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Abstract: 
 

The present paper identifies and structures external and internal influences on CSR Management of 

global companies. It suggests consequences for localization of different levels of CSR Management in 

the light of influencing factors such as stakeholder power, organizational culture and issues in ques-

tion. 

In order to set the framework, general management approaches of global companies as a response to 

integration and responsiveness pressures and the most important dimensions of CSR management 

will be revised. In a second step, external and internal pressures on integration and localization strat-

egies will be described and structured, leading to the identifications of three major aspects influencing 

CSR management of companies: Issues, key stakeholders, and strategic/organizational consider-

ations. Based on this, possibilities of companies to localize their CSR approach within the different 

management dimensions and in the light the major forces on CSR management will be proposed. 

 
Zusammenfassung: 
 

Das Working Paper identifiziert und strukturiert externe und interne Einfußfaktoren auf das CSR Ma-

nagement globaler Unternehmen und zeigt in Abhängigkeit wesentlicher Faktoren wie Schlüsselsta-

keholder, Organisationskultur und CSR Themen Möglichkeiten der Anpassung unterschiedlicher Di-

mensionen des CSR Managements auf.  

In einem ersten Schritt werden grundsätzliche Strategien globaler Unternehmen als Antwort auf Inte-

grations- bzw. Adaptationserfordernisse sowie die wichtigsten Dimensionen des CSR Managements 

dargestellt. Darauf aufbauend werden externe und interne Einflussfaktoren auf Integrations- bzw. Lo-

kalisierungsstrategien beschreiben und strukturiert und die wichtigsten Einflussfaktoren des CSR Ma-

nagements identifiziert: CSR Themen (Issues), Schlüsselstakeholder sowie strategische und organi-

satorische Erwägungen. Schließlich werden Möglichkeiten der Lokalisierung des CSR Managements 

in den unterschiedlichen Management Dimensionen und vor dem Hintergrund der drei Einflussfakto-

ren vorgeschlagen. 
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1. Motivation and basic questions 
 

CSR is usually defined as „…a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental con-

cerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis” 

(Commission of the European Communities 2001, p. 6). It is conceived as stakeholder oriented model 

which takes into account the expectations and interests of those groups, which influence or are influ-

enced by companies (Joyner/Payne 2002, p. 300). According to Carroll, CSR implies – next to the 

fulfillment of economic and legal obligations – an ethical and philanthropic responsibility, which is de-

fined by established norms and values reigning in a society (Carroll 1979, p. 499). The reference to 

objectives and values within a society was already made by Bowen in 1953, who claimed that respon-

sibility of businessman requires them to take act in a way which is desirable in terms of the objectives 

and values of our society (Bowen 1953, p. 6) and was confirmed by Sethi, according to whom corpo-

rate social responsibility implies that corporate activities have to conform with established social norms 

and values (Sethi 1979). 

 

Companies acting in different parts of the world face the challenge to be confronted with different cul-

tures and value systems of their respective stakeholders and different conceptions about the focus 

and scope of corporate responsibility. Following the concept of Bowen and Carroll, this would mean 

that CSR approaches would need to be adapted to the specific circumstances of the region where the 

company is active. 

 

However, due to interrelated business activities, the concerns of different local stakeholders cannot be 

seen independently one from each other: the activities in one country might have implications for local 

stakeholders in that country but also be of concern for stakeholders in other countries. This is espe-

cially the case for issues with global impact and external effects, such that global warming and climate 

issues (so called “global common goods”)1. Additionally, stakeholder groups in the home country of a 

company might take party for stakeholder groups in other countries and expect companies to respect 

their values and expectations also when acting in other countries of activity. The discussion about 

child work is one of the most prominent examples, but there may be other more controversial cases 

where different values and norms might lead to possible conflicts between different stakeholder 

groups (e.g. ecological issues or generally accepted human rights). As a consequence, there is an 

increasing pressure for companies to standardize their CSR approaches, introduce company wide 

rules and procedures and centralize CSR decision making. Additionally, organizational issues play a 

role for CSR management of companies. Singh and Rosenzweig state, that multinational companies 

“face, at the same time, a pressure for conformity to conditions in the local environment and an im-

perative for consistency within the multinational” (Rosenzweig/Singh 1991, p. 344). House et. al. 

(2004) in their analysis of the relationship between national, culture, organizational culture and leader-

ship come to the conclusion, that leadership (and hence in the wider sense also management) is influ-

enced by both – national and organizational culture. 

 
                                                
1 See De Bettignies/Lepineux (2009) for a detailed discussion of this issue. 
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Hence, there seem to be two conflicting pressures on CSR management of companies, that resemble 

the general management pressures stated some decades ago by Bartlett and Goshal (1989)2: The 

pressure for localization due to different societal concerns, values and norms on the one hand and the 

pressure for standardization and coordination of decision making due to interrelated business activi-

ties, external effects and global “tastes” or values. 

 

Bartlett and Goshal argued in 1989 for a management approach considering both pressures in an 

optimum way, distinguishing between issues and topics which ask for adaptation and general con-

cepts allowing for standardization and exploiting diversity by transfer of knowledge and ideas. They 

called their strategic approach the “transnational strategy”. In this paper, in a first step arguments for 

and against localization of CSR will be analyzed more profoundly in order to identify the most impor-

tant factors influencing the CSR management approach of companies. In a second step the CSR 

Management process will be structured, describing the most important dimensions that need to be 

taken into consideration when reflecting about the degree of localization of CSR management, and 

localization approaches within these dimensions will be specified. 

 

 

2. Overview about the debate 
 

The discussion about adequate strategic approaches for companies being active in different parts of 

the world has already begun decades ago. Prahalad and Doz (1987) put forward the so called “Inte-

gration – responsiveness grid”, describing forces for local responsiveness on the one hand and global 

integration on the other hand3 and ways to handle these forces. It was the basis for a line of research 

dealing with strategies contingent on these conflicting forces (e.g. Bartlett and Goshal, 1987 & 1989, 

Meffert, 1989 or Roth/Morrison, 1990 & 1992). Empirical studies have analyzed determinants and 

forces of strategic approaches both for general strategy making and for different functional areas (e.g. 

Hannon/Huang/Jaw, 1995; Johansson/Yip, 1994; Kobrin, 1991; Laroche/Kirpalani/Pons/Zhou, 2001). 

The consideration of the above mentioned conflicting forces in the literature dealing with CSR man-

agement however has begun only recently and is still lacking a structured overall discussion. Litera-

ture in this area deals predominantly with localization vs. standardization of CSR in general (for an 

overview see Muller, Alan, 2006) or of specific parts of CSR such as environmental management (e.g. 

Christman, 2004). The arguments for and against localization refer mainly to external aspects such as 

different local conditions (Loew, 2005, p. 24, Baskin 2006, p. 41), different value systems and urging 

issues (Newell/Muro, 2006; Fox, 2004; Fox/Ward/Howard, 2002; Utting, 2001; Ward, 2004; Ward/Fox, 

2002) and consequences for organizational legitimacy (Barkemeyer, 2007b; Fombrun, Gardberg & 

Barnett, 2000) and effectiveness and efficiency of CSR initiatives (Blowfield, 2004). Christman (2004), 

analyzing standardization in environmental management, mentions additionally organizational aspects 

                                                
2 Bartlett/Goshal applied these pressures to the general aspects of management, especially to the question of adapta-

tion/standardization of products and processes, the question of an integrated value chain and the implications for the organi-
zational structure of a company. 

3 Bartlett/Goshal, 1991, added a third force for “world-wide innovation". 
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such as the general organizational approach of a company and the strive for consistency as an impor-

tant driver of its strategic approach. 

The objective of the following chapters is therefore to shed some more light on external and internal 

factors driving CSR management and discuss its implications for the strategic approach of companies. 

 

 

3. Management of CSR in globally acting companies 
 

3.1 Strategic approaches of multinational companies 
 

Theory on international strategy distinguishes between four major strategic approaches of globally 

acting so called multinational companies (esp. Bartlett/Goshal, 1989) which are the response to the 

interplay between pressures for integration on the one hand and pressures responsiveness on the 

other hand (Prahalad/Doz, 1987)4: The international, the global, the multinational (or multidomestic) 

and the transnational strategy. The international strategy is usually based on export and does not take 

into account different local conditions in different countries. There is no adaptation to local conditions 

and no integration of subsidiaries in the overall activities of the company. It is usually the first step of a 

company’s internationalization effort. The global strategy is focused on achieving cost advantages 

through economies of scale. Essential assets, resources and responsibilities are centralized at head-

quarter and the headquarter strategy is implemented at local subsidiaries. In order to achieve cost 

advantages, products and services are standardized, where standardization might imply offering the 

same products as at home the adaptation of products and services for the global market taking into 

account “global” preferences. The multinational (or multidomestic) strategy allows adapting to local 

markets, giving autonomy to subsidiaries and differentiating products and services for local demands. 

Decisions are decentralized and important functions reside also in local countries. The transnational 

strategy finally recognizes the need to simultaneously respond to local differences and take advantage 

of global scale economies. Responsibilities, resources and capabilities are distributed throughout the 

world, but concentrated in some places (global distribution of value activities) and information and 

ideas are flowing multidirectional between subsidiaries and headquarter. 

 

As integration and responsiveness pressures vary not only between industries, countries and target 

groups, but also between business functions and even tasks (Bartlett/Goshal, 1989, p. 97), companies 

usually do not follow the same approach in all functions or areas. Companies might, for example, inte-

grate the R&D function and localize the marketing function. Even within the marketing function, there 

may be tasks, that merit a coordinated standardized approach (such as product policy) and tasks 

where localization is sensible (e.g. sales management).5 Therefore, in a first step, dimensions (or 

                                                
4 The classification described is based on Bartlett/Goshal, however there are a number of alternative classifications of types of 

global approaches to management, which more or less follow the same arguments (for an overview see Morschett, 2007, p. 
58-60). 

5 When we talk about standardization, we refer to a common approach for the global market, which could imply both – referring 
to “global” values and expectations or to those of home country stakeholders. However, when we talk about a global strategy, 
we will mean the reference to global values (even if possibly shaped by Western ideals), reserving the headquarter oriented 
approach for the international strategy. 
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tasks) of CSR management will be described, followed by a more detailed of the external and internal 

factors influencing them. 

 

 

3.2 Dimensions of CSR management 
 

CSR can be understood as a management concept „whereby companies integrate social and envi-

ronmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a 

voluntary basis” (Commission of the European Communities, 2001, p. 6). A company acts responsible, 

if it aspires to achieve “an equilibrium between the demands and needs of different stakeholders which 

is acceptable for everybody involved” (Commission of the European Communities, 2002, p. 4). Essen-

tial components of the concept are the voluntary character (more than legal requirements), the orienta-

tion at expectations and values of company (Joyer/Payne, 2002, p. 300), and its cross functional na-

ture. According to Goebel, CSR should therefore not be seen as a separate function, but as an inte-

gral part of general management (Göbel, 2006, p. 156). 

 

As arguments for and against standardization usually refer to different dimensions of CSR manage-

ment, the following dimensions of CSR management will be the basis of discussion of localization 

approaches of companies6: 

 The normative foundation of CSR: It is the basis of CSR management and defines general ideas 

about the role of the company in society, its general values, principles and guidelines (Meffert, 

2005, p. 22). Major global companies usually define some generally valid purpose and guiding 

principles, however – due to different values systems around the globe - there might also be ad-

aptations to local environments. 

 Strategy: Based on a analysis of environmental forces and internal values and resources, it de-

fines key stakeholders or target groups, issues, standards, projects and partnerships (Muen-

stermann, 2007, p. 20-21). Again, companies might follow an overall global CSR strategy focus-

ing on global or home country stakeholder group, or they might take account for different press-

ing issues or expectations of local stakeholders.  

 Organization: Strategy needs to be reflected in adequate organizational structures and proc-

esses. Structures determine information flows and reporting lines as well as the location of re-

sponsibility and budgets. Processes define the way of strategy formulation, criteria for CSR deci-

sions, target setting and controlling, incentives (Yip, 1992, p.181). 

 (External) CSR communication: It consists in a permanent stakeholder-dialog for detecting 

stakeholder demands and general trends and building legitimacy and the CSR reporting via 

homepages, reports, media etc. Companies need to decide about the geographic focus of stake-

holder-dialog as well as about localization or standardization of CSR reporting. 

 

 

                                                
6 Aspects of CSR management are discussed for example in Muenstermann, 2007, p. 21. 
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4. External and internal forces for standardization and localization 
 

4.1 Stakeholder concerns and organizational issues as driving forces of CSR 

management in global companies 
 

CSR strategies are essentially driven by stakeholder expectations. Even though a proactive CSR 

strategy might imply companies acting as a change agent and anticipating issues that might become 

relevant in the future, the basis of CSR management is the interaction with stakeholders and the con-

sideration of their concerns and expectations into core business activities (Commission of the Euro-

pean Communities, 2001, p. 6). 

 

Stakeholder concerns and expectations are not at last shaped by social norms and values that are 

reigning society (Carroll, 1979, p. 499). Understanding and considering these values is hence at the 

core of CSR and at the same time the basis for organizational legitimacy; the latter being often cited 

as one of the objectives of Corporate Social Responsibility. Suchmann (1995, p. 574) defines legiti-

macy as “generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or 

appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”. 

 

Companies acting in different parts of the world face the challenge to be confronted with different cul-

tures and value systems of their respective stakeholders and different conceptions about the focus 

and scope of corporate responsibility. So called multinational companies “are affected by a variety of 

environmental forces, some of which are specific to the host country and some of which are global in 

nature” (Rosenzweig/Singh, 1991, p. 344). CSR in multinational companies hence requires the identi-

fication of global and local stakeholder groups and an understanding of their concerns and the cultural 

context shaping their expectations. 

 

On the other hand, there are organizational issues to be considered. Localization and standardization 

approaches usually go together with organizational structures and processes supporting these ap-

proaches (Bartlett/Goshal, 1989). Hence, if CSR strategies are to be adapted to local conditions, the 

decentralization of decision making power and the allocation of responsibility and budgets to local 

subsidiaries would be the adequate response. On the other hand, a standardized approach would 

require a coordination of decision making and would be fomented by at least a partly centralization of 

decision making power and the setting of standards and principles that are to be followed by all func-

tions and divisions. Different organizational models have different effects on commitment, motivation, 

creativity and performance (Perlitz, 2004, p. 455 ff).7 At the same time, companies strive for organiza-

tional consistency especially when functions with a strong relation to general strategy are concerned 

(Rosenzweig/Singh, 1991, p. 344). Organizational aspects and a company’s overall approach to glob-

al management therefore play an important role for localization strategies in the field of CSR. 

 

                                                
7 For example, Muller (2006, p. 190) shows for the Mexican Automobile industry, that CSR performance seems to be higher in 

case of decentralized decision making. 
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4.2 Stakeholder concerns influencing CSR management 
 

4.2.1. Different stakeholder groups and their expectations 
 

Stakeholders in the broad sense are usually defined as any group or individual that can be affected or 

is affected by the achievement of a corporation’s purpose (Freeman, 1984, p. 46). When looking at 

stakeholders of multinational companies, one can distinguish local and global stakeholder groups. 

Local stakeholders are those residing in the countries where the company is active (Carroll, 2004, p. 

114). They can further be divided into home country stakeholders, i.e. stakeholders residing in the 

country of the company's headquarter and host country stakeholders residing in the countries of the 

subsidiaries. Global stakeholder groups belong to the global “metaenvironment” the company oper-

ates in (Kostova/Zaheer, 1999) and often represent so called “global” interests”. Examples are interna-

tional media, international organizations, and internationally operating activist groups or NGO's. 

 

Analyzing local stakeholders, one identifies overlapping stakeholder groups in different countries, such 

as employees and trade unions, customers, suppliers and the (local) government, and country-specific 

stakeholders as for example locally active NGO’s. Due to a different cultural context (e.g. value sys-

tems, different laws and regulations) and different economic conditions, expectations of these stake-

holder groups usually vary. As an example, in countries with high income equality or a weak provision 

of social services expectations for voluntary social engagement of companies might be higher than in 

other countries a more equal income distribution.8 Even if researchers observe a growing convergence 

of lifestyles, values and ideas across the world (Levitt, 1983), economic, cultural and institutional dif-

ferences remain significant and have an impact on local stakeholder expectations and would hereby 

justify a localization of CSR policies. 

 

However, certain home or host country stakeholder groups might exert their influence to make com-

panies transfer local CSR policies to other countries. Also, there might be local stakeholder groups 

concerned with globally relevant topics such as environmental challenges or human rights issues and 

that are interested in companies applying similar standards all over the world. Customer groups in 

industrialized countries might, for example, expect from companies to apply similar social standards in 

the global supply chain. 

 

Often, home country stakeholders (esp. those who are relevant for corporate governance) are more 

powerful than host country stakeholders and exert more influence on companies’ strategies (Aguil-

era/Yip, 2004, p. 9). Multinational companies operating in remote countries usually seek to gain legiti-

macy from its primary stakeholders that are typically based in its home market (e.g. customers, media) 

                                                
8 Baskin (2006, p.35) claims, that Corporate Social Investment (CSI) seems to be more extensive in emerging countries (espe-

cially Latin America and Africa) than in OECD countries, which he explains with higher income inequality and often weak state 
provision of social services. 
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(Newell/Muro, 2006, p.64).9 This inequality in power may result in several problems, such as a bias 

towards short-term projects with a high visibility rather than longer-term capacity-building initiatives. 

(Barkemeyer, 2007b, p.2) 

 

Global stakeholder groups usually are interested in coherent behavior of companies and refer to gen-

erally accepted norms and values that have to be taken into account or to the existence of global pub-

lic goods that require a coordinated approach of corporate responsibility. NGOs usually expect com-

panies to base their CSR management on internationally agreed standards in order to avoid green-

washing and social dumping (Loew, 2005, p. 24)10. International institutions and organizations define 

guidelines and standards with which companies should comply, as for example the UN Global Com-

pact, the OECD guidelines, the SA 8000 or the ISO 26000. Besides, CSR rating institutions are global-

izing and applying similar criteria for ratings throughout the world. 

 

 

4.2.2 Different cultural, economic and institutional frameworks and the pressure for 

localization 
 

As argued in 4.2.1, local stakeholder groups usually have different expectations towards companies 

about what their responsibility within society is. These differences can be explained by 

 different cultural conditions, implying different values, norms, practices, norms and legal obligations 

 different economic conditions, leading to different pressing issues in society 

 different allocation of responsibility for social or environmental aspects 

 

Culture can be defined as “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the member of 

one group or category from those of another” (Hofstede, 1991). It comprises shared values, under-

standings, assumptions and goals of this group resulting in large part in common attitudes, codes of 

conduct, and expectations that and practices that guide and control certain norms of behavior (Hofs-

tede, 1980). Cultural studies show that there are considerable differences in values and attitudes 

around the world (e.g. Hofstede, 1991; Schwartz, 2004). The Globe study, a global investigation pro-

gram that analyzes the relationship between national culture, organizational culture and leadership 

identifies 10 cultural clusters, that are differing considerably in nine dimensions such as power dis-

tance, uncertainty avoidance, gender egalitarianism etc. (House et. al., 2004). 

 

These clusters differ with respect to modal practices (common behavior and the way things are done 

in a culture) and modal values (the way things should be done)11. Even the most basic human rights 

have been subject to interpretation, and might not be fully accepted in some countries (see e.g. Sen, 

                                                
9 Newell et. al., 2006, draw this conclusion in their analysis of CSR in Argentina: “MNCs are the key drivers and respondents (of 

CSR). Often responsive to their home countries and receptive to shareholder and activist pressures overseas, their strategies 
reflect European or North American priorities”. 

10 Loew cites statements of NGO’s and the Green 7 at the Multistakeholder Forum 2004. 
11 Cultural dimensions in the globe study were determined based on these two cultural manifestations (House/Javidan (2004), p. 16. 
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1997).12 Also interpretations of generally accepted values might differ in different cultural clusters, 

being influenced by general values, behaviors and norms reigning in a society (Barkemeyer, 2007 b, 

p. 19, based on World Values Survey 2006). 

 

According to Carroll (1979, p. 499) values and attitudes shape expectations of society towards com-

panies CSR approach. Referring to cultural dimensions such as gender egalitarianism, institutional 

collectivism or humane orientation, it can be suspected, that there are country differences in culture 

that are important especially for the social dimension of CSR management of companies and issues 

such as equality and non-discrimination issues (Baskin 2006, p. 41). Several authors point to a num-

ber of social and environmental issues (e.g. working hours, child work, environmental certification 

systems) around which conflicts based on different views might arise (see Barkemeyer, 2007a, p. 5 for 

an overview about this debate). Maignan (2001) analyzes cross cultural perceptions of CSR around 

the world and suggests that there are differences with respect to the perceived importance of different 

CSR issues such as legal or economic responsibility. She suggests, that US consumers place higher 

significance to economic responsibility, French consumers place highest value to legal responsibilities 

and German consumers regard legal and ethical responsibility as most important (Maignan, 2001, p. 

57). 

 

Norms can be defined as guidelines for behavior that are influenced by shared values and may be 

codified and formalized in laws and regulations. Norms and laws are both – manifestations of a value 

system of a society and mechanisms to protect values of a society13. Hence, differences in values and 

attitudes explain – at least partly – country differences in norms, laws and regulations.14 

 

Finally, the stage of economic development, the design of social security systems as well as the allo-

cation of responsibility are differing between nations, such that there are different pressing issues that 

need to be taken care for. Hartard (2008), referring to the example of Brazil and Germany, shows that 

legal and social frameworks request companies to tailor CSR initiative to local conditions in order to 

properly respond to stakeholder expectations. 

 

Neglecting cultural, institutional and economic differences may cause different problems: First CSR 

initiatives may not achieve the intended results and might even fail due to opposition of the local envi-

ronment. Blowfield (2004, p. 88) gives a number of examples for ethical trade initiatives that fail to 

address the cultural context in which they take place and therefore are perceived as irrelevant or even 

counterproductive locally. Moreover, the neglect of different views about social and environmental 

issues might lead to a decrease, rather than an increase of perceived legitimacy (Barkemeyer 2007a, 

p. 5), which is seen as essential to overcome restrictions or suspicion regarding foreign companies 

(Fombrun et. al., 2000, p. 93). Finally, especially thinking about CSR management in developing coun-

                                                
12 This can be illustrated by the debate around “Asian values” and the reluctance to embrace individual human rights in a num-

ber of Asian countries. 
13 Heinrich Popitz: Soziale Normen. Suhrkamp, ISBN 978-3-518-29394-2 Bernhard Schäfers, Johannes Kopp (Hrsg.): Grundbe-

griffe der Soziologie. 9. Aufl., Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden 2006, ISBN 3-531-14686-6 (Stichwort: „Norm, So-
ziale“) 

14 Moreover, government willingness to control the fulfillment of legal norms varies across countries 
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tries, there is a diverse range of issues that are in danger of being left out of the mainstream CSR 

agenda even though they are of major importance for corporate social performance in developing 

countries. Topics such as tax avoidance and transfer pricing (see e.g. Jenkins, 2005), corporate power 

and policy influence and potential negative effects of economic liberalization (see e.g. Prieto-Carron et 

al., 2006) are examples often named in literature.15 

 

 

4.2.3  Converging values and attitudes, global public goods and institutions and the 

pressure for standardization 
 

Even if cultural and institutional environments are different between cultural clusters, countries and 

even within countries, it has been argued that sustained rapid economic growth and concomitant 

technological industrialization leads to the convergence of social action, thought and values 

(e.g.Tinbergen, 1959; Kerr/Dunlap/Harbison/Myers, 1960; Galbraith, 1967; Child, 1981; Child/Tayeb, 

1983; Levitt,1983, Munusamy et. al., 2009) and that industrial societies become more similar when 

"technical and economic imperatives impinge on social life" (Freenberg 1991, p.121). Moreover, inter-

national institutions like the UN Global Compact or the UN refer to generally accepted principles and 

“global values” that would support a standardization of CSR policies of global companies in their coun-

tries of operation. 

 

Also, the existence of external effects and global public goods or issues, such as the environment, 

health, security and political stability requires cooperation and coordination not only of political institu-

tions and governments, but also of private actors such as companies (De Bettignies/Lepineux, 2009, 

p. 158-159). On the one hand, due to interdependencies and cross national external effects, national 

actors need to work together and define common standards and procedures in order to solve global 

issues or provide jointly global public goods. On the other hand, globally acting companies are asked 

to define standards and rules that are valid in all countries in which they operate and hereby to con-

tribute to environmental or social issues. 

 

However, due to the nature of public goods, it can not be guaranteed that private companies acting in 

their own interest are ready to provide for them or to consider effects external to the market mecha-

nism. Even if local governments can influence company behavior by taxes and/or environmental 

regulations and hence make them provide for national public goods, they are not able to control their 

foreign operations. The fact that globally acting companies are not confined to one country leads to a 

“privilege of extraterritoriality” and allows them to play governments off one another, and escape some 

national regulations they deem too constraining by transferring their profits to low tax countries and 

their operations to lower labor cost environments or to countries with less demanding environmental 

regulation (De Bettignies/Lepineux, 2009, p.157). 

 

                                                
15 This is mainly due to an insufficient participation/ integration of developing country actors in the stakeholder dialog and the 

shaping of the CSR agenda (see e.g. Fox, 2004; Fox, Ward, & Howard, 2002; Utting, 2001; Ward, 2004; Ward & Fox, 2002). 
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This leads NGOs, activist groups, international institutions and other stakeholders to exert pressure 

and urge companies to take over responsibility for the global common good (DeBettignies/Lepineux, 

2009, p.157). NGOs argue that for CSR being credible and a useful tool for sustainable development, 

is to be based on internationally agreed standards and principles and require a coordination of CSR 

policies (Loew, 2005, p. 24). Especially when legal norms and societal expectations in host country do 

not comply with generally accepted values and principles, global stakeholders might ask for a proac-

tive approach of companies in order to foment social and ecological development. International institu-

tions like the EU or the UN promote these principles and guidelines that are seen as generally valid 

and should be adapted and applied by global companies throughout the value chain (e.g. The UN 

global compact, the ILO tripartite declaration of principles concerning Multinational Enterprises and 

Social Policy and the OECD guidelines for MNEs.16 

Finally, due to the development global dissemination of a multitude of new approaches such as the 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the “The Principle of Responsible Investment”17, or the ISO 26000, 

the global increase in the application of ISO14000, SA8000, AA1000, and other environmental and 

social management systems, as well as the globalization of rating agencies and auditing companies, 

globally acting companies are more and more evaluated based on standardized principles and criteria, 

which increases the pressure for a common and coordinated CSR policy. Criteria for SRI investment 

are more and more harmonized and applied to globally acting companies irrespective their nationality. 

As most of the SRI funds and investment is still concentrated in the United States and Western 

Europe (Social Investment Forum, 2007; Eurosif, 2008) and influenced by global NGO’s, the 

underlying values and principles reflect those which are proposed by international institutions like the 

UN global compact and the OECD. 

 

 

4.3  Internal aspects 

4.3.1 Overview 

According to Singh and Rosenzweig, multinational companies face not only a pressure for conformity 

to conditions in the local environment but also “an imperative for consistency within the multinational” 

(Rosenzweig/Singh 1991, p. 344). The adaptation of CSR policies to local demands usually goes to-

gether with a decentralization CSR decision making and the possibility of subsidiaries to define their 

own standards, policies, issues and instruments of CSR. On the other hand, consistency with the mul-

tinational asks for coordination of CSR policies and at least party a centralization of decision making 

power. It requires the (parent) company to set standards and principles that are to be followed by all 

functions and divisions and might endanger adaptiveness due to “coercive pressures for isomorphism 

(DiMaggio et al., 1983; Rosenzweig/Singh 1991: 347). Localization and standardization hence have 

partly contradicting effects on organizational efficiency. 

                                                
16 See EU Multistakeholder Forum, 2004, p. 6 
17 Guideline, how to consider economic, social and governance aspects when financial institutions make investments , see 

http://www.unpri.org 
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4.3.2  Motivation, innovation and responsiveness asking for localization 
 

The possibility of subsidiaries to define and/or influence CSR management at the local level usually 

leads to a higher degree of motivation and commitment as well as identification of subsidiaries with the 

(local) CSR approach (Hackman/Oldham, 1980). It goes together with a higher degree of familiarity of 

employees with the objectives and applied concepts and instruments and takes into account that dif-

ferent business units or division might have a different “maturity level” regarding the CSR process, 

which would require a flexibility of applied CSR instruments and (Multistakeholder Forum 2004, p. 10). 

 

Furthermore, it allows companies to experiment under different circumstances with new processes 

and products overseas as well as at home which might foster innovation and creativity. “The govern-

ments of many developing countries are encouraging companies to introduce sustainable products 

and processes, especially for those at the bottom of the pyramid. It’s easier for global enterprises to 

foster innovation in emerging markets, where there are fewer entrenched systems or traditional mind-

sets to overcome” (Nidumolu et al., 2009, p.62). Additionally, national standards are often even stricter 

than global ones (Loew, 2005, p. 24), and innovation might come from local subsidiaries having to 

cope with these standards. 

 

Finally, due to better knowledge of and more intense and direct relations with local stakeholders, a 

higher degree local responsiveness and effectiveness of CSR instruments can be expected (see 

chapter 4.2). Especially when there are differences in legitimacy perspectives between home and host 

country, this decreases the risk of CSR initiatives to fail and avoids companies wasting scarce re-

sources (Van Tulder/Kolk, 2001, p. 267-268). 

 

 

4.3.3  Consistency and efficiency asking for standardization 
 

If CSR policies, strategies and instruments are to be coordinated and/or standardized, CSR decision 

making power needs to be at least partly centralized. Apart from potential cost savings (e.g. a stan-

dardized CSR report for all countries of operation), such an approach supports consistency and 

makes sure that global strategies are implemented at local subsidiaries (Christman, 2004). Also, it 

might lead to more ambitious CSR activities at the local level. For example, research on cross border 

environmental management suggests a positive influence of pressure created by headquarter on envi-

ronmental management in the local developing country context (Jeppeson/Hansen, 2004). Expanding 

high standards and progressive practices from one country to another may lead to a harmonization of 

CSR practice on a higher level, the so-called “upward harmonization” (Muller, 2006, p. 190). 
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4.3.4  The role of the general strategic and organizational approach 
 

In general, if external local demands at subsidiary sites are in contrast to those at the Headquarter, the 

global alignment of policies and standards adds costs to subsidiary operations (Christmann, 2004, p. 

751). Subsidiaries might find it difficult to achieve cultural communication in a context where, for ex-

ample, ethical values are formulated in the Headquarter, which is then an obstacle to the deployment 

of certain actions at the local level. The acceptance of these additional costs depends a lot on the 

general strategic approach and organizational design of a company. In case of multinational or trans-

national approaches that respect the cultural and competitive diversity, the international alignment 

between the different divisions of a company and the creation of a global platform for CSR is likely to 

cause even more problems and hence subsidiary resistance, as the organizational structure is inhibit-

ing cross-divisional discussions necessary an effective alignment of CSR policies. However, if general 

decision making is centralized, policies are standardized and the organizational structure enhances 

global integration and coordination, subsidiaries might perceive benefits such as cost savings or eas-

ier access to innovative ideas such that the resistance against global standardization of environmental 

and social conduct is supposed to be lower (Christmann, 2004, p. 751).18 

 

 

5. Global approaches to CSR management 
 

5.1  Influencing factors 
 

Based on the discussion in the previous chapters three main factors that are shaping the CSR ap-

proach of globally active companies are derived: The issue in question, the character and distribution 

of major stakeholder groups and the general organizational approach and culture of a company: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Influencing factors for global approaches to CSR management 

 

Issues are areas of key areas of concern that a company should take care for, as for example issues 

in the field of environmental protection (climate, water, biodiversity), the wellbeing of employees (work 

                                                
18 Subsidiary influence and their need to align with overall procedures however is usually not the same for all subsidiaries: An-

derson & Pahlberg (1997) show that subsidiaries influence is the stronger, the more technological or R&D knowhow they pos-
sess. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 17 

live balance, human rights, diversity) or the community and civil society in general (reduction of pov-

erty, education etc.).19 Especially when global public goods are concerned, a uniform approach of 

companies seems to be sensible, as there is an inherent incentive for companies to deviate from a 

cooperative approach. The lack of internal common standards would alleviate contributing only selec-

tively in some countries and overuse the public good in other countries. Also, global issues are usually 

backed by global stakeholder groups with an interest for a standardized approach. 

 

On the other hand, there are issues which are characterized by a strong cultural grounding and which 

would require the adaptation to the local environment. Family policy, social security or corporate citi-

zenship projects are examples for that (Hartard, 2008). Different regulative frameworks and different 

opinions about social responsibilities of companies ask for different approaches in employee or com-

munity related questions. 

 

Finally, there might be issues where there seem to be a common understanding of what is desired by 

the “global community”, however, different interpretations of these globally valid values or rights lead 

to potential conflicts of a standardized approach. Examples for that are (gender) diversity issues or  

child work. Companies need to find the right balance between formulating general principles but at the 

same time letting some lee ways for local modification. Figure 2 summarizes the influence of the char-

acter of issues on localization strategies of companies: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Relationship between issues and localization of CSR 
 

Issues are closely related to stakeholders, who promote them to be taken into consideration by com-

panies. Which issues are dealt with is usually the result the netting of an issue and a stakeholder 

analysis (Muenstermann, 2007, p. 94-95), leading to the determination of relevant stakeholders and 

strategic issues promoted by them. The degree of localization of CSR management is not at least 

dependent on the character of relevant stakeholders and their relative significance to the company. 

Companies select relevant stakeholders from a multitude of potential stakeholders (see chapter 4.2.1), 

                                                
19 For an overview of potential issues see Muenstermann, 2007, p. 93. 
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based on ethic and strategic considerations (Waxenberger, 2001, p. 46 ff).20 As described in chapter 

4.2.1, global companies are facing both global and local stakeholder groups, where local stakeholders 

can further be divided into stakeholders of the headquarter country and local stakeholders of other 

countries of operation. Depending on the industry, the location of the headquarter/the subsidiaries, the 

character and size of operations abroad and the composition of major shareholders, these stakeholder 

groups have different power potential and are affected to a different degree by company activities 

(Aguilera/Yip, p. 2004). An Asian company with a dominant share of revenues coming from the United 

States faces different pressures from its stakeholder groups than a similar company with most of its 

sales in Asia.21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 3: Conflicting expectations of stakeholder groups 
 

The distribution and character of stakeholders is therefore one of the major influencing factors for the 

CSR approach of companies. 

 

Finally, as mentioned in chapter 4.3.4, general strategic approach and organizational culture of a 

company plays an important role for the degree of adaptation or standardization of CSR. If companies 

strive for organizational consistency, they will adapt their general strategic approach also to CSR 

management. Additionally, the standardization of CSR approaches will cause the more internal resis-

tance the more subsidiaries have autonomy in other areas (Christman, 2004). 

 

 

                                                
20 Ethical considerations are for example based on legitimacy, urgency and degree of concernment, strategic considerations 

based on power and influence. 
21 For the case of Japan, Suzuki/Tanimoto (2005) show that the adoption of GRI guidelines depends is positively correlated with 

the strength of connection with foreign stakeholders. 
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5.2  Implications for CSR management dimensions 
 

Depending on the above mentioned forces on CSR management, localization of CSR may imply the 

autonomous definition of strategies of local subsidiaries or just the slight modifications when imple-

menting globally defined principles, guidelines, issues etc. Localization aspects can be considered at 

any of the discussed dimensions of CSR management (see fig. 4): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Localization approaches in different dimensions of CSR management 
 

Adaptation possibilities for the normative foundation range from local or adapted mission statements 

and values to the integration of local aspects into a globally valid idea of the responsibility of the com-

pany in the world. The latter is favored by international institutions as the UN Global Compact promot-

ing that – despite of cultural issues, and different business models in varying departments or functions 

– promote that company policies are guided by guided by a common set of values, core strategies, 

and policies across the company (UN Global Compact, 2008, p. 17). No provision for local conditions 

would be the consequence. 

 

As in the case of normative aspects for CSR, strategy could be localized, implying the definition of 

CSR issues, projects etc. for each country of operation separately or formulated as global strategy that 

takes into account issues and stakeholders of regions and countries where the company is active. No 

provision for the global market takes place when strategy is based on expectations and issues in the 

home country of the company. Companies may also choose to localize some (as for example social 

issues) but promoting an integrated approach in case of environmental issues. Moreover, it might be 

sensible to differentiate the localization approach with respect to strategic task, defining global issues 

and general strategies at the Headquarter, but giving lee ways in the selection of projects or partner-

ships.  
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Strategy and organization are usually linked to each other. Hence, if the strategic approach is to local-

ize CSR strategies, organizational structure and processes must allow for this by defining local re-

sponsibilities and budgets. In case of an integration of local issues into a global strategy, the integra-

tion of local management into strategy making would be favorable. Centralized decision making with-

out CSR participation would be the consequence of no provision for local differences in strategy making.  

Finally, communication and reporting may be host country specific, partly adapted or focused on home 

country stakeholders. Even if reports do not refer to specific issues, they might be translated to Eng-

lish or the host country language. 

 

 

6. First empirical insights 
 

In order to empirically investigate the degree of localization of CSR management, a survey of major 

German globally active companies was conducted between April and June 2009 asking questions 

about localization aspects at different dimensions of CSR management. Even though the limited size 

of the analysis does not allow drawing general conclusions, some interesting tendencies could be 

observed which deserve further investigation in the future. 

 

First, perceived important CSR issues concern foremost environmental aspects (esp. climate) and 

social issues such that education, demographics and unemployment. These issues are reflecting a 

typical European perspective. It would be interesting to analyze companies from other regions in order 

to compare perceptions in different regions. 

 

Second, most of the participating companies work with standards in essential areas like environment, 

health & safety and training. Guidelines – if used – are usually valid and binding usually throughout the 

company. This observation supports the hypothesis, that there is a tendency towards the use of corpo-

rate wide standards, which is increasingly demanded by NGO’s. 

 

With respect to decision making, most companies stated that CSR decisions are usually taken at the 

headquarter level which suggests that CSR is seen as a corporate function that requires global coor-

dination. However, with respect to the integration of local perspectives into CSR decisions – either by 

integration of local CSR managers in decision making or via a local stakeholder dialogue – two almost 

equal groups of companies were found: those who consider local aspects and those who focus on 

stakeholders and concerns in the home country. There was no clear relation between the degree of 

decentralization of decision making and the localization of CSR strategy, which might be also due to 

the limited sample size. For further research, it would be interesting to investigate more in detail the 

influencing factors of localization such as for example the power of foreign and local stakeholders and 

the character of issues concerned. 
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7. Summary 
 

The objective of this paper was to explore approaches of CSR management in globally active compa-

nies and to find influencing factors for standardization or localization of CSR management. After a 

brief description of general strategic approaches of multinational companies and of CSR management 

aspects which are worth to consider when reflecting about localization, external and internal forces for 

localization and adaptation where analyzed and structured. External forces were suggested to have its 

origin in expectations of global and local stakeholder groups, who might have conflicting interests with 

respect to CSR issues and the localization approach of companies. Internal factors are organizational 

in nature and include leadership and motivational factors asking for decentralization and localization, 

and strategic factors suggesting consistency and standardized CSR approaches. Three main influenc-

ing aspects for the localization approach of CSR management where derived from this discussion: 

The issues in question (global public goods or issues backed by “global” values), the character and 

location of the most relevant stakeholders and the general organizational and strategic approach of a 

company. As the degree of localization is not at least reflected in the location within the management 

process (normative foundation, different strategic tasks, communication), in a last step localization 

approaches were detailed for the beforehand CSR management dimensions. 

 

First empirical suggests that CSR is still rather Headquarter driven, even if general decision making is 

considered as decentralized. Issues considered as important reflect a rather European perspective. 

However, not at least due to the limited sample size, it was not possible to find relations between fac-

tors such as general strategic approach and localization approach of companies. For further research 

it would be interesting to explore not only headquarter perspectives on localization, but also perspec-

tives of subsidiaries and to investigate also empirically more in detail the influencing factors on the 

global CSR management approach of companies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 22 

8. Table of figures 

 
Figure 1: Influencing factors for global approaches to CSR management............................................16 

Figure 2: Relationship between issues and localization of CSR ...........................................................17 

Figure 3: Conflicting expectations of stakeholder groups......................................................................18 

Figure 4: Localization approaches in different dimensions of CSR management.................................19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 23 

9. Literature 
 

Aguilera, R.V./Yip, G. (2004): Corporate Governance and Globalization, in A. Ariño, P. Ghemawat and 

J. E. Ricart (Eds.), Creating Value through Global Strategy, 55-67. London. 

Andersson, U./Pahlberg, C. (1997): Subsidiary Influence on Strategic Behaviour in MNCs: An Empiri-

cal Study, International Business Review, 6 (3), 319-334. 

Barkemeyer, Ralf (2007a): Beyond Compliance – Below Expectations? Crossborder CSR, Develop-

ment and the UN Global Compact, Corporate Responsibility Research Conference, available via: 

http://www.crrconference.org/downloads/crrc2007barkemeyer.pdf [Accessed on 30.11.2009] 

Barkemeyer, Ralf (2007b): Legitimacy as a Key Driver and Determinant of CSR in Developing Coun-

tries, University of St Andrews & Sustainable Development Research Centre (SDRC) School of 

Management, Fife, available via: 

http://www.2007amsterdamconference.org/Downloads/07SummerSchool%20%20Barkemeyer.pdf 

[Accessed on 30.11.2009]. 

Bartlett, C./Goshal, S. (1987): Managing across Borders: New Strategic Requirements, Sloan Man-

agement Review, Summer, 7-17. 

Bartlett, C. A./Goshal, S. (1989): Managing Across Borders: The Transnational Solution, 2nd ed. 2002, 

Harvard Business School Press. 

Baskin, J. (2006): Corporate Responsibility in Emerging Markets, The Journal of Corporate Citizen-

ship, Winter 2006, 24, 29-47. 

Blowfield, M. (2004): Implementation Deficits of Ethical Trade Systems. Lessons from the Indonesian 

Cocoa and Timber Industries, Journal of Corporate Citizenship(13), 77-90. 

Bowen, H. (1953): Social responsibilities of the Businessman, New York, Harper. 

Carroll, A. B.(1979): A three-dimensional conceptual model of corporate performance, Academy of 

Management Review, 4 (4), 1979, 497-505. 

Carroll, A. B. (2004): Managing Ethically With Global Stakeholders: A Present and Future Challenge, 

Academy of Management Executive, 18(2), 114-120. 

Child, J. (1981): Culture, Contingency and Capitalism in the Cross-National Study of Organizations, in: 

Staw, B.& Cummings, L.L. (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior Vol. 3, Greenwich, CT: 

JAI Press, 303-356. 

Child, J./Tayeb, M. (1983): Theoretical Perspectives in Cross-National Organizational Research, In-

ternational Studies of Management and Organization, 7(4), 3-4. 

Christman, P. (2004): Multinational companies and the natural environment: Determinants of global 

environmental policy standardization, Academy of Management Journal, 5, 747-760. 

Commission of the European Communities (2001): Com 366 final, GREEN PAPER Promoting a Euro-

pean framework for Corporate Social Responsibility, Brussels, 18.7.2001. 

Commission of the European Communities (2002): Die soziale Verantwortung der Unternehmen. Ein 

Unternehmensbeitrag zur nachhaltigen Entwicklung, based on COM(2002) 347 endg., Luxemburg. 

De Bettignies, H.-C./Lépineux, F. (2009): Can Multinational Corporations Afford to Ignore the Global 

Common Good?, Business and Society Review 114 (2), 153-182. 

Deutsches Aktieninstitut (2003): Nachhaltigkeit und Shareholder Value aus Sicht börsennotierter Un-

ternehmen, Studien des Deutschen Aktieninstituts, 22, Frankfurt am Main. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 24 

DiMaggio, P. J./Powell, W. (1983): The iron cage revisited institutional isomorphism and collectivera-

tionality in organizational fields, American Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. 

EU Multistakeholder Forum on CSR (2004): Final results and recommendations, Final report, Brus-

sels, 29. 6.2004. 

Eurosif (2008): European SRI Study, Paris. 

Fombrun, C./Gardberg, N./Barnett, M. (2000): Opportunity Platforms and Safety Nets: Corporate Re-

sponsibility and Reputational Risk, Business and Society Review, 2000, 105 (1), 85-106. 

Fox, T. (2004): Corporate Social Responsibility and Development: In quest of an agenda. Develop-

ment, 47(3), 29-36. 

Fox, T./Ward, H./Howard, B. (2002): Public Sector Roles in Strengthening Corporate Social Responsi-

bility: A Baseline Study: Corporate Social Responsibility Practice, Private Sector Advisory Serv-

ices Department, The World Bank. 

Freeman, E. R. (1984): Strategic Management, A Stakeholder Approach, Marshfield MA. 

Freenberg, A. (1991): Critical Theory of Technology, New York: Oxford University Press. 

Frynas, J. G./Blowfield, M. (2005): Setting New Agendas: Critical Perspectives on Corporate Social 

Responsibility in the Developing World, in: International Affairs, 2005, vol. 81, no. 3, 499-513. 

Galbraith, J. K. (1967): The New Industrial State, Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Co. 

Ghoshal, S./Bartlett, C. A.(1990); The multinational organization as an Interorganizational Network, 

Academy of Management Review 1990, 15 (4), 603-625. 

Göbel, E. (2006): Unternehmensethik. Grundlagen und praktische Umsetzung, Stuttgart. 

Hackman, J./Oldham, G. (1980): Work Redesign, Upper Saddle River (New Jersey): Prentice Hall. 

Hahn, T. (2004): Why and when companies contribute to societal goals: the effect of reciprocal 

stakeholder behavior, Paper presented at the Best Paper Proceedings of the 2004 Annual Con-

ference of the Academy of Management 'Creating Actionable Knowledge', New Orleans. 

Hahn, T. (2005): Gesellschaftliches Engagement von Unternehmen. Reziproke Stakeholder, ökonomi-

sche Anreize, strategische Gestaltungsoptionen, Wiesbaden: Deutscher Universitäts-Verlag. 

Hannon, J. M./Huang, I.-C./Jaw, B.-S. (1995): International human resource strategy and its determi-

nants: The case of subsidiaries in Taiwan, Journal of International Business Studies, 26, 531-554. 

Hartard, S. (2008): Der Spagat zwischen Mindestnorm und kultureller Vielfalt – CSR in der Automobil-

industrie in Deutschland und Brasilien, in: Müller, Martin /Schaltegger, Stefan (Eds..), Corporate 

Social Responsibility, oekom, 95-108. 

Hofstede, G. (1980): Culture's Consequences: International Differences in Work-related Values. Bev-

erly Hills: Sage. 

Hofstede, G. (1991): Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. London: Macmillan. 

House, Robert J. et. al. (Eds.) (2004): Leadership and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Socie-

ties, Thousand Oaks, London, Delhi. 

House, R./Javidan, M. (2004): Overview of GLOBE, in: House, Robert J. et. al. (Eds.), Leadership and 

Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies, Thousand Oaks, London, Delhi. 

Jenkins, R. (2005): Globalization, Corporate Social Responsibility and poverty. International Affairs, 

81(3), 525-540. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 25 

Jeppeson, S./Hansen, M. W. (2004): Environmental upgrading of third world enterprises through link-

ages to transnational corporations. Theoretical perspectives and preliminary evidence”, Business 

Strategy and the Environment, 13, 261-274. 

Johansson, J. K./Yip, G. S. (1994): Exploiting globalization potential: U.S. and Japanese strategies, 

Strategic Management Journal, 15, 579-601. 

Joyner, B. E. & Payne, D. (2002): Evolution and Implementation: A study of Values, Business Ethics 

and Corporate Social Responsibility, Journal of Business Ethics, 41 (4), 297-311 

Kerr, C./Dunlap, J. R./Harbison, F. H./Myers, C. A. (1960): Industrialism and Industrial Man, Cam-

bridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Klaassen, L. H./Koyck, L.M./Witteveen, H.J. (Eds.) (1959): Jan Tinbergen: Selected Papers, Amster-

dam: North Holland Publishing. 

Kobrin, S. J. (1991): An empirical analysis of the determinants of global integration, Strategic Man-

agement Journal, 12 (summer special issue), 17-37. 

Kostova, T./Zaheer, S. (1999): Organizational Legitimacy under Conditions of Complexity: The Case 

of the Multinational Enterprise, The Academy of Management Review, 24(1), 64-81. 

Laroche, M./Kirpalani, V. H./Pons, F./Zhou, L. (2001): A model of advertising standardization in 

multinational companies, Journal of International Business Studies, 32, 249-266. 

Leipziger, D. (2003): The corporate responsibility code book, Sheffield: Greenleaf Publishing. 

Levitt, T. (1983): The Globalization of Markets, Harvard Business Review, (May-June), 92-102. 

Loew, T. (2005): CSR in der Supply Chain: Herausforderungen und Ansatzpunkte für Unternehmen, 

Institute for Sustainability, Berlin. 

Macharzina, K./Welge, M. K. (1989) (Eds.): Handwörterbuch Export und Internationale Unternehmung, 

Stuttgart. 

Maignan, I. (2001): Consumers’ Perceptions of Corporate Social Responsibilities: A Cross-Cultural 

Comparison, Journal of Business Ethics, 30 (1), 57-72. 

Meffert, H. (1989): Marketingstrategien, globale, in: Macharzina, K./Welge, M. K. (1989) (Eds.), Hand-

wörterbuch Export und Internationale Unternehmung, Stuttgart, 1412-1427. 

Meffert, H./Backhaus, K./Becker, J. (2005) (Eds.): Corporate Social Responsibility – gesellschaftliche 

Verantwortung von Unternehmen, Arbeitspapier Nr. 186 der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für 

Marketing und Unternehmensführung e.V., Münster. 

Meffert, H./Münstermann, M. (2005): Corporate Social Responsibility in Wissenschaft und Praxis – 

eine Bestandsaufnahme, in: Meffert, H.; Backhaus, K.; Becker, J. (Eds.): Corporate Social Re-

sponsibility – gesellschaftliche Verantwortung von Unternehmen, Arbeitspapier Nr. 186 der Wis-

senschaftlichen Gesellschaft für Marketing und Unternehmensführung e.V., Münster. 

Morschett, Dirk (2007): Koordinierung von Auslandseinheiten, Gabler, Wiesbaden. 

Münstermann, M. (2007): Corporate Social Responsibility. Ausgestaltung und Steuerung von CSR-

Aktivitäten, Wiesbaden. 

Muller, Alan (2006): Global versus local CSR strategies, European Management Journal, 24 (2-3), 

180-191. 

Munusamy, V. P. et. al. (2009): Sustained rapid economic growth and cultural convergence: compara-

tive longitudinal analysis of evidence from GLOBE & Hofstede, Journal of Asia Business Studies, 

3 (2), 37-45. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 26 

Newell, P. (2005): Citizenship, accountability and community: the limits of the CSR agenda, Interna-

tional Affairs, 81(3), 541-557. 

Newell, P./Muro, A. (2006): Corporate Social and Environmental Responsibility in Argentina, Journal 

of Corporate Citizenship (24), 49-68. 

Nidumolu, R./Prahalad C.K./Rangaswami, M.R. (2009): Why Sustainability Is Now the Key Driver of 

Innovation, Harvard Business Review, Sept 2009. 

Perlitz, Manfred (2004), Internationales Management, Stuttgart. 

Prahalad, C.K./Doz, Y. (1987): The Multinational Mission: Balancing Local Demands and Global Vi-

sion, New York: The Free Press. 

Prieto-Carron, M./Lund-Thomsen, P./Chan, A./Muro, A. N. A./Bhushan, C. (2006): Critical perspec-

tives on CSR and development: what we know, what we don't know, and what we need to know, 

in: International Affairs, 82 (5), 977-987. 

Rhenman, E. (1968): Industrial Democracy and Industrial Management, London. 

Rosenzweig, P. M./Singh, J. V. (1991): Organizational Environments and the Multinational Enterprise, 

The Academy of Management Review, 16(2), 340-361. 

Roth, K./Morrison, A.J. (1990): An Empirical Analysis of the Integration – Responsiveness Framework 

in Global Industries, Journal of International Business Studies, 21 (4), 541-564. 

Roth, K./Morrison, A.J. (1992): Implementing Global Strategy: Characteristics of global Subsidiary 

Mandates, Journal of International Business Studies, 43 (4), 715-734. 

Schwartz, S. H. (2004): Mapping and interpreting cultural differences around the world, in: Vinken, 

H./Soeters, J./Ester, P. (Eds.), Comparing cultures, Dimensions of culture in a comparative per-

spective, Leiden, The Netherlands. 

Sethi, S.P. (1979): A conceptual framework for environmental analysis of social issues and evaluation 

of business response pattern, Academy of Management Review, 4(1), 63-74. 

Social Investment Forum (2007): Report on Socially Responsible investing Trends in the United 

States, Executive Summary, Washington. 

Staw, B./Cummings, L.L. (Eds.) (1981): Research in Organizational Behavior Vol. 3, Greenwich, CT: 

JAI Press. 

Suchman, M. C. (1995): Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches, Academy of 

Management Review, 20(3): 571-610. 

Suzuki K./Tanimoto, K. (2005): Corporate Social Responsibility in Japan: Analyzing the participating 

companies in Global Reporting Initiative, EIJS Working Paper Series from The European Institute 

of Japanese Studies No. 208. 

Tinbergen, J. (1959): On the Theory of Trend Movements,in: Klaassen, L. H./Koyck, L.M./Witteveen, 

H.J. (Eds.), Jan Tinbergen: Selected Papers, Amsterdam: North Holland Publishing, 182-221. 

Tulder, R. van/Kolk, A. (2001): Multinationality and corporate ethics: codes of conduct in the sporting 

goods industry, Journal of International Business Studies, 32(2), 267-283. 

United Nations Global Compact (2008): United Nations Global Compact Leading Companies Retreat 

Summary Report Toward Global Corporate Citizenship, Boston College Center for Corporate Citi-

zenship, Massachusetts, available via: 

http://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/news_events/8.1/UNGCLeading_ Compa-

nies_Retreat_Summary_Report.pdf [Accessed on 30.11.2009]. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 27 

Utting, P. (2001), Promoting Socially Responsible Business in Developing Countries. The Potential 

and Limits of Voluntary Initiatives, Report of the UNRISD Workshop 23-24 October, 2000, Ge-

neva: United Nations Research Institute for Social Development. 

Ward, H. (2004): Public Sector Roles in Strengthening Corporate Social Responsibility: Taking Stock: 

Corporate Social Responsibility Practive of the World Bank Group. 

Ward, H./Fox, T.( 2002): Moving the Corporate Citizenship Agenda to the South, Words into action. 

Johannesburg 2002, Warhurst, A. 2005. 

Watson, S./Weaver, G. (2003): How internationalization affects corporate ethics: formal structures and 

informal management behavior, Journal of International Management, vol. 9, 2003, p. 75-93. 

Waxenberger, B. (2001): Integritätsmanagement. Ein Gestaltungsmodell prinzipiengeleiteter Unter-

nehmensführung, Bern et. al.. 

Yip, G. S. (1992): Total Global Strategy, Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 28 

10. Working Papers des Institute of Management Berlin an der Hochschule für 

Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin 
 

1 Bruche, Gert/Pfeiffer, Bernd: Herlitz (A) – Vom Großhändler zum PBS-Konzern – Fallstudie. October 
1998. 

2 Löser, Jens: Das globale Geschäftsfeld „Elektrische Haushaltsgroßgeräte“ Ende der 90er Jahre – Fall-
studie. October 1998. 

3 Lehmann, Lutz Lars: Deregulation and Human Resource Management in Britain and Germany – Illus-
trated with Coca-Cola Bottling Companies in Both Countries. March 1999. 

4 Bruche, Gert: Herlitz (B) - Strategische Neuorientierung in der Krise – Fallstudie. April 1999. 
5 Herr, Hansjörg/Tober, Silke: Pathways to Capitalism - Explaining the Difference in the Economic De-

velopment of the Visegrad States, the States of the Former Soviet Union and China. October 1999. 
6 Bruche, Gert: Strategic Thinking and Strategy Analysis in Business - A Survey on the Major Lines of 

Thought and on the State of the Art. October 1999, 28 pages. 
7 Sommer, Albrecht: Die internationale Rolle des Euro. December 1999, 31 pages. 
8 Haller, Sabine: Entwicklung von Dienstleistungen - Service Engineering und Service Design. January 

2000. 
9 Stock, Detlev: Eignet sich das Kurs-Gewinn-Verhältnis als Indikator für zukünftige Aktienkursverände-

rungen? March 2000. 
10 Lau, Raymond W.K.: China’s Privatization. June 2000. 
11 Breslin, Shaun: Growth at the Expense of Development? Chinese Trade and Export-Led Growth Recon-

sidered. July 2000, 30 pages. 
12 Michel, Andreas Dirk: Market Conditions for Electronic Commerce in the People’s Republic of China and 

Implications for Foreign Investment. July 2000, 39 pages. 
13 Bruche, Gert: Corporate Strategy, Relatedness and Diversification. September 2000, 34 pages. 
14 Cao Tingui: The People's Bank of China and its Monetary Policy. October 2001, 21 pages. 
15 Herr, Hansjörg: Wages, Employment and Prices. An Analysis of the Relationship Between Wage Level, 

Wage Structure, Minimum Wages and Employment and Prices. June 2002, 60 pages.  
16 Herr, Hansjörg/Priewe, Jan (eds.): Current Issues of China’s Economic Policies and Related Interna-

tional Experiences – The Wuhan Conference 2002. February 2003, 180 pages. 
17 Herr, Hansjörg/Priewe, Jan: The Macroeconomic Framework of Poverty Reduction. An Assessment of 

the IMF/World Bank Strategy. February 2003, 69 pages. 
18 Wenhao, Li: Currency Competition between EURO and US-Dollar. June 2004, 18 pages. 
19 Kramarek, Maciej: Spezifische Funktionen des Leasings in der Transformationsperiode. June 2004, 32 

pages. 
20 Godefroid, Peter: Analyse von Multimedia-Lern/Lehrumgebungen im Fach Marketing im englischspra-

chigen Bereich – inhaltlicher Vergleich und Prüfung der Einsatzfähigkeit an deutschen Hochschulen. 
September 2004, 48 pages. 

21 Kramarek, Maciej: Die Attraktivität des Leasings am Beispiel polnischer Regelungen der Transformati-
onsperiode. April 2005, 33 pages. 

22 Pan, Liu/Tao, Xie: The Monetary Policy Transmission in China – „Credit Channel” and its Limitations. 
23 Hongjiang, Zhao/Wenxu, Wu/Xuehua, Chen: What Factors Affect Small and Medium-sized Enterprise’s 

Ability to Borrow from Bank: Evidence from Chengdu City, Capital of South-western China’s Sichuan 
Province. May 2005, 23 pages. 

24 Fritsche, Ulrich: Ergebnisse der ökonometrischen Untersuchung zum Forschungsprojekt Wirtschaftspoli-
tische Regime westlicher Industrienationen. March 2006, 210 pages. 

25 Körner, Marita: Constitutional and Legal Framework of Gender Justice in Germany. November 2006, 14 
pages. 

26 Tomfort, André: The Role of the European Union for the Financial Integration of Eastern Europe. De-
cember 2006, 20 pages. 

27 Gash, Vanessa/Mertens, Antje/Gordo, Laura Romeu: Are Fixed-Term Jobs Bad for Your Health? A 
Comparison between Western Germany and Spain. March 2007, 29 pages. 

28 Kamp, Vanessa/Niemeier, Hans-Martin/Müller, Jürgen: Can we Learn From Benchmarking Studies of 
Airports and Where do we Want to go From Here? April 2007, 43 pages. 

29 Brand, Frank: Ökonomische Fragestellungen mit vielen Einflussgrößen als Netzwerke. April 2007, 28 
pages. 

30 Venohr, Bernd/Klaus E. Meyer: The German Miracle Keeps Running: How Germany’s Hidden Champi-
ons Stay Ahead in the Global Economy. May 2007, 31 pages. 

31 Tomenendal, Matthias: The Consultant-Client Interface - A Theoretical Introduction to the Hot Spot of 
Management Consulting. August 2007, 17 pages. 

32 Zenglein, Max J.: US Wage Determination System. September 2007, 30 pages. 
33 Figeac, Alexis: Socially Responsible Investment und umweltorientiertes Venture Capital. December 

2007, 45 pages. 
34 Gleißner, Harald A.: Post-Merger Integration in der Logistik - Vom Erfolg und Misserfolg bei der Zusam-

menführung von Logistikeinheiten in der Praxis. March 2008, 27 pages. 
35 Bürkner, Fatiah: Effektivitätssteigerung im gemeinnützigen Sektor am Beispiel einer regionalen ‚Alli-anz 

für Tanz in Schulen’. April 2008, 29 pages. 



IMB Institute of Management Berlin   Working paper No. 60 
Hochschule für Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin - Berlin School of Economics and Law 

 29 

36 Körner, Marita: Grenzüberschreitende Arbeitsverhältnisse - Grundlinien des deutschen Internationalen 
Privatrechts für Arbeitsverträge. April 2008, 22 pages. 

37 Pan, Liu/Junbo, Zhu: The Management of China’s Huge Foreign Reserve and its Currency Compo-sition. 
April 2008, 22 pages. 

38 Rogall, Holger: Essentiales für eine nachhaltige Energie- und Klimaschutzpolitik. May 2008, 46 pages. 
39 Maeser, Paul P.: Mikrofinanzierungen - Chancen für die Entwicklungspolitik und Rahmenbedingungen 

für einen effizienten Einsatz. May 2008, 33 pages. 
40 Pohland, Sven/Hüther, Frank/Badde, Joachim: Flexibilisierung von Geschäftsprozessen in der Praxis: 

Case Study „Westfleisch eG - Einführung einer Service-orientierten Architektur (SOA). June 2008, 33 
pages. 

41 Rüggeberg, Harald/Burmeister, Kjell: Innovationsprozesse in kleinen und mittleren Unternehmen. June 
2008, 37 pages. 

42 Domke, Nicole/Stehr, Melanie: Ignorieren oder vorbereiten? Schutz vor Antitrust Verstößen durch 
 Compliance“-Programme. June 2008, 25 pages. 
43 Ripsas, Sven/Zumholz, Holger/Kolata, Christian: Der Businessplan als Instrument der Gründungspla-

nung - Möglichkeiten und Grenzen. December 2008, 34 pages. 
44 Jarosch, Helmut: Optimierung des Zusammenwirkens maschineller und intellektueller Spezialisten. Ja-

nuary 2009, 35 pages. 
45 Kreutzer, Ralf T./Salomon, Stefanie: Internal Branding: Mitarbeiter zu Markenbotschaftern machen – 

dargestellt am Beispiel von DHL. February 2009, 54 pages.  
46 Gawron, Thomas: Formen der überörtlichen Kooperation zur Steuerung der Ansiedlung und Erweiterung 

von großflächigen Einzelhandelsvorhaben. April 2009, 43 pages. 
47 Schuchert-Güler, Pakize: Aufgaben und Anforderungen im persönlichen Verkauf: Ergebnisse einer Stel-

lenanzeigenanalyse. April 2009, 33 pages. 
48 Felden, Birgit/Zumholz, Holger: Managementlehre für Familienunternehmen – Bestandsaufnahme der 

Forschungs- und Lehraktivitäten im deutschsprachigen Raum. July 2009, 23 pages. 
49 Meyer, Susanne: Online-Auktionen und Verbraucherschutzrecht – ein Rechtsgebiet in Bewegung. Zu-

gleich ein Beitrag zu Voraussetzungen und Rechtsfolgen des Widerrufsrechts bei Internetauktionen. De-
cember 2009, 29 pages. 

50 Kreutzer, Ralf T.: Konzepte und Instrumente des B-to-B-Dialog-Marketings. December 2009, 40 pages. 
51 Rüggeberg, Harald: Innovationswiderstände bei der Akzeptanz hochgradiger Innovationen aus kleinen 

und mittleren Unternehmen. December 2009, 31 pages. 
52 Kreutzer, Ralf T.: Aufbau einer kundenorientierten Unternehmenskultur. December 2009, 59 pages. 
53 Rogall, Holger/Oebels, Kerstin: Von der Traditionellen zur Nachhaltigen Ökonomie, June 2010, 28 pages. 
54 Weimann, Andrea: Nutzung von Mitarbeiterpotenzialen durch Arbeitszeitflexibilisierung – Entwicklung 

eines optimierten Arbeitszeitmodells für eine Abteilung im Einzelhandel, June 2010, 35 pages. 
55 Bruche, Gert: Tata Motor’s Transformational Resource Acquisition Path – A Case Study of Latecomer 

Catch-up in a Business Group Context, October 2010, 28 pages. 
56 Frintrop, Philipp/Gruber, Thomas: Working Capital Management in der wertorientierten Unternehmens-

steuerung bei Siemens Transformers, November 2010, 35 pages. 
57 Tolksdorf, Michael: Weltfinanzkrise: Zur Rolle der Banken, Notenbanken und „innovativer Finanzproduk-

te“, November 2010, 20 pages. 
58 Kreutzer, Ralf T./Hinz ,Jule: Möglichkeiten und Grenzen von Social Media Marketing, December 2010, 

44 pages. 
59 Weyer,Birgit: Perspectives on Optimism within the Context of Project Management: A Call for Multilevel 

Research, January 2011, 30 pages. 
 
Special Edition:  
Ben Hur, Shlomo: A Call to Responsible Leadership. Keynote Speech at the FHW Berlin MBA Graduation Cere-

mony 2006. November 24th, 2006, Berlin City Hall, April 2007, 13 pages. 
 
 

 


	WP 60 Titel.pdf
	WP60_160311_V4

