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Abstract

‘Corporate Social Responsibility in all Sectors of the Economy’ wants to show that CSR
should be practiced in all the sectors of the economy and not only in large corporations.
The ‘all’ in the title is intended to say that CSR should be extended to public administration
whose social responsibility in practice is beyond questioning in most countries of the
world. The scope of this study is to make a theoretical point more than producing a
comprehensive conspectus of CSR. Acknowledgement of nuances and country variations in
the current performance of public administration reinforces the need for CSR to be
extended to such sector.

The novel idea of CSR is called here ‘Reformulated CSR’: all organisations should provide
an explicit account for their value added to society. CSR is the business duty for all
organisations to account for their core business’ impact on society. The theoretical
underpinning of such definition is identified in the microeconomic concept of market
failure and in the sociology of organisations idea of ‘organisational failure’, implying that
organisations pursue their own missions with bounded rationality. CSR then is the duty of
all organisations to account for their potential conditions of market and organisational
failure.

Public administration in particular is defined as including the bureaucracy, in the current
understanding of it, ranging from the ministries or departments of the central government to
state or regional and local government. Public administration also includes the judicial and
the services provided by the public sector with their own personnel, such as health care and
schools. State owned enterprise (SOE) is of course included in the organisations that should
account for their impact, albeit it is not considered public administration.

The subtitle ‘“Towards Responsible Macrobehaviour’ refers to Schelling’s theory of human

interaction and it points to Reformulated CSR as responsible ‘macrobehaviour’.

Keywords: competition, corporate social responsibility, economic development,
entrepreneurship, implementation, intangibles, macrobehaviour, market failure, monopoly,
organisational behaviour, organisational failure, public administration, unknown
stakeholders.



Chapter 1

Introduction

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is an attempt by social science and mankind to
upgrade the scope and the quality of their organised action. Such an upgrade consists of an
amplification from restricted economic purposes to include collective responsibility for
more phenomena of human interaction within humans themselves and with the
environment. Therefore, it is a proposal of this study that not only the corporations will
contribute to the improvement of life on this planet Earth, but that all other organisations
will do so too, in particular public administration. CSR is of interest to every human being,
or it should and could be, since it involves the simplest and the most complex activities:
from the farmers trying to get some output from the land, to the customers of corporations,
to the citizens of every nation. CSR has been a preoccupation of scholars right after World
War II and it has flourished since the beginning of this century, making considerable

progress.

At first CSR was only a preoccupation of businesspeople, worried about the legitimacy of
corporations, and concerned about the responsibility of business (Bowen, 1953; Levitt,
1958; Friedman, 1962, 1970). Since the 1980s, CSR has been popularized and it has
entered the public sphere and public discourse. From the public perspective, the
‘Brundtland Report’ (1987) was a milestone. This report was published by the United
Nations World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) and was titled Our

Common Future. It came to be generally known after the name of the president of the



Commission: the Honourable Norwegian Gro Harlem Brundtland . The document focused
mostly on environmental issues. However, further initiatives by the United Nations
followed it and broadened the scope of action in terms of CSR. Since the beginning of this
twenty first century, CSR has been fostered by the United Nations Global Compact
(UNGC) (2000) and by the European Commission (2011). The United Nations, however,
launched parallel initiatives concerning the social responsibility of organisations, not only
through the Global Compact, but also through the UNCAC: the UN Convention Against
Corruption. The UNCAC is concerned with the social responsibility of public
administration, which they call anti-corruption, whereas the Global Compact relates to the
social responsibility of multinational corporations. The UN has sponsored conferences that
led to the 2015 Millennium Goals and to the 2030 Sustainable Development Goals (UN,
2015). Concomitantly with its public emergence, CSR was theorized and developed into a

specific scholarly field of social science (Freeman, 1984; Carroll, 1991).

Notwithstanding its rather deep roots, CSR is a very debated field. The state of the art of
CSR may be briefly summarized as follows. In 2005 the end of CSR appeared to be close
(The Economist, 2005), but that view did not last for long. By 2008, even the sceptical
Economist was sure the relevant issue about CSR was no longer a ‘theological’ question
about its existence and relevance; at that point in time it was only a practical question: how
to do CSR? (The Economist, 2008). After the important effects of the 20072008 global
financial crisis (GFC) and the 2020 pandemic, CSR is alive and thriving. CSR has entered

the mainstream thinking of business, the media, and (unawares) the public.



1.1 Definitions
Before we go further, let us specify some definitions that are going to be used throughout
this thesis. What [ mean by ‘organisation’ is a generic term that I use to include all forms of

human organised action. Therefore, organisations include the for-profit sector, such as

banks and corporations, and the non-profit sector, comprising the public non-profit
organisations, public administration, and the private non-profit organisations, the third
sector or non-governmental organisations (NGOs). Public administration in particular is
defined as including the bureaucracy, in the current understanding of it, ranging from the
ministries or departments of the central government to state or regional and local
government. Public administration also includes the judicial and the services provided by
the public sector with their own personnel, such as health care and schools. State owned
enterprise (SOE) is of course included in the organisations that should account for their
impact, albeit it is not considered public administration. In this framework, political
institutions fall within the public administration category. Such a consolidation is
reasonable because the subject of the discussion here is public management as distinct from
public policy. This distinction will be dealt with presently. Speaking to the
representativeness of this study, it is worth noticing that public administrations globally
tend to share a fundamental organisational arrangement: monopoly. Monopoly is a key
reason for market failure. Finally, the third sector is the sector of the non-profit economy
which is subject to competition vis-a-vis public administration which is the sector of the

non-profit economy which is in most cases not subject to competition.
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Let us now summarize the above partition of the economy in the following Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 Partition of the economy

Position vis-a-vis competition:
competitive divide
Subject to Non-subject to
competition competition
Non-profit Third sector / NGOs | Public
Orientation to profit: administration
profit divide For profit Private business State owned
enterprise and
monopolies

In this partition the various forms of organisations are stylized as organisations subject or
non-subject to competition, for profit or non-profit. This provides a rather comprehensive
view of ‘work’. Work is intended as a common denominator to the activities carried out
under various conditions of organisation. Still with reference to the above Table 1.1, let us
notice that this study sees the competitive divide (subject/ non-subject to competition) as
socially and economically more relevant than the profit divide (profit/ non-profit
orientation of organisations). In fact, the boundary between profit and non-profit is
conceptually and quantitatively blurred because many small companies — encompassing the
largest share of the employed population - are formally for profit companies, but they only
yield salaries for the worker-owners, just like non-profit organisations; they do not yield
profits to non-working owners. It is to be noted that emphasis on competition is not limited
to competition in the private sector. In publication 1, I make the distinction between
‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ competition. Vertical competition takes place within industries

and sectors. Horizontal competition takes place across sectors, throughout the economy.
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Since I will write a lot about public administration, it is important to point out that when
analyzing public administration, I am coming at it from the angle of public management
rather than the angle of public policy. These are two distinct areas and it is important to try
and explain the differences between them. Issues of public management are somewhat
more pervasive and similar across the world, whereas issues of policy are more arguable
and are difficult to perceive as general across different countries. Public management and
public policy may overlap, but it is important here to outline why and where they are
distinct. When we speak in general of government action, we tend to speak of policy.
Examples of policy questions are: Should immigration be allowed? Should students pay for
their higher education? The general public discourse focuses on policy. It also speaks of
management, though we are unaware of that: when we complain about queues at the Post
Office, we are mentioning one instance of management. When we complain about ‘the
bureaucracy’, we are complaining about management. We do not reveal this phenomenon
because we tend to believe government ineffectiveness is cultural or natural, like rain and
snow. Policy is the key subject of politics and decision-making. Management is about the
implementation of policies. Examples are: Once we have decided that a specific group of
citizens has the right to vote, how do we actually allow that group to realize such a right?
What is in the way of such a right becoming alive (Holmes and Sunstein, 2000)? How is it
possible to have a more accountable electric power industry? Policy is about formulating
law and regulation, management is about day by day work in the organisations that are
supposed to implement what the law and the regulations say. Policy is macro, management
is micro. Policy is more about legislatures; management is more about the executive branch
and the judicial branch. There is certainly an overlap, but the distinction is there.

12



Management is in general less arbitrary than policy. It is easier to argue about policy,
whereas ineffective management is easier to pinpoint. It is important to make explicit the
difference between the two areas because public management appears to be a much
neglected domain. Management is squeezed between law and politics. It is the very nature
of management that allows us to compare instances in the most varied substantive areas and
that makes us capable of comparative analysis across countries so that we can appreciate
country variations. In particular, public administration performance variations across the
globe are captured by the World Governance Indicators which are researched by the World

Bank (2016).

In the course of this thesis, I will also talk a lot about ‘market failure’. Market failure is a
specific microeconomic notion whereby the free market does not work, for lack of
competition (a monopoly), because of externalities, or because of asymmetric information.
The word ‘failure’ in ‘market failure’ may lead to think non-specialists that some sort of
bankruptcy is implied. None of that, maybe ‘imperfection’ would have been a more apt
expression. Nonetheless, I am going to abide by the word failure and indeed extend its use
to organisational failure. Organisational failure is the imperfect pursuit of their mission on
the part of organisations. Organisations are affected by ‘bounded rationality’ and do not
inherently pursue their stated mission, they pursue a mix of objectives among which are
their stated mission and their own survival. These concepts will be dealt with at greater

length in Chapter 2, Literature Review.
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One more definition is needed regarding the variety of disciplines encompassed in this
thesis under the heading of CSR. Under this term, I include issues of sustainability, ethics
and governance, as well as government-business relations. The field of CSR is very much
populated with acronyms alluding to nuances of the concept of CSR. Let us specify here
that I assume the term CSR to include all other shades that can be identified in this field.
For instance, I will not make a specific distinction between corporate social responsibility
(CSR) and corporate social investment (CSI), and will consider them basically as synonyms

(Ndhlovu, 2011).

1.2 Reformulated CSR in Context

I call my theory of CSR ‘Reformulated CSR’. A succinct and explicit description of my
theory is presented here and contextualised in a more strictly scoped review of the
literature. This is needed because my publications are spread over a period of six years and
are the resultant of fifteen years of study and they include a book. Therefore they contain
several different theories and concepts. Especially in my main contribution, which is a
book, there is an overambitious scope to deal with ‘everything’ as it is typical of any first
work by an author. Let me then reproduce here in a nutshell the core concepts that are

going to be expanded in the rest of this document.

Let me first introduce here the key theories of CSR this thesis refers to, my own definition
of CSR and how my definition fits within the key theories I take into account. I have been
influenced by Edward Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder approach to strategic management.

14



Archie Carroll’s (1991) pyramid of course, albeit quite basic a model, is so influential in
the field that it cannot be avoided as a signpost of the moral duty for organisations to
behave ethically. Finally, John Elkington’s (1997) triple bottom line concept of CSR has
had a lot of influence over my work. In fact my work emphasizes the importance of the
economic bottom line beyond the strictures of financial statements. I have summarized this
consideration by saying that ‘there is more to the economic bottom line than is captured in

financial statements’.

My own definition of Reformulated CSR is that all organisations ought to inherently
account for their value added to society (Moore and Leonard, 2012) because organisations
tend to be more powerful than the individuals they deal with and organisations tend to not
abide per se to their stated mission because of market failure and because of organisational
failure. It is then a duty of all organisation to explicitly account for the impact of their work

and demonstrate that they are not abusing individuals and other organisations.

Let me try now to position my idea of CSR vis-a-vis the key literature standpoints. We can
say Carroll exposes CSR as a moral duty while Freeman and Elkington expose CSR as a
business opportunity. I think my position is one of business duty: it is not an optional for
organisations to account for the impact of their work on society, it is a duty. Such

contextualisation is summarized in the following Table 1.2.
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Table 1.2 Reformulated CSR in Context

Cogence
Duty Opportunity
Moral Carroll UN Global Compact
Interest
Business / Moore and Leonard | Freeman
Organisational Elkington
Reformulated CSR

In my publications I talk a lot about competition and I have to explain why competition
does not appear in my definition of CSR. In fact, competition comes into play in the
implementation of CSR. Competition, I contend, explains — at least in part - why certain
organisations tend to be more responsible than others. That is so because competition gives
power back to the individual. Thanks to competition organisations are compelled into
behaving responsibly or are censored by consumers and citizens. Competition is a possible
antidote to market failure and organisational failure. Market failure in fact includes

monopoly which is the opposite of competition.

CSR was developed — in theory and practice - for large corporations, my emphasis is it
should be practiced by all organisations, especially the practice of CSR should include

public administration.

After dealing with definitions and the contextualisation of Reformulated CSR, as a
requirement for PhD by Prior Output, this summary report covers what I have researched

about CSR in order to make it more inclusive to all people and more effective in its
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outcome. This is a contribution to the theory of CSR mostly from the qualitative

perspective.

This study is representative of the global situation because it is based on theoretical grounds
of corporate and organisational behaviour. Case histories within my publications are drawn
from international corporations, NGO’s, and from generic instances of public
administration and state owned enterprise. The expected findings of my prior output will
matter, because they could show, once again, that CSR should not be merely an exercise in
window dressing, as many managers think (Friedman, 1970). CSR is a duty for
organisations, whatever the legal position of CSR within individual countries. India,
Indonesia, and Mauritius have written CSR into their laws, but others may never do so.
Indeed one may argue that making CSR into law would stifle CSR into the compliance
departments of organisations. Furthermore, the possible extension of CSR to public
administration represents a major development in CSR impact because public
administrations ‘process’ roughly 50 percent of GDP globally and involve an estimated 15
percent of the global working population: half a billion employees. The policy implications
may affect LDCs in particular because organisational design is key to economic
effectiveness and social justice in conditions where political debate and citizen individual
social responsibility is lacking. Leveraging the attacker’s advantage in organisational
design, then, LDCs could profit from a more effective path to economic development. On
CSR in developing countries, Idowu, Vertigans, and Schiopoiu Burlea (2017) provide an
insightful overview in light of the global financial crisis of 2007-2008, albeit confined to
the domain of corporations.

17



When we take a look at the 193 economies of the world, following our methodology of
cross-section analysis, within the present time horizon, we may appreciate the nuances and
country variations of the force of citizen pressure (civicness) and the quality of the political
debate, when it is focused on actual outputs and outcomes rather than on issues of politique
politicienne. However, not many of the nearly eight billion people on Earth enjoy much
governmental effectiveness. To get a hunch of the proportions: World Bank statistics —
nonetheless based on perception - rate China at 67 percent quality of government (World
Bank, 2016). My calculation indicates that only 17 percent of humanity is enjoying a
quality of government above that of the Chinese government. One way to compare these
figures to the performance of the corporations is to think about the proportions of the global
exchange of goods and services which tells us that — for instance — Chinese goods are
appreciated in the Global North as if they produced domestically. Perhaps it is not by
chance that only statistics based on perception are available about the performance of
public administration. We may conclude that there are variations across countries, due to
the level of welfare, the quality of the polity and organisational arrangements. There is a

South-East to North-West pattern of increasing quality of government.

The potential theoretical contribution would change the underpinnings of CSR and drive it
into the core business of corporations and public administrations. The findings will lead to
a more integrated view of public administration; they would not do away with ethical

requirements, though such requirements are to be integrated within organisational
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arrangements that take into account the ‘administrative’, non-ideal-type, behaviour of

public administration.

Let us conclude this section by restating the definition of Reformulated CSR:
Reformulated CSR is the duty for all organisations to account for their value added
to society explicitly accounting for the impact of their work and showing that they
are not abusing individuals and other organisations due to market failure and

organisational failure.

1.3 Publications

The scope of this thesis is to present my publications and to highlight:
e their ‘research questions’ (RQs);
e their ‘original contribution to knowledge’ (OCK);
e and to demonstrate that ‘the prior output forms a coherent whole’ of writings about

CSR.

Table 1.3 introduces the authorship and the title of each publication as well as its RQs and

OCK.

19



Table 1.3 The submission’s main research questions and original contribution

1 Author D’Anselmi, P. (2011)

Title Values and Stakeholders in an Era of Social Responsibility

RQs What should CSR look like in order to command respect by business managers?
What is the prevalence of CSR across the sectors of the economy?

OCK The book answers the research question by identifying cogent reasons why CSR
should be practiced, based on self-interest and on neo-classical micro-
economics.

2 Author Di Bitetto, M., Gilardoni, G. and D’ Anselmi P. (2013a)

Title SME:s as the Unknown Stakeholder of European Social Dialogue

RQ What are the ideas and the incentives that may lead micro-, small and medium
enterprises (MSMESs) to social action asking for the social responsibility and
formal representation vis-a-vis other social actors?

OCK The first finding of the chapter is to identify two dimensions of representative

action: administration of the existent conditions vs. identification of long- term
goals and action. This is summarized in the slogan ‘representation beyond
administration’.

The chapter also identifies one specific possible negotiation point for MSMESs’
representatives to go beyond administration. Such a goal would be to ensure that
non-competitive sectors are making a contribution to society, through their

efficiency and effectiveness, i.e. accountability.

20



3

Author

Di Bitetto, M., Pettineo, S. and D’ Anselmi, P. (2015a)

Title
RQ

OCK

Dear Brands of the World: CSR and the Social Media

The objective of this paper is to explore whether stakeholders could engage
global corporations through global media to monitor (non-global) governments’
effectiveness.

A possible triangle of governance is identified involving the following actors:
(1) the citizens as stakeholders of governmental action, and as consumers of the
large corporations’ products and services, (2) the large and international
corporations (the brands) as suppliers of both the consumers and public
administrations in the world, and (3) the public administrations of governments
of the world. Action around the triangle should go as follows: the citizens hold
the corporations accountable for the inefficiency of their customers, the
governments. The idea is to extend the responsibility of corporations to the

effectiveness of their customers, the governments.

4

Author

Chymis, A., Di Bitetto, M., D’Anselmi, P. and Skouloudis, A. (2016)

Title

RQs

OCK

The Importance of Responsible Public Management in Addressing the
Challenge of Poverty

What are the managerial conditions for addressing the challenge of poverty?
What is the specific responsibility of the public sector towards the alleviation of
poverty?

The paper establishes the managerial reasons why public administration has a
responsibility to address the challenge of poverty: (1) the public sector may
absorb required resources; (2) management education could help develop

demand from business to government for public administration accountability.
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5 Author

D’Anselmi, P., Chymis, A. and Di Bitetto, M. (2017a)

Title
RQs

OCK

Choice, Freedom and Responsibility in Public Administration

Is CSR pertinent to public management? Or is public management to be
regarded as per se socially responsible with no proof of such responsibility
needed?

This paper reformulates the basic argument for individual responsibility within
organisations; it makes clear and establishes the logical argument of the title: if
one has a choice among different courses of action, then one is enjoying
freedom. Freedom brings responsibility for one’s own actions. This needn’t be
extreme: it is sufficient within the small range of everyday office and workplace

activities.

6 Author

Chymis, A., D’Anselmi, P. and Triantopoulos, C. (2017a)

Title
RQs

OCK

The Need for a Responsible Public Administration
Why is CSR currently restricted to the business sector? And why should CSR

include public administration?

This paper produces the benefit of introducing into the global arena of CSR the
issue of social responsibility of public administration, which is not a

conventional staple of the global social responsibility discourse.
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Summarizing my research questions, I observe a common thread, making them a coherent

whole: 1 started by searching for a solid foundation of CSR, beyond well-meaning
management and shareholders. Soon, within my first publication (D’Anselmi, P. 2011), I
moved to investigate CSR beyond large corporations, looking at the rest of the economy,
which is still the largest part of CSR. Then I moved on to investigate how CSR could be
brought into other sectors, besides large corporations (Di Bitetto, M., Gilardoni, G. and
D’Anselmi P., 2013; Di Bitetto, M., Pettineo, S. and D’Anselmi, P. 2015). Finally, I dwelt
a lot on the possible advent of CSR into public administration, thus completing the
dissemination of CSR to the whole economy and to the whole domain of work as a paid
human activity (Chymis, A., Di Bitetto, M., D’Anselmi, P. and Skouloudis, A., 2016;
D’Anselmi, P., Chymis, A. and Di Bitetto, M., 2017; Chymis, A., D’Anselmi, P. and

Triantopoulos, C., 2017).

By way of a preview, this summary report is composed of four more chapters. Chapter 2 is
a literature review. The chapter examines how the CSR literature is focused on companies
of the business sector and within that sector this literature emphasizes the altruistic
stewardship of the environment. On the other hand, my sensitivity tends to underline that
CSR should be in the core business of all organisations, not only in the business sector, and
it should be based on self-interest. I also present the literature on the role of competition
and market failure in CSR. Following this I discuss the literature on organisational
behaviour, leading to the observation of organisational failure. Both phenomena then,

market failure and organisational failure, are brought to bear on the need for CSR, both in
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the private sector and in public administration. This literature is then put in context

including the literature on stakeholder and other CSR theories.

Chapter 3, Summary of Approaches and Perspectives, is a reflection on the philosophy of
my work and concerns the approach to theory development I used, the strategy I used, and
the time horizon. I identify the research philosophy I have explicitly and implicitly adopted:
critical realism, with a focus on ontology. I used a mix of research strategies, most notable

of which is the use of case studies in ‘capsule form’.

Chapter 4, Overview of the Research Agenda and Summary of the Submitted Papers,
summarizes the six publications that are submitted here for evaluation. The subtitle, The
Unsatisfactory Nature of Mainstream CSR, intimates the initial approach and motivation
for this work on CSR. ‘Mainstream CSR’ is a syncretistic phrase to include current CSR as
revealed by corporate CSR reports, scholarly conference papers and textbooks (Rasche et
al. 2017). There are seven sections to Chapter 4, the first six each dealing with one of the
publications. For each publication, evidence of publication is provided through the citation
of it as published work in the public domain. For each publication a statement is also made

providing a clear indication of my key contribution to each of them.

Chapter 5 summarizes this whole work and shows the limitations and potential weaknesses

of it, while at the same time proposing some indications for future studies to overcome

those weaknesses.
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Chapter 2

Literature review

I started writing accounts of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reports apparently
without a plan and without a previous search of the literature. That was my impression at
the time, back in 2003. However, I did have a relevant background. I am bringing to bear
on this account of my output the literature from much of my studies and from my working
career. The chapter then looks at the literature highlighting CSR’s focus on business and on
the environment vis-a-vis a possible inquiry into CSR based in the core business of the
organisation and based on self-interest. I also discuss the literature concerning the role of
market failure and competition in CSR. Following I examine the literature on
organisational behaviour, leading to the clarification of the idea of organisational failure
and of its definition. Both phenomena then, market failure and organisational failure, are
brought to bear with a validation of Reformulated CSR, positioning such concept within the

literature on stakeholder and CSR theories in general.

2.1 Focus on business

When in 2003 I started writing my commentaries about corporate accounts of social

responsibility (CSR reports), a first critical response had been stimulated on my part by the

apparent concern of public administration telling corporations what to do in order to be

socially responsible.
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Let us consider a key example: the United Nations’ Global Compact and its ten principles
(United Nations Global Compact, 2000):

Human Rights

Principle 1: Businesses should support and respect the protection of internationally
proclaimed human rights; and

Principle 2: make sure that they are not complicit in human rights abuses.

Labour

Principle 3: Businesses should uphold the freedom of association and the effective
recognition of the right to collective bargaining;

Principle 4: the elimination of all forms of forced and compulsory labour;
Principle 5: the effective abolition of child labour; and

Principle 6: the elimination of discrimination in respect of employment and
occupation.

Environment

Principle 7: Businesses should support a precautionary approach to environmental

challenges;

Principle 8: undertake initiatives to promote greater environmental responsibility;

and

Principle 9: encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally friendly

technologies.

Anti-Corruption

Principle 10: Businesses should work against corruption in all its forms, including

extortion and bribery.
There is no question that the ten principles of the UN Global Compact make a lot of sense;
however, taking a broader view of it, they can be seen as an expression of global public
administration telling corporations what they should be doing. Following the leadership of
the United Nations, regional and national governments started shaping policies for
corporations to implement CSR. An example was provided by the Italian Minister for
Labour and Welfare providing guidelines and examples of good practice for companies to

perform CSR (Italian Ministero del lavoro e delle politiche sociali, 2004). By the same

token, the regional government of the Toscana Region in Italy provided their Regional
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Guidelines for the sustainability report of Tuscan SMEs (socio-environmental

accountability) (Toscana, undated).

United Nations’ attention and one national and regional government example came decades
after the cultural and policy leadership of the USA. Public concern about the behaviour of
corporations rather than public administration, in fact, should not come as a surprise, as
corporations in the USA have been the subject of public attention as a social actor since
World War II (Bowen 1953; Levitt 1958). Such concern provided the backdrop for Milton
Friedman’s considerations on the social responsibility of business (Friedman, 1962, 1970).
The 1970 Friedman article, albeit adversely, is probably the most cited piece in the CSR
literature. However, Friedman has not been without his defenders (Orlitzky, 2015). It is key
here to cite the 1970 Friedman article as it provides the basis for much of my development
of the theory of CSR:

In a free-enterprise, private-property system, a corporate executive is an employee of
the owners of the business. He has direct responsibility to his employers. That
responsibility is to conduct business in accordance with their desire, which generally
will be to make as much money as possible while conforming to the basic rules of the
society, both those embodied in law and those embodied in ethical custom. (emphasis
added)

Friedman (1970) cites Friedman (2002 [1962]):

But the doctrine of ‘social responsibility’ taken seriously would extend the scope of
the political mechanism to every human activity. It does not differ in philosophy
from the most explicitly collectivist doctrine. It differs only by professing to believe
that collectivist ends can be attained without collectivist means. That is why, in my
book Capitalism and Freedom, I have called it a ‘fundamentally subversive doctrine’
in a free society, and have said in such a society, ‘there is one and only one social
responsibility of business — to use its resources and engage in activities designed to
increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to say,
engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud’. (emphasis added)
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My theory of CSR is built, for a sizeable share, on Milton Friedman’s qualifiers about the
corporation adhering to the rules of society:
e conforming to the basic rules of society, both those embodied in law and those
embodied in ethical custom;
e staying within the rules of the game, which is to say, engaging in open and free

competition without deception or fraud.

The view about CSR and CSR reporting that is proposed in my work are, for a large share,
about the corporation, and organisation, in general, abiding by those rules and showing that
it does so. Immediately after the Milton Friedman 1970 article, John Paluszek wrote a book
where the phrase ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ appears in the title (Paluszek, 1973,
1978). Such public concern about corporations had been stirred by corporate questionable
behaviour. This was mostly about corruption and it led, in the USA, to the Foreign Corrupt
Practices Act of 1977 (United States Government, 1977). In Italy, we had been very much
impressed and involved with the US based aircraft manufacturer Lockheed bribing Italian
politicians in the mid-1970s, in order to obtain contracts for the supply of military aircraft.
No wonder then that even today the theory of CSR is largely based on corporate crime. Not
only corruption, but many other areas are now taken into account: the environment,
employee rights and human rights, and financial crime. Cases of corporate crime or major
disruption are cited very often: Enron and the cooking of accounting books (2001); Lehman
Brothers and financial irresponsibility (2008); the Union Carbide industrial and

environmental disaster (1984); Nike and child labour (Boggan, 2001); British Petroleum
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and the Gulf of Mexico spill-over (2010). We can observe this consolidated point of view

in CSR textbooks (Crane and Matten, 2010; Rasche et al., 2017).

In relation to public concern about corporate behaviour, I would like to make two further
remarks. Generic attention on the corporate relationship to society did not originate after
World War II; nor was it confined to the USA and not only in relation to negative impacts.
We should take into account the movement of welfare capitalism and paternalistic
capitalism (Papandreou, 1972). In fact CSR is concerned also with employee welfare, it can
appear to be an echo of paternalistic capitalism. Second, attention to corporate crime stirred
my attention towards corporate maladministration, or crime ‘below the threshold’ of

judicial action.

One further element of interest concerned CSR focus on environmental issues. I have
already mentioned Limits to Growth (Meadows and Meadows, 1972) and the enduring
concern that book stirred, so CSR appeared to be a new name for environmentalism.
Therefore I started developing some ideas about what else CSR could mean besides
environmentalism, besides the curbing of crime, and besides respect for human rights.
Concern for all of these crimes is summarized in the United Nations Global Compact
(2000). Let me clarify ad abundantiam that my concern did not imply that
environmentalism, the curbing of crime, and respect for human rights were not good causes
and important subjects of research and action. My concern was a theoretical one about the
nature of CSR: if CSR was an umbrella terminology for environmentalism, the curbing of
crime and respect for human rights, then it could also be about the identification of new or
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hidden phenomena that had never previously been identified or studied or matured by

public attention and scientific research.

2.2 Market failure

Following these preliminary reflections, the reading of CSR reports revealed CSR was
thought of as a series of special programs, as an add-on to corporate behaviour. Therefore I
tackled a first line of research whereby CSR should be thought of and realized in the core
business of the corporation. The second line of research was about the motivation for CSR
(Idowu et al., 2018; Idowu and Sitnikov, 2019). CSR was founded on Carroll’s pyramid
concept of successive steps of behaviour: the legal, economic, ethical, and philanthropic
(Carroll, 1991). The pyramid principle was further expressed in the three-domain approach
(Schwartz and Carroll, 2003). I explored the possibility of substituting the ethics domain
with a ‘Friedman domain’ (Friedman, 1970, 2002 [1962]). Therefore CSR was to be found
at the intersection of law, management, and the Friedman conditions specified above, in
which corporations should adhere to the rules of society:

e both those (rules) embodied in law and those embodied in ethical custom;

e open and free competition without deception or fraud.
The scope of my research was to found CSR on self-interest and on neoclassical
microeconomics because I was very much aware and concerned about managers shunning
CSR, thinking it was just lip service to good intentions and media attention. I was very

wary of using the words ‘ethics’ and ‘values’ unspecified (Gentile, 2010). I explored the
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possibility of founding CSR on ground common that was unquestioned by business

managers.

Along these lines, albeit latecomers to CSR, Porter and Kramer (2006, 2011) have captured
the imagination of specialists and managers around the world with their concept of shared
value. Shared value has become hegemonic in the field of CSR, defining it for the
mainstream. Shared value to some extent supersedes the idea of CSR as a series of special
programs. Shared value brought CSR back into the core business of the for-profit
organisational unit, the business firm, and into the self-interest, microeconomic paradigm.
Shared value, in fact, is the positive externalities of corporate activities: some of the value
is captured by the business firm and some other (positive) value is captured by the rest of
the economy. However, shared value theory in one aspect appears still to regard CSR as
‘doing’ special CSR (shared value) programs. Shared value does not include the mending
of negative organisational behaviour and activities. Porter and Kramer ideally ‘offset’
negative effects by introducing positive effects, though the negative effects are still there.
However, there is a gap in the current literature where instances of lack of responsibility are

not explained.

Other important business scholars have intervened in the debate about CSR, bringing their
own special ideas to bear on it. Accordingly Kotler and Lee (2005) have reconciled CSR
with their own marketing theory. John Ruggie, of the Harvard Kennedy School CSR
Initiative, said the question about CSR was no longer a theological question about its
existence, but the practical question of how to do it (Ruggie, 2008). Professor Robert
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Eccles, in turn, elaborated the concept of integrated reporting (Eccles and Krzus 2010,
2014). I think my attempt to found CSR on the core business of the corporation and on the
self-interest of the business executive appears to be in tune with the concept of integrated
reporting. Economic responsibility in fact has certainly been treated in the literature
(Elkington, 1997); however, I think my contribution to the field is in highlighting that there
1s more to the economic bottom line and to economic responsibility than is accounted for in
financial statements: there is concern for the customer, fair remuneration of the factors of
production, concern for monopoly, for market failure, and for organisational failure. There
1s more responsibility to organisational behaviour than is encompassed in the neoclassical
model of the business firm and in public law. Public law holds a mostly implicit view of
public administration as very efficient and effective. Let us clarify: the neoclassical micro-
economic model and public law hold their respective views of the business firm and of
public administration that assume the efficiency of their respective study organisations as a
given fact. Neoclassical economics on one side and public law on the other side assume that
the business firm and public administration are efficient and effective. Scholars of CSR

hardly make a distinction between the normative view and the positive view.

Still working in the interstices of Milton Friedman’s qualifiers for making profits
(‘engaging in open and free competition’), by looking at social responsibility across all
industries and across all sectors of the economy, I developed a positive idea of competition
vis-a-vis CSR: that competition is a driver of accountability and social responsibility.
Important quantitative research along the same lines has been carried out by Chymis (2008)
on the for-profit sector of the economy.
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The concept of competition, seen in a positive light vis-a-vis social responsibility, led to the
idea that CSR can be based on the awareness and the demonstration of the specific
competitive context in which the corporation operates. Textbook market ‘failure’ is about

the absence of open and free competition (Nicholson and Snyder, 2017).

Externalities are one element of the absence of such competition. For instance the positive
externalities (and high financial risk) of scientific research are the theoretical basis for
government funding of it (Bianco and D’Anselmi, 1986). Asymmetric information is
another element of market failure: any organisation knows more about itself than its context
can know, be it the consumers, the citizens, or the government itself. This is also a reason
for CSR, then: the organisation (or the corporation) should try to bridge this gap. Monopoly
is the final element of market failure: any organisation should be aware of the competitive
context whereby it operates and it should show how it complies with open and free

competition.

2.3 Organisational failure

A second element of ‘failure’ derives from the literature on organisational behaviour
(Allison and Zelikow, 1999; Weber, 2014), which tells us that organisations not always
clearly pursue the mission for which they were established. Therefore I dubbed this
phenomenon ‘organisational failure’, parallel to market failure. Consequently, a theme that
came very early in my writing was that CSR should be extended to public administration
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because public administration is the subject of much of the literature on organisational
failure (Allison and Zelikow, 1999; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; D’Anselmi, 2011). It
is key to trace the underpinnings of the organisational arrangements of public
administration through the Weberian theory of bureaucracy, including the rational-legal
ideal type of authority or legal domination (Weber, 2014) and how that literature evolved in
the last century. It may be helpful to remember that Weber’s organisational thinking
(Weber, 2014) found expression most notably in the scientific management of Taylor
(1911), which gave rise to the 1914 Ford assembly-line factory. Conversely, Weber’s ideal
type of legal domination can be seen as white-collar Taylorism. However, before Weber,
other classics of organisational behaviour ‘provided a different view of organisations from
the Max Weber rational and impartial model. The Max Weber model is the basis for the
neoclassical model of the profit-maximizing firm and it is also the basis for constitutional

and administrative law and public administration organisation’ (Lapiccirella, 2015).

In fact, the notion in political science of self-serving behaviour on the part of organisations
goes back at least to Michels (1911), who formulated the ‘iron law of oligarchy’, focusing
his gaze on political parties, which, once established, would only (or primarily) entertain
self-perpetuation. The thread of thinking on organisational behaviour went on with Mayo
(1945, 2017) and Barnard and Andrews (1938, 1971), in the 1930s and 1940s, through to the
Austrian economists, to Lindblom (1959), Simon (1967, 1997), Niskanen (1968), Allison
and Zelikow (1999), and Williamson (1964, 2000). Throughout the twentieth century,
organisational science and microeconomics have been studying and interpreting the rational
organisation model. Although these thinkers come from very different approaches and
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disciplines, they have a common denominator: we should not expect rational, impartial, or

altruistic behaviour from organisations. Let us review these authors briefly.

Niskanen (1968, 1971) formulated the theory of the budget-maximizing bureaucrat.
Niskanen, as do many authors in this field, views bureaucracy in an aseptic manner.
Bureaucracy is a non-profit organisation in which the executive does not appropriate a
portion of the difference between income and cost. Niskanen posits a maximizing
behaviour for the non-profit manager, comparable to the profit-maximizing behaviour of
the manager of a private firm. But non-profit managers do not maximize profits; rather,
they maximize their organisation’s budget. In subsequent revisions, this notion of the
budget is amplified by identifying wider areas of behaviour that are not subsumed under the
umbrella of profit maximization, making it sufficient to work on budget maximization.
Niskanen develops a microeconomics of bureaucracy that is as powerful as the profit-
maximizing model of the business firm. One of the insights resulting from the Niskanen
model is that bureaucracies either over-deliver, when demand is weak, or under-deliver,
when demand is strong: they never get it right. Bureaucracies’ factors of production are
over-compensated. Niskanen contends that bureaucracies are also present in the private
sector, in the form of business firm departments that are not directly connected to
production or market results. Niskanen proposes several remedies for the predicament of
bureaucracies, all concerned with bringing competition, virtual or real, into the public
sector. Virtual competition is understood as the benchmarking of performance, which
should take place through the development of non-monetary measures of output and
outcomes.
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Leibenstein (1978) opposed the maximizing view of economic agents and formulated the
theory of X-efficiency. He posits a non-maximizing behaviour in organisations, both public
and private: not all human beings strive for maximization. Leibenstein applies his theory to
economic development, insisting that, especially in developing countries, people do not
spontaneously maximize an objective. There are cultural and historical reasons for this. The
idea is that the maximization of any organisational end (profit, budget, influence), a notion
still with a Weberian flavour, should be demonstrated and not be assumed ex ante as a

universal parameter of organisational conduct.

Morgenstern (1972) criticizes the neoclassical idea of free competition: ‘In summa, the
presentation of the economy as one in which there is ‘free competition’ of the kind
discussed above, no cooperation, no antagonism - where all this is relegated to oligopoly as
an anomalous situation - is like giving a theory of the solar system without gravitation’.
Morgenstern highlights the prevalence of non-competitive organisations in the economy.
He underlines the relative unimportance of the profit-maximizing business firm when the
economy is mostly composed of non-competitive, non-profit, monopolistic organisations,
both private and public. The implications of this on the present research are significant,
focusing as it does on the monopolistic organisations typical of public administration and

also revealing how assumptions about the business firm are hardly obtained in practice.

Lindblom (1959, 1979) described organisational behaviour as ‘muddling through’. His
‘Science of Muddling Through’ is applicable to all organisations, public and private, as is
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his ‘Still Muddling, Not Yet Through’. Lindblom finds that people do not optimize: in their
decision-making and organisational life, people just try to improve the present situation,
making incremental changes. Analogously, the New Institutional Economics (Williamson,
1964, 2000) talks about incremental changes and the time it takes for change to happen.
This view comes very close to that of the Austrian School of Economics whose economic
theory claims there is in fact no steady-state equilibrium, but only a move towards an ever-

changing point of equilibrium.

Simon (1967) formulated the notion of ‘satisficing’ behaviour. He developed a model that
assumes ‘bounded rationality’ in individuals that operate within organisations. Non-
maximization is inherent in this model as well. A level of behaviour is aimed at that is
described as ‘satisficing’ — one that keeps the actors safe from reprimand and is regarded as

sufficient by the higher echelons of the organisation or by the public.

Allison and Zelikow (1999) made explicit the difference between possible models of
organisational behaviour and Weber’s model. They developed two models of bureaucracies
and the political process that are ‘deviant’ from the view of the Weberian ideal type as a
behavioural hypothesis, which is unwarranted by Weber’s actual thinking (2014). The so
called Weberian model is applied to the profit-maximizing business firm as well as to
public administration, assuming everyone in the organisation acts in unison with one
purpose. No personal goal intervenes in the process or weakens the organisation’s
performance. The first alternative model that Allison and Zelikow (1999) propose is one in
which organisational behaviour is driven by SOPs. Organisations’ output at time ¢ will be

the same as their output at —1. This is a way of saying that organisations will do today,
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time ¢, what they did yesterday, time #-1; so the best way to predict what they will do
tomorrow is to see what they are doing today. But such behaviour may be at odds with
rational objectives. The second model of Allison and Zelikow (1999) examines the position
of individuals in relation to one another. These include relationships of power between
individuals, relationships of affiliation, and historical relationships among individuals, all
of which may account for their behaviour just as much as their pursuit of a rational and
common objective. Allison and Zelikow’s (1999) models are relevant to my research
because they demonstrate that organisations, indeed public organisations as well as private
organisations, behave very differently from an ideal model: individuals within
organisations pursue their own agendas, and these may include many variables that have no
connection with the organisation’s express mission. This is not to imply individuals’ ill
will, or even awareness of their conduct, and indeed they may be acting with the best

intentions.

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) emphasize the role of implementation. They highlight the
unintended consequences of interaction among different organisations. Although their focus
is inter-organisational behaviour, the model may be scaled down to apply to the behaviour
of departments within one large organisation. Pressman and Wildavsky demonstrate that
statements of intent amount to very little. What matters is the actual output and outcome of
the whole process, which, they argue, will inevitably differ from the initial statement. This
is their rationale for focusing on implementation. Implementation is highly relevant to
public administration: in the literature as well as in public discourse, implementation is
often put forward as constituting public administration’s key role within wider government
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— legislatures and politicians formulate policies and write laws; public administration is
entrusted with their implementation. These authors show us that public administration’s
organisational behaviour may lead to unintended consequences. In the partition between
policy and management in public administration, implementation belongs in the field of

public management.

Grunig et al. (1995) emphasize how organisations are run by a ‘dominant coalition’. These
authors are responsible for elevating public relations to a sub-discipline within the
management sciences, on a par with marketing and finance. They insist on the notion of a
dominant coalition as an organisation’s de facto governing body. This is an admission that
organisations behave more like electoral districts than the rational pyramid depicted in

organisational charts.

As with organisational science, a revision of the early models has taken place within the
theory of the business firm as has already been said. This has been the task of the New
Institutional Economics (NIE), from Coase (1937) to Williamson. Whereas Weber’s
rational ideal type was the basis for the neoclassical ‘black box’ model of the profit-
maximizing business firm, NIE, with its transaction cost theory, followed by its principal-
agent theory, explained that workers, managers, stockholders, and indeed everybody in an
organisation each have their own agenda and objective function that they seek to maximize.

Thus NIE cracks open the black box of the neoclassical firm.

This overview would not be complete without mentioning New Public Management (NPM)
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which has been the basic staple of government reform since the early 1990s. NPM — and
criticism of NPM — appear, however, to have been concerned more with the practical
arrangements of public administration and the consequences of its practice than with the
tracing back to the possible theoretical underpinnings of its innovation (Davies, 2013). In
doing so, it appears to be missing the opportunity for identifying further and wider
consequences. On the other hand, the school of the Neo-Weberian State seems to have
taken a different turn, diverging from NPM, rather than building on it (Lynn, 2008; Pollitt
and Bouckaert, 2011), and adhering closer to Weber’s (2014) ideal type. Both schools,

however, do not seem to have built on the literature reviewed above.

Although the limits of the received view of Weberian thinking do not seem to be widely
appreciated in public administration, nonetheless some explicit intimations of such a
realization can be found. For instance, the Building State Capability program of the
Harvard Center for International Development acknowledged that ‘to escape the trap of
stagnant capability and increasing frustration, new conceptual models of state capability
that go beyond the transplantation of the 19th century Weberian state are required’

(Harvard Center for International Development, 2016).

This brief review of theories of organisational behaviour implies that public administration
and business firms need to be explicitly responsible for their own activities. This
phenomenon of organisational failure appears to make a theoretical basis for the extension

of CSR to public administration.
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2.4 Validating Reformulated CSR

The classical literature reviewed above provides evidence that organisations, public
organisations in particular, do not usually perform the way they are supposed to, especially
in legislative mandates. It appears that public organisations are not necessarily socially
responsible; therefore, there is a need for CSR to include them too. This is of major
importance when we take into account that institutions and institutional arrangements
matter especially for economic development (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012) and LDCs
(Less Developed Countries). There are of course nuances and country variations, but such
variations make us aware that there is room for improvement and speak for the
representativeness of this study. The elements concerning organisational failure account
also for the imperfection of capitalism (Schelling, 1978). We need to recognize that
competition within and between organisations of an economy can be implemented in very
different and effective ways. Such variety also delivers a different view of the world
economies as all implementing capitalism homogeneously. As public administrations are
not all equal likewise we need to speak of ‘capitalisms’ in the plural. Capitalism is an ideal
type too that is neither complete nor realized. Within this view, ‘state capitalism’ sounds
like an oxymoron, we should rather speak of state industrialization, where there is no
market for capital and investment decision-making. Adjacent views to the above can be

found in Bower et al. (2011) and Grayson and Nelson (2013).

My reading of CSR reports led also to an awareness of the stakeholder theory of strategic
management (Freeman, 1984) that is seeking a license to operate from a variety of social
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groups that are not dealt with in the neoclassical theory of the firm. My professional
background had led me to also consider the development of stakeholder theory in the field
of public relations (Muzi Falconi et al., 2014). According to Grunig et al. (1995), top
managers often rely on communication managers and consultants to define their overall
strategies. On the other hand, my notion of the unknown stakeholder is an echo of Agle et

al.’s (1999) latent stakeholders and Olson’s (1965) forgotten groups.

Having formed my own idea on how it would be possible to found CSR on market failure
and organisational failure, I then checked the literature to validate my null hypothesis that
the specific CSR literature did not take into account such phenomena: market failure and
organisational failure. The literature on market failure and organisational failure does not
seem to have found its way into CSR. Secchi (2007) shows that the CSR literature is
concentrated on the business firm, excluding public administration. In his article
‘Utilitarian, Managerial and Relational Theories of Corporate Social Responsibility’,
Secchi also provides a wide-ranging review over time, going back to Marshall and Pigou.
Similarly to Kitzmueller and Shimschack (2012), Secchi does consider economic theory as
a basis for CSR, whereas Jones et al. (2009) do not. Secchi defines a ‘utilitarian’ category
as ‘theories on social costs, functionalism’. By ‘social costs’ Secchi means the amending of
a basic situation whereby ‘business has always led to social problems of corporate-
environments relationship’. My view of CSR does not fit into this category. Nor does my
approach fall within relational theories, as I do not focus my analysis on stakeholder
management. The idea of CSR that is proposed here is ultimately a managerial theory
because it delves into the details of the organisation and inside the black box of
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microeconomics business firm. Although the authors just cited do take into account several
managerial aspects of CSR, including the possibility of the corporations behaving
irresponsibly (Jones et al., 2009), it appears they do not consider market failure or
organisational failure an opportunity for the field of CSR. Most of the theories reviewed
assume the business firm to be a rational automaton and do not dissect the inner workings
of the business firm. Competition is seen in a negative light throughout the literature on
CSR, adhering to the oppositional view between business and society. The literature on
organisational failure is never mentioned. There appears to be a gap in the theory of CSR

and possibly my work could provide the missing brick.

One last element needs to be investigated: CSR in micro-, small and medium enterprises
(MSMEs). The following considerations can be extended to the small NGOs of the third
sector. CSR in small business and small NGOs is a field that needs a lot of further
investigation. SMEs are very different from large corporations, not only from a quantitative
point of view, but also from a qualitative point of view. Consequently, CSR in SMEs
should probably take a different turn from CSR in large corporations and CSR in public
administration. The relevant literature has indeed identified a number of specific actions
that are taken or could be taken by SMEs. However, it appears that there is no effort
towards the definition of specific acts of sustainability that can be taken by virtue of being a
small enterprise. Several studies have focused on specific sectors of the private business
economy: Manente et al. (2014) have worked on tourism and certification systems; while
Bim (2016) has worked on Czech SMEs in the automotive sector, taking a sectoral as well
as a country specific point of view. Still on country specific studies, Back (2019) has
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investigated Brazilian SMEs vis-a-vis their financial performance. Most recently, Megyeri
(2019) studied Hungarian SMEs regarding the fourth industrial revolution, and Puiu and
Wisniewski (2019) studied Romanian and Polish SMEs. Others have taken an
environment-specific point of view: James (2015) has focused on the carbon footprint,
while Wehrmeyer et al. (2020) have investigated environmental sustainability as an
intrinsic factor of corporate behaviour vs. an ex post rationalization. Del Baldo (2018) has
focused on integrated reporting. Berberich (2017) has worked on shared value in SMEs.
Khan (2016) comes closer to forming a thesaurus of possible CSR actions that could be

taken by an SME.

Summarizing the literature on MSMESs, we can say that:
e it recognizes the key role of SMEs in the economy;
e it is sectoral or country bound;
e it neglects the economic bottom line and it is focused on environmental and social
1ssues;
e it does not take into account the specificities of micro-enterprise and it does not
focus on the differences of SMEs from large corporations.

The four points above can be interpreted as guidelines for a possible further investigation

on CSR in SMEs.
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2.5 Conclusion

The excursus on the literature has provided a historical narrative on how Reformulated
CSR has been conceived. It has provided a view of the literature antecedent CSR, then a
statement of the practitioner and theoretical definitions of CSR. The relevance of market
and organisational failure in world economies has also been investigated. Finally it has

checked Reformulated CSR vis-a-vis the wider literature on CSR.
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Chapter 3
Summary of approaches and perspectives

A reflection on methodology

There is more to research than meets the eye. What one reads as the output of the researcher
has an underlying form (Pirsig, 2006), which in research takes the shape of research
methodology. Methodology is about the hidden or explicit hypotheses one makes about
reality and one’s own research. This chapter is a reflection on the research methodology of
my work so far. It asks questions about my understanding of the nature of reality
(ontology), what we can know about reality (epistemology) and the impact of my person in
my interaction with the external world (axiology). Methodology includes the approach to
theory development I used (deductive or inductive), the strategy I used (qualitative or
quantitative), the time horizon, and the way I collected data from reality and existing
knowledge. Ultimately I will identify the research philosophy I adopted implicitly, rather
than explicitly, a process that benefited from the fundamental text of Saunders et al. (2016).
As a conclusion to this chapter, I will attempt a synthesis of my research philosophy. Let us

then review the methodology adopted in each publication that is submitted here.

3.1 Paper 1: D’Anselmi, P. (2011), Values and Stakeholders in an Era of Social

Responsibility

A mix of methodologies was used: an analytic inductive method, a critical approach, and an
empirical method. Let us review these methods in turn. The analytic inductive method
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consists in finding common traits within a population of comparable instances in order to
establish a relationship of causality between facts that are present or not present within
those instances. Such a method is also called ‘logical grouping’ (Minto, 2008) that is if ‘a’
is true in cases 1, 2, and 3, then ‘a’ is likely to be true in all the following cases 4, 5, and 6.
This way the causal relationship that is observed in the first three instances is extended to
all instances that are similar to 1,2, and 3. In modern terminology we can also call this
method a ‘bottom up’ way of reasoning. Such a method is different from the deductive
method, or ‘logical argument’, which proceeds ‘top down’ in the opposite way and which is
best stated through the classical example: ‘All men are mortal, Socrates is a man, therefore

Socrates is mortal’.

One limit of the inductive approach to theory development is that it may lead to finding
conditions that are among the necessary causes of a specific result, but may not be
sufficient for that result to materialize in reality. I have shown awareness of such a limit in
this publication, when I wrote:

My theory of CSR is not necessarily good everywhere and forever. It is sufficient to
me that it works here and now, and that it helps us improve communication and
organisational awareness; that it helps develop the government sector and
competition in monopolies; that it helps protect the consumer from abuse and bad
service. On the positive side, it is sufficient to me that it helps companies gain
awareness of themselves, and record and improve their performance. Along the lines
of Bruno Bettelheim, the author of the famous book on child rearing, A Good Enough
Parent (Bettelheim, 1987), we do not need a perfect CSR; we need a ‘good enough
CSR’. (D’Anselmi, 2011, p. 43)

Such a ‘weak theory’ is nonetheless endowed with theoretical underpinning:

What I have developed so far is a ‘weak’ theory of CSR. I call this a weak theory
since I am influenced by the philosophy of ‘weak thinking’ conceptualized by
Professor Gianni Vattimo. ‘Building on his experiences as a politician, Vattimo asks
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whether it is still possible to speak of moral imperatives, individual rights and
political freedom. Acknowledging the force of Nietzsche’s ‘God is dead,” Vattimo
argues for a philosophy of ‘pensiero debole’ (weak thinking) that shows how moral
values can exist without being guaranteed by an external authority. His secularizing
interpretation stresses anti-metaphysical elements and puts philosophy into a
relationship with postmodern culture’ (Zabala, 2007). (D’ Anselmi, 2011, p. 43)
The key approach of this publication proceeded by logical grouping from individual
instances to generalizations. Individual instances were expressed in case studies. In fact, the
complexity of responsible organisational behaviour was dealt with through case studies. I
studied formal CSR reports from large corporations. One specific characteristic of the study
of CSR 1is the availability of CSR reports which is embedded in the same theory and
practice of CSR. For each CSR report and each company that I examined, I wrote a one-
page critical piece. I showed what CSR is and what I’d like it to be. Such an approach
implies a critical attitude and an ontology whereby nothing is the way it looks. My implicit
epistemology was that words can be more or less adherent to reality, and I try not to be
influenced by what others say about reality. This needn’t imply there is an objective reality
out there; nonetheless, an interpretivist approach perhaps allows us to decide that one
description of reality is more authentic than another. We can still judge what appears to us

more or less plausible (Gilmore and Pine, 2007). Assessment of authenticity was

qualitative, based also on my experience as a management consultant.

One commentator defined my critical stories as case studies in ‘capsule form’ that is very
short case studies. Speaking to the global representativeness of my study, these case studies
were developed to a relatively large number (over 50) in order to obtain pseudo-statistical
significance that is to be a number large enough to appear similar to a statistical sample of
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instances of organisational behaviour vis-a-vis social responsibility. However, CSR reports
were not available in several sectors of the economy, where Mainstream CSR is not widely
practiced. Such sectors include public administration, the polity, the third sector or the
private non-profit sector or NGOs, and monopolies, including State Owned Enterprises
(SOEs). I therefore took information from other publications, the media, and informal
sources (e.g. election campaign billboards) as reporting tools whose proponents were
possibly not aware of their use as such. For instance, only in a few countries public
administrations do publish actual performance reports, but in many others they do publish
statistical reports and other data which can be interpreted as CSR reports. Contemporary
evidence is now more abundant than it was at the time of this publication. For instance the
Republic of Ireland’s Department of Environment, Community and Local Government
(DECLG) promotes the Excellence in Local Government Awards to those Local
Governments the report on their CSR. The dissemination of CSR within government is
taking place in the contemporary world, albeit the theory of CSR does not seem to have

spelled out yet the inclusion of public administration in the perimeter of CSR.

My desk work consisted in reading word by word the CSR reports of major global
corporations. I also studied reports from major global NGOs. About public administrations
and monopolies, | studied generic organisations in the health care, road construction and
maintenance and other sectors. I identified what did not sound authentic about them, and
asking the questions: What would authentic reporting by this organisation imply? What
kind of information would one expect to find in this CSR report, in order to make a cogent
case for this kind of non-financial reporting? At present, the CSR language, according to
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the Global Reporting Initiative (2016), for such questions would be formulated as: What are
the material topics of this organisation? This procedure led me to write my case studies. All
of this can be classified as research based on secondary data. I did not produce data of my
own, directly from reality. The new information I produced was based on previous

information about reality.

A successive element of the work implied a kind of reverse reasoning, asking the question:
What kind of questions would deliver my anticipated answers? This led to the formul