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a b s t r a c t

In this age of information, firms are losing control of their image. Perhaps this is one reason that
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a buzzword among packaged food industry leaders e

firms seem determined to show stakeholders that they have values and behave responsibly, and are
driven by more than the prospect of financial gain. They produce elaborate annual sustainability reports
in which they meticulously account for their CSR efforts. Nevertheless, according to the literature, it is
unlikely that CSR is actually intrinsically motivated by the values of firms. This paper aims to uncover
how self-reported motivations for different dimensions of CSR can be explained by distinct aspects of the
organizational environment. We take a qualitative approach to accomplish this aim. First, we classify
self-reported motivations for CSR according to the Triple Bottom Line (3BL). We then classify the same
motivations according to the stakeholders and institutional pillars that comprise the organizational
environment of the firms. We use a combination of Institutional Theory (IT) and Stakeholder Manage-
ment (SM) to investigate how and to what extent different types of stakeholders and institutional
pressures influence specific packaged food firm motivations. Our findings show that motivations that are
framed as intrinsic or values-based can be explained by external pressures. We also conclude that in
addition to legislation and normative obligations, social pressure is an effective driver for CSR. Overall,
this paper shows that different types of institutions and stakeholders motivate different types of CSR, and
that these motivators can be used to drive policy.

© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

In 2013, a Coca-Cola television advertisement claimed that
proper labeling, sugar substitutes, and portion control make it
possible to be healthy while consuming Coke products. This
prompted one YouTube user to voice over the advertisement1 in a
way that attacks the company's original message with information
about safety of the sugar substitutes that they use and the health
risks associated with consuming Coke products, featuring the
message that not all calories are created equal. The satirical
advertisement also points a finger at Coca-Cola for being a cause of
the obesity epidemic. The video went viral, and while it is unclear if
or how this affected sales, the message certainly reached an
viewed here: https://www.
enormous international audience. The Coca-Cola advertisement
voiceover is just one example of howmajor players in the packaged
food industry have taken hits to their reputations as a result of
modern outlets of communication.

Firms are losing control of their image. Perhaps this is one
reason that Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a
buzzword among packaged food industry leaders like Coca-Cola e

firms seem determined to show their stakeholders that they have
values and behave responsibly, and that they are driven by more
than just the prospect of financial gain. For this reason, they pro-
duce elaborate annual sustainability reports in which they metic-
ulously account for their CSR efforts (see Shnayder et al., 2015).

According to the literature, it is unlikely that CSR is actually
intrinsically motivated by the values of firms. First, CSR is a
multidimensional construct most often perceived to be divisible
into three categories: people, planet and profit e the so-called
“Triple Bottom Line” (3BL) (Elkington, 1997). This view of CSR
was born as a policy guideline, but has also been used as a basis
for theory in the literature (see Nikolaou et al., 2013). The
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existence of a “profit” category, which captures financial gain,
already demonstrates that values alone cannot be responsible for
CSR. While some studies find an intrinsic component to CSR
motivation (see Graafland and Mazereeuw-Van der Duijn
Schouten, 2012) the theoretical perspectives on the topic, partic-
ularly for larger firms, support the idea that the choice to engage
in CSR is not motivated intrinsically (see Garriga and Mel�e, 2004
for an overview). Some CSR theories focus on self-serving
behavior based on the idea that the responsibilities of firms are
purely economic. One example is Cause Related Marketing, which
suggests that the point of CSR is to encourage customers to engage
in revenue-providing exchanges (Varadarajan and Menon, 1988).
Other perspectives are based on a specific or contextually limited
focus such as human rights (see Cassel, 2001); or on the role of the
firm in society, where society is defined only in terms of a specific
group of stakeholders (Mahon and McGowan, 1991; Velasquez,
1992); or focus only on pre-defined responsibilities (see Davis,
1967; Logsdon and Wood, 2002), thereby limiting the perspec-
tive of the approach. Despite their differences, one commonality
between all of the approaches is that CSR is motivated by the
organizational environment and as such, not by the existence of
intrinsic values within a firm. The relationship between this
organizational environment and different dimensions of CSR re-
mains largely unexplored. Gaining insight into this relationship is
vital if we are to understand what motivates CSR.

This paper aims to uncover how self-reported motivations for
different dimensions of CSR can be explained by different aspects of
the organizational environment. To accomplish this aim, we
empirically classify self-reported CSR motivations according to
frameworks that we derive from the literature. We first classify the
motivations for CSR according to the Triple Bottom Line. The
organizational environment is often conceptualized to consist of
institutions that affect the organization (DiMaggio and Powell,
1983; North, 2005) and stakeholders that affect the organization
(Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003). We use a combination of Institutional
Theory (IT) and Stakeholder Management (SM) to explain these
motivations. From IT, we use Scott (1995) three pillars to determine
the regulative, normative, or cultural-cognitive nature of the
identified motivations. From SM, we use Clarkson (1995) stake-
holder categories to investigate how and to what extent different
types of stakeholders influence packaged food firms. We thereby
follow the suggestion by Aguinis and Glavas (2012) to combine
different levels of analysis to explain CSRe in this case, institutional
and organizational.

Empirically, we use qualitative methods to study the packaged
food industry in the context of the aforementioned theory. We base
our conclusions on self-reportedmotivations from a combination of
annual CSR reports and oral interviews. In doing so, we take a
bottom-up approach, looking to the packaged food firms them-
selves to help us further investigate their motivations for CSR.

Understanding motivations for CSR is of particular importance
in the packaged food industry. Firms in this remarkably large in-
dustry are few, influential, and difficult to avoid.With the industry's
great lobbying power, legislation is not always an effectivemeans of
regulating behavior. Packaged food firms have the resources and
political influence to impact legislation and influence it's direction
(Nestle, 2007, pp92). A clearer understanding of the conditions
under which firms choose to participate in responsible initiatives
and make responsible choices can help policy makers to manipu-
late those conditions to encourage such behavior, while decreasing
time and resources spent battling these firms on the legislative
front.

In the following sections of this paper, we will discuss different
frameworks and complimentary theories for CSR, and show how
we arrived at SM and IT as the most fitting context in which to
analyze CSR motivations. We then discuss our empirical methods,
demonstrate our results, and finish with some concluding remarks.

2. The industry

We define packaged food as foods that are, to at least some
extent, processed such as convenience foods, chips and cookies,
frozen foods, pastas, sauces, oils and spices, and much more.
Though we limit our definition to foods that have been processed,
we choose to use the term “packaged food” over “processed food”
because it relates to all relevant foods equally and helps to mitigate
health-related biases associated with processed foods. Empirically,
we chose to limit our study to the packaged food industry because
it serves as an important case in demonstrating the capacity of SM
and IT to explain CSR behavior that firms claim to be intrinsically
motivated. As a remarkably large and influential industry, under-
standing the motivations for CSR in packaged food can have posi-
tive social implications, in addition to serving as a case to
demonstrate the theoretical framework from which we can
continue to study CSR. There are a myriad of features that separate
this industry as an exemplary case.

One distinguishing feature is enormity of size. Forbes Magazine
estimates the worth of the packaged food industry at almost
$1.6 trillion (Murray, 2007). Numbers that large imply strong public
influence as they show that consumers are truly dependent on the
industry's products, making accountability by packaged food firms
exceptionally important (Nestle, 2007). Perhaps more crucially,
globalization and the worldwide spread of western urbanized
lifestyles ensure that the industry will continue to grow in coming
years (Murray, 2007). This ensures that there is a lot of money to be
made for the few huge multinational food companies with very
concentrated market power that make up this industry (Stuckler
and Nestle, 2012).

In addition to its uniquely large size and potential for growth,
the packaged food industry enjoys the benefit of unwavering de-
mand. Simply put, everyone must eat, and because of the afore-
mentioned spread of western urbanized lifestyles, subsistence
farming is no longer our day-to-day. As such, patronizing the
packaged food industry has become very difficult to avoid without
significant and inconvenient lifestyle changes. Eating packaged
food is easy, while avoiding it requires effort and forethought. The
few huge multinational packaged food companies (all of whom
enjoy very concentrated market power) reap the benefits of this
(Stuckler and Nestle, 2012). Beyond their inherent presence in the
lives of consumers, these firms are also essential to the survival of
their supply chain partners. Armedwith this knowledge, theywield
this power for financial gain (Oxfam, 2013).

Another separating factor is that packaged foods, in particular
those that are ultra-processed, have pointedly longer supply chains
as compared to industries for most other commercial goods. It is
not uncommon for ultra-processed snack foods to contain thirty or
forty ingredients, each of which contains its own supply chain.
Chains this large can be difficult to manage, as it is virtually
impossible to control the ongoing processes at each individual
stage. This makes it difficult to accurately guarantee values like
healthiness, environmental friendliness, or human rights
throughout the supply chain.

The final distinguishing feature of this industry that we discuss
is that food is different from most other consumer products
because we ingest it. This brings forward ethical issues that go
beyond economics such as human health, disease risk, and quality
of life. Some components of food such as fat, sugar, and salt, have
been directly linked to negative physical effects on the human body
(Poirier et al., 2006), but there is also a psychological component to
consider. Foods that are high in sugar and other refined sweeteners,
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refined carbohydrates, fat, salt, and caffeine have been shown to
cause addiction, which leads to an overconsumption of these items
and perpetuates the cycle of physical and psychological damage
(Ifland et al., 2009).

These features mean that industry has a wide range of stake-
holders worldwide, and is subject to many different institutional
pressures. This makes the packaged food industry a prime example
of a stakeholder management and institutional context. In addition,
it also shares characteristics with other large and influential sectors,
such as energy or pharmaceuticals, which allows for some level of
generalization. This makes it a clear and comprehensible example
for future researchers looking to study motivations for CSR among
influential firms in other large industries.

3. Theory

In this section, we discuss the dimensions of Corporate Social
Responsibility and how firms are motivated to engage in CSR
practices. Following Campbell (2007), we define CSR using two
criteria: (1) Knowingly doing no harm to stakeholders; and (2)
Rectifying unknowingly done harm as soon as it is discovered. The
broadness of this definition allows for a high level of inclusion. This
is important because a limited definition of CSR restricts the dis-
cussion of motivations for CSR to motivations for behaviors that fit
within the limited definition. This can be particularly concerning
when definitions of CSR differ between science, industry, and
government. It inadvertently prompts the three to work towards
different goals, even when the intention to collaborate is there.
More specific definitions of CSR are quite prevalent in the literature
(see Moir, 2001; Wood, 1991) and in policy (Commission of the
European Communities, 2002), with countless additional defini-
tions and adaptations thereof being used by firms on their websites
and in sustainability reporting.

Methodologically, we gravitate towards the broad for two rea-
sons. First, a broad definition is in line with our bottom-up
approach. Since we are dealing with self-reported motivations for
self-reported CSR behavior, a broad definition of CSR allows us to
include everything that the firm reports without setting theoretical
boundaries or limitations. A more restrictive definition could force
us to exclude motivations for behaviors that were reported by the
firms as responsible but did not fit with that particular definition of
CSR, thereby contradicting our bottom-up approach. Second,
Campbell uses this definition to offer an institutional perspective
on CSR, which is consistent with our own theoretical framework.
This is supported by other authors in the field of CSR (see, for
example, De Villiers et al., 2014).

We continue by introducing the Triple Bottom Line as a frame-
work for classifying motivations. We then discuss stakeholder
management and the role of stakeholders as actors in motivating
CSR behaviors. Finally, we talk about the concept of institutions,
how they arise, and the pressures that they put on firms.

3.1. Categorizing CSR motivations: the triple bottom line

The Triple Bottom Line (Elkington, 1997) is widely used in the
management literature to classify CSR behaviors. It is based on the
idea by sustainability consultant, John Elkington, that companies,
which consider their effects on people, the planet, and profit, are
taking into account the full cost of doing business. The idea of 3BL
arose from the 1987 Brundtland Report, the document that served
as the culmination of an international summit with the goal of
uniting to pursue sustainable development (World Commission,
1987). However, it was not until after Elkington's book was pub-
lished ten years later that the model went viral. Firms began to use
these three categories to describe their efforts to be more
sustainable and responsible. The Dutch petroleum company, Shell,
set this standard, and other firms quickly followed (Idea: Triple
Bottom Line, 2009). Researchers have followed the lead of the
firms, adopting this framework as a tool for studying CSR (see
Lozano and Huisingh, 2011; Rana and Platts, 2008; Silberhorn and
Warren, 2007). This framework has some well-documented flaws,
particularly pertaining tomeasurement, category interdependence,
and effectiveness in improving compliance with CSR policy (see for
example Norman and Macdonald, 2003; Sridhar and Jones, 2012).
However, it is still the mainstream standard for sustainability
reporting in many industries (see Raar, 2002), including packaged
food (see Wognum et al., 2011). Nikolaou et al. (2013) offer a well-
researched theoretical overview of 3BL.

The criteria used in this framework are both general and fairly
standard among its uses. People is the social category. It is
comprised of everything related to how the firms' actions affect
people. This includes topics such as health, human rights, safety,
fairness, diversity, and others. Planet is the environmental category.
It includes everything related to how the firm's actions effect the
environment. In this category are topics such as pollution, waste,
recycling, environmental protection, and others. Profit is the
financial category. It includes everything that concerns the firm's
financial well-being. Here we find topics such as growth, market-
ing, competitiveness, and others. Topics can be categorized across
multiple categories if they are related to more than one 3BL cate-
gory (Shnayder et al., 2015).

Considering the wide use of this framework in categorizing and
assessing the responsibility of firms' behaviors, we use the same
framework to categorize the motivations behind each of those be-
haviors. This allows us to contextualize motivations for CSR using a
framework that is already well understood and well accepted
among firms and organizational behavior researchers. Further-
more, motivations are discussed together with their respective
behaviors in the sustainability reports. Given that behaviors are
usually tied to 3BL categories, categorizing motivations in the same
way allows for simplicity and consistency. Motivations for People-
based behaviors are placed in the People category, motivations for
Planet-based behaviors are placed in the Planet category, and mo-
tivations for Profit-based behavior are placed in the Profit category.
Based on this classification, motivations can be divided into two
categories, depending on whether they are framed by the firm as
values-based or profit-based. All motivations that are framed as
being in no way associated with profit, but as stemming from the
firm's own intrinsic values are categorized as values-based. All
motivations for which firms admit a pathway to monetary gain are
categorized as profit-based.

3.2. Explaining CSR motivations: stakeholder management and
institutional theory

We chose theoretical perspectives that compliment each other's
limitations, and through their consistency with our broad defini-
tion of CSR, do not infringe on our bottom up approach.

We use Institutional Theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991; Scott,
1995) to identify the types of pressures that firms experience to
engage in CSR. IT is a general theory that places strong emphasis on
firm behavior as a function of pressures from the firms' environ-
ments (Lewin et al., 2004.) We use the flexible structural frame-
work to explore the conditions under which organizations in the
packaged food industry are motivated to behave responsibly. This
theory has been applied previously to CSR (Campbell, 2007; Jones,
1999) and is the source of our broad definition. In our discussion of
the institutions that put pressure on firms, wemust also discuss the
actors that initiate, strengthen, and break down these institutionse
stakeholders.
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As previously mentioned, Campbell (2007) offers an institu-
tional perspective of CSR: a term, which he defines using the
concept of stakeholders. He attests that researchers in both the CSR
and IT bodies of literature recognize that the way that corporations
treat their stakeholders depends on the institutions within which
they operate, citing some examples (Fligstein and Freeland, 1995;
Hall and Soskice, 2001). More recently, Doh and Guay (2006)
declare that differences in institutional environments affect the
efficacy of specific stakeholders within that institutional context.
We take these ideas one step further and agree with Scott (1995)
that organizations (both firms and stakeholder groups, in this
case) are not only influenced by their institutional context but can
also influence it, albeit much less dramatically. We use stakeholder
management (Sturdivant, 1979) to identify the stakeholders to
which the firm is responsible and the institution-embedded mo-
tivations that are instigated or perpetuated by these stakeholders.

In practice, the concept of stakeholders as actors often arises in
the discussion of the practical implications of institutional pres-
sures on firms (e.g. Doh and Guay, 2006; Oliver,1991). Though some
researchers see SM and IT as mutually exclusive (e.g. Mitchell et al.,
1997; Husted and Allen, 2006), the two theories are more
commonly seen as complimentary (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012), By
combining SM and IT, we are able to explain who incites or per-
petuates institutional pressures, and how these pressures motivate
CSR.

3.2.1. Institutional theory and CSR
IT unpacks the effects of influences and pressures from in-

stitutions on organizations. Institutions are organized sets of
schemas, rules, norms and routines, which become a strong and
authoritative set of (often) unwritten rules for behavior. Institutions
can influence all aspects of organizational behavior, including those
that go beyond profit maximization (Jepperson, 1991; Scott, 1995).

Scott (1995) categorizes institutions based on the manner in
which they influence firms: the Regulative pillar, the Normative
pillar, and the Cultural-cognitive pillar. The Regulative pillar en-
compasses institutions that pressure organizational behavior using
laws, directives, and other compulsory regulations. In the context of
the packaged food industry, these sanctions could come frompolicy
makers at all levels of government or para-statal organizations, and
often motivate behaviors with significant public stakes such as
health, food safety or non-discriminatory hiring practices. Of
regulative institutions, Scott (1995, pg. 62) writes:

The institutional logic underlying the regulative pillar is an
instrumental one: Individuals craft laws and rules that they believe
will advance their interests, and individuals conform to laws and
rules because they seek the attendant rewards or wish to avoid
sanctions.

While governments are the formal law-making bodies, other
stakeholders can participate in crafting rules and laws to advance
their interests. Stakeholders can create, change, or strengthen
regulative institutions by being vocal about their interests. For
example, if consumers are interested in improving the nutritional
value of a given line of products, theymay stage a boycott or contact
news outlets, thereby catching the attention of policymakers. They
may even initiate a letter-writing campaign to their elected leaders,
directly. Action in pursuit of this goal on the part of the consumers
could lead to the creation, change, or strengthening of regulative
institutions that begin to govern food ingredients more strictly.
These types of institutions are very formal. Regulations are usually
handed down from an organized and legitimate legislative body.
The terms of the regulation are explicit, and the consequences for
non-compliance are clear.
The Normative pillar often encompasses institutions that
encourage organizational behavior using moral or ethical criteria,
usually in compliance with external or industry standards. In the
context of the packaged food industry, this could include the
fulfillment of criteria set by popular certifying bodies such as the
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) or the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI), or opt-in self-regulation such as the EU
Pledge (WFA supports Children's Food and Beverage Advertising
Initiative, 2007), which regulates the advertisement of junk food
to children.

Using the same example as with the Regulative pillar, if the
consumers' nutritional interests are become a threat to the firms'
collective success, this could prompt normative cooperatives,
agreements, or certifications on the part of the industry in order to
save face with their customers. These types of institutions are less
formal than regulative institutions but do require some level of
formality in organization, enforcement of requirements or re-
strictions, and the potential involvement of third party organiza-
tions such as certifying bodies.

The Cultural-cognitive pillar encompasses less tangible in-
stitutions that encourage organizational behavior with social
pressures and conformity. This is a highly tacit category, and in-
cludes external pressures based on shared beliefs and taken-for-
granted actions. As such, Cultural-cognitive institutions are the
least formal of institutions. No official rules are set, and the con-
sequences for non-compliance are not always clear or understood.
Institutions from this pillar can encourage isomorphism between
firms. As more firms adopt certain behaviors, they become normal
or standard, causing the remaining firms to hop on board. This can
be demonstrated using the consumer nutrition example from the
previous two pillars. As consumers begin to act on their interest in
nutrition, other stakeholders may pick up on this and join in with
actions of their own. The institutions surrounding nutrition
strengthen and organizations begin to succumb to pressures from
those institutions by updating their processes to accommodate
these new, healthier recipes. As the institutions continue to gain
momentum and more organizations engage in this behavior,
isomorphism takes over and the new processes become the norm.
Scott (1995) elaborates that the Cultural-cognitive pillar serves as
the deepest foundation of institutions. Institutions emerge from
this pillar to set a cultural precedent, which then guides the
Regulative and Normative pillars to adopt and strengthen the
institutions.

Like all organizations, firms in the packaged food industry are
affected by institutions. Because of its size and scope, this industry
is on the radar of many government organizations, locally, nation-
ally, and internationally (Brownell and Warner, 2009). Institutions
are constantly at play in both the internal and external corporate
environment within this (and every other) industry, motivating the
affected firms to engage in certain actions (Scott, 1995). In our
discussion of motivations for CSR in the packaged food industry, we
use IT as a structural framework, by which we investigate the
conditions under which organizations in the packaged food in-
dustry are motivated to behave responsibly.

Institutions have the ability to rapidly change firms. They facil-
itate conformity, which in turn, reinforces the strength of the in-
stitutions (Scott, 1995). This means that in response to institutional
pressures, firms conform their behavior to match that of their
peers, resulting in homogeneity across firms. The more firms hop
on the bandwagon, the stronger the pressure on other firms to do
the same. Submission to institutional pressures could explain the
swift isomorphic change e conformity towards similarity and
identity among individual organizations in a group in order remain
legitimate as an organization (see DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) e
that is seen among packaged food firms, as their interest in CSR



L. Shnayder et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 122 (2016) 212e227216
seems to increase. Using this idea of isomorphism, IT can help to
explain the forces that motivate individual firms to focus on similar
aspects of CSR, leading to shared CSR foci among the firms in the
industry. Understanding institutions and how they affect corporate
decision-making is vital to understanding CSR in general, as de-
cisions made by firms are heavily dependent on institutional
pressures from the corporate environments in which these orga-
nizations operate (Scott, 1995).
3.2.2. Stakeholder management
Stakeholder management is the process of forming and main-

taining relationships with those who hold a stake in your firm. This
can be complex in such an industry as influential as packaged food,
due to its size, scope, and international orientation (Henderson
et al., 2013). Most people in the western world are customers of
the packaged food industry in one way or another, and public
stakeholders are global and abundant.

Freeman (1984) definition serves as a base for defining stake-
holders: “Groups or individuals who can have effects on, or are
affected by, the objectives of an organization”. Who exactly are the
influential stakeholders in question? Mitchell et al. (1997) propose
that stakeholders can be identified using three attributes: power to
influence the firm, legitimacy of the stakeholder-firm relationship,
and the urgency of the stakeholder's claim on the firm.

Freeman and McVea (2001) and Clarkson (1995) identify more
specific stakeholder categories: the company itself, employees,
shareholders, customers, suppliers, and public stakeholders.
Stakeholders have the power to initiate corporate change in
different ways. Employees can (threaten to) strike, shareholders
can (threaten to) sell their shares, customers can (threaten to) take
their business elsewhere, and suppliers can (threaten to) find new
clients. Kolk and Pinkse (2006) cite Starik (1994) to point out that
organizations and stakeholders can also influence one another. As
such, stakeholders can collaborate and stimulate each other to
further assert their influence over organizational behavior.

A special type of stakeholder is the public stakeholder. Clarkson
(1995) defines public stakeholders as “the governments and com-
munities that provide infrastructures and markets, whose laws and
regulations must be obeyed, and to whom taxes and other obliga-
tions may be due.” As such, public stakeholders are the firm's
context, and can include both legislative and non-legislative actors.
Governments and communities have a duty to citizens beyond that
of firms. They have an obligation to protect the health, safety, and
general well-being of the people that they govern or represent and
their interest in firm behavior reflects that. Like all stakeholders,
public stakeholders can greatly affect a firm's success if the firm is
unable to meet their needs (Clarkson, 1995).

Public stakeholders are a special case for a number of reasons.
First, like all of the aforementioned stakeholder groups, public
stakeholders can be primary stakeholders. This means that the firm
directly engages in transactions with the stakeholder. In the case of
the packaged food industry, examples of primary public stake-
holders would be a non-governmental organizationwith which the
firm collaborates on a project or a consumer group that effectively
gets a firm to sign a contract or pledge a behavior. These groups are
examples of non-legislative stakeholders. This category also in-
cludes legislative stakeholders, like all government organizations
under whose policies the firm must operate. Public stakeholders
can also be secondary stakeholders. Secondary stakeholders do not
engage in transactions with the firm. This does not mean that the
firm and stakeholder do not affect each other. In the context of the
packaged food industry, some examples of secondary public
stakeholders include media and those special interest groups,
which do not transact with the firm. According to Clarkson (1995),
the interests of secondary stakeholders are passed over for those of
primary stakeholders.

Another important note is that like consumers, public stake-
holders can have power in numbers e especially in the context of
the packaged food industry, with its enormous size and far-
reaching scope. Firms in this multinational industry operate in
many different communities worldwide, all of which have public
stakeholders with the power to fight for their interests. They can
present themselves as the “will of the people”, making them more
visible and able to catch the attention of more directly influential
stakeholders such as shareholders or suppliers (Kolk and Pinkse,
2006), and contribute to the external pressures on the firm, as
discussed in the previous section.

Defining and identifying stakeholders is only half of stakeholder
management e the other half being management. The idea of
managing stakeholders means that the stakeholder-firm relation-
ship does not have to be taken at face value. It can be created,
manipulated, or destroyed. Freeman and McVea (2001) describe
the goal of stakeholder management as the integration of the re-
lationships and interests of the aforementioned stakeholders to
ensure the long-term success of the firm. Integrating the interests
of stakeholders can be a daunting task in large firms. Because of the
international orientation of the packaged food industry (Henderson
et al., 2013), stakeholders have the potential to span the spectrum
geographically, socioeconomically, culturally, politically, religiously,
ethnically, and in every other way imaginable. Conflicting interests
are bound to arise, which leads to an issue of concern: what hap-
pens when unresolvable conflicts are present? Freeman (1984)
proposes that when stakeholder demands are incompatible, the
success of the firm's project or activity is threatened. This can
damage the strategic position of the firm by creating uncertainty
and givingway for other firms to step in andmake strategic choices.
As such, for an industry like packaged food, which is dominated by
large multinational firms, stakeholder management is both
complicated and vital to the firm's success. Because of this, CSR and
other behavioral choices must be heavily motivated by firms' re-
lationships with stakeholders.

In such a complicated system with such high stakes, how is it
possible for firms manage so many stakeholder relationships?
Freeman and McVea (2001) say that the key is a shared set of core
values between the firm and the stakeholders. The word “values”
implies that firms' motivations for CSR are intrinsic. However, those
stated values could arise from a culture based on institutions that
evolve from a need to manage stakeholders. The firm must incor-
porate this idea of shared core values into its stakeholder man-
agement processes. This means that the firm's leaders must guide
the behavior of company managers and employees by engraining
these values into the firm's corporate culture. Galbreath (2009)
finds that corporate culture influences how responsibly the firm
responds to stakeholders. We can therefore conclude that a
corporate culture that focuses on the shared values between
stakeholders and a firm can help to manage the stakeholder re-
lationships by creating an informal but agreed-upon set of stan-
dards for firm behavior.

While institutional theory does not sufficiently develop the idea
of stakeholders as actors, stakeholder management does not suf-
ficiently develop the idea of institutions developing from conflict-
ing stakeholder interests and become engrained in corporate
culture. We address this by further analyzing the motivations
associated with the three institutional pillars. Within each pillar,
motivations can further be categorized by actors within that pillar:
stakeholders. Not all stakeholders exist within each pillar. For
example, Shareholders may not be directly involved with Cultural-
Cognitive pillar motivations, while Public Stakeholdersmay not have
a direct role within the Regulative pillar. This can differ by case, and
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does not mean that new stakeholders cannot emerge in pillars
where they were not previously present. Furthermore, share-
holders can cross pillars to achieve their goals, or interact with
other stakeholders, who have more of a direct role within each
pillar. Public Stakeholders, for example, can create institutions
around their interests that do not directly cause firm behavioral
change, but that do catch the attention of regulatory bodies.

4. Methods

4.1. The data

We began by analyzing sixteen sustainability reports, each from
a different multinational packaged food company. We chose to
constrain our study to multinational organizations because we aim
for an industry-wide perspective and the packaged food industry is
an internationally oriented industry (Henderson et al., 2013). When
choosing firms, we specifically wanted to capture the influence of
“Big Food,” as defined by the PLOS Medicine series on Big Food e

“the multinational food and beverage industry with huge and
concentrated market power.” Since those firms are few, we also
included somewhat smaller multinational firms. This gave us more
information, a broader industry perspective, and a study that
covers a larger packaged food market share.

The sixteen sustainability reports contained a total of 992 pages
and ranged in length from twenty-three pages to more than five
times that. We chose reports based on three inclusion criteria: (1)
The firm has packaged food brands; (2) The packaged food brands
have products that meet our definition of packaged food as
described in the introduction of this paper; and (3) Sustainability
reports are available in English.

As a supplement to the information in the sustainability reports,
seven semi-structured interviews with middle-level managers
from the packaged food industry were conducted. At the time of the
interview, all respondents were employees of a firm in our study,
for which we have a sustainability report. Furthermore, all re-
spondents worked in a department that focuses on CSR, or had a job
description that was CSR focused at the time that the interviewwas
conducted. Both the sustainability reports and the interviews offer
self-reported data, yet the interviews were a valuable supplement
to our original data as they touched on new topics and offeredmore
candid responses topics that were already addressed in the reports.

Respondents were recruited by sending official letters to tar-
geted participants with a description of the study and an invitation
to participate. We followed up each letter for which no response
was received with a phone call, during which the goals of the study
were laid out. It was also explained to the potential participant that
the interviews would remain anonymous. This resulted in seven
interviews, This is markedly fewer than the ideal scenario of one
interviewee per sustainability report. Even so, the interviews
proved to be a valuable addition to our study. Respondents spoke
candidly about their view onmotivations for CSR in their respective
firms and although there was some overlap of content, touched on
topics that did not arise in the sustainability reports.

Interviews were conducted in person (at the participants place
of employment), using video calling, or by phone. The interviews
lasted from 25 to 90 min each. Participants were asked for
permission to record their interviews, and permission was granted
each time. The audio recordings were sent to a third party agency
for transcription.

4.2. Coding and analysis

Because the sustainability reports varied significantly between
one another, it was impossible to limit coding to a specific, relevant
section of the report. As a result, we began coding the reports line
by line from the beginning. Using Atlas.ti, each individual fragment
was first assessed to determinewhether or not it explainedwhy the
firm in question chooses to participate in CSR in general, or why it
participates in a particular CSR behavior. If the text was deemed
relevant, it was coded based on its content. This was done by the
first author, with help from a trained and supervised assistant. New
codes stopped emerging after seven reports: a sign that we were
approaching theoretical saturation. As such, we stopped coding line
by line and read through the remaining material in detail to make
sure that no relevant text was missed. Newly discovered relevant
areas were coded, while the repetitive content was left alone. The
interviews were individually distinctive, and for this reason, were
coded in their entirety.

It is important to note that we strictly adhered to our
bottom-up approach when coding these texts. At no point did
we make presumptions about what motivates CSR in these
firms, even if those presumptions were supported by the text or
theory. We only use motivations that were explicitly stated in
the text of the sustainability reports or the transcripts of the
interviews.

As detailed in Section 3, the frameworks for categorizationwere
developed using the sustainability reporting, Triple Bottom Line,
Institutional Theory, and Stakeholder Management bodies of liter-
ature. The placement of each code, however, was determined
empirically based on the wording and context of the stated moti-
vations in the interviews and sustainability reports. A detailed,
code-by-code explanation of this process can be found in Appendix
A.

To analyze the data, we used the constant comparative method,
outlined by Glaser and Strauss (1967). We started by classifying all
self-reported motivations according to the Triple Bottom Line, as
being governed by the needs of people, the planet, or profit. This
classification was grounded in the motivations' framing in the
sustainability reports and interviews. Based on this categorization,
we also classified the codes as Profit-based or Values-based
(intrinsic). An example of framing that implies intrinsic motivation
comes from a quotation found in one of the sustainability reports in
this study:

While we frequently make our biggest product donations to some
of the largest food-relief organizations globally, we believe it is also
important to support local food banks in the communities where
we work and live.

This firm states that they support local food banks because they
believe that it is important. As such, they imply that they do this
based on the intrinsically held belief that it is “important” for a
firm working in a particular community to support local food
banks.

Next, we classified the codes by the stakeholder(s) associated
with the motivation, using the categories identified by Clarkson
(1995). Each code was placed in one or more of the following
stakeholder categories: the company itself, employees, share-
holders, customers, suppliers, and public stakeholders. Finally
motivations were grouped according to Scott (1995) institutional
pillars: Regulative, Normative, and Cultural-cognitive. As we
grouped the codes into one of these three pillars, we noticed two
things. The first is that some motivations would fall into different
pillars under different circumstances. We addressed this by
including those motivations in all applicable pillars. The second
is that within each pillar, the codes could be further categorized
by stakeholder. We combined the two categorization methods
into a single diagram to demonstrate the interaction between SM
and IT.
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5. Results

5.1. Triple bottom line

In Fig. 1, we see that the People category has the most motiva-
tions (36), followed by the Profit category (29), and then the Planet
category (24). More motivations in the People category does not
necessarily mean that the strongest or most influential motivations
come from this category, only that it is the most expanded-upon
category in the sustainability reports and interviews. From this,
we cannot automatically deduce that the firm is motivated most
effectively by people. The fact that People is the most elaborated
upon 3BL category is consistent with stakeholder management.
Though Planet- and Profit-based motivations can also stem from
stakeholders, it is likely that motivations for behaviors that directly
affect people are dictated by the needs/preferences of those people,
making them stakeholders. People take interest in things that affect
them directly, and as stakeholders, those people become the actors
that build the institutions that pressure firms to adjust their
behavior accordingly.

If we take a closer look, we see two types of codes. Some (29)
codes are reported to be associated with Profit, at least in part. This
means that for the firm, the basis of these motivations is, to some
extent, financial. Other motivations are reported to have no asso-
ciation with Profit. This means that based on the sustainability re-
ports and interviews, the basis of these motivations appears to be
intrinsic and based on values rather than profit. Table 1 depicts this
categorization.

An example of a motivation being framed as “values-based”
comes from a section about sustainable sourcing in one of the
sustainability reports from our study, which states:

Sustainable sourcing can contribute to better incomes and liveli-
hoods for farmers and their workers.
Fig. 1. Triple bottom line.
This frames the benefits of sustainable sourcing as a reason that
the firm engages in it. Some reports are more candid and honest
about their financial interests than others, but all paint themselves
as, to some extent, having values. Despite discussion of intrinsic
motivation in the sustainability reports, one particularly candid
interview respondent stated,

I don't think any company is that altruistic that they put the con-
sumer first.

In the following sub-section, we look deeper into this framing of
“intrinsic” motivation and offer some possible explanations for
these motivations using institutional theory and stakeholder
management.

5.2. Institutional pillars and primary stakeholders

In Table 2, the motivations are categorized in two ways: verti-
cally by institutional pillar (Regulative, Normative, or Cultural-
Cognitive) and horizontally by stakeholder as defined by Clarkson
(1995). For comparison, motivations that have been previously
identified as being reported as intrinsic or values-based are also
italicized.

5.2.1. Pillar 1
We begin with an analysis of the regulative pillar, which in-

cludes motivations that are, to some extent, regulated by a legis-
lative body. From this table, we see that all motivations in this pillar
(with the obvious exception of “Regulatory Compliance”) can also
be found in other pillars. This is because generally, regulated be-
haviors fall into one or both of two categories: (1) they are only
regulated to an extent, such as with “Consumer Safety” e com-
panies can voluntarily choose to take more safety measures than
are required of them; (2) they are regulated differently in different
locations, such as with “Reducing Emissions” e some states/coun-
tries regulate emissions with tax, others use tradable credits, while
still others have no regulations at all.

The reasons that certain behaviors are regulated could vary.
Often, non-compliance with a certain behavior puts society at too
great a risk or violates basic agreed-upon rights, and regulative
institutions arise from those responsible for mitigating that risk or
preserving those rights. If we break this down, we see that regu-
lative institutions reflect the interests of the actors associated with
creating those institutions (Scott, 1995). For example, in the context
of our empirical findings, we see that “Consumer Safety” is a
regulative motivation. Safety is in the interest of governments
(actors) because it prevents them from having to manage epide-
miological crises resulting from tainted foods. As such, they regu-
late safety to mitigate the risk of such crises. Another possibility is
that conflicting stakeholder interests lead to stalled action as a
result of battling institutional pressures. In an empirical context,
“Reducing Emissions” can be controversial as it is a battle between
institutions that serve the interests of some groups of consumers
and public stakeholders, and those that serve the financial interests
of shareholders. Reducing emissions is expensive to the firm, so it is
expected that many firms will side with shareholders. Because
climate change is a risk to society, legislative bodies have initiated
and perpetuated regulative institutions to encourage some degree
of emission reduction among firms in this industry.

5.2.2. Pillar 2
In Pillar 2, we see that all of the motivations contain a Profit-

based element. This means that when the firms set normative
standards for themselves, they tend to do so with the goal of
making money. One possible explanation for this is conflicting



Table 1
Financial vs. Intrinsic Motivations.

Motivations framed as financial or profit-based (at least in Part) Motivations framed as intrinsic or Values-Based

� Business Ethics
� Certification
� Community Demands
� Competitiveness in Labor Market
� Consumer Demands
� Consumer Safety
� Cooperation
� Corporate Citizenship
� Corporate Culture
� Creating Shared Value
� Economic Stability
� Efficiency
� Ensuring Future Success
� Entering New Markets
� Growth
� Image
� Increasing Yield
� Industry Standards
� Influencing Consumer (Shopping) behavior
� Innovation
� Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation
� Marketing
� Profit
� Quality Assurance
� Regulatory Compliance
� Stakeholder Management
� Supply Chain Synergy
� Sustainability
� Water Scarcity

� Child Welfare
� Climate Change Mitigation
� Creating More Choices for Consumers
� Full Landfills
� Human Rights
� Improving Biodiversity
� Improving Consumer Nutrition
� Improving Health
� Improving Society
� Increasing Exercise Among Children
� Increasing Fiber Consumption
� Increasing Fruit/Veg Consumption
� Influencing Consumer (Sustainability) Behavior
� Maintaining Soil Fertility
� Obesity Epidemic
� Protecting Environment
� Protecting Resources
� Reducing Calorie Consumption
� Reducing Emissions
� Reducing Fat Consumption
� Reducing Prevalence of Alcohol Abuse
� Reducing Salt Consumption
� Species Extinction
� Supporting Fairness/Equality
� Supporting Small-Scale Business
� Workplace Diversity
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stakeholder interests. If stakeholder actions create conflicting
institutional pressures, firms may band together to normatively
create a standard for how this conflict is to be addressed. A very
public example of this is the EU Pledge (mentioned in Section 3.2.1).
It cannot, however, be assumed that these decisions and agree-
ments are always made public, making it difficult to determine
exactly which self-reported motivations are influenced by such
normativemeasures. As such, we limit our inclusion criteria for this
pillar to those motivations that we can directly trace back to a
formal agreement, contract, or pledge.

Alternatively, firms may choose to comply with an already
existing and established standard to justify their behavior to their
stakeholders. In the packaged food industry, there exist
sustainability-focused certifications from organizations such as ISO
and GRI (mentioned in Section 2.2.1). These certifications include
standards, which encompass a broad assortment of topics. In
addition there are dozens of smaller or more specific, special in-
terest centered certifications and accreditations that can be ob-
tained. Together, they encourage awide range of behaviors, and it is
sometimes difficult to tell whether or not the self-reported moti-
vations for those behaviors are in some way influenced by the
criteria of one of these certifying bodies.
5.2.3. Pillar 3
While there are significant regulative and normative motiva-

tions, the vast majority of motivations are cultural-cognitive. This
means that most motivations are based on shared understanding,
mimicry, and isomorphism rather than obligation (either legislative
or social/moral). We find that all “values-based” motivations e

motivations that have no associationwith Profite belong to Pillar 3,
the Cultural-cognitive pillar. This means that for all self-reported
intrinsic motivations, the firm is pressured neither by profit, nor
to a large extent, by regulations or normative measures. Instead,
these motivations can be explained by less formal institutions,
which are based on shared understanding.

Of these “values-based” motivations, Planet-based motivations
only fall under the Public Stakeholders category within the Cultural-
cognitive pillar. This means that institutions surrounding Planet-
focused CSR stem from actors that have the interests of the public in
mind. This makes sense because “greater good” motivations to
improve society as a whole are a public stakeholder concern,
attracting interest from NGOs, special interest groups, and com-
munities. This is often the case with Planet-focused CSR. This
finding also tells us that public stakeholders have a lot of power
within the less formal institutions of Pillar 3, shedding light on the
idea that the non-legislative public stakeholders exert a lot of in-
fluence. They have the ability to instigate change by motivating
firms without setting formalized standards or regulations.

One important code in Pillar 3 is “Corporate Culture”. According
to SM, the corporate culture of a firm must be based on values,
which are shared by the firms' stakeholders. As such, when firms
mention corporate culture in their sustainability reports and in-
terviews, they are really talking about values compiled from the
demands of their stakeholders and integrated into the firms' own
operating procedures. While the idea of corporate culture sounds
like an intrinsic motivation, it is actually based on stakeholder in-
terests and values, which have the ability to create institutional
pressures that guide firm behavior.
5.2.4. Interaction between pillars
The main finding related to pillar interaction is about how firms

talk about the involvement of governmental regulation in their CSR
practices. All of the regulatory motivations are also found in other
pillars, because sustainability reports do not list legislation as the
reason for specific CSR behaviors. In fact, in the reports, regulated
behaviors are often discussed without any mention of mandates or
obligation, as if they are voluntarily chosen behaviors on the part of



Table 2
Institutional pillars and primary stakeholder-based motivations.

Pillar 1 Pillar 2 Pillar 3

Company Regulatory Compliance Certification
Economic Stability
Ensuring Future Success
Image
Industry Standards
Internal Assessment/Self-
Marketing
Regulatory Compliance

Corporate Culture
Creating Shared Value
Efficiency
Entering New Markets
Growth
Image
Increasing Yield
Influencing Consumer (Shopping) Behavior
Innovation
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation
Profit
Stakeholder Management
Sustainability

Shareholders Regulatory Compliance Ensuring Future Success Growth
Profit

Employees Regulatory Compliance Competitiveness in Labor Market
Workplace Diversity

Suppliers Regulatory Compliance Industry Standards
Supply Chain Synergy

Cooperation
Innovation
Supporting Small-Scale Business

Customers Regulatory Compliance Industry Standards
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation
Marketing
Quality Assurance

Consumer Demands
Consumer Safety
Creating More Choices for Consumers
Improving Consumer Nutrition
Increasing Fiber Consumption
Increasing Fruit/Vegetable Consumption
Influencing Consumer (Shopping) Behavior
Innovation
Marketing
Quality Assurance
Reducing Calorie Consumption
Reducing Fat Consumption
Reducing Salt Consumption

Public stakeholders
(both legislative and
non-legislative)

Legislative
Consumer Safety
Human Rights
Reducing Emissions
Regulatory Compliance
Sustainability
Supporting
Fairness/Equality

Non-legislative
Business Ethics
Industry Standards
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation

Non-legislative
Child Welfare
Climate Change Mitigation
Community Demands
Corporate Citizenship
Creating Shared Value
Efficiency
Full Landfills
Human Rights
Improving Biodiversity
Improving Consumer Nutrition
Improving Health
Improving Society
Increasing Exercise Among Children
Increasing Fiber Consumption
Increasing Fruit/Vegetable Consumption
Influencing Consumer (Sustainability) Behavior
Innovation
Maintaining Soil Fertility
Marketing
Obesity Epidemic
Protecting Environment
Protecting Resources
Reducing Calorie Consumption
Reducing Emissions
Reducing Fat Consumption
Reducing Prevalence of Alcohol Abuse
Reducing Salt Consumption
Species Extinction
Supporting Fairness/Equality
Sustainability
Water Scarcity
Workplace Diversity

*Bold codes represent motivations reported to be intrinsic or values-based.
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the firm. Interviewees, however, were more candid with their
comments about regulated behavior. All felt that there was already
too much government involvement in the industry, and some felt
that it was ineffective. One 20-year industry veteran with experi-
ence in two of the largest packaged food firms in the world made a
bold statement when he said,

“I don't think you can legislate health. I don't think you can legislate
morality. It has to be what people really desire.”

This method of shifting responsibility to consumers was most
prominent in discussions about People-focused CSR and less so
when it came to Planet- and Profit-focused CSR.

Though legislation as a motivator for responsible behavior was
not a topic discussed in the CSR reports, governments and legisla-
tion were discussed in the reports in different contexts. Govern-
ments of developing countries were mentioned most often, as
either a collaborator or a recipient of the firm's help. Governments
were also mentioned as a source of delay for reaching CSR goals,
either via bureaucratic red tape or regulations prohibiting change.
Finally, governments were mentioned in compliance with obliga-
tory disclosure regulations pertaining to monetary contributions to
PACs in the United States. This is just one display of howan industry
of this enormous size wields its political influence, making it
difficult to regulate. The need for Pillar 2 and 3 institutional pres-
sures is apparent, as through this type of disclosure, firms in the
packaged food industry demonstrate the resources that they make
available to help elect capitalistic officials and fight impending
regulatory legislation.

6. Conclusions and discussion

This paper aimed to uncover how different aspects of the
organizational environment can explain self-reported motivations
for different dimensions of CSR. Following empirical evidence from
our qualitative study, we arrive at two conclusions. First, we
conclude that motivations that firms frame as intrinsic or values-
based can be explained by external pressures. Second, we
conclude that in addition to legislation and normative obligations,
institutions based on conformity and social pressures are also an
effective avenue for incentivizing CSR.

Collectively, this paper shows that different types of in-
stitutions and stakeholders motivate different types of CSR. A key
finding to substantiate our second conclusion is that Cultural-
cognitive pillar contains all of the motivations that are solely
People- or Planet-based, showing that without regulation or
normative standards, and without profit as an incentive, firms are
still motivated by stakeholders and Pillar 3 institutions to partic-
ipate in CSR. It is unclear why firms are less motivated by Regu-
lative and Normative institutions when it comes to behaviors that
are not necessarily rooted in profit. It may be that the conse-
quences for not adhering to regulations are not a strong enough
motivator. However, our findings show that Cultural-cognitive
pressures are indeed a strong motivator. It may be that in the eyes
of policy makers, the results of these Pillar 3 institutional pres-
sures were sufficient to keep the progression CSR steadily moving
forward, minimizing or delaying the perceived need for policy
interventions.

Looking more closely, we found that all Planet-based motiva-
tions are associatedwith non-legislative public stakeholders within
the Cultural-cognitive pillar. This means that firms identify non-
legislative public stakeholders as motivators for Planet-focused
CSR. This seems reasonable, given that environmental concerns can
have an enormous and overt effect on the communities in which
firms have their headquarters, factories, and distributors. Issues like
air quality, land use, energy use, and noise are regular concerns for
these communities, and it makes sense that they would pressure
the offending firms to mitigate their impact on the people in the
area.

Further quantitative research may use our findings as a jumping
off point and help strengthen our results. For example, it might
offer great insight to study how firms make trade-offs between the
different institutional and stakeholder pressures in the form of a
conjoint analysis (Aguinis and Bradley, 2014). We further agree
with Aguinis and Glavas (2012) in their assessment that more
research on CSR is needed at multiple levels of analysis e institu-
tional, organizational, and individual. In line with this idea, our
paper begins to show how the institutional and organizational
levels interact in the context of CSR, but further research, withmore
focus on micro levels of analysis, is needed.

The finding that combinations of institutions and stakeholders
can effectively motivate CSR in food industry firms provides op-
portunities for policy makers. For example, Planet-focused CSR is
least identified as motivated by regulation. However, it can be
accomplished by focusing on policies that rally public stakeholders.
Primary public stakeholders can influence firms in a similar way to
other stakeholders, but secondary public stakeholders can also be
important drivers of change. By working together for a cause, sec-
ondary public stakeholders can catch the attention of: (1) more
directly influential stakeholders such as shareholders or
suppliers (Kolk and Pinkse, 2006); (2) legislative bodies such as
governments or para-statal organizations; and (3) the firms
themselves. A common example of this phenomenon is media.
Though media outlets do not (usually) directly engage in trans-
actions with packaged food firms, they do often report on them. As
such, media reports of, for example, environmentally damaging
waste disposal by food industry firms, can be an instigator or a
driver of the institutional pressures required to change the firms'
behavior.

This paper also has limitations. Some stem from our choice to
use self-reported data. This is a consequence of the bottom-up
approach that we have chosen. The result is that the firms are
our only sources of data, making it impossible to substantiate the
motivations. This was mitigated by using the interviews for trian-
gulation, but interview respondents were only available for half of
the firms in this study. Because this does limit the conclusions that
we can draw, we feel that further research could focus on more in-
depth case studies of individual firms e a context that allows for
more thorough substantiation of individual motivations for CSR.
Another limitation stems from the fact that the classification of
different motivations into pillars, stakeholders, and 3BL categories
was done based on the interpretation of the authors. This is often
the case with qualitative research and we mitigated the effects of
this bias by having all three authors carefully assess and defend the
placement of the codes. Furthermore, we base our arguments pri-
marily on 3BL, SM, and IT, using the empirical data as a tool to
explain the applicability of these theories and frameworks to the
packaged food industry. Even so, the effects of this subjectivity can
be seen in the findings of Pillar 2 of the three institutional pillars.
We define the Normative pillar by considering formal standards or
agreements in the industry. However, one's definition of “formal”
may also be up for debate. For example, if a group of CEOs shook
hands over drinks, and based on this agreement, changed certain
policies or procedurese does this count as a formal agreement that
leads to normative institutional change? If so, Pillar 2 is likely un-
derrepresented, as we have no way of knowing about such
agreements.

Despite these limitations, our study provides useful and
provocative information about CSR in the packaged food
industry.
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Appendix A. Coding justification

The three tables below contain qualitative variables for the
placement of each code, and a justification for each placement
decision. The first table is the Triple Bottom Line table. It consists
of three columns with dummy codes, where 0 ¼ no and 1 ¼ yes,
and a fourth column that contains a justification for the place-
ment of that code within the triple bottom line framework. Codes
linked to motivations reported as “values-based” are displayed in
bold font. The second table is the Institutional Theory table. It
consists of three columns with dummy codes, where 0 ¼ no and
1 ¼ yes, and a fourth column that contains a justification for the
placement of that code within the institutional pillars. The third
table is the stakeholder management table. It consists of six
columns with dummy codes, where 0 ¼ no and 1 ¼ yes, and an
seventh column that contains a justification for the placement of
that code within the stakeholder groups.

PPP is the triple bottom line framework and stands for “People,
Planet, Profit.”
PEOP is whether or not a code belongs to the “People” category
of the triple bottom line.
PLAN is whether or not a code belongs to the “Planet” category
of the triple bottom line.
PROF is whether or not a code belongs to the “Profit” category of
the triple bottom line.

IT is Institutional Theory, the framework around the Regulative,
Normative, and Cultural-cognitive pillars.
REG is whether or not a code belongs to the “Regulative” insti-
tutional pillar.
NORM is whether or not a code belongs to the “Normative”
institutional pillar.
CCOG is whether or not a code belongs to the “Cultural-cogni-
tive” institutional pillar.

SM is Stakeholder Management, the framework used in the
discussion of different stakeholder groups.
COMP is whether or not a code affects or is affected by internal
pressure within the firm itself.
SHAR is whether or not a code affects or is affected by pressure
from shareholders.
EMPL is whether or not a code affects or is affected by pressure
from employees.
SUPP is whether or not a code affects or is affected by pressure
from suppliers.
CUST is whether or not a code affects or is affected by pressure
from customers.
PSTA is whether or not a code affects or is affected by pressure
from public stakeholders.
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Improving Society 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human well-being.
Increasing Exercise Among Children 1 0 0 Motivation is based on child health.
Increasing Fiber Consumption 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Increasing Fruit/Veg Consumption 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Increasing Yield 0 1 1 Yield is defined as the amount produced of an agricultural or industrial product. When actions are motivated by a desire to increase yield,

land use (planet) and production efficiency (profit) are effected.
Industry Standards 1 1 1 Broad code e industry standards can motivate initiatives in any category
Influencing Consumer (Shopping)

behavior
0 0 1 This is typically done with marketing, to encourage consumers to buy more of a specific product, thereby influencing profit.

Influencing Consumer (Sustainability)
Behavior

0 1 0 This is typically done with campaigns and PSAs, to encourage consumers to behave in a more environmentally friendly way. (e.g. e
using less water, reusing containers, or recycling packaging).

Innovation 1 1 1 Broad code e the desire to innovate can be realized with initiatives in any category.
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation 1 1 1 Broad code e internal assessment and self-regulation can be focused on topics or initiatives in any category.
Maintaining Soil Fertility 0 1 0 Soil fertility is inherently a planet-based issue.
Marketing 0 0 1 Marketing, by definition, is done for the benefit of the firm: profit.
Obesity Epidemic 1 0 0 Obesity is an issue that affects people and thus motivates initiatives that also affect people.
Profit 0 0 1 Profit is inherently a profit-based issue.
Protecting Environment 0 1 0 The environment is inherently a planet-based issue.
Protecting Resources 0 1 0 This motivation refers to natural resources. Natural resource conservation is inherently a planet-based issue.
Quality Assurance 1 0 1 Initiatives that are motivated by quality assurance affect consumer satisfaction (people), as well as their loyalty to the firm (profit).
Reducing Calorie Consumption 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Reducing Emissions 1 1 0 Excess greenhouse gas emissions affect health of our atmosphere (planet) and also the air quality, which is vital to human health

(people).
Reducing Fat Consumption 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Reducing Prevalence of Alcohol Abuse 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Reducing Salt Consumption 1 0 0 Motivation is based on human health.
Regulatory Compliance 1 1 1 Broad code e complying with regulations can motivate initiatives in any category.
Species Extinction 0 1 0 Initiatives motivated by addressing species extinction target the ecology of the planet.
Stakeholder Management 1 1 1 Broad code e managing the needs of stakeholders can motivate initiatives in any category.
Supply Chain Synergy 1 1 1 Broad code e the desire for cooperation between supply chain partners can be related to initiatives in any category.
Supporting Fairness/Equality 1 0 0 Fairness and equality are inherently people-based issues.
Supporting Small-Scale Business 1 0 0 Initiatives motivated by the desire to support small-scale business affect the livelihoods of the people associated with those

businesses.
Sustainability 1 1 1 Broad code e sustainability is defined as the sum of people, planet, and profit.
Water Scarcity 0 1 1 Initiatives motivated by water scarcity focus on reducing water use, which affects the planet and input costs for the firm.
Workplace Diversity 1 0 0 Workplace diversity is inherently a people-based issue.

IT REG NORM CCOG Remarks

Business Ethics 0 1 0 Firms confess to setting industry-wide ethical standards.
Certification 0 1 0 Firms achieve voluntary certifications as a means of conforming to a non-legislative standard.
Child Welfare 0 0 1 Efforts to engage in initiatives that improve child welfare are tacit or mimetic.
Climate Change Mitigation 0 0 1 Efforts aimed specifically at climate change mitigation (as opposed to broader environmental concerns) are tacit or mimetic.
Community Demands 0 0 1 Communities tacitly influence some behaviors in firms.
Competitiveness in Labor Market 0 0 1 Firms use tacit knowledge and mimic each other to compete for labor.
Consumer Demands 0 0 1 Consumers tacitly influence some behaviors in firms.
Consumer Safety 1 0 1 Consumer safety is, in many places, regulated to an extent. Some firms choose to adhere to safety standards beyond the scope of regulations.
Cooperation 0 0 1 Firms cooperate with each other informally on all different levels of concerns and ideas.
Corporate Citizenship 0 0 1 Firms sub-consciously look at each other for their ideas about citizenship and how a citizen should act.
Corporate Culture 0 0 1 Corporate culture varies depending on the current make-up of the firm, the context, and any outside pressures.
Creating More Choices for Consumers 0 0 1 Innovation and product expansion are rarely a function of laws or formalized agreements.
Creating Shared Value 0 0 1 This is a goal that can be achieved in a variety of ways, with no norms or legislative restrictions to facilitate the process.
Economic Stability 0 1 0 Firms maintain their own respective levels of stability by cooperating with their competitors on issues that could threaten them financially.
Efficiency 0 0 1 This is a goal that can be achieved in a variety of ways. While there is sometimes a legislative motivation for other environmental behaviors,

efficiency remains largely cultural-cognitive.
Ensuring Future Success 0 1 0 Firms maintain their own respective success by cooperating with their competitors on issues that could threaten them financially.
Entering New Markets 0 0 1 Firms do this individually and through a series of ideas and small changes that lead to bigger ones.
Full Landfills 0 0 1 This is a motivation for reducing waste e a behavior that is not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Growth 0 0 1 The desire for growth is constant and integrated into the corporate culture of these firms. As such, it is constantly and tacitly motivating

decisions and behaviors.

(continued on next page)
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(continued )

IT REG NORM CCOG Remarks

Human Rights 1 0 1 Human rights are legally protected worldwide, and regulations reflect that. Some firms choose to adhere to human rights standards beyond
the scope of regulations.

Image 0 1 1 On some issues, firms will make intra-industry agreements to maintain the image of the industry as a whole, in addition to less formalized
image-preserving decisions.

Improving Biodiversity 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Improving Consumer Nutrition 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Improving Health 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Improving Society 0 0 1 This is a broad motivation, most aspects of which are both informal and unregulated.
Increasing Exercise Among Children 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Increasing Fiber Consumption 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Increasing Fruit/Veg Consumption 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Increasing Yield 0 0 1 This is a motivation for cost-cutting behavior, which is constant and integrated into the corporate culture of these firms. As such, it is

constantly and tacitly motivating decisions and behaviors.
Industry Standards 0 1 0 Industry standards are addressed with industry-wide agreements and cooperation, making them normative.
Influencing Consumer (Shopping) behavior 0 0 1 Outside of more formalized marketing campaigns, much consumer influence tends to be tacit and iterative.
Influencing Consumer (Sustainability) Behavior 0 0 1 Campaigns and PSAs are usually small-scale, informal, and short-lived.
Innovation 0 0 1 This is a broad motivation, most aspects of which are both informal and unregulated, done on a firm-by-firm basis.
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation 0 1 1 This can vary from standardized systems of assessment to managerial discretion.
Maintaining Soil Fertility 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Marketing 0 1 1 Industries sometimes set formal marketing standards or participate in industry-wide campaigns, but mimetic and culturally contextualized

forms of marketing are also common.
Obesity Epidemic 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Profit 0 0 1 The desire for profit is constant and integrated into the corporate culture of these firms. As such, it is constantly and tacitly motivating

decisions and behaviors.
Protecting Environment 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Protecting Resources 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Quality Assurance 1 1 1 Quality is, in many places, regulated to an extent. Firms in this industry have also been known to set industry-wide quality standards. Some

firms choose to adhere to quality standards beyond the scope of regulations.
Reducing Calorie Consumption 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Reducing Emissions 1 0 1 Greenhouse gas emissions are, in many places, regulated to an extent. Some firms choose to adhere to quality standards beyond the scope of

regulations.
Reducing Fat Consumption 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Reducing Prevalence of Alcohol Abuse 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Reducing Salt Consumption 0 0 1 Efforts to improve consumer health or nutrition are highly mimetic. Firms are wary of being left behind and how this will affect their image.
Regulatory Compliance 1 0 0 Regulatory compliance is a motivation that is inherently regulative.
Species Extinction 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Stakeholder Management 0 0 1 The need to manage stakeholders is constant and integrated into the corporate culture of these firms. As such, it is constantly and tacitly

motivating decisions and behaviors.
Supply Chain Synergy 0 1 0 Formalized agreements are made with supply chain partners to ensure complimentary behavior.
Supporting Fairness/Equality 1 0 1 Fair trade practices and income gaps are, in some places, regulated (often indirectly) to an extent. Some firms choose to adhere to fairness

and equality standards beyond the scope of regulations, due in part to the emerging fair-trade niche market.
Supporting Small-Scale Business 0 0 1 Some firms choose to support small-scale business in certain communities as a means of integrating themselves into those communities.
Sustainability 1 0 1 The desire for sustainability is a broad motivation, some aspects of which are regulated. Other aspects of sustainability are attained by firms

tacitly, through less formal institutions.
Water Scarcity 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are not usually addressed formally in this industry.
Workplace Diversity 0 0 1 This is linked to stakeholder management (employees and consumers) and image, both of which are not formalized and are a part of the

corporate culture of firms.

SM COMP SHAR EMPL SUPP CUST PSTA Remarks

Business Ethics 0 0 0 0 0 1 Ethical business practices benefit everyone who is part of the context in which the firm exists.
Certification 1 0 0 0 0 0 Obtaining voluntary or mandatory certifications benefits the firm itself by improving its image or avoiding fines.
Child Welfare 0 0 0 0 0 1 Improving child welfare benefits society as a whole.
Climate Change Mitigation 0 0 0 0 0 1 Climate change mitigation benefits society as a whole.
Community Demands 0 0 0 0 0 1 Initiatives motivated by community demands appease the communities that are a part of the context in which

the firm exists.
Competitiveness in Labor Market 0 0 1 0 0 0 Initiatives that improve a firm's competitiveness in the labor market can affect the wages, work environment,

and wellness of current employees.
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Consumer Demands 0 0 0 0 1 0 Initiatives motivated by consumer demands appease the firm's consumers.
Consumer Safety 0 0 0 0 1 1 Initiative that increase the safety of consumers benefit not only those consumers, but also the communities that

supply the resources required, to handle outbreaks and other safety emergencies.
Cooperation 0 0 0 1 0 0 When firms in the food industry talk about cooperation, they do so in the context of the supply chain.
Corporate Citizenship 0 0 0 0 0 1 Being a good citizen, in the broadest sense, is synonymous with being a good member of the community.
Corporate Culture 1 0 0 0 0 0 Corporate culture is a function of the company as a whole. Initiatives to change corporate culture are reportedly

top-down.
Creating More Choices for Consumers 0 0 0 0 1 0 Consumers are affected (though not always positively) by having more options from which to choose.
Creating Shared Value 1 0 0 0 0 1 Value is shared between the firm and the community that is part of the context in which the firm exists.
Economic Stability 1 0 0 0 0 0 Economic stability is crucial to the survival of the firm itself.
Efficiency 1 0 0 0 0 1 Efficient production saves the firm money and also has environmental benefits for public stakeholders.
Ensuring Future Success 1 1 0 0 0 0 Shareholders are concerned with results. Any behaviors that ensure the future success of the firm satisfy this

concern.
Entering New Markets 1 0 0 0 0 0 Entering new markets ensures future profits for the firm, thus contributing to economic stability.
Full Landfills 0 0 0 0 0 1 This is a motivation for reducing waste e a behavior that benefits the environment, and as such, public

stakeholders.
Growth 1 1 0 0 0 0 Shareholders are concerned with results. Any behaviors that ensure growth satisfy this concern.
Human Rights 0 0 0 0 0 1 In the context of this industry, this motivation does not pertain to consumers or employees, but to the values of

public stakeholders.
Image 1 0 0 0 0 0 A positive image allows a firm to maintain its customer base, ensuring stable profits.
Improving Biodiversity 0 0 0 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are a result of public stakeholder pressure.
Improving Consumer Nutrition 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of more nutritional products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such,

public stakeholders.
Improving Health 0 0 0 0 0 1 Better overall human health affects public stakeholders.
Improving Society 0 0 0 0 0 1 A general code that relates to society, and as such, public stakeholders.
Increasing Exercise Among Children 0 0 0 0 0 1 More fit children increases the overall health of society, and as such, affects public stakeholders.
Increasing Fiber Consumption 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of more nutritional products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such,

public stakeholders.
Increasing Fruit/Veg Consumption 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of more nutritional products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such,

public stakeholders.
Increasing Yield 1 0 0 0 0 0 Higher output with lower input affects the profits of the firm itself.
Industry Standards 1 0 0 1 1 1 This is a broad code that can affect or be affected by a variety of stakeholders. However, according to interview

respondents, shareholders and employees are not powerful enough to change industry standards.
Influencing Consumer (Shopping) behavior 1 0 0 0 1 0 Firms influence consumer shopping behavior through advertising to increase their own profits. Consumers are

affected, and can sometimes pressure the firm to amend these advertising practices.
Influencing Consumer (Sustainability) Behavior 0 0 0 0 0 1 Through campaigns and PSAs, firms show that they attempt to influence consumer sustainability behavior. In

this industry, pressure to do this comes from public stakeholders.
Innovation 1 0 0 1 1 1 Innovation means changes in materials, production, distribution, and even transport. It can occur at any level,

and the entire supply chain must adapt.
Internal Assessment/Self-Regulation 1 0 0 0 1 1 Self-regulation is sometimes used by the firm itself to deter policy-driven or legislative regulation. This type of

regulation is usually pressured by public stakeholders or consumers.
Maintaining Soil Fertility 0 0 0 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are a result of public stakeholder pressure.
Marketing 1 0 0 0 1 1 Marketing maintains the image of the firm, but its effect on consumers sometimes prompts pushback from

consumers and public stakeholders.
Obesity Epidemic 0 0 0 0 0 1 Better overall human health affects public stakeholders.
Profit 1 1 0 0 0 0 Shareholders are concerned with results. Any behaviors that ensure profit satisfy this concern.
Protecting Environment 0 0 0 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are a result of public stakeholder pressure.
Protecting Resources 0 0 0 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are a result of public stakeholder pressure.
Quality Assurance 0 0 0 0 1 0 Consumer choice can initiate competition, which affects product quality and guarantees thereof, either for the

better or in cases of high price competition, for the worse.
Reducing Calorie Consumption 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of lower calorie products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such, public

stakeholders.
Reducing Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 1 Behaviors related to motivations that are strictly environmental are a result of public stakeholder pressure.
Reducing Fat Consumption 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of lower fat products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such, public

stakeholders.
Reducing Prevalence of Alcohol Abuse 0 0 0 0 0 1 Better overall human health affects public stakeholders.
Reducing Salt Consumption 0 0 0 0 1 1 An influx of lower salt products affects consumers, but also the overall health of society, and as such, public

stakeholders.

(continued on next page)

L.Shnayder
et

al./
Journal

of
Cleaner

Production
122

(2016)
212

e
227

225



(c
on

ti
nu

ed
)

SM
C
O
M
P

SH
A
R

EM
PL

SU
PP

C
U
ST

PS
TA

R
em

ar
ks

R
eg

u
la
to
ry

C
om

p
lia

n
ce

1
1

1
1

1
1

C
om

p
lia

n
ce

w
it
h
re
gu

la
ti
on

sa
ve

s
th
e
fi
rm

it
se
lf
fr
om

p
en

al
ti
es
.R

eg
u
la
ti
on

s
ca
n
an

d
d
o
af
fe
ct

al
l
ca
te
go

ri
es

of
st
ak

eh
ol
d
er
s.

Sp
ec
ie
s
Ex

ti
n
ct
io
n

0
0

0
0

0
1

B
eh

av
io
rs

re
la
te
d
to

m
ot
iv
at
io
n
s
th
at

ar
e
st
ri
ct
ly

en
vi
ro
n
m
en

ta
l
ar
e
a
re
su

lt
of

p
u
bl
ic

st
ak

eh
ol
d
er

p
re
ss
u
re
.

St
ak

eh
ol
d
er

M
an

ag
em

en
t

1
0

0
0

0
0

A
fi
rm

m
u
st

be
at

h
ar
m
on

y
w
it
h
it
s
st
ak

eh
ol
d
er
s
in

or
d
er

to
su

rv
iv
e.

Su
p
p
ly

C
h
ai
n
Sy

n
er
gy

0
0

0
1

0
0

B
ec
au

se
of

th
ei
r
si
ze

an
d
sc
op

e,
p
ac
ka

ge
d
fo
od

fi
rm

s
ex

h
ib
it
p
ow

er
ov

er
m
an

y
of

th
ei
r
su

p
p
lie

rs
.

Su
p
p
or
ti
n
g
Fa

ir
n
es
s/
Eq

u
al
it
y

0
0

0
0

0
1

In
th
e
co

n
te
xt

of
th
is

in
d
u
st
ry
,t
h
is

m
ot
iv
at
io
n
p
er
ta
in
s
to

ci
rc
u
m
st
an

ce
s
ou

ts
id
e
of

th
e
fi
rm

's
co

re
bu

si
n
es
s

ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.F

ir
m
s
ar
e
p
re
ss
u
re
d
to

ge
t
in
vo

lv
ed

by
th
e
va

lu
es

of
p
u
bl
ic

st
ak

eh
ol
d
er
s.

Su
p
p
or
ti
n
g
Sm

al
l-
Sc
al
e
B
u
si
n
es
s

0
0

0
1

0
0

Th
e
su

p
p
or
t
of

sm
al
l-
sc
al
e
su

p
p
lie

rs
an

d
d
is
tr
ib
u
to
rs

by
la
rg
e
an

d
p
ow

er
fu
lp

ac
ka

ge
d
fo
od

fi
rm

s
ca
n
h
av

e
a

st
ro
n
g
ec
on

om
ic

ef
fe
ct

on
th
os
e
sm

al
l-
sc
al
e
bu

si
n
es
se
s.

Su
st
ai
n
ab

ili
ty

1
0

0
0

0
1

W
h
ile

th
e
p
re
ss
u
re

to
be

m
or
e
su

st
ai
n
ab

le
an

d
ef
fe
ct
s
of

su
st
ai
n
ab

ili
ty

p
ra
ct
ic
es

ar
e
of
te
n
re
la
te
d
to

p
u
bl
ic

st
ak

eh
ol
d
er
s,
ef
fo
rt
s
to

ac
h
ie
ve

h
ig
h
er

le
ve

ls
of

su
st
ai
n
ab

ili
ty

ca
n
h
av

e
h
ig
h
sh

or
t-
te
rm

co
st
s
an

d
/o
r
lo
n
g-
te
rm

sa
vi
n
gs

fo
r
th
e
fi
rm

.
W

at
er

Sc
ar
ci
ty

0
0

0
0

0
1

B
eh

av
io
rs

re
la
te
d
to

m
ot
iv
at
io
n
s
th
at

ar
e
st
ri
ct
ly

en
vi
ro
n
m
en

ta
l
ar
e
a
re
su

lt
of

p
u
bl
ic

st
ak

eh
ol
d
er

p
re
ss
u
re
.

W
or
kp

la
ce

D
iv
er
si
ty

0
0

1
0

0
1

W
or
kp

la
ce

d
iv
er
si
ty

af
fe
ct
s
th
e
w
or
k
en

vi
ro
n
m
en

t
of

em
p
lo
ye

es
.I
t
al
so

af
fe
ct
s
th
e
ge

n
er
al

fe
el
in
g
of

in
cl
u
si
ve

n
es
s
an

d
ac
ce
p
ta
n
ce

in
th
e
co

m
m
u
n
it
ie
s
in

w
h
ic
h
th
e
fi
rm

op
er
at
es
.

L. Shnayder et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 122 (2016) 212e227226
References

Aguinis, H., Bradley, K.J., 2014. Best practice recommendations for designing and
implementing experimental vignette methodology studies. Organ. Res.
Methods 17 (4), 351e371.

Aguinis, H., Glavas, A., 2012. What we know and don't know about corporate social
responsibility: a review and research agenda. J. Manag. 38 (4).

Brownell, K.D., Warner, K.E., 2009. The perils of ignoring history: big tobacco
played dirty and millions died. How similar is big food? Milbank Q. 87 (1),
259e294.

Campbell, J.L., 2007. Why would corporations behave in socially responsible ways?
An institutional theory of corporate social responsibility. Acad. Manag. Rev. 32
(3), 946e967.

Cassel, D., 2001. Human rights business responsibilities in the global marketplace.
Bus. Ethics Q. 11 (2), 261e274.

Clarkson, M.E., 1995. A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating
corporate social performance. Acad. Manag. 20 (1), 92e117.

Commission of the European Communities, 2002. Corporate Social Responsibility: A
business contribution to Sustainable Development Communities.

Davis, K., 1967. Understanding the social responsibility puzzle. Bus. Horizons 10 (4),
45e50.

De Villiers, C., Low, M., Samkin, G., 2014. The institutionalisation of mining company
sustainability disclosures. J. Clean. Prod. 84, 51e58.

DiMaggio, P.J., Powell, W.W., 1983. The iron cage revisited: institutional isomor-
phism and collective rationality in organizational fields. Am. Sociol. Rev. 48 (2),
147e160.

DiMaggio, P.J., Powell, W.W., 1991. Introduction. In: Dimaggio, P.J., Powell, W.W.
(Eds.), The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis. University of Chi-
cago Press, Chicago, IL, pp. 1e38.

Doh, J.P., Guay, T.R., 2006. Corporate social responsibility, public policy, and NGO
activism in Europe and the United States: an institutional-stakeholder
perspective. J. Manag. Stud. 43 (1), 47e73.

Elkington, J., 1997. Canibals with Forks: the Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century
Business. Capstone Publishing, Oxford.

Fligstein, N., Freeland, R., 1995. Theoretical and comparative perspectives on
corporate organization. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 21 (1995), 21e43.

Freeman, R., 1984. Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach. Cambridge
University Press.

Freeman, R., McVea, J., 2001. A Stakeholder Approach to Strategic Management
(Working Paper).

Galbreath, J., 2009. Drivers of corporate social responsibility: the role of formal
strategic planning and firm culture. Br. J. Manag. 21, 511e525.

Garriga, E., Mel�e, D., 2004. Corporate social responsibility theories: mapping the
territory. J. Bus. Ethics 51e71.

Glaser, B.G., Strauss, A.L., 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for
Qualitative Research. Transaction Publishers.

Graafland, J., Mazereeuw-Van der Duijn Schouten, C., 2012. Motives for corporate
social responsibility. De Econ. 160, 377e396.

Hall, P.A., Soskice, D., 2001. An introduction to varieties of capitalism. Inst. Found.
Comp. Advant. 1, 50e51.

Henderson, D., Handy, C.R., Neff, S., 2013. Globalization of the processed foods
market. Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Dev. 78 (5), 126.

Husted, B., Allen, D., 2006. Corporate social responsibility in the multinational
enterprise: strategic and institutional approaches. J. Int. Bus. 37 (6).

Idea: Triple Bottom Line, 2009. The Economist.
Ifland, J.R., Preuss, H.G., Marcus, M.T., Rourke, K.M., Taylor, W.C., Burau, K., Manso, G.,

2009. Refined food addiction: a classic substance use disorder. Med. Hypotheses
72 (5), 518e526.

Jepperson, R.L., 1991. Institutions, institutional effects, and institutionalism. New
Inst. Organ. Anal. 6, 143e163.

Jones, M.T., 1999. The institutional determinants of social responsibility. J. Bus.
Ethics 20 (2), 163e179.

Kolk, A., Pinkse, J., 2006. Stakeholder mismanagement and corporate social re-
sponsibility crises. Eur. Manag. J. 24 (1), 59e72.

Lewin, A.Y., Weigelt, C.B., Emery, J.D., 2004. Adaption and selection in strategy and
change: perspectives on strategic change in organizations. In: Poole, M.S.,
Ven, A.H. (Eds.), Handbook of Organizational Change and Innovation. Oxford
University Press, Oxford.

Logsdon, J.M., Wood, D.J., 2002. Business citizenship: from domestic to global level
of analysis. Bus. Ethics Q. 12 (2).

Lozano, R., Huisingh, D., 2011. Inter-linking issues and dimensions in sustainability
reporting. J. Clean. Prod. 19 (2e3), 99e107.

Mahon, J.F., McGowan, R.A., 1991. Searching for the common good: a process-
oriented approach. Bus. Horizons 34 (4), 79e86.

Mitchell, R.K., Agle, B.R., Wood, D.J., 1997. Toward a theory of stakeholder identifi-
cation and salience: defining the principle of who and what really counts. Acad.
Manag. Rev. 22 (4), 853e886.

Moir, L., 2001. What do we mean by corporate social responsibility? Corp. Gov. 1 (2),
16e22.

Murray, S., 2007. The World's Biggest Industry. Forbes Magazine.
Nestle, M., 2007. Food Politics. University of California Press.
Nikolaou, I.E., Evangelinos, K.I., Allan, S., 2013. A reverse logistics social re-

sponsibility evaluation framework based on the triple bottom line approach.
J. Clean. Prod. 56, 173e184.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref36


L. Shnayder et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 122 (2016) 212e227 227
Norman, W., Macdonald, C., 2003 March. Getting to the bottom of “Triple Bottom
Line”. Bus. Ethics Q.

North, D.C., 2005. Understanding the process of economic change. In: Mokyr, J.
(Ed.), Princeton Economic History of the Western World. Princeton University
Press, Princeton.

Oliver, C., 1991. Strategic responses to institutional processes. Acad. Manag. Rev. 16
(1), 145e179.

Oxfam, 2013. Behind the Brands, p. 52. Retrieved from. https://www.oxfam.org/
sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp166-behind-the-brands-260213-en.pdf.

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G., 2003. The External Control of Organizations: a Resource
Dependence Perspective. Stanford Business Books doi:citeulike-article-id:
695432.

Poirier, P., Giles, T.D., Bray, G.a, Hong, Y., Stern, J.S., Pi-Sunyer, F.X., Eckel, R.H., 2006.
Obesity and cardiovascular disease: pathophysiology, evaluation, and effect of
weight loss: an update of the 1997 American heart association scientific
statement on obesity and heart disease from the obesity committee of the
council on nutrition, physical. Circulation 113 (6), 898e918.

Raar, J., 2002. Environmental initiatives: towards triple-bottom line reporting. Corp.
Commun. Int. J. 7 (3), 169e183.

Rana, P., Platts, J., 2008. Exploration of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in Multi-
national Companies within the Food Industry. Crrconference.org, 44 (September).

Scott, W.R., 1995. Institutions and Organizations. Foundations for Organizational
Science. SAGE, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Shnayder, L., van Rijnsoever, F.J., Hekkert, M.P., 2015. Putting your money where
your mouth is: why sustainability reporting based on the triple bottom line can
be misleading. PloS One.
Silberhorn, D., Warren, R.C., 2007. Defining corporate social responsibility: a
view from big companies in Germany and the UK. Eur. Bus. Rev. 19 (5),
352e372.

Sridhar, K., Jones, G., 2012. The three fundamental criticisms of the triple bottom
line approach: an empirical study to link sustainability reports in companies
based in the Asia-Pacific region and TBL shortcomings. Asian J. Bus. Ethics 2 (1),
91e111.

Starik, M., 1994. Essay. The Toronto conference: reflections on stakeholder theory.
Bus. Soc. 33, 82e131.

Stuckler, D., Nestle, M., 2012. Big food, food systems, and global health. PLoS Med. 9
(6).

Sturdivant, F.D., 1979. Executives and activists: test of stakeholder management.
Calif. Manag. Rev. 22 (1), 53e59.

Varadarajan, P., Menon, A., 1988. Cause-related marketing: a coalignment of mar-
keting strategy and corporate philanthropy. J. Mark. 52 (3), 58e74.

Velasquez, M., 1992. International business, morality and the common good. Bus.
Ethics Q. 2 (1).

WFA supports Children's Food and Beverage Advertising Initiative. (2007).
Wognum, P.M., Bremmers, H., Trienekens, J.H., van der Vorst, J.G.A.J., Bloemhof, J.M.,

2011. Systems for sustainability and transparency of food supply chains e

current status and challenges. Adv. Eng. Inf.
Wood, D.J., 1991. Corporate social performance revisited. Acad. Manag. Rev. 16 (4).
World Commission, 1987. Report of the World Commission on Environment and

Development: Our Common Future Acronyms and Note on Terminology
Chairman's Foreword. Oxford University Press.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref39
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp166-behind-the-brands-260213-en.pdf
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp166-behind-the-brands-260213-en.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(16)00175-X/sref58

	Motivations for Corporate Social Responsibility in the packaged food industry: an institutional and stakeholder management  ...
	1. Introduction
	2. The industry
	3. Theory
	3.1. Categorizing CSR motivations: the triple bottom line
	3.2. Explaining CSR motivations: stakeholder management and institutional theory
	3.2.1. Institutional theory and CSR
	3.2.2. Stakeholder management


	4. Methods
	4.1. The data
	4.2. Coding and analysis

	5. Results
	5.1. Triple bottom line
	5.2. Institutional pillars and primary stakeholders
	5.2.1. Pillar 1
	5.2.2. Pillar 2
	5.2.3. Pillar 3
	5.2.4. Interaction between pillars


	6. Conclusions and discussion
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A. Coding justification
	References


