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Abstract

This study investigates motivations for Corporate Social Reporting (CSR). Considering
that CSR remains a largely unregulated phenomenon, calls for normative and empirical
research contributing to its theorisation are increasing. However, most frequently single
theoretical interpretations are offered, which ignore the potential variety of explanations
for the practice in diverse contexts. Concerns are also often expressed over the use of
Content Analysis (CA) in CSR research. Although authors generally agree on the

decisions with regard to sampling, they do not agree on the measurement units, and there

1s also a lack of studies reviewing issues pertaining to the context in CA.

Thus, this study aims to contribute to the CSR literature by (a) introducing a framework
that synthesises the relationships between the theoretical explanations for the
phenomenon, and (b) reviewing the use of CA in CSR research, with a focus on CA
decisions regarding sampling, recording and context. In pursue of the theoretical
objective (a), a number of frequently employed theoretical explanations are reviewed
and amalgamated 1n a revisited legxitimacy theory framework, which identified three

prime potential drivers for CSR. These include an ethics-focus approach, where
legitimacy is achieved by discharging accountability to all identified stakeholders, and
two image-focus approaches, where organisations are either interested in maintaining
their legitimacy by retaining a positive image, or in opportunistically extending their

legitimacy and 1image.

To investigate the applicability of these suggestions, a case study design is adopted,
whereby the reactions of five aviation organisations to major legitimacy threats in the
form of air crashes are examined. The organisations considered are British Airways, Air
France, American Airlines, Singapore Airlines and Scandinavian Airlines. Considering
the methodological objective (b) of the study and the fact that the nature of the research,
thus, requires measuring the levels of CSR, a mixed-method CA 1s employed, which

(building on a systematic review of the literature) considers not only the variations in the

11



measured levels of CSR prior to, and following, the accidents, but also what is actually

stated in the disclosures.

The study finds little support for the ethics-focus approach. The majority of the
quantitative and qualitative evidence indicates instead that CSR is most often externally
driven. Organisations appear to primarily engage with it to ensure they are seen as acting
legitimately, in order to minimise existing and potential image threats and maintain
profitability. The study, contrary to the literature, also finds that the recording units
employed were not consistent in their findings and thus suggests that future studies
should consider a variety of recording units. As regards the context, the organisations
appear to adopt a ‘pecking order’ disclosure approach with regard to their reporting
media, reporting their substantive positive CSR news via the AR to their most ‘critical
stakeholders’, whilst disclosing their substantive negative CSR news in the more

‘ephemeral’ stand-alone reports, which potentially have smaller audience.

111



Dedication

In loving memory of my dear brother Andreas, grandmother Aspasia and grandfather

Petros, who didn’t live to see this journey completed.

1V



Acknowledgments

This has been a long journey and, as approaching its end, a million thanks need to be

expressed.

First and foremost, my family for their love and support throughout all these years: Sifi,
mum, dad, thank you. Then, my tutors and friends at the University of the Aegean, who
were the first to suggest going for it: Prof Merika, Prof Varvaki, Varvara, Despoina and
Aspa, thank you. Also, all the wonderful people I’ve met at Kingston University that
made 1t my second home. Everyone in our lovely library, thank you for all these
beautiful years of working with you and being a friend of yours — thank you for printing

this for me also!

Then all my fantastic tutors at Kingston, that tried to teach me to talk (and write) less,
and think more — getting there, though still lots of work to be done! Geoff, thank you for
being my supervisor in the first years, for accepting me in the PhD program and for
Inviting me in your research project, it has benefited me immensely. Stavros, thank you
for all your support, the very constructive feedback, and the confidence-injections you
provided me with, throughout this period. Stephen, thank you for teaching us how to
research, for all your support throughout the program, and for having an answer to all
our questions! My colleagues and bosses at the Business School — Stuart, Jill, Summer,
Aki — thank you for all your love and support and for particularly bearing with me
during the latest, demanding stages; Marion et al. at the Academic Development Centre,

thank you for teaching us how to teach and for (unintentionally) making these last stages

last a bit longer, but definitely feel much better!

My present employers at Kingston (and future employers at Exeter), thank you tor
kindly offering me ample time to complete this. Priti, thank you for your non-stop
braking-the-ice-everywhere attitude and for our common supervisor camaraderie
throughout the program — as you can see, your thesis has also been a source of

inspiration. All other room 14 doctoral students, thank you for our intellectual



discussions and companionship. Omiros, Marios, Mark, Aki and Summer, thank you for
helping me with the reliability tests of content analysis — I’ll be happy to return the

favour! David, thank you for thoroughly reviewing my work, and for your invaluable
feedback.

Finally, a billion thanks to my boss for all these years, Thérése Woodward. My boss,

thank you, inter alia:

;

for your patience, care and wisdom you have shown in shaping this thesis, and

for your very effectively implemented ‘carrot and stick’ approach towards the

end of the project

for accepting me on the PhD program in the first place

» for sending me to conferences, to get feedback for my work, build contidence

and network
> for ensuring funding (and discounts!) for all these years

> for being a wonderful friend, in addition to an excellent supervisor.

Thank you.

Vi



Statement of original authorship

[ certify that the work in this thesis has not been previously submitted for a degree nor

has 1t been submitted as part of the requirements of a degree except as fully

acknowledged within the text.

[ also certity that the thesis has been entirely written by me. Any help that I have
received 1n my research work and the preparation of the thesis itself has been

acknowledged. In addition, I certify that all information sources and literature used are

indicated 1n the thesis.

Petros Vourvachis

Vil



Table of Contents

ADSITACE. ..ottt e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e et e e e 1]
DEAICAION. ...ciiiiieeiiii et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e, \',
ACKNOWIEAZIMENTS. . .ceeeieiiieeeeeee et e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e eeseeen e e e Vv
Statement of original AUthOTSNID......ouuuieeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e eaaae s VI
TabLe O CONTENTS....cviiiiiiiii et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e, Viil
ST OF F1ZUIES ettt ettt ee e et teeteeeeeeeeaeeaaeaeseeeeaesenan. XV
LISE OF taDIES. o et e e e s e e e ee e e e e e XVll
| ST A0 B2 o] o153 1 Lo L (o] <1 SO STRO RPN XX
PART I INTRODUCTION
Chapter 1 Introduction
L] INtrOAUCHION. oot e ettt e e e e re e e e aaae e eetaaeeeeesanne e e s Ny
1.2 Background to the research........ccoooiiiiiriiiriiiiri e l
1.3 Rationale and aims of the Study......coeeueieiiiiiiii e, 4
1.4 The research approach. ... s 7
1.4.1 The theoretical approach.........ccccooiiiiiioiiiiiiiiii . 7
1.4.2 The aviation INAUSITY . ....oorriiiiiieeeeeerree e e e .9
1.4.3 The methodological approach............ccccooiiiiniini 11
1.5 Organisation of the Study ... 14
L.6 SUITIMATY . . . oo ieirerreeeeeeeeiireeeceeseier e e e estre s e e ssearae s ssire e ee et e e st b s et ee b e s e e 16
PART II LITERATURE REVIEW
Chapter 2 In search of explanations for Corporate Social Responsibility (CSRes)
9 BB 1915 (06 LUTS 1 10 ¢ DO UUU LI PPPP PP PPPPPPPIIPRR 18
2.2 Back@round....... ..o 18
2.3 The development of CSRes and its REPOIting........ccccvvmmimmiiiinninieiecinn, 20

Vlil



2.3.1 The period up to 1990 ... 20

2.3.2 The period trom 1900 t0 1950.....ccomeoreioi 23
2.3.3 The period from 195010 2009........ooevmmmeo 27
2.4 The main CSRes poOSItionS..........oooveemmoveeieoe 35
2.4.1 CSRes1: ‘Pristine CapitaliSm’..........ooovmooeeoee 36
2.4.2 CSRes2: ‘Stakeholder Capitalism’.........ooovoeeoeeeoeeoeeee 36
2.4.3 CSRes3: ‘Ethics PragmatiSm’.......o.oevee oo 37
2.4.4 CSRes4: ‘Ethics OpportuniSm’.........eeeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee . 38
2.0 SUIMIMALY . ¢ ettt e e e e e e e e e e e, 39

Chapter 3 The theoretical explanations of Corporate Social Reporting (CSR)
3.1 INtrOdUCTION. .. ..ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 40
3.2 Social and Political theories frameworks.........cooovveomeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenne. 40
3.2.1 Social contract theory as rationale for CSR........ccoovveevvevieeeen 41

3.2.2 Accountability theory as rationale for CSR.........ccccccevevnnnnn.nn.... 44

3.2.3 Stakeholder theory as rationale for CSR.........ccooviiiviiiiieeeeeeee 46

3.2.4 Political economy of accounting theory as rationale for

OO R e e et e et e e et e e e e st e e e rereeens 49

3.3 Extensions of legitimacy theory..... ..., 33

3.3.1 Media agenda setting theory as rationale for CSR.......................533
3.3.2 Public pressure theory as rationale for CSR..........ccccciieeeeee 54
3.3.3 Institutional theory as rationale for CSR..........ccooiiiiiiiiiie, 53

3.4 Decision usefulness and economiC perspeCtiVes. ........eeuueiieeeiecerreciiivnnnnnnne. 57

3.4.1 Decision usefulness theory as rationale for CSR.........................08

3.4.2 Signalling theory as rationale for CSR...........cccoiiii, 61

3.4.3 Positive accounting theory as rationale for CSR..........................03

3.4.4 Agency theory as rationale for CSR........., 64
3.5 Business ethics frameworks as rationale for CSR...........cccciinl 66
3.6 Marketing theory as rationale for CSR.......oooiiiiiii 70
3.7 Other rationales for CSR.......nr e 72
3.8 SUIMMIAIY . ..ttt cte ettt eeenssatsssassrsnesssnassnnseasnseansssassssenneeennens 73

1X



Chapter 4 Legitimacy Theory framework

4.1 INEEOAUCTION. .o ettt e e et aeesaneeeeenaseneeeennaaesen, 77
4.2 BaCKEIOUNA. ..... et eee e e e e e e e e eeeeaeaeeaee 77
4.3 The types of Ie@ItIMacCYy . ... e eeeaeeae e e e 80
4.3.1 Profit —centred approaches: the ‘pristine capitalist’.....................89
4.3.2 Ethics — centred approaches: the ‘stakeholder capitalist’.............91
4.3.3 Image — centred approaches: the ‘ethics pragmatist’..................92
4.3.4 Image — centred approaches: the ‘ethics opportunist’..................94
4.4 Organisational legitimacy management.............ccccovvvveeeiciveeieeeenreeeeeeeeeeenn 96
4.4.1 Legitimation Strate@1eS........uiiiiiiiiceeeeeeeierieeeeeee e e 97
4.4.2 Substantive of symbolic CSR......cooiiiiee, 101
4.4.3 Positive or negative CSR.......i e 103
4.4 4 Extending, maintaining or defending legitimacy.......................104
4.4.5 Investigating legitimacy threats...........cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 107
4.4.0 SUIMIMAIY....uuuiieriiieerrieereeeernierserernineeeeeennesseressmeieseermmmiesseermmies 109
4.5 PrOPOSILIONS. ...uuuueeiniiiiniiirieeeeeerteeeteeeeeeeestranttt e e e e e eeeaeesesssararassaeasee s anaaeaans 112
A.6 SUIMIMIATY ..uuuuuneeeeeeeeereiuieneaaaaeeereeeeeetereeeeaeettestertessrrersssssstssssssrsasssssssnssssssssesnenes 114
PART III METHODOLOGY
Chapter 5 Research methodology and methods
5.1 INtrOAUCTION. .o teeeeeeeeeieeeeeeteeeeeerttreeeeeneneeeeenrireeesnraaesasarsesssseeennassasesessnns 116
5.2 BaCKEIOUNA. .. ....eiieiieeeiceieiiici et 117
5.3 Research paradigm.......cccoooeiiiiiiiiiniiiiecet e 118
5.3.1 A review of the two main philosophical perspectives................1 19
5.3.2 The adopted paradigm: Laughlin’s ‘middle range thinking’........121
5.4 Research deSi@N.......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e 124
5.4.1 A review of the research designs used in CSR research............ 124

5.4.2 The adopted design: longitudinal multi-case study....................

5.5 Introducing Content AnalysisS (CA) ....eiiiiiiieiiieeiiieiiini et eecvei e e

127
128



5.6 The systematic review of the CA literature..........cocoovvvemeeeeieeooeeoi . 129

5.7 Quantity vs. quality in CA.. . ...t 133
5.8 Index vs. amount/volume approaches. .........cooooevoeoeeooeoeeoeee 136
0.9 UNIts Of @nalySiS. ... .ouuiiiieieieeeeeeeeee e |38
3.9.1 Sampling UnitsS.......o.oviiiiiiiiiiieoeee e 139

5.9.1.1 Deciding on the industry..........coooovvooveveoeeeeeeeie . 141

5.9.1.2 Deciding on the cases to be examined.........................144

0.9.2 CONLEXT UNILS. .. utiniiiii et e, 146

5.9.2.1 Positive vs. negative disclosure..........ooooeeeeeeeveveeenn., 152

5.9.2.2 Substantive vs. symbolic disclosure.......ccceoveeeeen...... 153

3.9.3 RECOTdING UNItS......oniiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e ee e eeee. 156

5.9.3.1 Words, sentences and proportion of pages.................158

5.9.3.2 Page size approach..........cooceeveeiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeann 161

5.10 Thematic diStINCEIONS. ........oiiiiiiiiiiiiceeee e e ee e, 165

>.10.1 *Quantising by Miles and Huberman (1994) ...........cccccc.......... 165
5.10.2 The variation of Bebbington and Gray (2000) ........................167

3. 11 SUMMATY . ... e e e e e e e eeeee e, 171

Chapter 6 The employment of the methods — reflections and findings

0.1 INtTOAUCTION. .. .ot e e e et e e e e e eranee e e s aannes 173
6.2 Reflections on the research desi@n..........coovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecee e, 173
6.3 Reflections on the sampling Units.........oiiiriiiiie e, 174
6.4 Reflections on the recording UnitsS...... ..ot 177
6.5 Reflections on the conteXt UNItS........ooiiiiiiiiiiiirereeriee e 182
6.5.1 Considering reliability and validity............ccccocooinniii, 182
6.5.2 The theme of the disclosure..........ocooeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie, 187
6.5.3 The positive/negative diStINCLION.........oocoueeiriiiiiiiiiiiniiiinniieaeee. 188
6.5.4 The substantive/symbolic distinction............cccoocovniiniininininnnne. 190
6.5.5 The mandatory/voluntary distinction............ccccccocninn. 195
0.5.6 The thematic analysiS. . ....coooeeuiiiiiieiiiii e 197
0.0 SUIMIMIATY ...ttt eeeeteee e et etaeeeeesassansesesesssssessnsesnssnnsrsnnesnnssneennssens [99

X1



PART IV FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Chapter 7 Findings

T L INEFOAUCTION. . . et 203

7.2 The case of British Airways (BA)..... .ooooeeoeooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee . 204
T.2.1 INtrOdUCHION. . ...t e e e e e e 204
7.2.2 The aCCIdeNt. ... e 204
7.2.3 The quantitative CA evidence...........oueooioeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee. 206
7.2.4 The qualitative CA evIdencCe........coooooiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 213
T7.2.5 ConCIUSION. ... et 220

7.3 The case of AIr France (AF) ..., 223
T.3.1 INtrOdUCTION. .. ... e e e e e e e 223
7.3.2 The quantitative CA eVIdencCe........ccooviveeieiiiieeeeeeeicieeeeeevien, 223
7.3.3 The qualitative CA evidencCe.........covoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieerieee e 233
7.3.4 CONCIUSION. .. ciieiiiii e e e e e e e e e eee e e e e eeannea e e e s 241

7.4 The case of American AIrlineSs (AA) ... e 243
T.4. 1 INtrOAUCTION. ..ottt eereeeee e ee e eeeeeerna e eeeeeenanaeeeees 243
7.4.2 The INCIAENTS. .. .nirieeiiiee et eeennaaa s 243
7.4.3 The quantitative CA evIdence.........ccccooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineiieeeennee, 246
7.4.4 The qualitative CA evidencCe..........covviiiiiriiiiiniiiiiieniineeene, 253
T.4.5 CONCIUSION. .. ..otniiiiiieeeeerieee e reeeeeeieeeecaniiseseeeraaataeeeeessananan, 258

7.5 The case of Singapore Airlines (SIA) ......oo 261
7.5.1 INtrOdUCHION. .. ...ttt e et eetice e erri e ert e s e e s rate s e e eeenaes 261
7.5.2 The aCCIdeNt. ... nnneieeiieiriiieeeeee e e eeeetiane e e rrr e e 261
7.5.3 The quantitative CA evIdence.......coovieieniienniiiii 263
7.5.4 The qualitative CA evIdence.........coovmvieeiiiiiiiniiii, 270
7.5.5 CONCIUSION. .. v un e tieiieeeiitiieeeeareeeeeneeeeeraaieerranaasaserrre s s e araaaeees 273

7.6 The case of Scandinavian Airline€s (SAS) ..cvuuiiiii, 276
7.6.1 INtrOdUCTION. ...t et e ree et 276
7.6.2 The aCCIAENT. .. .ceiieiiiiiiiee et e e reaese e e 276

X11



7.6.3 The quantitative CA evidence............cocovvvi 278

7.6.4 The qualitative CA evidence..........ccooovvvvvi 286
7.6.5 ConClUSION. ......uviiiiiiie e 293
T SUMMALY ... 2935

Chapter 8 Cross case analysis, discussion and implications of findings

8.1 INtroduction..... ..o 296
8.2 The findings per propoSition..........coccooveoeooeoe 296
8.2.1 Propositions 1 and 2..........oooemoeoeoooooeeeeee 297

8.2.2 Propositions 3 and 4.........coooomoeeoeooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 305

8.2.3 Propositions 5 and 6..........cccooemomeoeeeeeeeeeeeee e 307

8.3 The findings per research QUESTION..........ooooeoieoeeeeeeeoe oo 309
8.3.1 Research question 1............oooooooemomoooeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 310

8.3.1.1 Stakeholder capitalism.........cooooooovmeeeomeeeeeeee . 311

8.3.1.2 Ethics pragmatiSm..........ccccoeeoeeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee. 313

3.3.1.3 Ethics opportunism..........coooovooomeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 317

8.3.2 Research question 2... ..., 319

8.3.3 Research question 3. ... ..., 322

8.3.4 Research question 4..... ..., 324

8.4 Implications of the fIndingsS.........ccooviiiiiiiiiiee e, 325
8.4.1 Implications for the framework..........cccoovvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiieen 325

8.4.2 Implications for CSR practiCe.........ccooeeieeiiiiiiiviiiieiiieeeineee. 331

TN 11011 0F: | o V28 USSR RRPRRRRR 334

PART V CONCLUSIONS

Chapter 9 ConCIUSIONS. ... .ottt ee s e e e e e e et b e s seaee e e s aanannnnn, 337
0.1 INtrOdUCTION. .. ...t e ee et e e ee e e e e e et e e eaeaan e e eeeanns 337
9.2 The research questions and approach revisited..........cccoveeirviiiiiciiiieninnnnneee. 337
R T 2 0 16 1 o ¥R RORR 342
9.3.1 Methodological findings.........cocooiiiiiiiieiiiiiiie e 342
9.3.2 Theoretical findings..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 344

9.4 CONIIIDULIONS .. ...ttt e et eeeeaae e e raeeeeaaee e 346

X111




O S L M I Al S . - o oo e et et e eeeeasesenensnsasansssnsnsnneassassenensseesee e, 350

9.6 Suggestions for further research........ ... 332
0.7 SUMMIAIY . ...ttt et e e e ee e s e e e e eeebnareeeeeeesnennsan, 353
B IO APy . e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e eeeees 354
APPENAICES. ...t ttiiiiiiiiieeieee et eee e ier et rt e e a e e e e s aneseeee st e e baa i aatrreres 412

X1V



Figure
1.1
3.1
4.1
4.2
S.1
5.2
5.3
6.1
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

7.18

7.19

7.20

List of figures

T'he case study method as reflected in the structure of the thesis.. ... 15

A spectrum of ethicality..................... 69
Lypes of legitimacy.......o.ooiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 84
CSR, reputation and legitimacy..........ooooomvreeooeoeeoeoeeeeeeeee 86
EXIract from SAS Lo e 145

The coding spreadsheet of the study..........ccocoomiieeeoeooeeeeeee e 149
An 1llustration of the employment of a page size grid..........ccecvvvvvevevenn.... 164
EXIract frOM SA S . . e e e e e 191

Total voluntary CSD per measurement unit (BA)......ccoooeeeveeevoeeeeeeeeeneeen 206
H&S voluntary CSD per measurement unit (BA).......oooveeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeennnn 207
Source of voluntary CSD (BA).......oniiiiieeee e e ee e 208
Theme of voluntary CSD (BA).....nerieeeeeeee e, 210
Positive vs. negative CSD (BA) ... .., 211

Substantive vs. Symbolic CSD (BA)....oounneee e 212
Total CSD per measurement Unit (AF).....ounriiiiie e 225

H&S CSD per measurement unit (ALF).....ooomimiiieee e 226
SOUICE OF CSD (A ) ..ottt eaa e 228
Theme Of CSD (AF) ...ttt e et e e e e e ra e 229
Positive vs. negative CSD (AF) . ..o 231

Substantive vs. Symbolic CSD (AF) ..o 232
Total CSD per measurement unit (AA).......ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 246
Hé&S CSD per measurement Unit (AA)... ..o 247
SoUTCE OF CSD (AA) ... ittt e eee e 249
Theme Of CSD (AA) ... ..ttt e ettt e e st e e e seaaans 250
Positive vs. Ne€@ative CSD (AA) ... et 251
Substantive vs. symbolic CSD (AA).....onrii e 252
Total CSD per measurement unit (STA). ..., 264
H&S CSD per measurement unit (SIA).......vviiiiireiiiee e, 265

XV




7.21
7.22
7.23
7.24
7.25
7.26
1.27
7.28
7.29
7.30
7.31

3.1

9.1

Theme Of CSD (ST A ). it et eaen, 266
Positive vs. negative CSD (SIA). ..o 267
Substantive vs. symbolic CSD (STA) ... i 269
Total CSD per measurement unit (SAS) ..o 279
H&S CSD per measurement Unit (SAS)...oee i 280
SOUICE OF CSD (S A S ) .ot e e er e e e e eeee o 281
Theme Of CSD (SAS) ... e et e e e e esenene. 282
Positive vs. negative CSD (SAS) ... e 284
Substantive vs. symbolic CSD (SAS). ... e 285
EXtract from S A S . ot e et e e e e 286
EXTract from SA S . .ot e s e e e e e eeee s s e e ee e e ra e 289

The reactive vs. proactive and ethical vs. strategic dimensions....................323

Types of [€@ItIMACY ... ..ottt 339

XVI1



Table
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9

3.10
3.11
3.12
3.13
3.14
3.15

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4
d.1
.2
5.3
5.4
5.5

List of tables

Dimensions of social contract theory..........cooovovoiio 43
Dimensions of accountability theory..........coooovioii 45
Dimensions of stakeholder theory....... ..o 49
Dimensions of political economy of accounting theory......ooviiiieeeeeeeee, 53
DImMensions 0f MAST ......ou e e 54
Dimensions of public pressure theory.........oocoo oo oeeoeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee . 535
Dimensions of institutional theory..........oocooeoe oo 57
Dimensions of decision usefulness theory.........ooovooeeeeeoeeoeeeeee e 61
Dimensions of signalling theory..........oooo oo 63
DIMensIons Of PA ... ..o e e 64
Dimensions of agency theory..... ... eeeeee e, 66
Dimensions of business ethics theory........o.oovioooeeeeeeeeeeee e, 69
Dimensions of marketing theory........ oo iiiiiiii e e eeeeans 72
Dimensions of other rationales for CSR... ... oo ieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeaae . 73
Dimensions of the CSR theoretical perspectives.........oeueeoveeeviiiieeiieeee e, 74

The compatibility of the extant theoretical motivations in the literature with the

OL frameWoOrK. .. ..o e e e e e e e e e e s e e s e, 88
Possible response/ tactics to legitimacy threats................cooooiiiiiiineininnee. 100

Key differences in legitimation as function ot the purpose ot

(o3 191 10 10 [0} o FAURR RO P USRS 105
Organisational approaches with regard to CSR and legitimacy sought............ 111
Positivist and interpretivist paradigms: Key features..........ccoovviiieiiiiineniiininnn, 120
Pragmatism: Key features........coooovuieiereeiiiiiiiiieien e, 122

The reviewed CSR papers approaches to recording units............cccoeveeeneen 132
A TrameworK 10r CA ... .o e 135
The CSR categorical CA diStINCLIONS. .....vunniiiiiiiiiiie e eanees 151

Recording units’ consideration of an array of issues of concern.....................157

XVlil




6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4

0.5

6.6
0.7
0.8
6.9
6.10

0.11

6.12
6.13
7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
1.9
7.10
7.11
7.12
7.13
7.14
7.15
7.16

Source of CSD (in pages) in proportions. ... 176
The narrative vs. pictorial distinction per reporting medium..............cccc........ 179
Pearson correlation and the recording units..........ooooooooo 180
Pearson correlation and the narrative vs. pictorial distinction. ... 18]
Agreement on the direction of change in total CSD among the three recording
UTHES oot e e e e et e e e e e e e e e 181
Lypes of reliability In CA . ... 183
Summary of the reliability testS. ... . ..uuioeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeo 185
The theme of CSD per reporting medium.........oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 187
The positive vs. negative distinction per reporting medium.............................189
The substantive vs. symbolic distinction per reporting medium......................193
Pearson correlation and the substantive/symbolic distinction vs. the positive/
NEZALIVE AISTINCHIONS. ... it eee e e e s e e e e ee e e e e eeeeseennnn 195
BA mandatory vs. voluntary CSD: proportions of total CSD..........................196
BA mandatory vs. voluntary CSD: proportion of year-to-year change............... 196
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for BA.........cccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeeniene, 214
A summary of the quantitative findings (BA): year-to-year change............... 221
BA and the research qUESTIONS. ..o e, 222
AF stand-alone reporting in the period 1999-2003....... ., 224
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for AF...... ..., 235
AF changing the emphasis........cooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiee, 240
Summary of the quantitative findings (AF): year-to-year change.................. 241
AF and the research qUESTIONS. ...ttt 242
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for AA....... .. 254
Summary of the quantitative findings (AA)......cooii 259
AA and the research qUESTIONS. ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiee e 260
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for SIA....... . 271
Summary of the quantitative findings (SIA): year-to-year change...................... 274
STA and the research QUESTIONS. ... ... .eeueiiiii e, 275
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for SAS......... 287
Summary of the quantitative findings (SAS): year-to-year change..................... 293

XV1il



7.17 SAS and the research qUESTIONS........o.uuieiiiiiiiiee e, 294

3.1

8.2

3.3
8.4
8.5
3.6

Agreement on the direction of change in total CSD among the three recording

UIES . .ottt iiiiitiiie e e e ee e e e e et e e e e e e e e eaaaesbe e e se e tteeeeeeeenaeneeeaeeeeeeesesaetaeeesesnans 299
Agreement on the direction of change in H&S CSD among the three recording

UIIES . ¢ ettt ieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaearrereeerereereeeeeeeeeeessesssaanssssssssnsssssnsssnsssnrrreessnesens 300
Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for stakeholder capitalism.......... 311

Summary of the ‘patter-matching’ activity for ethics pragmatism.................314

Summary of the ‘pattern-matching’ activity for ethics opportunism...............318

Summary of the fINdINGS. ..o 326

X1X



Appendix

= O m

List of Appendices

The analytic hierarchy...........ooooooiioeoeeeeeee e 413
The categories and decision rules for CA....ooormmme 114
B(1) The checklist for code 5: CONSUMETS........vooeeeeeeee oo 421
Classification of positive and negative CSD.........oooeveooeioeeeeeeeeeeein, 423
Classification of substantive and symbolic CSD.........ooooooeeoeeeeeoeeeeenn.. 426

D(1) The substantive and symbolic strategies employed in the Savage et al

(2000 STUAY ... ceeeeeeee et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaaens. 426
D(11) The substantive and symbolic strategies employed in this

110 16 | RO 428
D(111) The substantive and symbolic strategies employed in this study: some
CXAMPLES . ..ttt e e e e e e e e 429
CSR required by legislation and professional guidance in the UK............ 432
CA recording 1InfOrmMatIoN. ........iiiiriiiiieieeiee e eeree e e e e e e ereea e e eeaannens 434
CA cOodIiNgG ShEet. . ... e e e e e e s 436
Reliability (stability and reproducibility) tests.........ccccevveiiiiriiriiiiiiiiniennee. 440
H(1) Stability....oooiiiiieeieeeeee et 440
H(ii) Reproducibility (inter-coder reliability)...... ..o, 442
Thematic analysis: an example from SAS. ... 449
FINAINES. c.evvtrreeeeeiiee ettt e 454
J1) B A . et et 454
J1) AF .ot s 459
JHI) AA ..o oottt s st e 464
JAIV) STA ..ttt e 469
17 IS TP PP PIPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPITS 473



PART | INTRODUCTION

Ithaca.

As you set out for Ithaca
pray your road is a long one.

Full of adventure, full of discovery.
Laistrygonians, Cyclops,

angry Poseidon - don't be afraid of them:
you'll never find things like that on your way
as long as you keep your thoughts raised high,
as long as a rare excitement

stirs your spirit and your body.

Laistrygonians, Cyclops,

wild Poseidon - you won't encounter them
unless you bring them along inside your soul,

unless your soul sets them up in front of you

XX1




Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The last twenty years have seen a dramatic growth 1n the number of companies

engaging with Corporate Social Reporting (CSR) and in the amount of information
being reported. Since CSR remains a largely unregulated phenomenon, CSR research
frequently focuses on identifying the possible motivations behind managers’
decisions to take such action. However, most frequently single theoretical
Interpretations are offered, and to date there seems to be a lack of agreed theoretical
perspectives to drive systematic research. Concerns are also often expressed over the
use of Content Analysis (CA) in CSR research. Although authors generally agree on
the decisions with regard to sampling, they do not agree on the measurement units,

and there 1s also a lack of studies reviewing issues pertaining to the context in CA.

Thus, this study investigates motivations for CSR and will contribute to the relevant
literature by (a) introducing a framework that synthesises the relationships between
the theoretical explanations for the phenomenon, and (b) reviewing the use of CA in
CSR research, with a focus on CA decisions regarding sampling, recording and
context. Section 1.2 provides a background to the research. The following section
presents the rational and aims of the research. The next section, on the research
approach, i1s more substantial as i1t outhines the theoretical and methodological
approach of the study and provides a rationale for the selection of the aviation

industry. The penultimate section provides a guide to the structure of the thesis

followed by a summary of the chapter.

1.2 Background to the research

Corporations, nowadays, operating in capitalistic economic systems, appear to be

constantly increasing their power. A frequently quoted statistic, for example, is that




the annual turnover of General Motors exceeds that of the GNP of the forty poorest
nations in the world. Such organisations indisputably have consistently been a source

of economic benefit to the local communities they are operating in (Gray er al.

1996). However, as O’Dwyer (1999) notes, in an unpublished PhD thesis.

In many instances, the sheer scale of these economic benefits and the

accompanying dependence on them by many communities/nations has meant
Fhat much of their decision making has been left free from any control or
Influence by governments and workers (p. 4).

It, indeed, seems that capitalism generates many negative externalities, “that make its

justification as a desirable form of economic system a contentious subject™ (Jones,

1996, p. 7). Examples of how the increased freedoms of large corporations often
appear to be a restraint on all the other participants in the wider society seem to
abound (Unerman ef al., 2007a): mistreatment of workers; minors working 12-hour
days; intensive lobbying of governments to weaken workers’ rights; interference in
the decisions of government and employment discrimination (Reich, 1998; O’Dwyer,
1999). Particularly capitalism’s environmental externalities (e.g. catastrophic oil
spills, destruction of habitats and the ozone layer, acid rain) negatively affect
individuals, communities, nations and whole species of life (Gray et al., 1996) and,
“will almost 1nevitably have a future impact on the shape of society, the ecosphere

and the economy” (Unerman et al., 2007a, p.1). Thus, it appears that, according to

the logic of modern capitalist organisations:

These organizations do not exist to solve society’s problems, or to provide
enriching jobs for their members... or to satisfy customer needs. Employees
are a resource to be utilized, a means to an end; society provides critical
resources... for survival and growth, as well as a site for externalizing the
costs of production; customers’ needs are to be met (as well as created) not as

an end in itself, but as a means to secure profits (Jones, 1996, p. 15).

However, the behaviour of corporations has never been more under the spotlight
(McIntosh et al., 2003). Although this was not considered to be a new issue even In
the 1960s (Drucker, 1969), or 1950s (Heald, 1957), public awareness of the
environmental, social and economic impacts of business has increased at a dramatic
rate over recent decades. A different role seems to now increasingly be perceived for

organisations. A role “not only limited to the traditional pursuit of profits, innovation
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and economic growth (within limits)..., but also encompassing the acceptance of
(albeit not clearly specified) duties of responsibility to the wider society regardless

of their economic consequences” (O’ Dwyer, 1999, p. 6, emphasis in original).

Such a condition, though, implies that organisations would provide their identified

constituents, with some means to control and guide organisational activity in order to

prevent adverse social impacts; such means would primarily involve the
communication of an account of action — accountability — to enable stakeholders to
monitor the social and environmental impacts (O'Dwyer er al, 2005a.b).
Accounting, as “a set of socially conditioned practices which have various significant
impacts on the operation of our society” (Bebbington, 2004, p.16), is thus called
upon to assist in demonstrating the accountability and integrity of business actions.

To this end, CSR has been developed. The CSR definition offered by Gray et al.
(1987, p. 1X), as:

the process of communicating the social and environmental effects of
organisations’ economic actions to particular interest groups within society
and to society at large. As such, it involves extending the accountability of
organisations (particularly companies), beyond the traditional role of
providing a financial account to the owners of capital, in particular.
shareholders. Such an extension i1s predicated upon the assumption that
companies do have wider responsibilities than simply to make money for

their shareholders

seems to be favoured by many in the relevant literature. In essence, therefore, CSR
involves reporting Corporate Social Responsibility (CSRes, hereafter) to societal
interest groups (Woodward et al., 2001). As CSR is in principle, “at the heart of an
examination of the role of information in organization-society dialogue™ (Gray et al..
1995a, p. 48), it can contribute to, “the normative position of a more justly organised
and better informed democracy” (Gray et al., 1996, p. 42)', since such reporting
leads either to improvement or to criticism as regards the corporate behaviour
(Moody-Stuart, 2006). There is, indeed, some encouraging evidence that CSR has

been increasing across time, both in the number of disclosing companies and 1n the

I A Gray et al. (1996) further note, “Seeking to change accounting seems an appropriate act for
accountants. While accounting may not be the best place to start when seeking to change society it 1s
clearly an important element for any significant change and, as accountants define and reify
accounting, it seems reasonable to assume that accountants are an appropriate group to explore such a

change“ (p64)



amount of information being reported (see, e.g. KPMG. 2005, 2008) that could be,

arguably, interpreted as indicative of a global corporate movement towards better

iInformed democracies.

It appears to be the case, however, that this is not the sole, or even the main,
corporate motivation for CSR, and that just because a company appears to be
responsive, this does not necessarily imply that it is responsible (Deegan, 2002).
Indeed, there is mounting empirical evidence that companies engage with CSR for a
number of other than accountability reasons (see chapter 3 for a detailed account of
these). However, there is a need for the alternative corporate motivations behind the
organisational voluntary engagement with CSR to be identified, and for these
relationships to be clarified and then synthesised in frameworks if CSR is to develop
In a systematic way and not be, “captured and trivialised by powerful organisations”

(Gray et al., 1997, p. 326). As the following section indicates, there is a lack of such

agreed frameworks to drive systematic CSR research.

1.3 Rationale and aims of the study

In every research field there 1s a need for some clear and widely acceptable
theoretical frameworks to be established; a need for some postulates/axioms, on
which an argument of scientific discussion can be based and by which systematic
research can be driven. These are essential to the development of any intellectual
discipline; can be a basis for inference, a foundation for erection of any theoretical
structure, and susceptible to challenge in the light of later advancement of knowledge
(Mautz and Sharaf, 1997). The reasoning for generally acceptable propositions in any
discipline can be traced back to Aristotle, around twenty-four centuries ago, when he
stressed that “every demonstrative science must start from indemonstrable principles.

otherwise, the steps of demonstration would be endless” (Mautz and Sharaf,, 1997, p.

43).

The development of such clear frameworks to drive systematic research appears to
have been achieved 1n areas adjacent to CSR. In Corporate Finance, for example, it is

generally agreed that regarding the capital structure choice, there is a trade-off
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between the tax benefits of debt and the increased default expenses (Modigliani and
Miller, 1958, 1963; see also, e.g. Myers, 1984; Bayless and Diltz. 1994: Brounen.
2001), and research now focuses on building on this theory and developing some
complementary explanations, e.g. Pecking Order Theory (e.g. Myers and Majliuf,
1984; Krasker, 1986; Narayanan, 1987); Agency Theory (e.g. Fama and Miller.
1972; Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Stulz, 1990) and Signalling Theory (e.g. Leland
and Pyle, 1977; Ross, 1977; Masulis, 1983). Some consensus seems also to have

been reached in fields such as Economics and Organisational Behaviour. With regard

to CSR, though, as Gray et al. (1995a) note:

there 1s little about CSR which is not contestable — and contested. CSR, at its
broadest may embrace: both self-reporting by organisations and reporting
about organisations by third parties; information in the annual report and any
other form of communication; both public domain and private information;
information in any medium...It is not restricted necessarily by reference to
selected information recipients; and the information deemed to be CSR may,
ultimately, embrace any subject (p. 47).
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