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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to present a basic compendium of how companies can integrate
social responsibility into their strategies. The paper analyzes and synthesizes ideas and proposals based
on the literature review from different fields. It proposes a practical approach that does not highlight
the differences but the positive and mutual synergy of social responsibility with firm’s strategy.
There are many practical proposals in the literature and a lot of successful examples from business
practice that show how organizations can or have made the implementation of social responsibility into
their strategy to work efficiently, but their strategic, social, and environmental importance differs and is
limited by many factors. The paper presents different means of connecting social responsibility with
organizational strategy to make it work, which can be useful for practitioners, students, and wider pub-
lic. The paper adds the praxiological or practical perspective to deal with a small but persisting organi-
zational problem and a great social expectation, how to link efficiently social responsibility with
organizational strategy into one coherent stream of purposes.
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zation, praxiological/practical approach.

1 Introduction

If organizations may take social responsibility as
their strategy or if long-run goals and objectives
of social responsibility can be a part of an organiza-
tional strategy, how can they do this or how are they
doing this in practice?

The raised question is not trivial, because the two
areas, strategy and ethics (including in the latter term
social and environmental responsibilities of organi-
zations), have been treated as opposite or, at least, as
different fields for decades. The tension between
strategy and ethics or the dichotomy between the
used criteria, priorities, and values are raised by sev-
eral authors (Behnam and Rasche, 2009; Singer,
2009; Weitzner and Darroch, 2010). For Elms,
Brammer, Harris, and Philips (2010) “the two fields
started with similar interests, diverged, and are be-
ginning to converge again” (p.401), whereas Singer
(2009) states that “strategy and ethics have long been
regarded as expressions of contrasting value-
priorities” (p.480).

It is not our intention to reconsider or discuss once
again the arguments for and against the inclusion
of corporate social responsibility (CSR) into organi-
zational strategy and operational activities or into a

certain type of organization, namely, for-profit or-
ganizations. These issues are well developed in the
existing literature (e.g., Bird, Hall, Momente, and
Reggiani, 2007; Burke and Longsdon, 1996; Heu-
gens and Dentchev, 2007; Husted and Allen, 2000).

Despite these differences, conflicts, disputes,
and doubts, which for years have characterized
the relationships between strategy and ethics/CSR,
there is a strong and continuous pressure exerted
on organizations to include CSR in their activities
(Bremer, 2008; Fassin, 2008; Mishra and Modi,
2013; Morsing and Perrini, 2009), especially
in developed countries and Europe (e.g. European

Commission, 2001; 2011).

The European Commission (2011) has even deliv-
ered a political document entitled “A renewed EU
strategy 2011-14 for Corporate Social Responsibil-
ity.” The pressure exerted on organizations to as-
sume the triple bottom line in their strategy
or operational activities is justified by the will and
the expectation of society, which states that business
and all other institutions should assume social re-
sponsibility (Almeida and Sobral, 2007; Davis and
Blomstrom, 1975).

Elkington (2006), for example, lists up to three great
waves of this tendency of social pressure on business
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to the present time: the first pressure wave takes
place when environmental protection regulations
were imposed on industry, it begins in the 1960s
and has its peak in the passage from the 1960s
to the 1970s; the second pressure wave, associated
with the publication of “Our Common Future”
by World Commission on Environment and Devel-
opment, begins in the mid-1980s and has its peak
in the end of 1980s; and the third pressure wave be-
gins in 1990 with critics and protest against World
Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund,
World Bank, G8, World Economic Forum, and oth-
ers.

In organizational practice, the relationship between
the two areas (organizational social responsibility
and strategy) does not seem to be very converging,
despite strong social pressures and institutional ef-
forts and besides
For example, the majority of Fortune 250 organiza-

several success stories.
tions report social responsibility initiatives and their
number increases over the years; more reporting
organizations identify commercial opportunities
(87%) than business risks (81%) related to social
and environmental responsibilities, but the numbers
are very similar; the majority of Fortune 250 organi-
zations (83%) report that they have a CSR strategy,
but the American organizations are most likely not

to refer to strategy in their reports (KPMG, 2013).

For Porter and Kramer (2011), this situation is due
to external pressures on the business to assume social
responsibility programs in order to improve its repu-
tation, which are viewed by companies as a neces-
sary expense. For these authors, companies are
attached to the concept of social responsibility in-
stead of changing the perspective to shared values.

While CSR has the task of solving social and envi-
ronmental problems, assisting in the clumsy efforts
of the national states and non-governmental organi-
zations, it is still far from the target.

The existing statistics indicate ambiguous trends
with regard to solutions of social and environmental
problems (IPCC, 2014; KPMG, 2013; OECD, 2014);,
while some of them have improved, most have dete-
riorated.

For instance, a climate change is a growing risk that
is affecting lives and livelihoods of human beings

(IPCC, 2014). “Climate change is a threat to sustain-
able development” (IPCC, 2014, p.21), whereas
the disparity of income and wealth increases, gener-
ating ever more poverty, hunger, death, social exclu-
sion, and human exploitation. OECD (2014) data
show that “the income of the poorest 10% of the
population has continued to decline or to increase
less than that of the richest 10%” (p.1). Similar,
but even more radical, conclusions about wealth are
expressed in the Oxfam (2015) report.

Another example confirming rather weak perfor-
mance of businesses in solving social problems
and implementing CSR is the results of the survey
Flash Eurobarometer conducted by TNS Political &
Social at the request of European Commission, Di-
rectorate-General Enterprise and Industry, which
states that 40% of Europeans believe that companies
pay more attention to their influence on society than
they did 10 years ago, but almost the same percent-
age (39%) say that they pay less attention (European
Commission, 2013).

The most common organizational response to the
call for companies to assume greater CSR “has been
neither strategic nor operational but cosmetic” (Por-
ter and Kramer, 2006, p.80).

Social and environmental responsibilities generate
additional costs for the organization; hence, this type
of venture requires funds (Davis and Blomstrom,
1975; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Souto, 2009).
Many of social and environmental responsibility
initiatives simply do not pay for their economic
costs, but someone must pay for them and, because
their implementation requires the use of limited re-
sources, these types of social and environmental
projects require prioritization (Davis and Blomstrom,
1975). “It is not enough that some social action
is desirable. The action must also be desirable
in relation to its social costs” (Davis and Blomstrom,
1975, p.32).

In times of economic crises or financial difficulties
in an organization, it is not expected that CSR will
be implemented in organizational strategy (Souto,
2009), but its implementation, preceding difficulties
or downturn, can be an opportunity for the organiza-
tion to survive this crisis.
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Many authors address the question of the relation-
ship between CSR and organizational strategy, ana-
lyzing the contribution of social responsibility
to economic and financial performance of the organ-
ization or vice versa (Bird et al., 2007; Burke
and Longsdon, 1996; Mishra and Modi, 2013; Toro,
2006), to explain and reinforce the motivations
of a socially responsible strategy.

Nevertheless, the results of these studies are mixed
and frequently inconclusive or confusing
(McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Rodrigues, Real,
Vitorino, and Cantista, 2011; Ye and Zhang, 2011).
However, this is not the only way to address this
topic. Here we propose a different approach —
a practical or praxiological (Gasparski, 1995, 2007;
Lewicka-Strzatecka, 1993) approach that does not
highlight the differences but the confluence
or positive and mutual synergy of CSR with organi-
zational strategy.

The general method adopted in this paper is the
analysis and the synthesis of collected materials
based on the literature review from different fields,
namely, strategic management, strategic marketing,
and business ethics. For this purpose, we have
searched largest international data bases of academic
journals with the assistance of Biblioteca do
Conhecimento Online, known in Portuguese academ-
ic and scientific circle as b-on (www.b-on.pt), using
pairs of keywords (strategy, responsibility and its
synonyms).

The examples of successful cases from actual busi-
ness practice, usually most appreciated by practition-
ers, are many, but their performance changes over
time and differs in terms of explanatory value.
Therefore, we choose those we know well, which
continue to perform well and have been reported
in the literature. As they are known, we present them
in a summarized form; nevertheless, we leave the
indication of the source for further research.

To carry out the analysis/synthesis and for the narra-
tive used in the text, we use the concepts of bottom
line and the triple bottom line inter-changeably
with concepts such as economic responsibility and
social and environmental responsibilities, respective-
ly, as it is the case in the literature of business ethics.
As Elkington (2006) noted, the terms of “corporate

governance,” “corporate social responsibility,” and

“sustainable development” progressively overlap
each other and the same can be true to other synon-
ymous terms.

We know that social responsibility and other con-
cepts discussed herein as synonyms have specific
and distinct meanings in the literature, and some-
times CSR can mean lack of responsibility
or dubious morality (Greenwood, 2007; Drumwright
and Murphy, 2009; Lock, Seele and Heath, 2016),
but their terminological precision would add no val-
ue for the reasoning presented here. Hence, we as-
sume this reductionist and basic approach purposely
in this article.

The main objectives of this paper are summarized
in the response and analysis of the following ques-
tions or issues: Can an organization have a CSR
strategy, or perhaps the CSR can be part of an organ-
izational strategy? How do companies (for-profit
organizations) integrate CSR into strategy in their
daily practice? What are the practical effects (conse-
quences) associated with the mission and the strate-
gic goals and the achieved results?

The structure of the remaining part of this paper at
a glance is as follows: in the next section, we present
the general issues and core elements of organization-
al strategy; in the part related to social responsibility,
we discuss the evolution of this concept and some
proposals for the use of CSR initiatives into the
strategy of the organizations; next, in the main part
of the paper, first, we present two short success cases
taken from business practice, which can be read as
examples to follow or to draw lessons for other cas-
es; second, we describe some proposals taken from
subject literature; and, lastly, we raise the issue
of company’s size as well as the issue of philanthro-
py; the main part is preceded by a short enlightening
introduction why companies should or need to be
socially responsible with arguments of well-known
authors; the text finishes with concluding remarks.

2 The essence of organizational strategy

According to Webster’s Dictionary (1996), strategy
means “the science or art of combining and employ-
ing the means of war in planning and directing large
military movements and operations. /.../ a plan,
method, or series of maneuvers or stratagems
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for obtaining a specific goal or result” (p.1880).
For Rumelt (1980) likewise strategy “is a set of ob-
jectives, policies, and plans that, taken together, de-
fine the scope of the enterprise and its approach
to survival and success” (p.360); for Porter (1996),
it means “the creation of a unique and valuable posi-
tion, involving a different set of activities” (p.68)
and also making trade-offs, when choosing what not
to do, in competition game, whereas Kaplan
and Norton (2001) consider strategy as the unique
and sustainable way by which organizations create
value.

Like many authors in strategy and strategic man-
agement (Fahey and Randall, 1994; Johnson
and Scholes, 1999; Rumelt, 1980) emphasize, strate-
gy or strategic orientation may determine the success
(eventually the absence of failure) of the organiza-
tion in the long run. Success can be understood as
growth in one time period or retrenchment in another
(in terms of sustainable development of sales, assets
or company value, appropriate return or adequate
profitability, ability to innovate, etc.), but, ultimately,
it is the survival and continuity of the organization
in the long run (Freire, 1998; Justis, Judd and Ste-
phens, 1985). Strategy cannot be considered wrong
or right in any absolute and abstract sense, but it may
be right or wrong in the case of a particular company
(Rumelt, 1980).

Mission definition and determination of the objec-
tives of the organization are the core elements
of organizational strategy (Freire, 1998; Johnson
and Scholes, 1999; Justis et al., 1985). As Hampton,
Summer, and Webber (1978) claim: “Organizations
exist to accomplish purposes and objectives” (p.457)
and Rumelt (1980) confirms: “Strategy is centrally
concerned with the selection of goals and objectives”
(p-359).

“These goals are statements about what the organiza-
tion desires to become and what it desires to accom-
plish in the future in terms of such factors as
composition of assets and level of profits, industry
rank, range of products, and markets shares” (Justis
et al., 1985, p.6). There are three other essential fea-
tures of organizational strategy, namely, the long-
term scope or direction, a broad/comprehensive/wide
perspective that includes relevant factors and desired
objectives or results, and an integrative plan for all

parts (resources) of the organization (Freire, 1998;
Johnson and Scholes, 1999; Justis et al., 1985).

The organizational strategy in the classical view can
be seen as a decision-making process that consists
essentially of the following interrelated activities
(Justis et al., 1985):

1) Assignment of mission and purpose that entails
a structure of objectives and goals that an organi-
zation strives to accomplish;

2) Assessment of needs/resources/skills (including
financial, managerial/human, marketing and
technical capabilities) that define potential limita-
tion (strengths and weaknesses of the organiza-
tion);

3) Internal and external analyses (including
the current and future situation) that include
the variables or factors (economic, demographic,
technological, socio-cultural, and political-legal)
that might influence organizational strategy, its
mission, its purpose, and its objectives (opportu-
nities and threats);

4) Strategy formulation (including the evaluation
of alternative strategies, their relative advantages
and disadvantages, as well as the evaluation
of associated risks);

5) Review of the strategy in the light of the goals
and the evolution of the environment in which the
organization operates;

6) Strategy implementation by development of poli-
cies, actions plans, and operational methods
to achieve the objectives of the organization;

7) Strategy evaluation (analysis of success or failure
of the implemented strategy,
of existing strategy, and implementation of cor-

reevaluation

rective measures and changes) for “executives
strategy evaluation is simply an appraisal of how
well a business performs” (Rumelt, 1980, p.359);

8) Strategy control (to monitor the actions
in accordance with the plans) to ensure that
the selected strategy is being used and imple-

mented as intended.

Watson (2003) puts forward a different approach
from the presented one in this section and probably
a better suited one to understand and interpret
the issue of CSR strategy. For this author, current
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processual analysis of strategy has been too much
concentrated on the organizational level and missed
the political processes and individual players in-
volved in the process of strategy orchestrating. Simi-
larly, Aguinis and Glavas (2013), in relation to CSR,
state that strategy research has concentrated overly
on macro analysis with the main focus
on institutional level, ignoring the very fact that in-
dividuals are the ones who strategize all organiza-
tional initiatives, make decisions, and then
implement them and take responsibility.

Watson (2003) rejects the systemic thinking that
reifies organizational artifices and does not accept
to treat the organization as an entity existing in its
own right with its fixed properties such as organiza-
tional goals. He suggests applying a processual—
relational approach with the central concept of “stra-
tegic exchange,” because as he states: “Organiza-
tional strategists inevitably bring their own personal
orientations, identity projects and life priorities into
their strategy-making work and these both influence
and are influenced by the strategy-making in which
they engage” (Watson, 2003, p.1321). While Wat-
son's approach (2003) would certainly be applicable
in the analysis of particular cases, it seems to be less
useful in a generic and decontextualized analysis like
the present one.

The very term “strategy” is to be used for different
purposes (Rumelt, 1980), and in the literature
and business practice, we may often notice failure
to distinguish between strategy and operational activ-
ities (Porter, 1996). This happens often when the
instruments used to raise the operational perfor-
mance (e.g., total quality management, reengineer-
ing, benchmarking, outsourcing, empowerment, core
competencies, learning organizations, and change
management) replace organizational strategy (Porter,
1996).

Porter (1996) argues that operational effectiveness,
although necessary to superior performance, is not
sufficient, because its techniques are easy to imitate
by rivals. In contrast, the essence of strategy is
choosing a unique and valuable position rooted
in systems of activities that are much more difficult
to match and duplicate or as Rumelt (1980) states
that each ‘“business strategy is unique” (p.359).
The company must: /.../ deliver greater value to

customers or create comparable value at lower cost,
or do the both. /.../ cost advantage arises from per-
forming particular activity more efficiently than
competitors. Similarly, differentiation arises from
both the choice of activities and how they are per-
formed /.../ Overall advantage or disadvantage re-
sults from all company’s activities, not only a few
(Porter, 1996, p.62).

On the other hand, Rumelt (2003) raises the question
that in the field of strategy and strategic manage-
ment, there is a need for a clearer and more precise
definition or for an answer to what is exactly meant
by competitive advantage, because the common
theme of value creation and others substitute terms
found in the literature can mean many different
things (e.g., value is created when revenue excess
costs in sales; advantage is revealed in supernormal
returns, measured as return on capital, return
on assets, or market-to-book ratio; and advantage
may come from superior market performance)
or simply nothing. Rumelt (1980) finds up to four
areas of disagreement on this matter.

For Porter (1996), competitive strategy “is about
being different. It means deliberately choosing
a different set of activities to deliver a unique mix
of value. /.../ the essence of strategy is in the activi-
ties — choosing to perform activities differently or to
perform different activities than rivals” (p.64).

Rumelt (1980), in turn, writes that competitive strat-
egy “is the art of creating and exploring those ad-
vantages that are most telling, enduring, and most
difficult to duplicate” (p.362) and “in contrast with
generic strategy, focuses on the differences among
firms rather than their common missions” (Rumelt,
1980, p.362).

Aguinis and Glavas (2013) also state that what mat-
ters in the strategy of organizations is the context-
specific results associated with their competitive
advantages because the implementation of anything
that is generalizable may be copied by any organiza-
tion.

Does this mean that if all companies wanted to be
socially responsible and take care of the environ-
ment, such a strategy would not be any strategy
at all? In other words, would this type of strategy
become the generic and noncompetitive strategy
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in the sense given by Rumelt (1980)? Or maybe does
it mean that only some companies (the first in each
sector or industry) will be able to adopt CSR strategy
and the remaining will have to work out other strate-
gies?

No, we do not think so, because CSR is associated
with solving specific social problems or different
ways to solve them. There are many social problems
and those related to the environment. Moreover,
those problems do not diminish; on the contrary, new
problems are added to old ones. It, therefore, seems
unlikely that firms lacked opportunities to do busi-
ness and, at the same time, that they directly benefit-
ed society in addressing the social and environmental
problems. As Aguinis and Glavas (2013) state, “each
company has different core competencies and there-

fore unique strategies for implementing CSR”
(p.323).
3 The essence of social responsibility

Social responsibility means deliberately taking into
account the public interest or, in other words, it “is
the obligation of decision makers to take actions
which protect and improve the welfare of society as
a whole along with their own interests” (Davis and
Blomstrom, 1975, p.39). McWilliams and Siegel
(2001) define CSR “as actions that appear to further
some social good, beyond the interests of the firm
and that which is required by law” (p.117).

European Commission (2001) has first defined CSR
as “a concept whereby companies integrate social
and environmental concerns in their business opera-
tions and in their interactions with their stakeholders
on a voluntary basis” (p.6) and, when promoting
anew strategic policy of CSR for the years 2011—
2014, shortened it to “the responsibility of enterpris-
es for their impacts on society” (European Commis-
sion, 2011, p.6).

In our contemporary society, there is a growing ex-
pectation that business, in addition to taking care
of their own economic interest, will help to address
some of the pressing social and environmental prob-
lems and provide a social service (Davis
and Blomstorm, 1975; Kreng and Huang, 2011).

The discussion on CSR in the literature has devel-
oped around two extreme positions: a for-profit ori-
entation (minimal involvement, socially neutral
influence, narrow economic and technical values
and goals) and other pro-social, pro-active, and envi-
ronmentally inclusive orientation (Buchholz and
Rosenthal, 1998; Lewicka-Strzatecka, 1999; Lovell,
2002; Sison, 2000). According to Lewicka-
Strzatecka (1999), those who support the for-profit
orientation consider maximization of profit as the
main objective of the company and an exclusive duty
of managers to make money for company’s share-
holders (the owners). The opposite, pro-social orien-
tation, state that business should and could “do well
while doing good” (Spiller, 2000, p.49).

Unlike traditional sole purpose of business (bottom
line), which was limited only to the profit (economic
or financial dimension), now one can talk about
the existence of a tripartite organizational purpose
(triple bottom line): economic, social, and environ-
mental (Fisher and Lovell, 2003; Elkington, 2006).

Triple bottom line (or people, planet, and profit—3Ps)
is another expression of economic, social, and envi-
ronmental responsibilities of organizations, often
used in the literature (e.g., Aguinis and Glavas, 2013;
Graafland, Ven, and Stoffele, 2003).

The term “triple bottom line” was coined by Elking-
ton (1994), and it expresses “the fact that companies
and other organizations create value in multiple di-
mensions. In this case, we are talking about econom-
ic, social and environmental value added — or des-
troyed” (Elkington, 2006, pp.523-524).

For Schroeder and Denoble (2014), a “triple bottom
line” business is the one that serves customers, al-
lows profit, and helps to protect the environment,
“itreflects a growing societal desire to create
and operate businesses that contribute positively
to the global economy” (p.48).

According to Kaler (2003), stakeholder theory,
which states that the ultimate purpose of the organi-
zation is to serve all those who are identified as
stakeholders, opposes the conception of the company
focused on shareholder value, which states that the
ultimate purpose of organizations is to serve the in-
terests of their shareholders. The concept of stake-
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holders, as Luijk (2000) writes, is a central concept
of business ethics.

According to Gasparski (2002), the search for the
answer to the question what are companies responsi-
ble for and before whom led to the formulation of the
theory of stakeholders. “Businessmen apply social
responsibility when consider the needs and interests
of others who may be affected by business actions.
In so doing, they look beyond their own personal
interests and also beyond their firm’s narrow eco-
nomic and technical interests” (Davis and Blom-
strom, 1975, p.40).

The stakeholders of a company or “trustees” are all
people, groups, or organizations that can affect and
be affected by the company in question or whose
welfare depends on the latter, that is, the owners
(stockholders, shareholders, investors, etc.), workers
/employees, customers, suppliers, competitors, dis-
tributors, financial institutions, interest groups, local
communities, courts, municipalities, governments,
educational institutions, and natural environment
(Buchholz and Rosenthal, 1998; Davis and Blom-
strom, 1975; Fisher and Lovell, 2003; Husted and
Allen, 2000; Moreira and Cunha, 1997; Porebski,
2000).

The concept of stakeholders, as Freeman (2002)
states, is not a new one, it had a growing develop-
ment in the 1960s, and according to an old tradition,
business activity is seen as an integral part of society
and not as an institution apart of society with purely
economic goals.

Stakeholder engagement, often assumed as the ful-
fillment of the organization's social responsibility,
may or may not have moral/ethical dimension
and can even be a case of social irresponsibility
(Greenwood, 2007).

Different groups of stakeholders exert, directly
and indirectly, an important influence on company’s
strategy; therefore, to know who are the most influ-
ential is crucial to business strategy, because not
everyone has the same impact (Buysse and Verbeke,
2003). It refers also to the small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) that, similar to large companies,
rank the stakeholders according to the importance
they attach to them (Harangozé and Zilahy, 2015).
As Buysse and Verbeke (2003) conclude, “more

proactive environmental strategies are associated
with a deeper and broader coverage of stakeholders”
(p.453), but they require the use of more resources
in different areas.

In the literature, there are many theories and ap-
proaches to CSR (e.g., Garriga and Melé, 2004), but
some such as stakeholder theory and social capital
theory seem to be more popular (Sen and Cowley,
2013). We will not present them here because this is
beyond the scope of this work.

Porter and Kramer (2006, 2011) consider that com-
pany leaders, governments, and nongovernmental
organizations must change the CSR underlying rea-
soning, replacing what they call CSR mind-set for
something to be called “corporate social integration.”
All these stakeholders should start to perceive “so-
cial responsibility as building shared value rather
than as damage control as a PR campaign” (Porter

and Kramer, 2006, p.92).

4 How companies (may) accomplish CSR
objectives and goals in their strategy?

We will start by searching for arguments: what is the
purpose of including CSR into an organizational
strategy and why is it necessary or why should the
company do it? And the answers are as follows:

e with the introduction of social and environmental
objectives into organizational strategy, beyond
the economic one, it is intended “to do well while
doing good” (Spiller, 2000, p.149),

e because of the fact that businesses and for-profit
organizations are in the contemporary world
the most powerful and dominant institutions and
because they have at their disposal rich resources
that can be applied to solve social and environ-
mental problems, they need to take responsibility
for the society as a whole and the environment we
live in (Davis and Blomstrom, 1975; Spiller,
2000), or as Porter and Kramer (2006) state the
goal of CSR is the improvement of social welfare,

e significant new expectations related to social
responsibility or triple bottom line exist in rela-
tion to business (Davis and Blomstrom, 1975;
Kreng and Huang, 2011; Gautier and Pache,
2015), “precisely because business was immense-
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ly successful in meeting the old expectations”
(Davis and Blomstrom, 1975, p.24) or as Souto
(2009) states in relation to the CSR: “everybody
in the academic and business spheres agree that
it is a fundamental strategy for achieving the sus-
tainable development that our globalized world
needs” (p.38),

e for Burke and Longsdon (1996), Aguinis
and Glavas (2013) CSR strategy reduces activity
costs, increases employee morale and loyalty,
and improves productivity because “working
for socially responsible organizations helps em-
ployees feel that their work serves a greater pur-
pose” (Aguinis and Glavas, 2013, p.318),

e while in “recent years the business increasingly
has been perceived as a major cause of social, en-
vironmental, and economic problems”, it is
“widely perceived to be prospering at the expense
of the broader community” (Porter and Kramer,
2011, p.64).

In Yvo de Boer’s executive summary of the KPMG
(2013) report, the author states that “many of the
world’s largest companies are using the process
of CR reporting to bring CR and sustainability right
to the heart of their business strategy, where it be-
longs” (p.9).

There is no universal solution to include social
and/or environmental objectives in organizational
strategy, but there are several possible ones, as many
as existing organizations and unsolved problems.

And what are the practical solutions of the incorpora-
tion of CSR goals and objectives into corporate strat-
egy in organizational practice? The answers are
given in two success examples from actual business
practice presented below (Section 4.1) as well as
through some considerations or proposals to solve
this issue found in the literature (Section 4.2).

4.1 Two among many success stories from
triple bottom line business practice

A great part of new businesses (start-ups, new ven-
ture initiatives) do not survive in the long term: only
60% of new ventures survive up to 3 years and
no more than 35% survive 10 years (Gage, 2012).
Every person who has ever tried it knows how diffi-

cult it is to develop an idea into a profitable
and long-term business. When this new business also
includes the social and environmental dimensions,
beyond the economic one, it may seem that it be-
comes even more difficult and risky.

The story of the Solo Eyewear company that produc-
es handmade glasses from recycled bamboo, founded
in 2011 in the United States can be followed on their
website (http://www.soloeyewear.com). But there is
also the analysis of this case developed by two au-
thors Schroeder and Denoble (2014) who closely
followed the case during its development.

Solo Eyewear firm wants to serve customers, protect
the environment, and make money, so in addition
to making sunglasses, they use recycled material
in the manufacturing and help people to restore eye-
sight by providing either eyeglasses or cataract sur-
gery. According to Schroeder and Denoble (2014),
the company’s founder Janny Amaraneni “with
no initial product, distribution, or revenue strategy,
sought to develop a company that could provide
the marketplace with a valuable product while also
staying true to a corporate vision of positively affect-
ing less fortunate people” (p.48). The authors attrib-
ute the success of the firm to “the founder’s vision,
passion, transparent communication, and leveraging
of partners’ resources” (Schroeder and Denoble,
2014, p.48). Quoting directly from the source:

The concept for SOLO Eyewear was developed
in a classroom at San Diego State University. Jenny
was enrolled in the MBA Program. While completing
an International Entrepreneurship course, she was
given the option to read Paul Polak’s Out of Pov-
erty. While reading the book, she discovered there
was a great need for eye care around the world
and decided to research the issue further. Jenny, who
has poor vision, encountered two startling statistics:
approximately 1 billion people do not have access
to eye care and nearly 80% of the world’s blindness
is preventable. /.../ the idea for SOLO Eyewear was
born. Since launching in 2011, SOLO has restored
vision for nearly 10,000 people in need across
19 countries and it's only the beginning (http://www.
soloeyewear.com/pages/about-us).

Another example of social responsibility implement-
ed into long-term strategy of the organization is the
company Ecover story described by D. Develter
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in the Ecover publication entitled “The Ecological
Factory Manual” and reproduced with permission by
Lambin (2000) in his book on Strategic Marketing.

Ecover was founded in 1979 or 1980 in Belgium
by Frans Bogaerts to produce phosphate-free clean-
ing detergents with minimal impact on natural envi-
ronment. In the early 1990s, the company passed
some financial difficulties, butthe original idea
of the company (the use ofrenewable resources,
natural and biodegradable materials, minimization
of pollution and waste, simplified and moldable
packaging, etc.) was recovered with the construction
of the first ecological factory in the world, which
cost 30% more than the cost of a traditional plant.
Now Ecover is part of the Ecover Group, a global
company, and it is a very well-known case in mar-
keting and strategic management.

As the company itself tells its story:

In 1979, a group of eco-pioneers sought to help peo-
ple break free from all their bad cleaning habits.
/.../At the time, many cleaners contained toxic ingre-
dients. These toxic ingredients could pollute water-
ways, could destroy wildlife and could even cause
harm to the people cleaning with them.

The scientific visionaries knew that if people contin-
ued to use toxic products, the world would soon be-
come a very dirty place. So they founded Ecover in a
small garden shed in a rural Belgian town and in-
troduced the world’s first phosphate-free laundry
detergent, proving that you can get a powerful clean
and still make Mother Nature happy. Ecover has a
come a long way since then.

Now with a base in San Francisco, we continue
to take inspiration from nature to pioneer green
cleaning ingredients that work well and leave noth-
ing dirty behind. We currently have 35 products
distributed in more than 40 countries. /.../

In addition to our green factories in Belgium and
France, we are opening a manufacturing facility
in Chicago that is anticipated to be the first LEED
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
Platinum-certified plant in the industry.
(http://us.ecover.com/about-us/).

4.2 Some conceptual proposals of CSR strategy
based on the literature

Burke and Longsdon (1996) consider that social
responsibility to be strategic for the organization
must “yield substantial business-related benefits
to the firm, in particular by supporting core business
activities and thus contributing to the firm’s effec-
tiveness in accomplishing its mission” (p.496).

McWilliams and Siegel (2001) proposed to use the
neo-classical cost—benefit analysis to determine
the optimal level of investment in CSR that maxim-
izes profit of the company and meets the stakehold-
ers demand for it. According to these authors, CSR
can be viewed as a form of investment in product
differentiation. “In this context there are CSR ‘re-
sources’ and ‘outputs’” (McWilliams and Siegel,
2001, p.119).

Organizational leaders should apply the same deci-
sional process in respect to CSR, as they do in rela-
tion to all other investment decisions (McWilliams
and Siegel, 2001). For McWilliams and Siegel
(2001), on the demand side, CSR can be seen as
away to achieve differentiation, as a reputation
building element, and as a means to reduce the in-
formation asymmetry as a result of free publicity
in the media; while on the supply side, CSR may
result in economies of scale and economies of scope,
because “CSR attributes are like any other attributes
a firm offers” (p.125).

The point of view presented by Porter and Kramer
(2006) is substantially the same to the McWilliams
and Siegel (2001), but they add some strategic con-
cerns. These authors state that organizations should
use the same approach in relation to CSR that they
use to their core businesses. “CSR can be much more
than a cost, a constraint, or a charitable deed — it can
be a source of opportunity, innovation and competi-
tive advantage” (Porter and Kramer, 2006, p.80).

These authors consider that, in the full range, CSR
problems can be distinguished into three types
of more or less strategic issues for the company
and more or less important to society, namely:

1) generic social problems that can be socially im-
portant, but without a significant relationship with
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the company's activities and with no impact on its
long-term competitiveness;

2) value chain social issues that significantly affect
and are affected by the daily activity of the company,
its practices, and its customs, associated with the
creation, production, marketing, and distribution
of its products and services;

3) and, what Porter and Kramer (2006) call “social
dimensions of competitive context” refers to “factors
in the external environment that significantly affect
the underlying drivers of competitiveness in those
places where the company operates” (p.85), that
means: availability of production inputs/factors, de-
mand conditions, rivalry level and conditions, and
supporting infrastructure (Porter and Kramer, 2002).

According to Porter and Kramer (2006), every com-
pany should classify social issues into these three
categories and order them according to their poten-
tial impact. Strategic involvement in CSR raises
when it moves from simple mitigating harmful value
chain impacts, a good corporate citizenship, and an
applying of best practices to a small set of initiatives
that are closely tied to the company’s core business
and whose social and business benefits are large,
distinctive, and unique in terms of value proposition
(Porter and Kramer, 2006).

“When value chain practices and investments in
competitive context are fully integrated, CSR be-
comes hard to distinguish from the day-to-day busi-
ness of the company” (Porter and Kramer, 2006,
p-89).

Some years later, the same authors deepened their
approach and called this a process of creating shared
value and defined it “as policies and operating prac-
tices that enhance the competitiveness of a company
while simultaneously advancing the economic and
social conditions in the communities in which it op-
erates” and where the term “value” means “benefits
relative to costs, not just benefits alone” (Porter and
Kramer, 2011, p.66).

Other authors, for example, Aguinis and Glavas
(2013), use the same term ‘“‘shared value,” which
they assume as a type of activities that are beneficial
to both the business and the society but can be con-
sidered as either peripheral or embedded from the

viewpoint of the strategic and/or operational en-
gagement of an organization.

Although most companies have value statements /.../
in reality most value statements are just words on
a piece of paper or a company’s website, and the
only true value is financial gains for the company.
When CSR is embedded the values become real
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2013, p.321).

When we think about or discuss the issue of organi-
zational social responsibility, we would like to know
what might be those social and environ-mental ob-
jectives and goals for organizations to undertake and
orchestrate in their strategies. As Porter and Kramer
(2006) acknowledge, many “companies have adopt-
ed a checklist approach to CSR, using standardized
sets of social and environmental risks” (p.88). Ac-
cording to these authors, these checklists are good
as a first step but the next step should be greater
involvement and more related to the core business
of the company.

Davis and Blomstrom (1975) presented some areas
of potential social involvement (social causes)
for organizations in their book. The list of social
problems or societal objectives for organizations
presented by Davis and Blomstrom (1975) is casual
and, as it seems, was compound of hot social
and environmental issues of the mid-1970s, namely:

1) Ecology and environmental quality (cleanup
of existing pollution, design of processes to pre-
vent pollution, esthetic improvements, noise con-
trol, dispersion of industry, control of land use,
required recycling);

2) Consumerism (truth in lending, advertising,
and all business activities; product warranty
and service; control of harmful products);

3) Community needs (use of business expertise
and community problems; reduction of business’s
role in community power structure; aid with
healthcare facilities; aid with urban renewal);

4) Governmental relations (restrictions on lobbying;
control of business political action; extensive new
regulation of business; restrictions on internation-
al operations);

5) Business giving (financial support for artistic
activities; gifts to education; financial support
for assorted charities);
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6) Minorities and disadvantaged persons (training
of hard-core unemployed, equal employment op-
portunity and quotes for minority employment,
operation of programs for alcoholics and drug ad-
dicts, employment of persons with prison records,
building of plants and offices in minority areas,
purchasing from minority businessmen, retraining
of workers displaced by technology);

7) Labor relations (improvement of occupational
health and safety; prohibition of “export of jobs”
through operations in nations with low labor
costs; provision of day-care centers for children
of working mothers; expansion of employee
rights; control of pensions, especially vesting
of pensions rights; impatience with authoritarian
structures; demand for participation);

8) Stockholder relations (opening of boards of direc-
tors to public members representing various in-
terest groups, prohibition of operations in nations
with “racist” or “colonial” governments; im-
provement of financial disclosure, disclosure
of activities affecting the environment and social
issues);

9) Economic activities (control of conglomerates,
breakup of giant industry, restriction of patent
use).

In the meanwhile, many things have changed consid-
erably, such as some social needs have changed be-
cause of technological advances; views on some
social and environmental issues have changed;
and new social and environmental problems
emerged, while the old problems remained largely
unresolved. Twenty five years later, Spiller (2000)
has presented a similar idea of the list of potential
social and environmental objectives and targets for
organizations to choose and implement in their strat-
egies. The Spiller’s (2000) list consists of 6 major
stakeholders and 10 social and environmental targets
for each stakeholder. As he states, this list is neither

exhaustive nor unquestionable.

However, it allows organizations to choose and focus
on one or more objectives, namely:

1) Community (generous financial donations, inno-
vative giving; support for education and job train-
ing programs, direct involvement in community
projects and affairs, community volunteer pro-

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

grams, support for the local economy, campaign-
ing for environmental and social change, an em-
ployee-led approach to philanthropy, efficient and
effective community activity, disclosure of envi-
ronmental and social performance);

Environment (environmental policies, organiza-
tion and management; materials policy of reduc-
tion, reuse and recycling; monitoring, minimi-
zing, and taking responsibility for releases to the
environment; waste management; energy conser-
vation; effective emergency response; public dia-
logue and disclosure; product steward-ship;
environmental requirements for suppliers; envi-
ronmental audits);

Employees (fair remuneration; effective commu-
nication; learning and development opportunities;
fulfilling work, a healthy and safe work environ-
ment; equal employment opportunities; job secu-
rity; competent leadership; community spirit;
social mission integration);

Customers (industry-leading quality program;
value for money; truthful promotion; full product
disclosure; leadership in research and develop-
ment; minimal packaging, rapid and respectful re-
sponses to customer comments, complaints,
and concerns; customer dialogue; safe products;
environmentally and socially responsible produc-
tion and product composition);

Suppliers (develop and maintain long-term pur-
chasing relationships, clear expectations, pay fair
prices and bills according to terms agreed upon;
fair and competent handling of conflicts and dis-
putes, reliable anticipated purchasing require-
ments, encouragement to provide innovative
suggestions, assist suppliers to improve their en-
vironmental and social performance, use local
suppliers, sourcing from minority-owned suppli-
ers, inclusion of an environmental and social el-
ement in the selection of suppliers);

Shareholders (good rate of long-term return
to shareholders; disseminate comprehensive and
clear information; encourage staff ownership of
shares; develop and build relationships with
shareholders; clear dividend policy and payment
of appropriate dividends; corporate governance
issues are well managed; access to company’s
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directors and senior managers; annual report
and accounts provide a comprehensive picture
ofthe company’s overall performance; clear
long-term business strategy; open communication
with the financial community).

The Spiller’s (2000) list was replicated and used
by Lamberti and Lettieri (2009) in their longitudinal
study on CSR practices and corporate strategy.

Nowadays, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI;
https://www.globalreporting.org/Pages/default.aspx)
also presents in different languages a list of standard-
ized CSR issues and related problems for companies
from different sectors or industries, as well as for
large enterprises and SMEs (Fassin, 2008; Porter

and Kramer, 2006).

In the 1990s, Kaplan and Norton (2001) proposed
the “balanced scorecard” as a kind of solution to the
performance measurement problem, and later, they
applied this to the process of new strategy implemen-
tation. For these authors, strategies are changing
because “opportunities for creating values are shift-
ing from managing tangible assets to managing
knowledge-based strategies that deploy an organiza-
tion’s intangible assets: customer relationships, in-
novative products and services, high-quality and
responsive operating processes, information techno-
logy and databases, and employee capabilities, skills,
and motivation” (p.2).

Based on the idea of Kaplan and Norton, Spiller
(2000) proposed the “ethical scorecard,” because, as
he asserts, the purpose of ethical business “is to crate
environmental, social and financial wealth, thereby
making a positive contribution to the environment
and society in a financially responsible manner”

(p.151).

4.3 CSR, the size of an organization
and the issue of philanthropy

Linking CSR to strategy in organizational practice
depends on many factors (e.g., organizational size/
type, type/sector of activity, national culture, and
institutional framework), but because of the length
of the text, we confine to two of them.

In the usual typology of organizations, among the
large (including multinationals), the medium-sized,

and small-sized enterprises, there are significant
differences in approach to the relationship between
organizational strategy and CSR.

Research on the relationship between CSR and strat-
egy, as well as proposals on how to turn bottom line
strategy into one socially and environmentally re-
sponsible, has concentrated mainly on large and mul-
tinational companies (Fassin, 2008; Lamberti
and Noci, 2012; Morsing and Perrini, 2009), while
in the European Union, for example, non-financial
business economy, SME account for 99% of all for-
profit organizations and approximately two-thirds
of employment (Eurostat, 2014).

The implicit assumption that CSR-related strategy
solutions for large companies (e.g., formalization
of CSR, CSR reporting, and communication) can be
copied with success to SME is incorrect and, in some
circumstances, can even be counterproductive (Fas-
sin, 2008).

SME seems to be aware of their social and environ-
mental responsibilities; however, they include with
difficulty CSR-related issues in their strategies
(Lamberti and Noci, 2012; Morsing and Perrini,
2009). According to Morsing and Perrini (2009)
and Lamberti and Noci (2012), the role and nature
of the relationship between CSR and the strategy
in SME is distinct from that of large companies be-
cause of the following factors:

e the entrepreneur’s ethos, culture, values, and
identity play a fundamental role in making deci-
sions related to CSR, because most of the SMEs
are managed personally by their owners (there is
no agency problem),

e natural close relationship exists between CSR and
organizational strategy that results from an ongo-
ing dialogue with company’s stakeholders which
are vital for them because SMEs are more socio-
tropic, dependent, and embedded in their com-
munities than large companies,

e between proactivity related to CSR and zeal
for efficiency and bottom line or self-interest
in the decisions taken, there is a dynamic equilib-
rium, because the SMEs have a structural scarcity
of resources and are more exposed to potential
losses than large companies,
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e and there is a strong integration of CSR in the
strategy to achieve growth and sustainability.

SME ranks as more important stakeholders, regulato-
ry authorities, and shareholders than local communi-
ty groups or environmental organizations, but with
regard to environmental issues, differently than large
companies, they attach greater relative importance
to suppliers than to final consumers and owners;
SMEs frequently engage and cooperate with non-
governmental organizations (Harangoz6 and Zilahy,
2015).

For Lamberti and Noci (2012), medium-sized enter-
prises constitute a separate category because they
have a small business similar characteristics (e.g.,
risk-based approach to CSR, sociotropism, social and
environmental dependence), while others are typical
of large companies (e.g., resource availability and
management skills).

Discussing the issue of social responsibility in rela-
tion to organizational strategy, one cannot fail to
mention the issue of philanthropy. Philanthropy is
associated with company size, so large enterprises
contribute more to various forms of charity (Bram-
mer, Millington, and Pavelin, 2006), but SMEs also
engage in philanthropy (Gautier and Pache, 2015),
and the donation increases when the company's per-
formance improves (CECP, 2014).

As Porter and Kramer (2002) write, what used to be
called as strategic philanthropy is neither philanthro-
py in the literal sense of the word nor even strategic
for the organization. Philanthropy is used for the
purposes of public relations or advertising with the
aim of promoting the image of the company, to im-
prove a company’s reputation or its brand through
cause-related marketing or other type of sponsorship,
to raise the morale of employees, or to increase com-
pany visibility, in order to gain the goodwill of cus-
tomers, local community, or employees (Brammer
et al., 2006; Porter and Kramer, 2002).

Sometimes “there are genuine doubts about whether
such approaches actually work or just breed public
cynicism about company motives” (Porter and Kra-
mer, 2002, p.57) like in the case of one of the largest

tobacco producers mentioned by Porter and Kramer
(2002) that spent less in 1999 in philanthropic giving
than in the campaign to publicize this achievement.

However, when the company uses philanthropy
to enhance its competitive environment (context-
focused philanthropy) in the locations where
it operates, it can leverage its capabilities and it
achieves social and economic objectives (gains)
at the same time (Porter and Kramer, 2002). While
the strategy plays a marginal role of how much
the company donates, its role becomes important
regarding how the company manages philanthropy
(Brammer et al., 2006).

However, to Aguinis and Glavas (2013), philanthro-
py, volunteering, and so on, belong to the peripheral
CSR activities and not to embedded ones, so they
do not form an integral part of socially responsible
strategy, whereas Gautier and Pache (2015) state that
“we still lack a clear understanding of the array
of available giving strategies, whether connected
to the core strategy or not” (pp.362-363).

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper, a brief review on organizational strate-
gy, as well as on social responsibility literature, was
done, showing two among many success stories
of organizational strategies that integrate the triple
bottom line as well as some proposals of potential
solutions from the subject literature.

Table 1 summarizes the possible means to accom-
plish CSR into company’s strategy, earlier presented.

The two fields seem to diverge very widely, despite
the growing body of literature on this subject that
tries to approximate them, but it depends largely
on us to change the current state of affairs.

The social responsibility of organizations is one
of the potential solutions to the social, environ-
mental, and economic problems that characterize
contemporary society and the environment we live
in, but it is not the only solution, nor is it the perfect
one.
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Table 1. Possible ways of linking CSR with company's strategy
(source: elaborated by the author)

Ways of linking CSR with strategy

Some references

Learning from or imitating success business stories of 3Ps,
e.g., Solo Eyewear and Ecover

http://www.soloeyewear.com/pages/about-us,
Schroder and Denoble (2014);
http://us.ecover.com/about-us/, Lambin (2000)

CSR activity supporting core business of the firm

Burke and Longsdon (1996)

Cost—benefit analysis of the optimal level of investment
in CSR that maximizes profit; CSR as product differentiation
and reputation building

McWilliams and Siegel (2001)

CSR issue such as (1) generic social problem, (2) value chain
social issue, and (3) social dimension of competitive context

Porter and Kramer (2006)

Creation of shared values

Porter and Kramer (2011)

Embedded vs. peripheral CSR

Aguinis and Glavas (2013)

Checklist approach to CSR as social and environmental risks

Davis and Blomstrom (1975); Spiller (2000),
GRI (www.globalreporting.org)

Ethical scorecard

Spiller (2000)

Largely, this solution or initiative seems to be con-
fined to the more developed countries, where there is
a greater organizational density and more interested
and influential stakeholders, leaving the rest of the
world out of the many benefits of this solution.
In developing countries, obviously, there are social
responsibility projects, but they are mostly the result
of external initiatives, as well as in developed and
not developing countries, “demand for products and
services that meet societal needs is rapidly growing”
(Porter and Kramer, 2011, p.67).

Sometimes it could seem impossible to combine the
three objectives (economic, social, and environ-
mental) in an effective strategy, but, increasingly,
there are more cases when the improbable became
feasible and beneficial for many stakeholders and the
society as a whole.

Social responsibility, like all social phenomena, can
generate a wide range of unwanted and/or unintend-
ed long-term consequences. “It may, for example,
contribute to boom-bust cycles and, thus, destabilize
financial markets /.../, which would not be in the
long-term interest of business or economies at large”
(Orlitzky and Shen, 2013, p.349).

The connection of the triple bottom line in a coherent
and effective strategy may not be successful
for many organizations, although there are still many
organizations that do not do this, because either they
cannot or simply they did not try it. Sometimes
it does not go well, but in this type of projects, or-
ganizational leaders can also learn from mistakes and
failure. Among others, Cope (2011) writes about the
process and the dimensions of learning from venture
failure. For him, “The powerful and beneficial les-
sons of failure can give entrepreneurs revitalized
awareness of their abilities and a broader, more so-
phisticated knowledge base” (Cope, 2011, p.620).

This paper has several limitations: the approach is
eclectic and subordinated to the practical dimension
and practitioner view; the literature review on link-
ing CSR with strategy is not exhaustive, but selective
and demonstrative; the discussion of strategy and
social responsibility is very brief without showing
in general the vast research that has been done in
these areas up to now, because its role is only intro-
ductory to the main objective of the paper; the ways
of connecting CSR with strategy in practice are sub-
ject to a set of constraints that were not covered here,
as it would exceed the scope of the article; and so on.



Linking CSR to Strategy: A Practical View 313

[10]

References

Aguinis, H., Glavas, A., 2013. Embedded Versus
Pripheral Corporate Social Responsibility: Psy-
chological Foundations. Industrial and Orga-

nizational Psychology: Perspectives on Science
and Practice, 6(4), pp.314-332.

Almeida, F., Sobral, F., 2007. A influéncia dos
valores culturais na responsabilidade social das
empresas: um estudo empirico sobre a atitude
dos gestores brasileiros (The Influence of Cul-
tural Values on Corporate Social Respon
sibility: an Empirical Study of the Brazilian
Managers Attitude). Revista Portuguesa e Brasi-

leira de Gestdo, 6(3), pp.52-61.

Behnam, M., Rasche, A., 2009. Are Strategists
from Mars and Ethicists from Venus? — Strategi-
zing as ethical reflection. Journal of Business
Ethics, 84, pp.79-88.

Bird, R., Hall, A.D., Momentg, F., Reggiani, F.,
2007. What Corporate Social Responsibility Ac-
tivities Are Valued by the Market? Journal
of Business Ethics, 76, pp.189-206.

Brammer, S., Millington, A., Pavelin, S., 2006.
Is Philanthropy Strategic? An Analysis of the
Management of Charitable Giving in Large UK
companies. Business Ethics: A European Re-
view, 15(3), pp.234-245.

Bremer, J.A., 2008. How Global is the Global
Compact? Business Ethics: A European Review,
17(3), pp.227-244.

Buchholz, R.A. and Rosenthal, S.B., 1998. Busi-
ness Ethics. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall.

Burke, L., Longsdon, J.M., 1996. How Corpo-
rate Social Responsibility pays off. Long Range
Planning, 29(4), pp.495-502.

Buysse, K., Verbeke, A., 2003. Proactive Envi-
ronmental Strategies: A Stakeholder Manage-
ment  Perspective.  Strategic
Journal, 24(5), pp.453-470.

CECP, 2014. Giving in numbers: 2014 edition.
CECP — Committee Encouraging Corporate Phi-

Management

lanthropy, in Association with The Conference
Board. [online] Available at http://cecp.co/res
earch/benchmarking-reports/giving-in-numbers.
html (Accessed 11 January 2014).

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

Cope, J., 2011. Entrepreneurial Learning from
Failure: an Interpretative Phenomenological
Analysis. Journal of Business Venturing, 26,

pp.604-623.

Davis, K. and Blomstrom, R.L., 1975. Business
and Society: Environment and Responsibility.
New York — Toronto: McGraw-Hill.

Drumwright, M.E., Murphy, P.E., 2009. The
Current State of Advertising Ethics. Journal
of Advertising, 38(1), pp. 83-107.

Elkington, J. 2006. Governance for Sustainabil-
ity. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 14(6), pp.522-529.

Elms, H., Brammer, S., Harris, J.D., Philips,
R.A., 2010. New Directions in Strategic Man-
agement and Business Ethics. Business Ethics
Quarterly, 20(3), pp.401-425.

European Commission 2001. Green Paper.
Promoting a European Framework for Corpo-
rate Social Responsibility. Brussels. [online]

Available at:

http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.
do?7uri=COM:2001:0366:FIN:en:PDF (Accessed
11 May 2011).

European Commission, 2011. A Renewed EU
Strategy 2011-14 for Corporate Social Respon-
sibility. Communication from the Commission to
the European Parliament, the Council. Brussels:
the European Economic and Social Committee
and the Committee of the Regions. [online]
Available at: http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ
/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0681:FIN:EN:P
DF (Accessed 15 December 2014).

European Commission, 2013. Flash Euroba-
rometer 363. How Companies Influence our So-
ciety: Citizens View. TNS Political & Social.
[online] Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/public_
opinion/flash/fl 363 en.pdf (Accessed 15 De-
cember 2014).

Eurostat, 2014. European Regional Yearbook
2014: Structural Business Statistics, 6. [online]
Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/docu
ments/3217494/5786301/KS-HA-14-001-06-EN.
PDF (Accessed 9 January 2015).

Fahey, L. and Randall, R.M., 1994. The Portable
MBA in Strategy. New York — Singapore: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.



314

Olgierd Swiatkiewicz

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

Fassin, Y., 2008. SMEs and the Fallacy of For-
malizing CSR. Business Ethics: A European Re-
view, 17(4), pp.364-378.

Fisher, C. and Lovell, A., 2003. Business Ethics
and Values. Harlow — Milan: FT Prentice Hall.

Freeman, R.E., 2002. The Possibility of Stake-
holder Capitalism. In: L. Zsolnai, L. and W. W.
Gasparski eds., Ethics and the Future of Capital-
ism. New Brunswick — London: Transaction
Pub., pp.111-116.

Freire, A., 1998. Estratégia. Sucesso em Portu-
gal (Strategy. Sucess in Portugal). Lisboa: Ver-
bo.

Gage, D., 2012. The Venture Capital Secret:
3 out of 4 start-ups fail. The Wall Street Journal,
20 September 2012. [online] Available at:
http://online.wsj.com/articles/SB1000087239639
0443720204578004980476429190 (Accessed 9
January 2015).

Garriga, E., Mel¢, D., 2004. Corporate Social
Responsibility Theories: Mapping the Territory.
Journal of Business Ethics, 53, pp.51-71.

Gasparski, W., 1995. Foreword. In: P. Dudley
ed., Kotarbinski’s Praxiology. Hull: Centre for
Systems Studies Press, pp. iii-xii.

Gasparski, W., 2002. Forma i tres¢ odpowie-
dzialno$ci (Form and Content of Responsibility).
Prakseologia, 141, pp.9-27.

Gasparski, W., 2007. Wyklady z etyki biznesu
(Lectures on Business Ethics). Warszawa: Wy-
dawnictwo WSPiZ.

Gautier, A., Pache, A.-C., 2015. Research on
Corporate Philanthropy: A Review and Assess-
ment. Journal of Business Ethics, 126, pp.343-
369.

Graafland, J., Ven, B., Stoffele, N., 2003. Strate-
gies and Instruments for Organizing CSR
by Small and Large Businesses in the Nether-
lands. Journal of Business Ethics, 47, pp.45-60.

Greenwood, M., 2007. Stakeholder Engagement:
beyond the Myth of Corporate Responsibility.
Journal of Business ethics, 74, pp.315-327.

Hampton, D.R., Summer, C.E. and Webber,
R.A., 1978. Organizational Behavior and the
Practice of Management. Glenview — London:
Scott, Foresman and Co.

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

Harangoz6, G., Zilahy, G., 2015. Cooperation
between Business and non-Governmental Or-
ganizations to Promote Sustainable Develop-
ment. Journal of Cleaner Production, 89, pp.18-
31.

Heugens, P., Dentchev, N., 2007. Taming Trojan
horses: Identifying and Mitigating Social Re-
sponsibility Risks. Journal of Business Ethics,
75, pp-151-170.

Husted, B.W., Allen, D.B., 2000. Is it Ethical
to use Ethics as Strategy? Journal of Business
Ethics, 27, pp.21-31.

IPCC, 2014. Climate Change 2014. Synthesis
report. [online] Available at: http://www.ipcc.
ch/report/ar5/syr/ (9 November 2014).

Johnson, G. and Scholes, K., 1999. Exploring
Corporate Strategy. London — Paris: Prentice
Hall Europe.

Justis, R.T., Judd, R.J. and Stephens, D.B., 1985.
Strategic Management and Policy. Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Kaler, J., 2003. Differentiating Stakeholder The-
ories. Journal of Business Ethics, 46, pp.71-83.

Kaplan, R.S. and Norton, D.P., 2001. The Strat-
egy-Focused Organizations. Boston: Harvard
Business School Press

KMPG, 2013. The KPMG Survey of Corporate
Responsibility Reporting 2013. [online] Availa-
ble at: http://www.kpmg.com/global/en/issuesan
dinsights/articlespublications/corporate-responsi
bility/pages/default.aspx (Accessed 4 November
2014).

Kreng, V.B., Huang, M.-Y., 2011. Corporate
social Responsibility: Consumer Behavior, Cor-
porate Strategy, and Public Policy. Social Be-
havior and Personality, 39(4), pp.529-542.

Lamberti, L., Lettieri, E., 2009. CSR Practices
and Corporate Strategy: Evidence from a Longi-
tudinal Case Study. Journal of Business Ethics,
87, pp.153-168.

Lamberti, L., Noci, G., 2012. The Relationship
between CSR and Corporate Strategy in medi-
um-Sized Companies: Evidence from Italy.
Business Ethics: A FEuropean Review, 21(4),

pp.402-416.

Lambin, J.-J., 2000. Marketing estratégico (Stra-
tegic marketing). Alfragide: McGraw-Hill.



Linking CSR to Strategy: A Practical View 315

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

Lewicka-Strzatecka, A., 1993. Practical Attitude
as a Multidimensional Concept. In: T. Aira-
ksinen and W.W. Gasparski eds., Practical Phi-
losophy and Action Theory. New Brunswick —
London: Transaction Pub., pp.119-133.

Lewicka-Strzatecka, A. 1999. Etyczne standardy
firm i pracownikow (Ethical Standards of Comp-
anies and Employees). Warszawa: Wydawnic-
two IFiS PAN.

Lock, I., Seele, P., Heath, R.L., 2016. Where
Grass has no Roots: the Concept of ‘Shared Stra-
tegic Communication’ as an Answer to Unethi-
cal Astroturf Lobbying. International Journal
of Strategic Communication, 10(2), pp.87-100.

Lovell, A., 2002. Ethics as a Dependent Variable
in Individual and Organisational Decision Mak-
ing. Journal of Business Ethics, 37, pp.145-163.

Luijk, H.J.L., 2000. In Search of Instruments.
Business and Ethics Halfway. Journal of Busi-
ness Ethics, 27, pp.3-8.

McWilliams, A., Siegel, D., 2001. Corporate
Social Responsibility: a Theory of the Firm Per-
spective. Academy of Management Review,
26(1), pp.117-127.

Mishra, S., Modi, S.B., 2013. Positive and Nega-
tive Corporate Social Responsibility, Financial
Leverage, and Idiosyncratic Risk. Journal
of Business Ethics, 117, pp.431-448.

Moreira, P., Cunha, M.P., 1997. Etica organi-
zacional: moda de gestdo, escolha moral ou im-
perativo estratégico? (Organizational Ethics:
Management Fashion, Moral Choice or Strategic

Imperative?). Comportamento Organizacional e
Gestdo, 3(2), pp.347-358.

Morsing, M., Perrini, F., 2009. CSR in SMEs:

do SMEs Matter for the CSR Agenda? Business
Ethics: A European Review, 18(1), pp.1-6.

OECD, 2014. Income Inequality Update — June
2014. [online] Available at: http://www.oecd.
org/social/ OECD2014-Income-Inequality-Upda
te.pdf (Accessed 9 November 2014).

Orlitzky, M., Shen, J., 2013. Corporate Social
Responsibility, Industry, and Strategy. Industrial
and Organizational Psychology: Perspectives on
Science and Practice, 6(4), pp.346-350.

Oxfam, 2015. Wealth: Having it All and Want-
ing More. [online] Available at: https://www.

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attach
ments/ib-wealth-having-all-wanting-more-
190115-en.pdf (Accessed 19 October 2016).

Poregbski, C., 2000. Czy etyka si¢ optaca? (Does
Ethics Pay?). Krakow — Kluczbork: Antykwa.

Porter, M.E., 1996. What is Strategy, Harvard
Business Review, 74(6), pp.61-78.

Porter, M.E., Kramer, M.R., 2002. The Competi-
tive Advantage of Corporate Philanthropy. Har-
vard Business Review, 80(12), pp. 57-68.

Porter, M.E., Kramer, M.R., 2006. Strategy &
Society: the Link Between Competitive Ad-
vantage and Corporate Social Responsibility.
Harvard Business Review, 84(12), pp.78-92.

Porter, M.E., Kramer, M.R., 2011. Creating
Shared Value.
89(1/2), pp. 62-717.

Rodrigues, P., Real, E., Vitorino, F., Cantista, I.,
2011. The Importance of Corporate Social Re-

Harvard Business Review,

sponsibility in the Brand Image. In: 10™ Interna-
tional Marketing Trends Congress, Paris,
France, 21-23 January 2011. [online] Available
at: http://www.marketing-trends-congress.com/si
tes/default/files/9533-Rodrigues_Real Vitorino
Cantista.pdf (Accessed 27 March 2015).

Rumelt, R., 1980. The Evaluation of Business
Strategy. In: W. F. Glueck ed., Strategic Man-
agement and Business Policy. New York:
McGraw-Hill, pp.359-367.

Rumelt, R.P., 2003. What in the World is Com-
petitive Advantage? Policy working paper 2003-
115, The Anderson School at UCLA. [online]
Available at:

http://www.anderson.ucla.edu/faculty/dick.rumel
t/Docs/Papers/WhatisCA_03.pdf (Accessed 15
September 2014).

Schroeder, B., Denoble, A., 2014. How to De-
sign a Triple Bottom Line Organization. Journal
of Organization Design, 3(2), pp.48-57.

Sen, S., Cowley, J.,, 2013. The Relevance
of Stakeholder Theory and Social Capital Theo-
ry in the Context of CSR in SMEs: An Australi-
an Perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 118,
pp-413-427.

Sison, A.J.G., 2000. Integrated Risk Manage-
ment and Global Business Ethics. Business Eth-
ics: A European Review, 9(4), pp.288-295.



316

Olgierd Swiatkiewicz

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

Souto, B.F.-F., 2009. Crisis and Corporate So-
cial Responsibility: Threat or Opportunity? In-
ternational Journal of Economic Sciences and
Applied Research, 2(1), pp.36-50.

Spiller, R., 2000. Ethical Business and Invest-
ment: a Model for Business and Society. Journal
of Business Ethics, 27, pp.149-160.

Toro, D., 2006. El enfoque estratégico de la res-
ponsabilidade social corporativa: revision de la
literatura académica (The Strategic Focus
on Corporate Social Responsibility: the Review
of Academic literature). Intangible Capital,

14(2), pp.338-358.

Watson, T.J., 2003. Strategists and Strategy-
Making: Strategic Exchange and the Shaping

[74]

[75]

[76]

of Individual Lives and Organizational Futures.
Journal of Management Studies, 40(5), pp.1305-
1323.

Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary
of the English Language, 1996. New York:
Gramercy Books.

Weitzner, D., Darroch, J., 2010. The Limits
of Strategic Rationality: Ethics, Enterprise Risk
Management, and Governance. Journal of Busi-
ness Ethics, 92, pp.361-372.

Ye, K., Zhang, R., 2011. Do Lenders value Cor-
porate Social Responsibility? Evidence from
China. Journal of Business Ethics, 104, pp.197-
206.



