barriers for trade and investment
• strengthening of economic actors
• eroding state power
• focus of ethical debate on principles
and discourse

PCSR 2.0
postnational constellation 2.0
• hardening of identities: new nationalism and religious fundamentalism
• repressive tendencies on local, national, and global levels
• weakening of democratic institutions
and civic liberties (even in developed countries)
• focus of ethical debate on values

focal types of responsible business organizations

selective set of business firms
• focus on large MNCs
• static/a-historic view on division of
labor between private and public actors

role of government regulation

erosion of public authorities
• private regulation as a substitute for
public authority
• focus on soft-law
• significance of business-NGO collaborations, MSI etc.

institutional complexity

standard case (lower complexity)
• MNCs from western countries operating in fragile states

efficiency of private
governance

simple supply chain governance
• focus on auditing of structures and
procedures along supply chains
• development of compliance models

relevant industry sectors

focus on primary and secondary sectors
(esp. extracting, industrial, and consumer
goods)
selective analysis of management issues
• economic and social rationalities as
antagonisms (efficiency vs. ethics)
• single level analysis restricted on
macro and – to a lesser extent – meso levels
• limited analysis of organizational
structures and procedures (focused
on compliance management or value
based approaches)
• individual level and behavioral aspects largely neglected

enlarged set of business firms
• e.g. MNCs, SMEs, state owned enterprises, social enterprises
• dynamic/historic view on division of
labor between private and public actors
strengthening of public authorities
• extra-territorial enforcement of national laws vis-à-vis private actors
• intergovernmental initiatives on regional and international levels (e.g.
EU, OECD, UN) facilitate CSR
• complementarity of hard and softlaw elements
variations that deviate from standard case
(higher complexity)
• delegation of governance responsibilities in western countries
• institutional heterogeneity between
host countries of MNCs
• MNCs with home base in transition
or emerging economies
• south–south trade and investments
complex supply chain governance
• focus on input, procedure, and output side
• combination of compliance, collaboration, and integrity models
analysis of all sectors
• financialization and digitalization of
society as new challenges for PCSR
extended analysis of management issues
• economic and social rationalities as
results of discursive sense-making
within business firms
• single and multi-level analyses
(macro, meso, micro)
• enlarged analysis of structures and
procedures (integration of various
management systems – compliance,
collaboration, integrity, role of corporate governance, HRM etc.)
• analysis of individual and leadership
behaviour (‘responsible leadership’)

socio-political context

sensemaking of PCSR

Table 1: Changing contexts – enlarged responses: From PCSR 1.0 to PCSR 2.0

39

