Chapter 1: Introduction

Engaging with corporate responsibility (CR) is a challenge facing the modern
organisation and one that poses both risk and opportunity. It is an area that
continues to gain momentum within the organisational literature; however it also
remains in a “continuing state of emergence” (Lockett, Moon & Visser, 2006: 133). CR
1s generally understood to be an approach to business practice that balances
environmental, social and economic dimensions — sometimes referred to as the ‘triple
bottom line’ (Elkington, 1998). The purpose of this thesis is to develop a fine grained
understanding of the social dimension of CR and in particular examines the role
played by social responsibility as well as the definition and operationalisation of this
dimension of CR within an Australian university. The research thus attempts to
provide a deeper understanding of the planning and implementation of the social
dimension of CR in the university context.

Defining corporate responsibility for this thesis

Corporate responsibility is a term that is used interchangeably with constructs like
corporate social responsibility, corporate citizenship, sustainability, business ethics
and stakeholder management (Schwartz & Carroll, 2008) or more recent concepts
such as ‘corporate sustainability’ (Dunphy, Griffiths & Benn, 2007; Linnenlueck,
Russell & Griffiths, 2009) or ‘corporate integrity’ (Maak, 2008). It has also been used
to encapsulate ideas such as business and society, social issues management, public
policy and business and corporate accountability (Garriga & Mele, 2004) or with
practice based conceptualisations such as total responsibility management (Waddock
& Bodwell, 2007). There have been a number of scholarly attempts to summarise and
critique the history of CR and its various definitions (c.f. Banerjee, 2008; Carroll &
Shabana, 2010; Dahlsrud, 2008; Lee, 2008; Lockett, Moon & Visser, 2006) and readers
are referred to these analyses for more detailed information on this history.

Corporate responsibility is a concept that sits within an ongoing debate around
nomenclature (e.g. Banerjee, 2008; Dahlsrud, 2008; Okoye, 2009; Schwartz & Carroll,
2008) and in the literature a number of terms are used interchangeably (van
Marrewijk, 2003), particularly corporate responsibility, corporate social responsibility
and corporate sustainability. For this research a decision needed to be made about
which construct to use and corporate responsibility (CR) was chosen as the term that
will be used to represent the virtues and moral responsibilities that organisations
have to stakeholders and society that go beyond what is required by law (Alzola,
2008).
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Corporate responsibility and its related constructs are generally characterised as
needing to find a balance between three broad elements of consideration; economic,
environmental and social. The economic argument for CR (or business case) has been
the subject of considerable analysis as researchers attempt to demonstrate a link
between financial performance and socially and environmentally responsible
behaviour (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008; Carroll & Shabana, 2010; Hart & Ahuja, 1996;
Kurucz, Colbert & Wheeler, 2008; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky, Schmidt &
Rynes, 2003; Russo & Fouts, 1997). The environmental argument, which calls for
organisations to pay closer attention to the negative impacts that their business can
have on the natural environment (Linnenluecke et al, 2009), is also well advanced.
This focus is largely driven by tighter legislative requirements combined with closer
media and public scrutiny (Berrone & Gomez-Mejiz, 2009; Zyglidopoulos, 2002) and as
such there is a growing recognition that businesses should be taking a leadership role
on topics such as climate change and greenhouse gas emissions (Okereke, Wittenben
& Bowen, 2009).

The focus of this research, however, is the social dimension of CR. As pointed out by
Lockett, Moon and Visser (2006), this dimension has received the least attention in
the academic literature and, unlike the environmental and economic elements, is
rarely detached from the CR framework in order to be more carefully examined in its
own right. As a result, there is a lack of understanding about how the social elements
of CR are interpreted and applied at an operational level (Lehtonen, 2004) and it has
been suggested that there is a need for researchers to concentrate more on this
dimension of the CR taxonomy (Lee, 2008). Social responsibility has important
implications given the need to better understand both the social consequences that an
organisation has on the society in which it operates, as well as the competitive
advantage that certain strategically oriented social initiatives may offer the
organisation itself (Porter & Kramer, 2006). It has also been argued that greater
progress in understanding CR might be possible if researchers start to focus more on
individual, specific dimensions of the concept (Orlitzky, Siegel & Waldman, 2011). For
these reasons, the social dimension has been chosen as the area of investigation in
this thesis.

Although the social dimension of CR has been chosen as the specific area in which to
focus this research, it is nevertheless recognised that some theorists argue that the
elements of CR are interrelated and interdependent and therefore cannot and should
not be detached from each other (Dunphy et al, 2007; Elkington, 1998; Lehtonen,
2004; Zadek, 2001). Much of the extant CR literature focuses on CR as a holistic
concept, without highlighting one specific element over another and in this research
some coverage and attention is given in this research to the other elements of CR
(particularly environmental, although there is also some discussion of the economic
dimension) and how these are interpreted and operationalised in the case
organisation. In particular this is done as a way of providing more detailed context for
the social dimension of CR in the case study organisation and allows for discussion of
how these elements are interpreted by participants in the study and why this impacts
on the consideration of the social dimension. For clarity, Figure 1 provides a visual
representation of the CR focus of this study.
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Figure 1: A visual representation of the CR focus in this research
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The research problem

The argument put forward in this research is that the social element of CR has
received the least attention in the academic literature (Lee, 2008; Lockett, Moon &
Visser, 2006), and because of this there is a lack of understanding about how this
dimension of CR is defined and operationalised. In response to recent calls for CR
research to examine organisations with different ownership structures (Lee, 2008),
the thesis uses an Australian university as the focus under which to study CR. The
extant CR research on the university sector reflects an emphasis on two main areas;
“education for sustainability”, which is a relatively developed body of research
examining the ways that sustainability and CR can be embedded into curricula and
teaching (e.g. Benn & Dunphy, 2009; Porter & Cordoba, 2009; Steketee, 2009; Van
Dam-Mieras et al, 2008) and “campus greening” which looks at the ways that
universities are impacting on the environment, particularly through operational
decision making (Bala, Munoz, Rieradevall & Ysern, 2008; Clugston & Calder, 1999;
Downey, 2004).

Universities have a strong history of engaging students and stakeholders in key social
problems, such as equity, gender equality and indigenous issues. While ‘greening the
campus’ 1s an area where universities have largely focused on the environmental
dimension of CR, education for and about CR is one example of a critical social
problem of the twenty-first century that many universities have begun to embark
upon. The embedding of sustainability and CR into curricula is an example of one way
that universities are showing commitment to the social dimension of CR and
represents how that knowledge transfer is taking place regarding an important and
current social issue (Hales, 2008; Lotz-Sisitka, 2004; Reid & Petocz, 2005; Sammalisto
& Lindhqvist, 2008; Thomas, 2004).

This thesis therefore does not argue that universities have ignored the social elements
of CR, but instead builds on work that is already being done in this area in order to
develop a deeper understanding of how the social dimension of CR can be more
systematically embedded into the work that universities do. The argument put
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forward in this thesis is that there may be a better approach to the implementation of
the social dimension of CR, perhaps in a way that is more systematic and ‘plan
driven’. It appears that in the past many social issues have been implemented and
driven by institutional forces, particularly those pushed by government (Campbell,
2006) and this research instead argues for a more proactive approach to the
implementation of the social dimension of CR. For this reason it is suggested that the
implications for potential trade-offs and balances that organisations in this sector
might make between the elements of CR need to be reexamined.

The thesis attempts to make a contribution that helps managers of universities
embed the social dimension of CR across the organisation in a way that is sustainable
over the long term. In recent years organisational leaders have been taking note of
the importance of, and potential to be found in, proactively addressing the core
underpinnings of CR and are looking beyond the value to be found in economic
management alone. As a result, this thesis looks for ways that CR might be used in
universities in a systematic way that aligns with core organisational values and goals
as well as stakeholder expectations (Bonini, Gorner & Jones, 2010; Porter & Kramer,
2006). Evidence has suggested that risks associated with organisational operations
can be managed and strategically mitigated in companies where employee and
organisational values and visions are aligned and where these values are embedded
in the “cultural fabric” of the organisation (Collier & Esteban, 2007: 30).

The foundations of the research problem arise from an observation that considerable
tensions exist between stakeholder groups in universities, particularly viewed in this
thesis through the voices of two key groups; senior management and academics. It
appears managers of universities are being driven by a move towards a more
corporate mode of operation, while at the same time there remains an ongoing belief
that universities have moral responsibilities which remain at the core of what these
organisations should stand for. Tensions therefore exist because there appears to be
mismatched expectations of what a university should be about and what it should
stand for, that is its normative purpose.

It is thus argued throughout the thesis that the corporatisation of the sector is
inevitable given institutionalised market pressures and increasing globalisation and
internationalisation; however this does not necessarily have to be viewed as negative.
Instead it is suggested that corporatisation provides unforeseen opportunities for
universities, particularly in paving way for new and more current interpretations of
moral responsibility. An aim of the thesis is therefore to develop both the justification
as well as suggested strategies for embedding the social dimension of CR into
universities.

The methodology used for the thesis sits within a normative research paradigm
(Copp, 1995; Turner, 2010) and the research is influenced by positivist theories that
are underpinned by normative, human elements (as discussed in Chapter 3). The aim
1s to look at what ought to be, that is what universities should be aiming for in terms
of a ‘utopian’ ideal of how and why they should behave in certain ways. Although this
ideal is unlikely to ever be met, given that universities are constantly changing
organisations, the aim is to provide better outcomes for the implementation of the
4



social dimension of CR. In particular it is suggested that opportunity exists under the
CR umbrella to bring together seemly incongruent expectations of academics and
management.

Research questions

To develop an understanding of the research problem outlined above, four research
questions are addressed in this study. The first of these questions relates to what is
meant by the social dimension of CR. As discussed above, CR is generally defined as
having three elements of consideration: environmental, economic and social (e.g.
Elkington, 1997); and it is argued that of these the social dimension is the least
explored in the literature. No work has been found that has synthesised the literature
on the social element of CR and, as a result, it is difficult to provide a definition of this
dimension. This leads to the first research question of the thesis:

Research Question 1- How is the social dimension of CR conceptualised in the
academic and practitioner based literature?

In order to address this question a substantial qualitative meta-analysis 1is
undertaken of the academic and practitioners' literatures on CR. The outcome of this
analysis is the development of an organising framework that represents how the
social responsibilities of organisations are defined, as derived from the literature. This
framework is an important first step in the research as it provides a structure against
which the remainder of the thesis can be based, as well as a context within which the
operationalisation and interpretation of CR in universities can be explored.

A small academic literature CR as it relates to universities has emerged focusing
primarily on the environmental element through examination of: the use of
declarations and charters; ‘greening the campus’; and curriculum change for CR and
sustainability. No research was found that specifically addresses either the social or
economic dimension of CR and how these are interpreted and operationalised in
universities, and this is one of the main reasons for choosing an Australian university
as the focus of this thesis. However, it is the social, not the economic element of CR
that has been chosen as the particular area of study in this thesis. The reason for this
choice is that as universities morph to a more corporatised form it appears the role
that the social elements of CR play in the sector is becoming increasingly important to
stakeholders, even though these stakeholders do not necessarily appear to be
identifying these issues specifically as social responsibility. Uncovering how the social
dimension of CR is interpreted in the sector is considered important as it is
hypothesised that it may be helpful for universities to reconceptualise their notion of
moral responsibility. In this way it may provide an opportunity to develop a more
coherent and grounded interpretation of what social responsibility means in the
university context. This grounding may in turn offer opportunities for more
systematic embedding of social responsibility into universities which may help to
realign apparent stakeholder conflicts. In addition, taking this kind of systematic and
whole of organisation approach to CR implementation may offer competitive
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advantage to universities that are seeking to position themselves in the changing (and
more competitive) market. This leads to the second research question of the thesis,
which asks:

Research question 2- How 1s the social dimension of CR Interpreted,
operationalised and strategised in the case university?

The core research aims of this thesis are also associated with understanding the
issues that are important during the process of implementing CR in universities. A
starting point is in identifying what is specifically driving universities to engage with
the social dimension of CR. It will be shown that there is very little research available
to address this question, thus leading to the third research question of the thesis:

Research question 3- What is driving change toward the social dimension of CR
In the university context?

Three potential hypotheses are suggested. Firstly, it is suggested universities are
being driven toward CR because they are using CR as a management or instrumental
tool for the purposes of addressing institutional pressures (such as changes to
government policy) or as easy ways of improving budgets (e.g. through environmental
initiatives that decrease electricity consumption). This might be to create a
competitive advantage in the marketplace, provide a point of difference against
competitors, be an attraction for new staff and students (or other stakeholders), or
perhaps as a public relations or marketing tool. Secondly, there may be institutional
pressures that are driving universities to engage in CR, such as government policy.
Or thirdly, perhaps the social dimension of CR is being used to balance the
corporatisation of universities in order to re-emphasise the importance of moral
responsibility and to bring back some of the social goals that have arguably become
lost in the recent changes.

In order to understand the issues that are important when implementing CR it is also
important to understand where the barriers to change lie. Such an exploration
provides insight into what might be holding universities back in terms of the
implementation of CR practices and processes and this leads to:

Research question 4- What are the barriers to change in the implementation of
the social dimension of CR in the university context?

These questions are empirically examined as part of this thesis and the culmination of
findings across each of the questions provides an evidence base that helps to move the
literature forward in terms of understanding more about why CR is important for
universities and how it might be implemented in the future.

In order to address these questions, the thesis draws on insights from multiple
strands of organisational theory including stakeholder theory, organisation
development, resistance theory, resource based view and institutional theory. This
multidimensional theoretical approach is taken because it has been argued in other
research that single theory perspectives can produce a restricted view of
organisational reality and that greater theoretical insights may be obtained through
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the use of a combination of theoretical perspectives (Ackroyd, 1992; Alvesson, 1987;
Das, 1993; Gioia & Pitre, 1990; Pondy & Boje, 1980; Reed, 1985, 1996). As a result,
given the complexity of the organisational context and the other issues under study
(e.g. CR) as well as the rapidly changing nature of universities, it is suggested that
using multiple theories and the way these theories intersect may help to explain data
more fully. As argued by Pondy and Boje (1980: 84) a multidimensional theoretical
approach helps shift the focus from “truth proving” to a process of “insight seeking”
and provides opportunity for greater “insight and understanding [to be] extracted
from the entire constellation of theories generated from the several paradigms in use”.

Contributions of the research

This research makes three main contributions. First, it appears to be the first in-
depth exploration of the implementation of the social dimension of CR within a
university in Australia. As will be demonstrated, there is currently a lack of empirical
emphasis in the literature on the implementation of the social dimension of CR, so
developing a more detailed understanding of this dimension is considered an
1mportant contribution of the thesis.

The second contribution arises out of the qualitative meta-analysis undertaken in
Chapter 5, which results in the development of an organising framework for the social
dimension of CR. This framework is then applied to the university context in Chapter
6. It is believed that this is the first academic attempt at defining the social dimension
of CR in this way, particularly in the context of universities, and the research thus
responds to calls for more investigation in this area (c.f. Lee, 2008; Lehtonen, 2004;
Lockett, Moon & Visser, 2006). The development of this framework is considered to
have benefits for both universities as well as other organisational settings. From an
operational perspective it provides a guideline and set of organising principles for
social responsibility, which have not been systematically identified previously.
However, this enhanced understanding may in turn influence strategy by enabling
organisations to better position themselves in terms of social responsibility,
strengthen their capacity for CR (as a result of greater awareness and understanding
of the issues involved) and allow for enhanced communication between stakeholder
groups.

Thirdly, it is believed that to date there has been no formal and comprehensive study
of the operationalisation of CR in a university context. The project has led to the
emergence of seven recommendations and suggestions that are based in
organisational theory yet have practical implications for university leaders and policy
makers as they consider the planning and implementation of the social elements of
CR within their institutions. These suggestions focus on ideas about how universities
might overcome common barriers to change in order to develop a proactive approach
to the implementation of CR that is more ‘plan driven’ and systematic and views CR
as a potential tool for enhancing competitive advantage.
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An important outcome from the research is the recommendation of a reframing of
moral responsibility (in the university context) within the paradigm of the social
dimension of CR, as on the surface it appears that these two concepts have much in
common. It is suggested that by doing this reframing the understanding of the moral
responsibilities of universities becomes more tangible, and therefore easier to
understand and implement at an operational level.

Overview of the research design

This research is underpinned by a number of organisational theories that are used to
help examine why the social dimension of CR might be important in the university
context, how it is being defined and how one Australian university is operationalising
and implementing this element of CR. To explore the topic a qualitative, case based
approach was taken in three research stages, as summarised below.

First stage of inquiry: a qualitative meta-analysis and the first round of
Interviews

Meta-analysis on the social dimension of CR

The first stage of inquiry involved the development of a normative organising
framework that arose from a substantial qualitative meta-analysis undertaken during
the early parts of this research. During this period of study the focus was on
developing an overarching understanding of how the social dimension of CR was
interpreted and defined in the extant literature on CR (and its related concepts).

First round of interviews

Alongside the qualitative meta-analysis, a year or so (2009) was spent developing a
detailed understanding of the issues facing the case organisation, Macquarie
University (MQ), around the social dimension of CR. This process involved document
analysis and a first round of interviews. The purpose of this part of the investigation
was to develop an initial understanding of how the social dimension of CR was being
operationalised at MQ, where the implementation challenges and successes were
lying, and what the cause of these appeared to be. In the interviews during this stage
of inquiry, questions were focused around programmes and initiatives that had been
read about in supporting documentation such as university policies, websites or other
secondary sources.

The outcomes of this first stage of inquiry were two fold. Firstly it involved the
development of the organising framework around the social dimension of CR, which
was an outcome derived from the qualitative meta-analysis. The second outcome was
the collation of a range of data on social responsibility at the organisational level. This
cumulative data led to the second stage of inquiry, which explored the different
elements of the social dimension of CR in more detail.



One of the conclusions drawn from these findings is that the social dimension of CR is
influenced by the sector and organisational context under which it is studied and
hence needs to be examined in specific settings. This led to the second area of inquiry
that explored how the organising framework developed during this stage of inquiry
was operationalised in practice in one such organisational context, the university.

Second stage of inquiry: Second round of interviews and themed studies
on each of the identified elements of the social dimension of CR

The second stage of inquiry involved the development of seven themed studies on each
of the social dimension categories that were developed in the organising framework
during research stage one. There were three reasons for undertaking these issue level
studies: firstly they provided an opportunity to document a range of examples of how
each of the elements of the social dimension of CR were being interpreted and
operationalised in the case universities; secondly, they provided a chance to bring in
more of the secondary data used in this research as a form of triangulation, thus
adding to validity; and thirdly, the themed studies were used to show how the
framework developed in Chapter 5 played out in practice in one Australian university.

The completed studies are presented as part of the findings in Chapter 6 with themes
and concepts that emerged between the different elements of the social dimension of
CR also being used to inform the thesis outcomes. These themed studies provide
practical examples of how the elements of the social dimension of CR are being
operationalised at MQ.

Third stage of inquiry- Cross-issue analysis

The final stage of inquiry brought together the learning that had taken place in the
earlier phases of inquiry in order to more fully investigate the overarching research
aim, which examines the issues that appear to be important during the
implementation of the social dimension of CR in universities. This area of inquiry
informed the overarching recommendations and implications of the thesis, and
brought together areas of commonality from the earlier stages of inquiry in order to
make suggestions around how the social dimension of CR might implemented in a
more systematic and ‘plan driven’ way in universities.

Outline of the thesis

A visual representation of the thesis chapters is presented in Figure 2. Chapter 2
provides context for the thesis. In this chapter the social dimension of CR is seen to
emerge as an important and understudied part of the wider CR literature. For this
thesis an Australian university has been chosen as the context in which to study CR
given the changing nature of the university sector and the embedded social
responsibilities these organisations appear to have in society. There is a move towards
an increasing corporatisation of the sector that appears to be causing conflict and
challenges in terms of how to rebalance and stabilise the university’s place and
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function in society and the relationship between its key stakeholders. In addition,
although work is already being done in universities in terms of implementing CR,
most of the work is being undertaken on the environmental dimension with very little
focus on the social factors that underpin CR.

Chapter 3 presents the theoretical framework of the thesis. The study draws on
insights from a number of strands of organisational theory including stakeholder
theory, organisation development, theory on resistance to change, the resource based
view and institutional theory. This multidimensional approach is taken as it has been
argued that single theory perspectives can produce a restricted view of organisational
reality (Ackroyd, 1992; Alvesson, 1987; Das, 1993; Gioia & Pitre, 1990; Pondy & Boje,
1980; Reed, 1985, 1996) and given the complexity of the organisational context as well
and the complex nature of CR itself it is suggested that using multiple theories and
the way these theories overlap may help to explain data more accurately.

Chapter 4 concludes the context setting part of the thesis by outlining the
methodology used in the thesis.

Chapter 5 presents the first of the findings chapters. In this chapter it is argued that
there is currently a lack of emphasis in the academic literature on the social element
of CR as a broad descriptor or umbrella concept that provides a clear definition or
guiding operational framework. A qualitative meta-analysis is thus undertaken as a
way of 1dentifying how the social dimension of CR is defined in the literature, with the
aim of developing a guiding framework that can help organisations to better
understand what their social responsibilities might be. This organising framework is
thus developed in order to provide an interpretation from the literature of how the
social dimension of CR is defined and constructed. However, it is argued that in order
to legitimise this there is a need to apply it to particular sector contexts in order to
understand how it is interpreted and applied in different operational settings. In this
research the framework is applied to the university context in order to understand
where differences or similarities lie between the theoretical framework and what
happens in practice. This clarification is important as stakeholders of universities
appear to lack a clear and coherent understanding of what the social dimension of CR
means for their organisation.

The purpose of Chapter 6 is to explore how the organising framework developed in the
previous chapter is interpreted and applied at an operational level in universities.
This exploration is done through the presentation of seven themed studies on each of
the elements of social responsibility identified from the meta-analysis undertaken
during Chapter 5. The findings of this chapter are multi-dimensional and importantly
highlight that there are differences between how the social dimension of CR is
interpreted in universities as derived from the analysis of the literature. The chapter
concludes by arguing that to shift the culture of universities and realign stakeholder
expectations there is a need to consider issues of the social dimension of CR more
systematically, but to do so it is important to understand more about the
implementation process.
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Figure 2: A visual representation of the thesis chapters
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Chapter 7 is the third of the finding chapters. This chapter explores the drivers and
barriers to change in the implementation of CR in universities and questions whether
CR holds potential as a way of realigning key university stakeholders with seemingly
different motivations, one of the hypotheses put forward in the thesis. The findings
confirm that there is strong potential for CR to be used as balancing tool that might
be used by management to realign challenges for universities around corporatisation
and socially driven academic values. Indeed, compelling reasons are put forward for
why CR is so important to a range of stakeholders and presents a strong argument for
the importance of taking a systematic and whole of organisation approach to the
implementation of social issues in universities.

Chapter 7 also investigates the barriers to change in the implementation of the social
dimension of CR in the university context. This investigation is important as before a
programme of change towards engaging with the social dimension of CR can be
implemented, it is first important to understand what might be hindering change
efforts. The findings of the chapter suggest there are eight key barriers (including
lack of funding and resources, competing priorities, fear, prohibitive organisational
culture, change fatigue and lack of engagement). A theme running through
discussions in this chapter is that there appears there is a genuine interest in the
social dimension of CR, largely because of the perceived alignment between the values
that should be held by universities and those that underpin CR. This suggests there is
potential to be doing more or perhaps better coordinating efforts. However, a lack of
understanding of how the social dimension of CR is being interpreted and
operationalised within the university context was also found and this indicates the
importance of the contribution being made by this research.

Chapter 8 uses the theories that underpin the thesis as a way of further exploring the
issues that appear to be important when implementing the social dimension of CR. In
this chapter the key research findings and contributions of this thesis are brought
together and are substantiated with other data in order to present the theoretical and
practical implications of the research. The chapter commences with discussion of eight
key theoretical implications and areas for future investigation. Following this
discussion seven emergent recommendations and suggestions are put forward that
appear to be important in the implementation of CR from a practice-based
perspective. The ideas put forward in this chapter draw on stakeholder theory,
planned change theory, resource based view and institutional theory to provide
recommendations for management to consider during the planning, management and
implementation of CR. These findings are pertinent to the case organisation,
Macquarie University, specifically but may also benefit other universities that are
looking to implement CR strategies in the future. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of the limitations of the research and some final concluding remarks for the
thesis.
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Chapter 2. Moral responsibility,

corporate  responsibility
and the university context

As has become clear in the previous chapter, CR is an issue of high complexity that
can be difficult to implement. Although there are a range of notions that describe CR,
most of these fail to guide organisational leaders on how they might manage
implementation (Dahlsrud, 2008). Research suggests that the operationalisation of
CR 1is context specific and should therefore be applied to a range of business sectors in
order to find practical solutions to CR challenges that resonate particularly with that
sector. To date there has been no formal and comprehensive study of the
operationalisation of CR in the university sector and the purpose of this chapter is to
present definitions and context around this chosen topic. The chapter commences with
a description of the changing nature of the university sector in Australia. Following
this discussion the literature on CR within the university context is presented where
it is argued that currently the focus appears to be more on the environmental
dimension of CR than on the social. However, it is suggested that there is a
stakeholder expectation for social responsibility within the university sector and as
such social responsibliity should be the most important part of CR for universities to
be concentrating on.

Thesis context
The Australian university sector

The empirical research presented in this thesis is based on a case study of an
Australian university. The university sector was thought to be a useful context in
which to study the social dimension of CR, given the implicit history universities hold
that appears to be being challenged by corporatisation, and the tensions that arise
between the role of universities in society and the managerialist focus of the corporate
model (Blackmore, 2002; Kolsaker, 2008; O’'Meara & Petzall, 2007). However, before
moving to a more detailed discussion of this it is important to briefly outline the
changing nature of the university sector.

The Australian higher education sector is made up of 39 universities (37 public and 2
private) as well as a small number of self-accrediting institutions and more than 150
non-self-accrediting providers that are accredited by State and Territory authorities.
It is worth noting that the discussions in this thesis relate to public universities in
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Australia, not to private providers of higher education. Since the mid-1980s
Australian universities have faced a period of major change, particularly to the
external environment and governance structures which have presented threats to
academic culture, values and identity (de Zilwa, 2007). Although a proportion of
funding still comes from government, particularly for undergraduate students, there
is a need to raise the remaining funds from other sources. As a result many
institutions rely heavily on income generated from full fee paying (largely
international) students. Academics are placed under increasing pressure to secure
research grants at the same time as employment practices are changing to save
money 1in various ways — such as an increasing move towards a more casualised
workforce combined with decreased administrative support. The priorities of
universities have shifted, and attracting funding and findings ways to increase
operational efficiency have become important to long term survival (White, 2007).

Although there are a number of potential benefits in the increasing marketisation and
privatisation of universities, such as the chance to turn research outcomes and
scientific discoveries into products and services that are useful, beneficial, and
potentially profitable (Bok, 2003), there are also problems arising from the pressures
that have given rise to this trend. Placing profit making as a core objective for
universities has the potential to undermine and jeopardise academic values, thereby
leading to the commercialisation of the sector (Susanti, 2011: 210), for example in
terms of the way teaching and research is approached (e.g. the choice of courses to run
or the profitability that potential research areas might hold) and the impact this
approach has on the notion of academic autonomy.

As a result the university community currently grapples with challenges that see
historic educative traditions (e.g. traditional research and learning and teaching
agendas) working alongside, and often conflicting with, pressures such as competition
for staff and students, competition for funding, globalisation and internationalisation,
the casualisation of the workforce and the stresses involved in achieving competitive
research targets. These pressures see a move away from a traditional academic model
to a more corporatised form - a move away from a “professional bureaucracy” where
academic autonomy and decentralised decision making is common, towards more of a
“machine bureaucracy” where work becomes more formalised, there are more rules
and procedures, there are elaborate administrative structures and tasks are grouped
by functional departments (Mintzberg, 1983). Those responsible for the management
of the university are forced to behave more like their corporate counterparts
addressing issues such as market pressures, strategic management and challenges
arising from competition that is being driven factors such as “borderless education”
(Davies, 2001), internationalisation and casualisation. Although these challenges may
not be all that different from the pressures being faced by those managing other large
organisations, there are ethical differences, namely that the leaders of universities
have been traditionally seen to have a responsibility to lead with virtue because of the
role that these organisations play in society (Brown, 2006).

Sinclair (2003:161-2) frames these social versus corporatised pressures in the form of
a supply and demand framework. He argues that on one hand universities face public
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policy and community driven (supply-side) imperatives such as improving public
welfare, protecting social interests, accountability and political priorities. This
‘supply-side’ evokes visions of universities as altruistic institutions that are carrying
out a greater social good with goals of equity and social and cultural difference and
diversity. In this thesis the supply side of this equation is framed as their moral
responsibility. According to Sinclair (2003), universities also face a range of ‘demand-
side’ factors coming from the market which include: diversification, product demand
from stakeholders (e.g. development of education programmes tailored specifically for
the purpose of economic gain, Stromquist (2007)), boundary blurring, the
‘commoditisation’ of students as buyers of a product (Finlay & Finnie, 2002; Lomas,
2007), increased competition, changes to purchasing practices and a widening of
purchasers for courses and programmes (Sinclair, 2003). This thesis interprets this
demand side of Sinclair’s equation as the corporatisation of universities. The pushing
and pulling occurring between the supply and demand imperatives of Australian
universities are important concepts in the context of this thesis and the following
sections detail why this is the case, commencing with a discussion of the moral
responsibility of universities.

Moral responsibility and universities

Universities hold a special responsibility in society in terms of educating students to
be engaged global citizens and to deal with problems that are of relevance to society.
The university sector has traditionally been responsible for setting examples of best
practice and providing evidence based research to support policy and industry
development. It also prepares and equips graduates with the skills they will need to
live and work in a rapidly changing world. Ensuring that organisations produce goods
and services responsibly is part of the CR challenge currently being faced by large-
scale organisations in general (Baken, 2005; Zadek, 2001) and because universities
should exemplify the complex and multi-faceted challenges of responsible
management (see Waddock, Bodwell & Graves 2002; Waddock and Bodwell 2007), it
1s important to develop a deeper understanding of the impact that this sector could
have on such issues.

Universities are embedded socially within a multitude of communities with specific
demands and needs. But these demands are constantly changing and as a result
universities should develop new ways of dealing with these communities and
developing lasting relationships. The social responsibilities of universities are shifting
and being redefined. There is a greater emphasis on universities’ responsibilities
towards a range of stakeholders beyond just students, government and the academic
community. The corporatisation of the sector also means that business and industry
are now key stakeholders, not only because they are the employers of university
graduates but also due to the potential they bring in terms of funding sources and
support (Benneworth & Jongebloed, 2010). Public accountability arises from the
contribution of funding from the state, which means there are responsibilities to both
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government as well as the community at large. The sector needs to be responsive to
multiple markets and adopt behaviours more akin to a business in terms of seeking
out funding and financially beneficial opportunities (Henkel, 2005). This range of
demands means individual universities are at cross roads as to their future purpose
and direction.

Against this line of argument, universities and the people they educate “should be at
the cutting edge of society’s creative response to unfolding future circumstances”
(Scott & Gough, 2008: 113). Universities are not only expected to deliver high quality
education and research (North 1994) but also to deliver these in ways that are
relevant to society and that respond to stakeholder expectations and needs
(Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, 2008). As such, universities are under pressure to
provide intellectual and moral responsibility leadership on areas such as economic
growth, environmental sustainability and social stability and these external pressures
are forcing them to redefine their “direction, purpose, processes and the way they
interact with their communities” (O'Meara & Petzall, 2008: 187), what is argued in
this thesis to be their moral responsibility.

Although there is recognition of the need for Australian universities to progress this
moral responsibility role by being more involved in local communities and other social
issues (Maurrasse, 2001), the same institutions are simultaneously being challenged
by the move towards a more corporatised form, which sees them being driven by
market pressures such as competition, globalisation and profit making. Strong rival
institutions are looking for market opportunities in Australia (Cohen, 2005; Davis,
2005; 2006) and new education providers have emerged (Coaldrake & Stedman, 1997;
Maiden, 2005; Yerbury, 2005). The sector thus faces increasing uncertainty,
instability, competition and resource scarcity. In order to succeed universities need to
change their methods of operation to increase competitive advantage and retain
market share (Smith, 2008). This research explores the interplay between the social
and economic/market goals (each of which are aspects of CR) that are facing
universities and argues that a systematic use of the social dimension of CR as a
competitive resource may help to simultaneously meet goals of both moral
responsibility and of competitive advantage. The argument is that the moral
responsibility of universities is a role that is different to other organisations in society
because of the intellectual leadership universities are seen to be responsible for. It is
this moral responsibility that is at the crux of the argument for a more sustained and
strategic move towards the social dimension of CR in the university sector.

Can moral responsibility be reinterpreted as the social dimension of CR in

universities?

CR is a concept that is frequently used in business and corporate organisations. Not
withstanding this, clearly the contemporary university emulates many of the
characteristics of the ‘modern corporation’ (O’Meara & Petzall, 2007; Jongbloed, et al,
2008); hence this thesis explores the importance of the social dimension of CR within
the university environment, something that other researchers have also identified as
being important (e.g. Jongbloed, et al, 2008). CR in universities “extends beyond
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producing graduates and research outputs. It requires them [universities] to engage
in public debates, to enter into close working relationships with private actors and to
be part of multiple networks and alliances with multiple actors on various levels”
(Jongbloed, et al, 2008: 321). Indeed there have been calls for research that addresses
how CR can be framed within the university context and Jongbloed et al/ (2008), for
example, argue that more research is needed that explores the relationship and
Interaction between society and universities.

These are the issues that are the focus of this research. There are strong normative
expectations for the university sector but little understanding of how to operationalise
these expectations. The sector holds an important role in society, largely stemming
from its perceived moral responsibilities to the wider social and public good. Recent
discussions about this social contribution are often framed within a debate about the
increasing market forces in higher education, the changing systems of management
and accountability as well as the perceived decrease in academic autonomy (Breenan
& Naidoo, 2008: 295). This debate aligns with the purpose of this thesis, particularly
around universities’ contribution to the ideas underpinning corporate responsibility
and the fact that change towards social justice and better equity outcomes could well
require dramatic cultural change within the academic community as well as the
development of more clearly articulated relationships between universities and their
various communities and stakeholders (Breenan & Naidoo, 2008). However, despite
normative statements having been made with regard to what universities should be
responsible for, there is still a lack of practical understanding and empirical evidence
about a number of these issues.

The discussion above has provided a detailed account of how the ‘supply’ pressures of
universities are interpreted in this thesis (Sinclair, 2003). Pushing against these
supply pressures are what Sinclair (2003: 162) refers to as the demand-side factors
that confront universities when they face the market. In this thesis these demand
pressures are framed in terms of the corporatisation of universities and this framing
will be discussed next.

The corporatisation of universities

Within the Australian context the concepts underpinning the corporatisation of
universities were largely the result of higher education policy and funding decisions
recommended in the late 1990s in The West Report (O'Meara & Petzall, 2007). The
West Report took a strong managerialist and neo-liberal approach to higher education
and proposed a market oriented framework with an emphasis on low-cost and high
return courses (e.g. distance education via IT infrastructure). It also placed greater
emphasis on a consumer approach to education, with students being viewed as
customers with specific needs and wants (that in turn influenced programmes that
should be offered). In a controversial move the report also proposed that public
education shift away from a reliance on government funding towards a more self-
funded model. The underlying premise of this report was that universities should
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compete in the global market on a full cost and competitive basis (Marginson, 2002).
This resulted in changes to the way that Australian universities approached their
operations and meant that they had to become more entrepreneurial and innovative,
particularly with revenue generation (Blackmore, 2002; O’Meara & Petzall, 2007).
This has led to a strong trend in Australian public education towards
vocationalisation, privatisation, commercialisation and a move towards a ‘user pays’
system of education (Blackmore, 2002) as well as a greater level of regulation and
compliance (e.g. requirements of the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards
Agency, TEQSA).

There has been a large body of research undertaken into the corporatisation of higher
education, with much of this research framing the discussion in the context of
managerialism. Managerialist philosophy is about “the extent to which contemporary
business practices and private sector ideas or values have permeated publicly funded
institutions and work practices” (Deem, 2001: 7). Kolsaker (2008) argues that for
academics, the implication is a reduction in autonomy, closer management scrutiny,
competitive bidding for resources and a more structured working environment than
has previously been experienced. For management the practice of managerialism
implies the introduction of strategies that allow a greater level of control over
academics that have traditionally being difficult to manage (Kolsaker, 2008).
Confusion about how traditional academic decision making might interact or conflict
with “professional” leadership thus arises. In addition, a tension arises between
individual academic autonomy (an important notion of the university that goes back
as far as the establishment of the University of Bologna) and the rise of institutional
autonomy at the department, school or university level. What might be seen as
opportunity in the form of a broadened professional responsibility (i.e. to those in
academic leadership positions) may also be seen to be a narrowing of freedom for
those academics left to actually do the teaching and research work of traditional
academia (Hellstrom, 2004: 519-20).

Corporatisation is driven by a view that universities are rule bound, over staffed and
inefficient and managerialism provides a structure for universities to work within
that helps them to be more like private sector organisations and hence have greater
organisational efficiency and effectiveness (Szekeres, 2006). Characteristics of
managerialism in universities include: performance (employee) management,
encouraging the attainment of financial and other targets; the implementation of
external accountability programmes such as quality assurance and auditing
procedures, the development of external partnerships; and the outsourcing of non-core
activities (such as catering or building works). However, there is an emphasis placed
on importing ideas and business practices from the private sector with a belief that
these are superior to practices previously undertaken in public service organisations
(Deem & Brehony, 2005).

Managerialist ideology therefore sees universities developing along corporate lines

(Bradley, 1995) where the objective is a search for efficiency, effectiveness, and

continuous improvement of the organisation (Deem, 2001). From a leadership

perspective, those promoting managerialist approaches to universities view the vice-
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chancellor as a CEO who is expected to display competencies in areas such as
strategic planning or complex budget management. But these can be difficult for those
vice-chancellors who have been promoted through the ranks of academia rather than
who come from formal management backgrounds (O'Meara & Petzall, 2007). Indeed
the business side of many senior academic positions is increasingly dominated by
pressures arising from funding, fundraising, strategic planning, entrepreneurialism
and partnership building. Managerialist concerns also exist at faculty and
departmental levels (middle management), including concerns for how work is
organised, teaching standards, competition for resources and the effective
management of budgets (Bradley, 1995).

Despite concerns that the advent of managerialism is producing conflicts between the
new corporate culture and traditional academic values, the view taken in this thesis is
that managerialism 1is inevitable for wuniversities. Indeed it is argued that
managerialism may provide opportunities for universities that have not yet been
realised, particularly in terms of helping leadership and management move these
complex organisations forward. This view has been supported by other researchers,
such as Kolsaker (2008), who argues that much of the literature on managerialism is
overly negative and pessimistic. This author presents empirical evidence to support
the fact that there is a willingness to tolerate managerialist forms of operation so long
as academic autonomy can be protected Kolsaker (2008). Kolsaker’s (2008) research
points to the fact that certain stakeholder groups (e.g. academics) may not fully
embrace the need for managerialism as they see it as a threat to the reasons why they
joined the academic community in the first place. Such stakeholders want to see
universities realign their priorities and goals so that the traditional social purpose of
these organisations (i.e. their moral responsibility) once again comes to the fore. The
review above indicates that there is a special role that universities play in society and
this should be balanced against the move towards the corporatised form. The question
remains, however, as to how this balance can best be achieved.

The review above presents a range of views about what is driving universities to
behave in certain ways. Although there is recognition of the need for universities to be
more involved in a range of social problems (Maurrasse, 2001), the same institutions
are simultaneously being challenged by the move towards a more corporatised form,
which sees them being driven by market pressures such as competition, globalisation
and profit making (Sinclair, 2003). Although such institutional pressures could be
seen to be in conflict this research aims to ascertain how they may be able to instead
complement each other. It is clear that the extant focus in the literature on CR in
universities centers on a small number of issues, particularly greening the campus
and education for sustainability. Although education for sustainability represents one
way that universities are addressing the social dimension of CR, the research on
campus greening is particularly directed towards the environmental elements. In
addition the social dimension of CR remains understudied and is not well understood
(Morris, 2008). In Australia, universities have not, on the whole, embraced a
systematic, ‘whole of institution’ approach to the embedding of CR in all aspects of the
organisation (Tilbury et al, 2005). The reason for why this transformative learning
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has not occurred remains unclear and there is no evidence of literature currently
existing in this area. This thesis focuses on how to implement CR at a whole of
institution level, responding to calls for literature to go beyond simply examining ‘low
hanging fruit’ or only one aspect of the CR paradigm (Reid & Petocz, 2006; Thomas,
2004; Wright, 2010).

Overall the thesis examines the question of whether the social dimension of CR is a
way that the moral responsibility of universities can be reframed, and may in turn
address the tensions that arise between the competing demands of corporatisation
and traditional academia. Lotz-Sisitka (2004) argues that change toward CR is a
challenge for universities, both from the perspective of internal change within the
institutional context as well as through the contributing role that universities have
within society more generally. She argues that there is a need for broader socially
critical deliberation about the role of universities in enabling CR and that research
focused on this issue needs to be more theoretically based, particularly around
theories of change or action. This research responds to Lotz-Sisitka’s (2004) call for
action by viewing CR in universities through the lens of a number of complementary
organisational theories in order to address how a systematic, ‘plan driven’ and whole
of institution approach to the implementation of CR in universities might be
undertaken and how such change can be used as a way to overcome some of the
barriers that have been identified in previous research.

Corporate responsibility and the university sector

Having introduced the research area for this thesis (corporate responsibility) as well
as the research context (the university sector), the final part of this chapter brings
these two areas together in order to examine the extant research on this combined
area. As discussed earlier in this chapter, there have been significant changes to the
institutional landscape for universities in Australia which mean universities appear
to be reconsidering the way they organise their governance and management
structures and the way that they approach their core business of research, teaching
and learning (Allen, 2003). Most universities in Australia are now global institutions
which extend beyond the territorial limits of national government. As such traditional
boundaries as well as an increase in interdisciplinary and international networks can
be seen (Marginson & Sawir, 2006).

The concept of CR within universities is difficult and multi-faceted. It is suggested
that this is in part because the role and understanding of CR in this sector is poorly
defined and research undertaken on the topic tends to lack theoretical underpinnings
or careful methodological design. Existing research in this area largely falls into four
categories: publications advocating curriculum reform or environmental changes;
descriptive projects of CR change in one or more institutions; narrative accounts of
particular examples of institutional change for CR in an institution or audit reports of
CR projects that have been successful (Fien, 2002). As such the emergent literature is
largely practice-based and tends to lack solid theoretical underpinnings. It is
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nevertheless considered useful to highlight what is already known about CR in the
university sector. What follows i1s a summary of the three key areas where
universities appear to be showing commitment towards CR initiatives. These three
areas are: the signing of declarations and charters; initiatives that involve “greening
the campus”; and education for and about sustainability (curriculum reform). Each of
these will be addressed in turn below.

Declarations and charters

One of the simplest ways that universities can show an initial commitment to the
concepts underpinning CR is through the signing or ratification of declarations and
charters that relate to CR within universities. There are now a myriad of such
declarations and it has been argued that these have become influential frameworks
for incorporating CR into the policy and practices of universities (Tilbury, Keogh,
Leighton & Kent, 2005). Such influence comes from the fact that they make clear
statements around areas such as sustainable research, public outreach, inter-
university cooperation, partnerships with government, NGOs and industry and the
importance of encouraging literacy in issues about the environment, human welfare
and other social issues (Wright, 2002).

Since early examples such as the Stockholm Declaration, Talloires Declaration and
Agenda 21 there have been a number of declarations and charters that advocate for
CR within the higher education sector. These have been summarised in Table 1.
Despite the fact this table highlights the significant number of such documents that
have been developed and signed over the years, the extent to which these are being
operationalised to create change toward CR within universities is debatable (Tilbury
et al, 2005). Although it has been argued that there is a need to change the
organisational culture and embed sustainability and CR objectives across all elements
of the organisation in order to create lasting institutional change (Wright, 2004), most
of these declarations and charters do not align with this. The value of such
declarations therefore seems to be more in bringing CR to the fore than encouraging
inter-institutional collaboration in this area (Tilbury et al 2004). Some institutions
have used such declarations and charters as the catalyst for creating policies relating
to the implementation of CR and sustainability (see, for example, changes being
undertaken at the University of British Columbia; Gudz, 2004). The signing of such
declarations have also met with criticism by those who argue that it is a form of
‘ereenwashing’ on the part of universities (see Benn & Bolton, 2011 for description),
meaning that statements of environmental intention are made through signing such
declarations but follow up action is still lacking (Tilbury et al, 2005; Thomas, 2004;
Wright, 2004).

Overall, there is a strong emphasis on environmental elements of CR in the
declarations and charters that have been developed for universities, rather than a
broader interpretation of the concept that encompasses a wider range of social,
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environmental and economic issues and this emphasis may help to explain why

universities appear to be giving more weight to the environmental dimension of CR.

Year

1972

Table 1: Declarations and charters: Sustainability/CR in higher education

Declaration

The Stockholm
Declaration

Organisation/Event

UNESCO

Description

26 principles outlining ways to achieve sustainability
(focus on environmental). Principle 19 particularly
relevant to education.

1977

Thbilisi Declaration

UNESCO

Intergovernmental conference on environmental
education. Specific discussion of the need for
environmental education for all people at all levels —
focus on life long learning. Particular focus on higher
education. Declaration takes a holistic approach to
environmental education.

1990

Talloires Declaration

University Leaders for
a Sustainable Future

First statement made by universities administrators
specifically committing to sustainability in higher
education

1991

Halifax Declaration

Conference on
University Action for
Sust Dvlp in Canada

Statement about the leadership role universities could
play in environmental issues. Challenges universities
to rethink and reconstruct environmental policies in
order to contribute to local and international
challenges.

1992

Agenda 21

UNCED

Global report on sustainability and sustainable
development. Chapter 36 specifically addresses
sustainability in education and provides practical
examples. Advocates for an interdisciplinary and
holistic approach to CR education. Addresses social
and economic dimensions as well as environmental
considerations.

1993

The Kyoto
Declaration

Intl Assoc. of
Universities

Call for clearer vision of how to achieve sustainability
in higher education. Also stressed ethical obligations of
universities. Operational issues also stressed as
important, along with education.

1993

The Swansea
Declaration

Association of
Commonwealth
Universities

Echoed previous declarations. Universities have
significant responsibility in society to help develop
environmental and social improvement. Stresses
equality as an important factor in achieving
sustainability.

1994

CRE-Corpornicus
Charter

Association of
European Universities

Aims to bring together universities and other sectors of
society in Europe to promote a better understanding of
the interaction between humans and the environment.
Promotes collaboration and leadership of universities.
Examines social issues such as public outreach.

1997

Thessaloniki
Declaration

UNESCO

Promotes need for social change and interdisciplinary
solutions. Environmental issues linked to social
problems such as poverty, populations, food security,
human rights, peace and health. Curricula needs to be
refocused and reoriented toward some of these
problems.
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Declaration

Organisation/Event

Description

1998

Framework for World Conference on Declaration stating the importance of higher education
Priority Action for HE (WCHE) in change toward sustainable development. A specific
Change and focus on social change needed in HE and curricula
Development in HE development

2000 | Earth Charter The Earth Charter A declaration of fundamental principles for building a

Initiative just, sustainable and peaceful global society in the 21st
century. Emphasises shared responsibility and specific
reference to range of social issues (human rights,
democracy, peace).

2001 | Lineburg Global HE for Develop a joint stance on CR issues. Focus on curricula
Declaration Sustainability changes, sustainable development, awareness raising,

Partnership capacity development and research and training.

2001 | Joint Declaration on | General Agreement Legally enforceable agreement covering international
HE and the General trade in services where education is one of the 12 broad
Agreement on Trade sectors covered. Signatories agree to reduce obstacles
in Services to international trade in higher education through

improved communications and quality assurance
processes.

2002 | Ubuntu Declaration | 11 education and Statement regarding the need to integrate issues
scientific around sustainable development into curricula at all
organisations levels from primary school onwards

2005 | The Graz Intl conference Stresses the moral responsibility held by universities
Declaration committing in training future society and economic leaders.

universities to Promotes partnerships between universities and

sustainable stakeholders towards sustainable future. Calls on

development European Ministers to develop a framework for the
enhancement of the social dimension of European
higher education.

2006 | Declaration on the Council of Europe Declaration about education for democratic citizenship
Responsibility of Global Network for and human rights. Explores the public responsibilities
Higher Education for | HE and Democratic held by universities, particularly responsibility of
a Democratic Culture universities towards advancing society.

Culture.

2008 | Sapporo G8 University Summit | Declaration outlining actions and affirmations for
Sustainability universities specifically in relation to the attainment of
Declaration sustainability goals and objectives. Addresses issues

such as ‘knowledge innovation’ and networking as
pathways for achieving greater levels of sustainability.

(Developed for this research from sources: Tilbury et al (2005); Wright (2002); International Association
of Universities <http://www.unesco.org/iau/sd/sd_declarations.html> Accessed 30 September 2009)

Greening the campus

One area of CR that is more developed is environmental management, which calls for

universities to pay closer attention to the negative impacts that their operations can

have on the natural environment, such as waste management and disposal,

monitoring of energy emissions, incorporating environmental principles into new
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buildings and the development of green procurement policies (Linnenluecke et al,
2009).

There are a number of potential reasons for why this is the case. Firstly, a review of
the declarations and charters above show that there is a strong focus on the
environmental dimension of CR over the social. As a result it could be argued that
such declarations have therefore driven universities towards a greater understanding
of the environmental area and have provided greater knowledge and an easier
transition towards implementation of environmental programmes (Wright, 2002).
Secondly, ‘greening the campus’ has been argued to be important in order for
universities to remain competitive against other universities that are signing
declarations and charters or joining associations such as the Association for the
Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education (AASHE) in America (Beringer,
2007). Thirdly, the focus on the environmental dimension also seems to stem from the
fact that more people are familiar with this element over the other dimensions of CR
(Morris, 2008). And finally, this dimension is more results oriented (particularly
compared to the social dimensions of CR). It is easier to operationalise and measure
and its outcomes are therefore quantifiable and potentially more accessible to those
who lack understanding of the topic.

However the environmental focus taken by universities may also come as a result of
tighter legislative requirements combined with closer media and public scrutiny
(Berrone & Gomez-Mejiz, 2009; Zyglidopoulos, 2002). National and state/territory
level legislation now exist that make it impossible for ‘green’ issues to be ignored by
large businesses (and universities who also are large emitters). In addition, risk
management around environmental considerations can in turn lead to financial
efficiencies which make the environmental issues more attractive as a starting point
than other more socially complex dimensions of CR (Russo & Fouts, 1997). However,
there is also a growing recognition that businesses should be taking a leadership role
on issues such as climate change and greenhouse gas emissions (Okereke, Wittenben
& Bowen, 2009) and universities are no exception to this.

Despite the fact that many universities tackle the environmental aspects of CR as a
starting point to become more ‘sustainable’ there have been calls for a greater focus by
universities on the wider range of problems underpinning CR, rather than the ‘low
hanging fruit’ (Reid & Petocz, 2002; Thomas, 2004; Wright, 2010). Some argue that
the way that this can occur is through an entire institutional refocusing (Thomas,
2005; Tilbury et al, 2005); however on a smaller scale, it has also been argued that
curriculum change and “education for sustainability” are ways of commencing the
embedding of more elements of CR within the HE context, which will be turned to
next.
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Fducation for and about CR

Education relating to CR takes two forms, education about CR — that is education
that focuses specifically on gaining an understanding of the issues and how to
overcome them, and education for CR — which suggests the need for a more holistic
and interdisciplinary approach to be taken where the values of CR are embedded
across all aspects of the organisation (Tilbury, et al, 2005).

In 2002 the Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Development highlighted the
important and central role that education can play in bringing about change and
engaging people in the implementation of sustainability (and CR) into society. The
summit highlighted the potential for using education as a means of harnessing global
change toward sustainability with an outcome being the launch of the UN Decade of
Fducation for Sustainable Development, which started in January 2005 and is due for
completion in December 2014. The UN Decade of Education for Sustainable
Development is a programme that aims to integrate CR and sustainability into all
elements of education through the integrated efforts of UNESCO and individual
organisations and educators. The aim is to have a high quality body of knowledge and
educational resources built up by the end of the decade that can be shared in efficient
and effective ways (Garcia, Kevany & Huisingh, 2006). The key theme is that all
education and learning should integrate elements of sustainable development in order
to encourage long term behavioural change in students that has a positive, long-term
effect on the environment and society as a whole as well as on the students
themselves. In Australia the UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Development
was interpreted and contextualised at a policy level by the Federal Government’s
Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA, 2009) in a
document entitled Living Sustainably’ The Australian Government’s National Action
Plan for Education for Sustainability, which outlines the key principles of education
for sustainability in the Australian context.

One of the challenges of education for sustainability is that, unlike other forms of
education that build upon training that students have had in school and previous
educational phases, education for sustainability requires a ‘re-education’ and ‘re-
programming’ of students in order to help them think and learn new ways of viewing
the world and their future professions (Jurez-Najera, Dieleman & Turpin-Marion,
2006). In order to achieve this kind of education, universities need to fundamentally
change their own culture and embed and integrate ideas such as ethics, worldviews
and collaboration into the wider university culture. Alabaster and Blair (1996: 98)
also argue that a reason for the lack of progress in curriculum change toward CR is
because academics can be “...ideologically resistant to curriculum changes that
emanate from outside the bounds of their discipline”.

Reid and Petocz (2006) take a more holistic view of education for CR in their study
exploring the ways that academics understand the notion of sustainability within
their teaching. They found that the key to embedding the concepts of CR into
curricula is to take an interdisciplinary focus, in particular arguing that there is a
lack of common “language” around sustainability. These authors argue that a gap
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exists in the development of a common understanding of what the concept of CR
sustainability means in the higher education context, at both the institutional and
discipline specific levels (Reid & Petocz, 2006). This lack of definition and
understanding is a key link to this research and highlights a gap in knowledge that is
addressed through the development of a fine grained understanding of how the social
dimension of CR is understood in universities.

Overall there is increasing recognition that education for CR involves a range of
social, cultural and economic dimensions (Reid & Petocz, 2005; Sammalisto &
Lindhgqvist, 2008) and in order to achieve the integration of all of these elements into
the university context there is a need to embed the values and issues underpinning
CR within the fabric of the organisation. It is not enough to be educating students
about the importance of CR if the organisation is not practising these values itself.

Summary of the chapter

This chapter has provided definitions and context around the chosen topic area for
this thesis, that being the study of the social dimension of CR within the university
sector. The chapter commenced with a discussion of how CR is conceptualised within
the thesis and then provided a review of the changing nature of the university sector
in Australia. It was argued that stakeholder tension exists because of different views
that are held around the normative purpose of universities. Management on the one
hand appear to be taking a more corporatised approach to the way universities are
managed and run and other stakeholders appear to strongly uphold the belief that
universities should hold a moral responsibility role in society. A question raised in
this thesis is whether the social dimension of CR might be a way that the moral
responsibility of universities can be reframed in terminology that resonates with this
corporatised mode of operation but is also ‘acceptable’ to the interests of key
stakeholders, particularly staff and students. It is suggested that in order to address
tensions that arise between the competing demands of corporatisation and moral
responsibility CR be viewed through the lens of a number of organisational theories
that, when combined, help to address how a more systematic and whole of institution
approach to the implementation of CR in universities might be undertaken. The
particular theories that underpin this study are presented in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical influences

Overview of the chapter

The focus of this thesis is on identifying how the social dimension of corporate
responsibility is operationalised and conceptualised within universities in order to
make suggestions for the implementation of social responsibility in the sector. The
purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the theories that underpin the
research phenomena in question.

The research draws on insights from multiple strands of organisational theory. These
include: stakeholder theory, organisation development, institutional theory,
resistance theory, resource based view and institutional theory. This
multidimensional theoretical approach is taken because it is argued that single theory
perspectives can produce a restricted view of organisational reality (Ackroyd, 1992;
Alvesson, 1987; Das, 1993; Gioia & Pitre, 1990; Pondy & Boje, 1980; Reed, 1985,
1996). Given the complexity of the university context, as well as the inherently
complex nature of CR itself, it is suggested that using multiple theories and the way
these theories intersect may help to explain the data in this research more fully. As
argued by Pondy and Boje (1980: 84) a multidimensional theoretical approach helps
shift the focus from “truth proving” to a process of “insight seeking” and provides
opportunity for greater “insight and understanding [to be] extracted from the entire
constellation of theories generated from the several paradigms in use”. Similarly,
Stacey (2000) argues that single theory perspectives only provide partial explanations
of organisational behavior and change. Extending on these justifications, it is
therefore argued in this thesis that combining organisation development theory with
a number of complementary organisational theories helps to provide a detailed
understanding of how the implementation of the social dimension of CR might be
more systematically undertaken in universities.

The chapter commences with an overview of stakeholder theory. Stakeholder theory,
it is argued, is an appropriate theoretical foundation in which to explore CR in the
university context. Following this a brief overview of the main theoretical perspectives
on organisational change are discussed before presenting organisation development
(OD) as the main theoretical lens from which change for CR will be viewed. A review
of research that has been undertaken on organisational change in universities follows,
before moving to a brief discussion of theoretical approaches to the drivers for change
towards CR as well as resistance to change. It is further suggested that these
literatures have the capacity to assist in identifying why universities might benefit
from implementing more systematic change towards CR as well as the importance of
identifying where the barriers to change lie in this sector. Following this a brief
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overview of resource based view and institutional theory are provided along with
discussion about why these theories are important to the research questions under
study. The chapter concludes with a discussion about the conceptual links that exist
in the theories chosen for this thesis.

Stakeholder theory

In this thesis corporate responsibility is interpreted as a socially constructed process
that emphasises an organisation’s responsibility to its stakeholders. This is an
approach that is often taken in the literature (e.g. Angus-Leppan, 2009; Benn &
Dunphy, 2005; Waldman et al,, 2006) and indeed ‘stakeholder thinking’ is one of the
central ideas underpinning the notion of CR as a holistic concept incorporating all
three elements of social, environmental and economic (Andriof et al, 2001; Moon,
Lindgreen & Swaen, 2009). As has been highlighted in the review undertaken in
Chapter 2, a range of stakeholders play a critical, yet changing role in the modern
university. These organisations need to be able to adapt to the needs of a greater
number of stakeholders that have different priorities or conflicting demands. It is for
these reasons that stakeholder thinking is an important way of interpreting CR
within this thesis.

The fundamental premise behind stakeholder theory is that an organisation should
respond to and engage with all those who have a ‘stake’ in the company’s operations
(Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Frederick, 2006). Organisations “cannot exist without
relationships to stakeholders and these relationships carry with them moral
implications” (Waddock 2004: 14). Stakeholder theory thus highlights “the
responsibility of corporate leaders to understand what shared sense of values brings
the firm’s core stakeholders together” (Freeman, Wicks and Parmar 2004: 364). This
idea of a shared sense of value highlights the moral argument that underpins
stakeholder theory and aligns with the argument that universities hold an important
moral responsibility role within society. This concern with alignment of values is one
of the main reasons for choosing this theoretical approach to CR in the current
research.

Stakeholders are defined as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by
the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984: 46). Such
stakeholders might have a direct or primary interest (e.g. shareholders, employees or
consumers such as students in a university scenario) or an indirect, secondary
interest (e.g. the community, NGOs or government). Stakeholder theory implies a two
way relationship between stakeholders and the organisation because if stakeholders
can influence the achievement of an organisation’s objectives then the organisations
can, in turn, be affected by the activities and involvement of its stakeholders. This
suggests stakeholders can assist organisations in achieving their best possible
performance in CR, and highlights the important role they could play. Similarly, if
stakeholders are affected by the achievement of an organisation’s objectives then the
activities of the organisation will have an impact on the interests of its stakeholders.
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This in turn legitimates the rights of stakeholders’ to information regarding how an
organisation’s activities are impacting on their wellbeing and interests (Gao & Zhang,
2001).

Waddock and Smith (2000) argue that building good relationships with stakeholders
1s the key to becoming a socially responsible organisation. They argue that having
open and honest dialogues with such stakeholders will lead to better business
practices through increased productivity from happy employees and stronger
relationships with communities (Waddock & Smith, 2000: 59). There have been high
profile examples where unsuccessful management of relationships between business
and societies has been detrimental to corporate reputation, such as in the case of
Shell, Greenpeace and the disposal of Brent Spar oil rig. In this example Shell’s
reputation was considerably affected by the environmental concerns publicly put
forward by a range of stakeholders. Shell had chosen to take a decision to dispose of
Brent Spar without consultation with stakeholders which ultimately led to a
longstanding public battle over Shell’s actions (Shouten & Remme, 2006: 370). What
this, and other similar high profile cases show (e.g. Nike and concerns around labour
practices in developing countries), is that one of the important things about engaging
in effective stakeholder engagement (and therefore effective corporate responsibility)
is to be strategic about this approach (c.f. Porter & Kramer, 2006).

In an attempt to develop stakeholder theory and clarify its significance, Donaldson
and Preston (1995) argued that there are three aspects to the theory; descriptive
(empirical), instrumental and normative. Descriptive stakeholder theory highlights
what the corporation is and presents it as the combination of cooperative and
competitive interests that all possess intrinsic value. It describes how organisations or
their managers actually behave (Jones, 1995). Instrumental stakeholder theory
establishes a framework for examining the connections that might exist between the
practice of stakeholder management and the achievement of corporate financial
performance. The central argument here is that those organisations that focus on the
interest of stakeholders will achieve greater organisational and economic
performance. This part of the theory describes what will happen if managers or
organisations behave in certain ways (Jones, 1995). And, finally, normative
stakeholder theory states that the interests of stakeholders have legitimate and
intrinsic value that merits consideration for its own sake, not only because such
interests may result in positive financial outcomes or other organisational benefits
(Donaldson & Preston, 1995: 66-67). Normative theory is therefore concerned with
how managers should behave. It is about the “moral propriety” (Jones, 1995: 406) of
the behaviour of organisations and highlights “the assumption that values are
necessarily and explicitly a part of doing business” (Freeman et al 2004: 364). The
normative approach to stakeholder theory is the approach that resonates with the
ideas underpinning this research.

Stakeholders are therefore one of the key links between the ambitions and aims of an

organisation and the expectations that society has upon that organisation (Moon,

Lindgreen & Swaen, 2009). Theoretical work that has focused on stakeholder theory

has moved away from the consideration of stakeholders as institutional constraints
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towards engaging them as strategic partners that are seen as a valuable resource to
be managed by an organisation in the quest for long term survival (Andriof, 2001).
This kind of partnership thinking is important in universities where the pressures of
corporatisation are making it more challenging to attract and maintain stakeholder
loyalties. Such stakeholders, who often have conflicting agendas that require careful
balancing, include staff, students, government, local communities, industry and
professional associations. The stakeholders with whom universities should be
cognisant are presented in Table 2.

An additional reason why stakeholder thinking is important in developing an
understanding of CR, particularly the social dimension, in universities stems from the
changing nature of these institutions. Although in the past universities have received
generous funding allowances from government (at least in some countries and
certainly in Australia) as well as large amounts of institutional and academic
autonomy, currently such organisations are more closely scrutinised by both society
and government and are expected to be more self sufficient regarding funding and
resourcing. Consequently the role of government has reduced creating greater
autonomy and an increased focus on market pressures (e.g. through the need to
become more self-sufficient). As a result there is a diverse range of stakeholders to
whom universities are responsible as the sector as a whole becomes increasingly more
integrated in society. The concern is that such market pressures, along with the
increasingly fragmented nature of the sector, means that the social and civic
responsibilities of education organisations come under threat and gets lost amongst
conflicting priorities (Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, 2008). A pulling and pushing thus
occurs because universities are becoming increasingly overrun by competing
stakeholder needs and claims. Society’s expectations of the sector are changing at the
same time as the pool and scope of stakeholders is increasing and important questions
arise regarding how stakeholders affect and are affected by the actions of the sector as
a whole.

Table 2: The stakeholders of universities

Stakeholder categor Examples of stakeholder in this catego

Governing entities State and federal government; governing board; board of trustees,
buffer organisations; sponsoring religious organisations

Administration Vice-chancellor (President); senior administrators

Employees Academics (Faculty); administrative staff; support staff; casual
teaching staff

Clients Students; alumni; parents/spouses/family; tuition reimbursement
providers; service partners; employers; field placement sites

Suppliers Secondary education providers; other colleges and universities; food
purveyors; insurance companies; utilities; contracted services

Competitors Direct: private and public providers of post-secondary education
Potential: distance providers; new ventures
Substitutes: employer-sponsored training programmes

Individuals and Groups [ Individuals (including trustees, friends, parents, alumni,
employees, industry, research councils, foundations)
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Stakeholder categor Examples of stakeholder in this categor:

Communities Neighbours; school systems; social services; chambers of commerce;
special interest groups

Government regulators | Ministry of Education; buffer organisations; state & federal
financial aid agencies; research councils; federal research support;
tax authorities; social security: patent office

Non-governmental Foundations; institutional and programmatic accrediting bodies;
regulators professional associations; church sponsors

Financial Banks; fund managers; analysts

intermediaries

Joint venture partners Alliances & consortia; corporate co-sponsors of research and
educational services

(Source: adapted from Jongbloed, Enders & Salerno, 2008: 309)

The underlying assumption of this thesis is that universities are now largely adopting
a managerialist structure which appears to be resulting in tensions between different
stakeholder groups. In this research the two key internal stakeholder groups that
have been chosen for study are the management and academics. Although it is
recognised that there are other important stakeholder groups (particularly students),
the choice of the management and academics was deliberate as tensions and conflicts
are evident between these groups, and it will be demonstrated during the research
that this is particularly the case in the university under study. It is nevertheless
recognised that this limit on stakeholder groups does place a somewhat artificial
boundary around the research problem. However, it is stressed that a deliberate
choice has been made in an attempt to keep the research problem contained in order
to remain focused on the research problem at hand, which is to provide outcomes
around the implementation of the social dimension of CR specifically for management
of universities.

Organisational change theory: an overview

Change i1s a constant in organisational life. The ability to adapt and move with
ongoing alterations to economic, social and political environments is critical to an
organisation’s short term competitiveness and long term survival (Burke, 2011;
Liischer & Lewis, 2008). As a result the ability to manage change is considered a key
organisational competence (Burnes, 2005; Dunphy et al, 2007). Although
organisations are increasingly attempting to implement major organisational change
(Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005), the outcomes are often unsuccessful (Burke, 2011;
Pascale, Milleman & Gioja, 1997) with failure rates of up to 70% often reported (e.g.
Burnes, 2003; 2005; Cao et al, Miller, 2002). This lack of successful implementation
presents a number of managerial challenges which, in the past, have been explored
empirically across an extensive array of academic disciplines including (but not
limited to) those of relevance to this thesis - higher education, business and corporate
responsibility (e.g. Burke, 2011; Gioia & Thomas, 1996; Dunphy et al, 2006; Van de
Ven & Poole, 1995). However, from a search of these literatures it is clear that there
has not been any research that has brought all of these theories and concepts together
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— to explore organisational change towards the social dimension of CR within
universities. This is a gap addressed in this thesis.

The study of organisational change management has been stated as “an empirical
observation of difference in form, quality or state over time in an organizational [sid]
entity. The entity may be an individual’s job, a work group, an organizational [sid]
strategy, a programme, a product, or the overall organization [sic]” (Van de Ven &
Poole, 1995: 512). There is an abundant academic literature on organisational change,
which takes its roots from areas as diverse as industrial and organisational
psychology and biological science. There are also a variety of practitioner based
approaches, each with a set of assumptions around why, how and when change occurs
(ASHE-ERIC, 2001; Morgan, 1986; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Although there are a
number of change approaches, the complex nature of change and organisational
systems means that in reality isolated change theories do not sufficiently explain
patterns of behaviour or the context around which organisational change occurs
(Graetz & Smith, 2010; Pettigrew, 1985). Some theorists therefore suggest using a
combination of models in order to piece together a more realistic picture of how people
and their organisations behave (e.g. Benn & Baker, 2009; Burnes, 2005, 2009; Graetz
& Smith, 2010; Morgan, 1985; Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). This approach is taken in
this thesis, as described in the remainder of this chapter.

Organisation development

As discussed in previous chapters, the topics under consideration in this thesis are
complex and multidimensional. For example, research about how CR is socially
constructed within specific organisational contexts is lacking in the literature as is an
understanding of how the social element of CR is implemented across organisational
and sectoral boundaries. There are also issues at play around the changing nature of
the external institutional environment in which universities sit. In this study theories
of organisational change are used to inform the exploration of how CR is being
implemented in universities and as a basis upon which to make recommendations
about how this implementation might occur in the future. It is important to note that
this is not a longitudinal study of an organisational change process. The implications
of taking this approach are theoretical and practical. From a theoretical standpoint
the aim i1s to make a contribution to theory and method particularly at the
intersection between stakeholder theory, organisation development and change theory
and the implications for this in universities. The other implications are practical and
will involve the development of a number of recommendations around how the social
dimension of CR could be implemented and operationalised by universities’ in the
future. The thesis proposes a practical framework that provides guidance for how the
social dimension of CR might be more systematically implemented in the university
context.

Taking all of these issues into consideration, the approach taken in this thesis moves
away from recent trends focusing on emergent change approaches, which examine
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power and politics as influences on change (Burnes, 2005; 2009), towards developing
an understanding from the perspective of a planned change approach that is aimed at
improving the “operation and effectiveness of the human side of the organisation
through participative, group- and team-based programmes of change (Burnes, 2005:
75). Recent research has suggested that reexamining approaches to planned change
are important in the new era of business that should be driven less by profit
maximisation and self interest and more by ethics and social responsibility (Burnes,
2009). This ethical basis and focus on democratic participation aligns with CR, as well
as with the idea of moral responsibility in universities, in that the focus is on bringing
about change at individual and organisational levels through changing values and
ethical frameworks (Burnes, 2009). It concurrently allows for recognition of the
importance of maintaining organisational effectiveness and profit, which might be
achieved in order for a business to be sustainable long-term.

The emphasis in the change strategies discussed in this thesis (largely as part of the
discussion chapter) is on the practice of organisation development (OD) in particular
the legacy of Lewin (1951) — one of the early proponents of this approach to change.
OD emerged as a field of practice in the 1950s and early 1960s out of a post-war
interest in social change and a sense of community. It grew in popularity because it
offered a more humanistic and holistic way of viewing people and organisations than
previous change theories, which was felt to be ‘better’ for both the people associated
with the organisation as well as the organisation itself (Jamieson & Worley, 2008). Its
roots have been connected with a number of theories and practices including:

e t-groups and sensitivity training which brought attention to group behaviour,
interpersonal relationships and the importance of self-awareness;

e action research, which highlighted how the use of data and analysis could
influence change;

e early work on leadership, particularly participative management and its links
to organisational effectiveness (e.g. work of Renis Likert in early 1960s); and

o work on what is now known as sociotechnical systems change, that is based on
understanding how environments, structures, systems influence decision
making and teamwork (Burke, 2008, 2011; Jamieson & Worley, 2008; Waddell,
Cummings & Worley, 2007).

OD is essentially a practitioner based domain of study around planned change that
promotes humanistic values, develops leaders and attempts to deal with the
organisation as an entire entity, whilst simultaneously recognising the importance of
these as elements as drivers for profit maximisation (Burke, 2008). It has been
defined as

“...a system wide application of behavioural science knowledge to the
planned development and reinforcement of organisational strategies,
structures and processes for improving an organisation’s effectiveness.”
(Waddell, Cummings & Worley, 2007: 3).
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OD is an adaptive practice that involves the creation and reinforcement of change.
OD’s primary concern is with change that is oriented to transferring the knowledge
and skills needed to build the capability to achieve goals, solve problems and manage
change. OD has been chosen in this thesis because as a practice it is concerned with
the factors that affect the bottom line but that are also underpinned by social
problems and humanistic values (Burke, 2011). There is an inherent contradiction
here between human and rational objectives and this contradiction resonates with the
current conflict being seen in the university sector between the move towards
corporatisation and, as the empirical study suggests, the perceived move away from
moral responsibility.

At a rudimentary level, OD involves a number of practical ideas as well as a number
of accepted theories and models (see Cummings, 2008; Graetz et al, 2006 or Waddell,
Cummings & Worley, 2007 for a review). Since its emergence OD practice has
morphed and changed (Greiner & Cummings, 2004) and it is now common for the
different changes in approach to be classified as either first, second or third
generation OD (Seo et al.,, 2004).

First generation OD interventions, such as action research, sensitivity training, team
building and survey feedback are aimed at helping organisations “do better” without
explicit consideration of the history and environment of the organisation (Seo, et al,
2004). As noted above much of the first generation approach was influenced by
Lewin’s (1951) model of planned change (Seo et al, 2004). This model, consistent with
an action research approach, was influential in understanding group-based
behavioural change in organisations and society at large (Burnes, 2004a). It involves
three phases; unfreezing, moving (or changing) and refreezing (Burnes, 2004a; Burke,
2008; Graetz et al, 2006) and provides a general framework for understanding the
diverse approaches of first generation OD. Although Lewin’s model became
unfashionable in recent decades and has been criticised for taking an overly simplistic
view of organisational change (see Burnes, 2004a for a review), it has nevertheless
been widely influential within the practice of OD and continues to be foundational to
contemporary theory in OD. A summary of each of the phases of this model has thus
been provided in Table 3, along with examples of implementation strategies that
might be undertaken in each phase.

Second generation OD approaches emerged in the 1980s and were influenced by the
complexity that was emerging as a result of globalisation, technological advancement
and the resulting increase in organisational change and adaptation required by
companies (Seo et al, 2004). The main difference between first and second generation
approaches to OD was the attention given in second generation OD to an
organisation’s external environment and its relationship to it. Approaches in second
generation OD include large scale interventions, which moved from individual or
group interventions to change across entire organisational systems; and
organisational transformation, which involves fundamentally altering an
organisation’s vision, missions, strategy and operating philosophies (Seo et al, 2004).
The main philosophy underpinning second generation OD; however, is on discarding
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organisational history in order to move forward with success (Cummings & Worley,

2009).

Table 3: Lewin’s (1951) model of planned change

of planned

ge process

Unfreezing

Moving/changing

Refreezing

O EEl [dentifying need and | Shifting behaviour of | Stabilisation of the
involves creating motivation | the organisation to | organisation.
to change, making | towards the required | Integration of the new
the case for change, | outcomes. Goal | behaviour into daily
esp. to key | oriented, emphasises | operations and
stakeholders. behaviour change management.
Examples of how this [BEIZ gathering, | Diagnosis of the | Evaluation/analysis;
[T ARG LG ol consultation, start to | problem, action | find ways to reward
make the | planning, identify | and sustain newly
organisation barriers, embedded behaviour
“malleable” (Burke, | strategic/vision to ensure organisation
2008: 20) planning, culture | shifts to new state.
change, HRM
interventions

(Adapted for this research from: Burnes, 2004a; Burke, 2008; Graetz et al., 2006)

Although first and second generation approaches have an important role to play in
the practice of OD, these approaches inhibit the study of CR given the complexity of
the topic that requires consideration of both the history of the organisation as well as
the environment within which it operates (Benn & Baker, 2009). As such, this thesis
draws on third generation interpretations of OD, which have a greater focus on the
quality of human relationships as predictors of organisational success (Greiner &
Cummings, 2004; Seo et al, 2004). Implementing strong CR strategies in
organisations requires change both at organisational and institutional level as well as
interaction between actors that require resolution of differences of perspective on
issues, options and choices for CR (Room & Wijen, 2006). Third generation OD
encompasses planned change approaches that are capable of this change in approach
as they build on previous OD philosophies (Benn & Baker, 2009: 386). Third
generation OD is influenced by approaches such as organisational learning (Argyris,
2008; Argyris & Schon, 1974, 1996; Huber, 1991; Senge, 1990) and systems thinking
(Gharajedaghi, 1999).

For this thesis OD theory, and particularly third generation influences, are expected
to play a key role. In particular the values-based nature of third generation OD
supports and complements the concepts that underpin the social dimension of CR. OD
also offers an approach to change towards CR that provides an opportunity to create a
total paradigm shift in the way that business is conducted and perceived (Wirtenberg,
Abrams & Ott, 2004: 477). The ethical underpinnings of OD also align with the core
social problems under consideration in this research (Burnes, 2004a) and indeed there
is an emergent literature which suggests that OD holds promise in the development of
social change (Brown, Leach & Covey, 2008). In this study OD will thus be used as a
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way of exploring the issues that appear to be important in the implementation of
change towards CR in the university context. Lewin’s (1951) heuristic model will be
used to inform the practice based analysis and recommendations in the concluding
chapter.

So far in this chapter consideration has been given to the topic of organisational
development and change as discussed in the organisational studies literature.
However, prior to moving on it is also useful to explore previous work that has been
undertaken on organisational change in universities specifically, and this work will be
outlined next.

Organisational change research and theory in the higher university
sector

Organisational change in higher education is a topic that has been explored from a
range of theoretical and empirical perspectives including: sensemaking and strategic
change (Gioia & Thomas, 1996); leadership and change (Dunderstadt, 2000; O’Meara
& Petzall, 2007); globalisation and change (Vaira, 2004); continuous change and
adaptability (Kondakci & Van den Broeck, 2009); culture and structure change
(Bergquist, 1992; Wong & Tierney, 2001); organisational learning and leadership
(Boyce, 2003); technology and its influence on change (Shoham & Perry, 2009);
institutional transformation and its effect on culture change (Curri, 2002; Eckel &
Kezar, 2003) and the management of change (Steeples, 1990). Although
organisational change has been explored from a number of angles in universities, no
research has been found that specifically explores how it might help in the
implementation of CR within universities and this remains a gap in the literature.

Change management is an issue that is faced by all organisations (Burke, 2011).
However, there are a number of qualities about universities that make them
distinctive and that need to be considered in any quest for change (ASHE-ERIC,
2001). According to the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report (2001), universities run
the risk of lagging behind change that is occurring in other sectors due to factors such
as: its particular cultural environment and values driven approach; the multiple and
competing power and authority structures which result in ambiguity around
authority and decision making; the (often) differing value systems of professional
versus administrative groups; the relatively low employee turnover; and challenges
that exist around measuring image and success. As a sector, universities therefore
have a range of specific issues that should be considered in any organisational change
process.

The institutional environment within which universities lie is also becoming complex
and more dynamic (O'Meara & Petzall, 2007) as the sector moves towards a more
entrepreneurial and corporatised form (Cullingford 2004; Eckel & Kezar, 2003).
Currently academia grapples with challenges that see historic educative traditions
(e.g. traditional research and learning and teaching agendas) working alongside (and
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often conflicting with) modern market pressures. Such pressures include competition
for staff, students and funding, globalisation, the impacts of casualisation of the
workforce and the stressors involved in achieving competitive research targets. It has
been argued that one way in which universities in the current era will compete more
effectively will be to engage with their communities and stakeholders (Jongbloed et al,
2008). In addition, social issues such as access to a university education for a wider
proportion of the population, particularly students from low socio-economic
backgrounds, Indigenous populations or from regional or remote communities, are
becoming prominent, and indeed are being driven by legislative requirements.

This thesis uses an empirical case study from the university context together with a
review of past research on organisational change towards CR in other organisational
environments, particularly drawing on contemporary organisation development (OD)
theory. There has previously been some application of OD theory (i.e. not in relation
to CR) in the higher education context (see, for example the 2005 special edition on
OD and HE in Advances in Developing Human Resources). This literature has
suggested that further research is needed in order to establish a model of change that
will move ‘questions of context to questions of practice’ (Summerville, 2005: 299). It
shows there is a gap remaining between explaining how OD as a theory relates to the
actual process of change within the university setting. Past research also points to
some clues that are worth considering in the present research context. Torraco and
Hoover (2005), for example, discuss a number of issues to think about when applying
OD to the university context. These include: ensuring that universities are primed
and prepared before change efforts are introduced; the importance of the choice of
language used to represent change; and the need to find informal leaders who are
interested in change. These authors also discuss how the nature of academic culture
means that OD is most likely to be beneficial in situations where stakeholder input
and participation is encouraged, but where such participation is balanced with final
decision making (Torraco & Hoover, 2005).

The particular focus in this thesis is in discovering how the social dimension of CR is
currently being implemented and identifying the issues that contribute to this
implementation process. In order to uncover this, questions about why universities
are becoming engaged in change towards CR in the first place, as well as where
barriers and areas of resistance lie are important aspects of the research. Once again,
no research was found that has previously explored these areas, so applying ideas
found in other literature streams is necessary. A brief review of what is driving other
organisational sectors towards CR will be reviewed, along with literature on
resistance and barriers to change.

Drivers of organisational change towards CR

There are a number of elements that influence change and the drive for change in
organisations. These are issues that are both powerful in their own right, as well as
interrelated (Waddell, Cummings & Worley, 2007). The first of these is globalisation,
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which has implications around the rights and responsibilities of organisations and the
ways that they run businesses on a global scale. The second set of influences is the
rapid rise and development of information technology. E-business and similar
concepts are altering the organisational landscape and changing the ways that people
work, how they interact and the way knowledge is used. And the final set of
influences driving organisational change are those around managerial innovation,
where non traditional organisational forms such as networks, clusters, strategic
alliances, virtual corporations and the like are creating opportunities for
organisations to think about different ways of doing business (Waddell, Cummings &
Worley, 2007).

Each of these influences can be linked to drivers for change towards CR. For example,
globalisation has seen organisations increasingly operating across international
borders which have created a number of challenges in terms of treatment of
employees, supply chain responsibilities, human rights and other issues that come
under the umbrella of corporate responsibility (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004).
Globalisation has opened markets and grown investment at the same time as it has
highlighted inequities that exist around the world, particularly in terms of standards
of living and the exacerbation of climate change (Dunphy, et al, 2007). The rise of
information technology, on the other hand has created opportunities in terms of CR
particularly from the perspective of potential resources savings and opportunities for
employee engagement (e.g. through changes in work practices and work/life balance).
Finally, managerial innovation has seen an increase in a partnership approach to
business, giving organisations an opportunity to strategically collaborate with each
other on goals of both a business and social nature. Also, in the university context,
managerial innovation is a response to competition.

A recent survey conducted by MIT Sloan Management Review and Boston Consulting
Group showed that there is a lack of understanding amongst organisations regarding
the drivers for CR, which in turn makes measurement and execution of CR difficult
(Berns et al, 2009). Despite this, some research has been undertaken around the
drivers for CR. For the purposes of this review, this literature has been divided into
four categories:

e instrumental drivers - which examine CR within the context of risk
management, cost benefits and market competitiveness

e normative drivers - which argue for CR within moral and ethical boundaries,

¢ institutional drivers - which examine legislative and externally driven motives
for CR, and

e drivers associated with the dynamics of changing stakeholder expectations.

Each category will now be briefly considered below.
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Instrumental drivers of CR

The instrumental approach to CR views the social and environmental responsibilities
of organisations as strategic tools that can be used primarily to increase profit. Any
benefits at a social, environmental or other level should only be undertaken when a
cost benefit to the organisation can be achieved (Garriga & Mele, 2004). As such,
behaving in an ethically responsible way is undertaken when returns such as profit
maximisation, reputation, survival or growth can be achieved (Branco & Rodrigues,
2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Steurer, 2006). This driver is often referred to the
business case for CR.

The business case for CR argues that responsible business behaviour leads to
improved financial return and is primarily concerned with how organisations benefit
tangibly from their CR activities and practices (Carroll & Shabana 2010). The
business case can be classified under four approaches: cost and risk reduction,
strengthening legitimacy and reputation, building competitive advantage and
creating win-win situations through synergistic value creation (Carroll & Shabana,
2010; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2010). Although links have been established between CR
and financial gain (e.g. Berman et al, 1999; Jones, 1995; Ruf et al, 2001), other
studies examining the correlation between the two have produced mixed and
inconclusive results (Andriof & Waddock, 2002; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001; Steurer,
2006). Despite these, the assumption that responsible behaviour can be good for
business is a clear driver for CR, based on the fact organisations can potentially
create a competitive advantage by integrating economic and non-economic factors
(Porter & Kramer, 2006; Lindgreen & Swaen, 2009). There are also strong internal
pressures that fall under the business case in terms of cost avoidance and risk
mitigation. The “costs” from both a reputational and financial perspective for non-
compliance with CR is a risk that most organisations recognise as important (Dunphy
et al.,, 2007).

Taking a different view to instrumental CR, Porter and Kramer (2006) argue that
there are four kinds of drivers for CR: reputation, license to operate, sustainability
and moral obligation. These authors argue that if CR is not tied to the strategy and
operations of an organisation it becomes difficult to identify and prioritise which
issues might be most important to the organisation or in which areas it might be able
to make the biggest CR contribution. As a result they argue that most organisations
tend to approach CR in an uncoordinated way that lacks focus. This in turn reduces
the impact of the CR effort and means that any chance for long term competitive
advantage is lost (Porter & Kramer, 2006: 83).

Using this line of argument, an instrumental approach to CR is about strategically
juggling resources in order to create a niche in the market resulting in increased
market share or competitiveness. This is important in the context of the current
research as it suggests that the way that universities respond to social and
environmental issues could relate to competitive advantage, particularly in terms of
attracting the best staff and students. The business case therefore remains a
frequently used driver for organisations, particularly organisations that are in the
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initial stages of CR implementation and recognise financial benefits from
implementing even the most basic of CR strategies (e.g. some ‘low hanging fruit’
environmental initiatives).

Normative drivers of CR

Normative drivers for CR are those with moral, ethical and philosophical
underpinnings and look at the relationship between ethics and value sets of the
organisation in relation to its stakeholders (Aguilera et al, 2007; Rupp et al, 2006).
In the context of this study, it is anticipated that normative drivers for CR will be
important, particularly because of the widely perceived moral responsibility role that
universities play in society. The prominent environmental educator, David Orr (2004),
argues that much of what has gone wrong with the world (environmentally, socially
and economically) is the result of inadequate and misdirected education that
separates those being educated from the world in which they live. The education being
offered, he argues, focuses too much attention on career and money-making and
separates feeling from intellect. He states that “the crisis we face [at a social and
environmental level] is first and foremost one of the mind, perception and values;
hence it 1s a challenge to institutions presuming to shape the minds, perception and
values” (Orr, 2004: 27). As such, the social and environmental issues that are
fundamentally at the core of what CR is about is an educational challenge more than
anything else. This type of claim shows that there is potential for further exploration
around how the normative drivers for CR impact on the university sector.

Institutional drivers of CR

In recent years CR has begun to be viewed as an outcome of emergent institutional
forces (Angus-Leppan, Metcalf & Benn, 2010). Institutions are the informal and
formal ‘rules of the game’, and while some of these rules are easily understood and
adopted, others are difficult to interpret and implement at a practical level.
Examination of CR through an institutional lens looks at the conditions that might
result in an organisation behaving in a socially responsible way. In addition, and of
particular relevance to the current research, it helps to understand how meaning is
generated around CR, particularly through an exploration of the definitions of CR and
how they are constructed and accepted in an organisation, how the concepts
associated with CR are developed and operationalised over time, and how they come
to have a “rule-like, social fact quality” (Jennings & Zandbergen, 1995: 1016).

Campbell (2006), for example, uses institutional theory to argue that organisations
are likely to act in socially responsible ways under institutional conditions that are
both regulative (e.g. state regulation or industrial self-regulation) or through
behaviour that is more proactive and enabling (e.g. via stakeholder dialogue or as a
result of membership of business associations). He argues that CR as an
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organisational practice does not emerge and become institutionalised automatically as
a result of functional or environmental factors, but instead is constantly “contested
and involves struggle, conflict, negotiation and the exercise of power” (Campbell,
2006: 935). In a later piece of research Campbell (2007: 948) suggests there are a
number of institutional conditions which could influence the take up of CR including
“public and private regulation, the presence of nongovernmental and other
independent organisations that monitor corporate behaviour, institutionalized [sic]
norms regarding corporate behaviour, associative behaviour among corporations
themselves, and organized [sic] dialogues among corporations and their stakeholders”.
The institutional environment in which an organisation operates is therefore not
static and there are dynamic ebbs and flows that need to be contended with.

Matten and Moon (2008) take a slightly different approach and frame institutional
influences as “explicit” and “implicit” forms of corporate responsibility. Explicit CR
are the voluntary programmes and strategic responses undertaken by organisations
that combine social and business values and that address matters that are perceived
as being part of the social responsibility of the organisation (Matten & Moon, 2008:
409). Implicit CR, on the other hand, refers to an organisation’s role within wider
formal and informal institutions that exist for the concern and interest of society.
Implicit CR is embedded in the business-society-government relations within a
political system and is represented by "values, norms and rules that result in
(mandatory and customary) requirements for corporations to address stakeholder
issues" (Matten & Moon, 2008: 409). Matten and Moon argue that there has been a
rapid global shift from implicit to explicit CR arising from changes to organisational
practices resulting from a move away from mandatory and obligatory regulations
around CR towards organisations voluntarily taking responsibility for social issues.
The findings of this research have been subsequently supported elsewhere (e.g. Hiss,
2009) and ideas around the importance of institutional infrastructures have been
raised in other research (e.g. Waddock, 2008).

Institutional drivers for CR are relevant to the current research for a number of
reasons. Individual value systems can play a part in guiding an organisation’s
commitment to CR which in turn can affect perceptions of the firm’s acceptability and
legitimacy (Bansal, 2005; Bansal and Roth, 2000). In addition, actors with differences
of opinion on CR will debate to establish norms and common beliefs (Bansal, 2005;
Hoffman, 1999). From a regulative perspective a number of elements of CR are
becoming institutionalised through legislation, agreements and national and
international codes of conduct. In addition, global standards such as the GRI and
Social Responsibility Index are becoming institutional forces themselves (Waddock,
2008). As a result practices such as occupational health and safety, climate change,
human resource management, pollution and waste management continue to become
institutionalised and it becomes increasingly important for organisations to
incorporate programmes that take such matters into account (Bansal, 2005). The
discussion above indicates that institutional factors are important drivers for CR. A
gap in the literature remains whether they also act as drivers for the social dimension
of CR in universities.
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Changing stakeholder expectations

Theoretical work that focuses on stakeholder theory has moved away from the
consideration of stakeholders as institutional constraints towards engaging them as
strategic partners that are valuable in the quest for long term survival (Andriof,
2001). Stakeholder expectations become an important driver for CR when a longer
term view of value maximisation is taken by a firm that recognises the importance of
competitive advantage as a strategic organisational choice involving employee
engagement, the development of unique products and services, nurturing a culture of
innovation and engagement with other key stakeholders.

As discussed in this chapter, the fundamental premise behind stakeholder theory is
that a company should be responsible to more than just its shareholders and should
instead respond to and engage with all those who have a ‘stake’ in the company’s
operations (Frederick, 2006). In addition, organisations “cannot exist without
relationships to stakeholders and these relationships carry with them moral
implications” (Waddock 2004: 14). Therefore, stakeholder theory highlights “the
responsibility of corporate leaders to understand what shared sense of values brings
the firm’s core stakeholders together” (Freeman, Wicks and Parmar 2004: 364). These
views highlight that stakeholder expectations as a driver for CR really combine the
instrumental, institutional and normative drivers discussed above (Donaldson &
Preston, 1995).

Building stakeholder partnerships is one way to describe the behaviour of an
organisation within its institutional environment (Andriof & Waddock, 2001).
Stakeholders are important contributors to organisational performance (Andriof &
Waddock, 2001). They are part of the mix to consider in explaining the complex
phenomenon of such performance. However the nature of stakeholder expectations
can be unpredictable and likely to differ between sectors and organisations.
Developing an understanding of stakeholder expectations are highly relevant to this
thesis as there are clear drivers for organisations to be responding to and engaging
with the concerns of its stakeholders in relation to the social dimension of CR. The
relationships and practices that an organisation develops with its stakeholders are
vital to long-term organisational effectiveness and “have implicit moral weight”
(Waddock, 2004: 25). Given the moral responsibilities of universities, questions
around what these organisations ‘owe’ their stakeholders and what kind of moral
obligations exist between universities and their stakeholders come into play (Phillips,
2003).

CR drivers in practice

Despite having categorised the drivers for CR as above, in practice such drivers are

not normally able to be succinctly organised into either instrumental, normative,

institutional or stakeholder driven motives — and instead there are normally more

complicated interrelationships at play, balancing economic, ethical and external
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issues (Windsor, 2006). The reality of CR management is that a balance is needed
between pure instrumentality, cost driven strategies and ‘intuition and values’
(Waldman & Siegel, 2008). Given that management decision making is frequently
undertaken “on the run”, it seems that it can be difficult for managers to weigh and
measure all decisions according to their net values (via both actual and opportunity
costs). Waldman and Siegel (2008) thus argue that it is important that managers are
given the chance to trust their instincts with regard to CR and not be forced to make
decisions driven by either instrumental, normative or institutional drivers alone.

Barriers to change

Organisations largely seek stability (DiMaggio, 1991) so in any change attempt
resistance is a common feature, particularly amongst employees who prefer routine,
structure and predictability (Waddell & Sohal, 1998). Resistance is a complex and
multifaceted phenomenon that effects change efforts at all levels of an organisation.
However, understanding how resistance and barriers to change manifest themselves
within an organisation has been argued to be a critical factor influencing the success
or otherwise of an organisational change effort (Waddell & Sohal, 1998). In addition,
it has been argued that it is important to understand how barriers to change at
individual, organisational and institutional levels influence the adoption of CR
initiatives (Garavan, et al, 2010). Understanding where the barriers to change lie in
the implementation of the social dimension of CR in universities is a critical element
of this study.

A review of the organisational studies literature points to a number of barriers that
exist when organisations go about implementing change. Such barriers include
ineffective communication, limitations to resources, poor leadership, human
resistance, competition priorities and fear of the unknown (Appelbaum et al, 1998;
Burke, 2011; Doyle et al, 2001; Graetz, 2000; Kotter, 1996; Paton & McCalman,
2008). Oreg (2003) argues that there are six sources of resistance to change;
reluctance to lose control, cognitive rigidity, lack of psychological resilience,
intolerance to the adjustment period involved in change, preference for low levels of
stimulation and novelty and reluctance to give up old habits. Lack of participation
and threats to job security have also been argued to be barriers to change (Qian,
2007).

A breakdown in communication is one of the more commonly cited barriers to change.
Research has shown that effective communication by those in leadership positions is
critical in gaining commitment to change (Graetz, 2000; Paton & McCalman, 2008).
Effective communication involves the right message being accepted by the right
people at the right time — which provides opportunity for appropriate behaviour and
attitude change to occur (Haut, 2004). Many change initiatives fail because of change
leaders’ poor implementation, as well as a lack of consideration given to the emotional
impact that such change might have on employees and other organisational
stakeholders (Appelbaum, et al. 1998). In the context of change towards CR this is
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important as previous research has indicated that the intentions of senior
management motivate the socially responsible behaviour of an organisation (Wood,
1991). In addition it has been argued that exemplary leadership and governance are
required in order to sustain successful change towards CR (Doppelt, 2003).

Human resistance is another key barrier to change. Such resistance is not necessarily
directed towards the changing factor per se, but is more a fear of losing something of
value or lack of choice - particularly in terms of being forced to move to a new state of
being and acting (Burke, 2011). Nevertheless, study of resistance to change
predominantly pits change agents against change recipients and can develop tensions
between management and employees (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). It is a view that has
seen resistance literature develop a bias towards change agents and their
‘unreasonable resistors’ rather than view such resistance as “rationally coherent
strategies and objectives” on the part of change recipients (Ford, Ford & D’Amelio,
2008: 363). This is in spite of the fact that resistance, confrontation and dissent
between organisational groups has been presented as positive aspects of
organisational culture in other settings (e.g. Nameth et al, 2001). Within this
framework resistance has therefore been defined as; “a reactive process where agents
embedded in power relations actively oppose initiatives by other agents” (Jermier,
Knights & Nord, 1994: 9).

In the context of organisational change for CR specifically, Garavan et al (2010)
provide a summary of the range of behavioural barriers that exist towards CR across
individual (e.g. psychological and behavioural barriers), organisational (e.g. cultural
and structural barriers) and institutional levels (e.g. regulative and normative forces).
These authors go on to argue that specific human resource development interventions
(i.e. an organisation development intervention approach) may hold the potential to
dismantle these barriers, and they conclude by suggesting a number of such
interventions that can be affected at the three levels of analysis (Garavan et al,
2010). Competing priorities have been argued to be a barrier to change across all
sectors, particularly in the area of CR (Berns et al, 2009). Although this research
provides a starting point for understanding barriers to change and how these might
be overcome, the current research extends on previous work in the area by specifically
exploring the barriers to change towards CR within the context of the university.

There is a link here to the practice of organisation development as well as support for
the need to uncover barriers to change in order to implement a programme of planned
change. In relation to this research, an exploration of resistance and barriers to
change provides insight into what might be holding universities back in terms of the
implementation of CR practices and processes. In particular it is an exploration of
emotional and intentional responses and whether they exist, and in what form, in
participants. Are there elements of the change process that are causing barriers and
resistance in participants or in the organisation more widely, for example? This
exploration will provide an understanding of the key barriers to change towards CR in
universities.
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Barriers to change towards CR in universities

There has been limited discussion in the literature on the barriers to change towards
CR in universities. Despite this, a number of authors discuss why CR is not yet being
successfully implemented in universities, with many attributing the problem to a lack
of clear definition around what the concept of CR means for the sector (Reid & Petocz,
2006; Van Dam-Mieras et al., 2008; Wals & Jickling, 2002; Wright, 2010). In addition,
an already overcrowded curriculum, the perceived irrelevance of CR by academic
staff, limited stakeholder awareness and expertise around CR, and Ilimited
institutional drive and commitment have been discussed as barriers (Scott and
Gough, 2008). Issues such as a lack of a culture where value or priority is given to CR,
the lack of organisational and resource support provided to staff for the
implementation of CR activities and the lack of training for academic staff have also
been cited (Thomas, 2004).

Barriers to change can be overcome but involve a commitment to change. As
highlighted above there has been much discussion about the ways that change might
occur or should occur at a normative level: however, there is a lack of empirically
derived literature that examines the factors that might be taken into consideration in
an organisation’s change towards CR. As a result the learning opportunities that can
be taken from this are currently constrained. Taking a step back and uncovering
where the barriers to change lie in the implementation of CR using a case study from
the university sector is one of the contributions made in this thesis.

The theory on organisational change and the drivers and barriers for change towards
CR are only part of the theoretical influences informing this thesis. In addition, the
study is underpinned by a number of theories as it has been argued elsewhere that
single theory perspectives can produce a restricted view of organisational reality
(Gioia & Pitre, 1990). So using influences from a range of theories will contribute to
the development of more accurate findings and recommendations. The other
theoretical influences drawn upon in the study are those of resource based view and
institutional theory. A brief account of each of these and the reasons they are
influential in this research is provided next.

Resource based view

The resource based view of the firm (RBV) is a theory that looks at the ways that
resources and capabilities influence an organisation’s competitive advantage and
strategy. The examination of organisational resources and capabilities is a valuable
aspect of the current research as many of the elements of the social dimension of CR
are intrinsically linked to organisational resources.

Within RBV, resources are considered to be both tangible and intangible (Barney,
Wright & Ketchen, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1984) and are elements that have semi-
permanent ties to a firm (Barney 1991; Daft 1983; Wernerfelt, 1984). Examples of
such resources include: patents and intellectual property, processes, information and
reputation (Teece et al, 1997) as well as brand, contacts, information technology,
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systems knowledge and the skills and qualities of staff (Wernerfelt, 1984). Indeed,
they are all the assets, capabilities, processes, attributes, information, knowledge, and
so on, that are controlled by a firm and that provide it with the opportunity to
improve ‘efficiency and effectiveness’ (Barney, 1991: 101). Barney (1991) classifies
such resources into three categories: physical resources (e.g. equipment, machinery,
built environment); human capital resources (e.g. the training, intelligence,
relationships and judgment of staff); and organisational capital resources (e.g.
systems and processes, policy and planning, informal interpersonal relationships).

Resources are only productive (and a source of competitive advantage) if they are used
efficiently within an organisation. As a result, to be a source of competitive advantage
organisations need to be able to reproduce, assemble, integrate, and manage such
resources (Bansal, 2005; Barney, 1995; Russo & Fouts, 1997: 537) — i.e. have the
capability to deploy and coordinate their resources effectively (Amit & Shoemaker,
1993; Branco & Rodrigues, 2006).

According to the RBV, when organisations are implementing a value creating strategy
which is not being simultaneously implemented by any current or potential
competitors they hold a competitive advantage. However, in order to achieve a
sustained competitive advantage, where no other firm in the industry is able to
replicate the benefits of this strategy four characteristics are needed:

1. Value — the resource/capability enables increased efficiency or effectiveness
while providing chances to exploit opportunities or neutralise threats in the
(organisaitonal) environment;

2. Rarity— it does not exist, or has limited existence, in competing organisations;

3. Inability to be imitated - organisations that do not possess the
resource/capability cannot obtain it and indeed it is costly to imitate; and

4. Not able to be substituted — it is not easily accomplished through alternative
means (Barney, 1991; Hart, 1995; Hoopes et al, 2003; Peteraf 1993; Peteraf &
Barney 2003) or bought or sold on markets (Branco & Rodrgiues, 2006).

The underlying premise of RBV is that it “addresses the fit between what a firm has
the ability to do and what it has the opportunity to do” (Russo & Fouts, 1997: 536).
The theory assumes that an organisation has a bundle of resources and capabilities
that have a range of value, rarity, inimitability or substitutability. The task of the
CEO (or Vice Chancellor in the context of the research here) and the senior
management is to assemble these resources and capabilities in such as way as to
create a point of difference from competitors or industry peers. This idea is of
relevance to the current study as the increasingly corporatised nature of the
university sector means that there is the potential to explore and exploit the role that
resources and capabilities play in the implementation of CR in the sector. For
example, do participants consider CR a competitive advantage or a point of difference
in the university context? And does this have implications for the role they feel CR
should play in the sector?
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Work complementing the RBV and Corporate Responsibility

The earliest theoretical work using RBV as way of analysing the potential of CR was
Hart (1995), who exclusively concentrated on the environmental dimension. By
expanding the definition of resources to include elements of the biophysical
environment, he proposed a theory of competitive advantage based on an
organisation’s relationship to the natural environment. Through presentation of three
strategies (pollution prevention, product stewardship and sustainable development),
Hart (1995) argued that for certain types of organisations there were specific resource
requirements and contributions, relating specifically to the natural environment, that
organisations can make in order to achieve a sustained competitive advantage.

Extending on this work, Russo and Fouts (1997: 535-6) argued that the RBV offers a
way of analysing how corporate responsibility policy decisions can influence the
bottom line for two reasons. Firstly, RBV has a strong focus on performance as a key
outcome, which complements CR theory in this area. And secondly, the RBV, like the
CR literature, places an emphasis on the importance of “intangible” concepts such as
corporate culture and reputation. As such, their study used RBV as a way of
analysing how CR (again particularly the natural environmental element) can be used
as a source of competitive advantage (Russo & Fouts, 1997). They hypothesised that
(a) high levels of environmental performance will be associated with enhanced
profitability and, (b) the greater the level of industry growth, the greater this positive
link between environmental and economic performance will be. In testing these
hypotheses on 243 firms over two years they came to the conclusion that “it pays to be
green” (Russo & Fouts, 1997: 549) and that indeed this relationship improves along
with industry growth. In general the study indicated that the RBV could be applied to
the issue of CR as a way of determining whether CR can indeed impact competitive
advantage.

Menguc and Ozanne (2005) extended Hart’s (1995) research and utilised the natural
RBV. Supporting the findings of Russo and Fouts (1997), this research examined the
relationship between natural environmental orientation and its three components,
which they argued are: entrepreneurship; corporate social responsibility; and
commitment to the natural environment. Using data from 140 Australian
manufacturing firms, their findings revealed that natural environmental orientation
was positively and significantly related to profit after tax and market share; however
was negatively related to sales growth. Similarly, Bansal and Roth’s (2000)
qualitative study of the motivations and contextual factors that create corporate
ecological responsiveness also examined the RBV in the context of the natural
environment. In relation to competitiveness (.e. the potential for ecological
responsiveness to improve long-term profitability) they found that competitive
advantage can be gained through environmental responsibility. Consistent with the
RBYV, they found that through examination of issues such as electricity consumption
and recycling, organisations attempted to develop resources and capabilities that had
an environmental perspective, such as green marketing campaigns, process
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efficiencies (e.g. switching off lights and recycling programmes) and the purchase of
new equipment.

The RBV is also a theory that strongly aligns with the economic or ‘business case’ for
CR (Kurucz, Colbert & Wheeler, 2008) as it focuses on the internal analysis of
organisational resources and capabilities and the links that these have to sustained
competitive analysis. This ‘business case’ for CR has been the subject of considerable
analysis as researchers attempt to demonstrate a link between financial performance
and socially and environmentally responsible behaviour (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008; Hart
& Ahuja, 1996; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky, Schmidt & Rynes, 2003; Russo &
Fouts, 1997). However, researchers have generally found it difficult to determine the
factors that might influence the bottom line and what kind of CR approach might
indeed be most fruitfully applied (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). The RBV perspective
offers an approach to examine this unanswered question, in that it is a way of
determining which resources and capabilities might be responsible for any
competitive advantage resulting from the implementation of CR initiatives. Using the
assumption of RBV that firms generate sustained competitive advantages by
effectively controlling and manipulating their valuable, rare, inimitable and
unsubstitutable resources and capabilities, the argument for CR engagement is that it
can help firms to create some of these resources and capabilities (Branco & Rodrigues,
2006).

The studies outlined above provide examples of work that draws attention to the
resources and capabilities that are at play in the CR debate, particularly from the
natural environment perspective. Hart’s (1995) natural resource-based view, in
particular, has been used extensively to make and test the case for improving
environmental management practices in organisations (Haigh, 2009). However, the
RBYV has been used less often in the exploration of the social dimension of CR, which
indicates a fruitful area for investigation in the current research.

As argued by Litz (1998), there is a lack of research that has examined the social and
ethical resources and capabilities of organisations. Litz (1998) sought to overcome this
gap by exploring the RBV within the context of corporate social responsibility,
corporate social performance and corporate social responsiveness. Specifically, he
argued that an organisation’s capacity to be socially and ethically responsible may be
a resource that can lead to competitive advantage. Such resources that are relevant
within this context are those of stakeholder consideration, ethical awareness and the
possibilities offered by issues management. He argues that by developing perception,
deliberation and response capacities such ‘resources’ can lead to competitive
advantage. Within the context of the current research, this implies that organisations
interested in improving the social dimension of CR should strategically consider a
range of resources and capabilities that support this social focus. However, there is a
lack of exploration of what exactly those resources and capabilities might be.

Some insight is presented in the literature, for example Black and Hartel (2004), who
argue that social responsiveness relies on the assumption that social responsibility is
not a discretionary activity, but instead arises from the day to day relationship
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between an organisation and its stakeholders. They present a model that helps to
understand social responsiveness within the context of ethical relationships with
stakeholders. Organisations that “pursue genuine dialogue with stakeholders, pay
attention to developing a caring atmosphere in the workplace and foster employee
beliefs about the value of accountability” may in turn receive substantive benefit both
to the company itself as well as its stakeholders (Black & Hartel, 2004: 140). What
appears to be absent is research that specifically addresses the link between the social
dimension of CR and the RBV or the question of whether the implementation of the
social elements of CR may indeed help a organisation (in this case a university) to
achieve competitive advantage or a point of difference over rival institutions.

RBYV and the current study

Corporate responsibility essentially calls for the use of an organisation’s resources
and capabilities to help alleviate a range of social problems, largely as a response to
the belief that governments and public policy are unable or unwilling to deal with
such problems (Hillman & Keim, 2001). Branco and Rodrigues (2006) argue that
taking a resource-based perspective of CR forces a focus on issues that have “an
undeniable social nature” (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006: 112). In this research, which
takes a social perspective on CR, an application of RBV is around the emphasis and
focus that CR may place on intangible resources and capabilities such as reputation,
brand management, employee morale, organisational values and culture, or
knowledge and experience of employees in the university context. However, intangible
resources can be difficult and costly to create and manage, given they are highly
socially complex, normally embedded in historical context, accumulated over time and
are difficult to imitate and change. This nevertheless provides potential opportunity
for universities, as if they are managed and exploited in the right way then they have
the ability to create a significant source of competitive advantage over tangible
resources, which are more likely to be easy to imitate and substitute, even if they are
valuable or rare (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006).

As has been discussed in earlier chapters, increasingly universities need to be
thinking about market position, competition for staff and students and the move
towards more strategic thinking. As a result there is merit in re-examining the way
that resources and capabilities are used in this sector in order to examine how a
sustained competitive advantage might be achieved. In particular, from an RBV
perspective, universities that acquire tacit resources and capabilities related to the
social dimension of CR that have varying degrees of value, rarity, inimitability and
substitutability, may in turn create competitive advantages over those that do not
acquire such resources and capabilities (Barney, 1991; Penrose, 1959) and this has a
link to the process of change that is adopted towards the social dimension of CR.

Interpretations of RBV indicate that strategic resources have the potential to add
value: however realising this potential relies on the alignment of RBV factors with
other organisational elements (Ketchen, Hult & Slater, 2007) or its use in
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combination with other theories (Peng et al, 2009). For example, the RBV tends not
to question the effect that the external environment can play on an organisation and
in particular disregards the institutional rules and norms that this environment
provides. In the pursuit of their activities, organisations also exert influence on and
over the environment, resulting in unintended consequences, or externalities (Branco
and Rodrigues, 2006). As a result, in the current research context RBV alone is
insufficient to explain how CR is being used in the university context.

In this research RBV is thus a valuable theoretical perspective from which to draw
because of the emphasis that it places on the social, yet often intangible resources and
capabilities of an organisation. To this end it provides a strong platform upon which
to inform the examinatione the social dimension of CR.

Institutional theory

RBYV does not examine the social context within which the selection, management and
implementation of resources are embedded (Oliver, 1997) thus institutional theory
(IT) complements a resosurce based view in this research as it emphasises the
historical and social contexts under which organisations operate. This is crucial to
consideration of the social dimension of CR. IT offers the perspective that
organisations exercise strategic choice (as highlighted by the RBV) but goes further by
explaining how such choice is made within the constraints imposed by an
organisation’s institutional environment. Organisations that are conscious of such
environments and who develop structures and processes that are “isomorphic” to
institutional pressures are rewarded though “increased legitimacy, resources and
survival capability” (Greening & Gray, 1994: 470). Institutional theory examines
processes, strategies, outlooks and competencies that exist in the internal and
external environment of an organisation (Selznick, 1995) and questions how social
choices are “shaped, mediated, and channeled” through these environments (Hoffman,
1999: 351).

[13

Institutions are “...multifaceted, durable social structures, made up of symbolic
elements, social activities, and material resources.” (Scott, 2001: 49). They are both
the formal (e.g. laws and regulations) and informal (e.g. culture, habits, norms)
elements which underpin the social transactions of an organisation (Peng et al., 2009).
IT adds value driven dimensions to the question of how organisations can enhance or
protect their legitimacy (Berrone & Gomez-Mejia, 2009; Oliver, 1997). Institutions
have been argued to have three aspects or what Scott (2001) refers to as ‘pillars’, these
being; cognitive, normative and regulative. These can coexist and are interconnected
(Hoffman, 1999) and are elements that “..together with associated activities and
resources, provide stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2001: 48). The literature

defines each pillar in a range of ways as described below.

The cognitive (or cultural) pillar refers to a shared framework of interpretation
(Marquis, Glynn & Davis, 2007), the legitimised assumptions, scripts or meanings
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(Scott, 2001) or the unconscious behaviours that are taken for granted in
organisations (Hoffman, 1999). In other words they are the underlying beliefs and
assumptions that are undertaken without conscious thought. They might be symbolic
(words, signs and gestures) or frameworks that guide understanding (Hoffman, 1999).
The cognitive pillar is potentially influential to the current research as social
initiatives become successful in organisations when they are aligned with core culture
and organisational values because “culture guides both what issues get attended to
and how they get acted upon” (Howard-Grenville & Hoffman, 2003: 70).

The normative pillar defines the standards of appropriateness and evaluation
(Marquis et al, 2007). They are the social elements of institutions and include
standard operating procedures, occupational standards and educational curricula
(Hoffman, 1999) as well as pressure from media (Bansal, 2005; Greening & Gray,
1994) and public opinion (Greening & Gray, 1994). Indeed, as argued by Luoma and
Goodstein (1999), such normative forces can often be responded to through more
careful stakeholder engagement, an area that will be dealt with later in the thesis.

The regulative pillar refers to the regulations and legislation that underpin
organisations (Scott, 2001). This element includes government regulations around
occupational health and safety or environmental management practices, for example
(Oliver, 1997), or other policy and sanctions that control the activities of the
organisation (Jennings & Zandbergen, 1995). Bansal (2005) argued that regulative
institutional processes (in the form of fines or penalties) can work through coercive
pressures imposed by institutions that have a direct influence on an organisation. She
argued that failing to respond to such pressures may result in loss of earnings, a
damaged reputation or even loss of license to operate.

Despite the fact there are different types of institutional pressures that influence
organisations, the key argument that binds the three pillars is that organisational
practices change and become insitutionalised because they are considered legitimate
(Matten & Moon, 2008). Indeed, management and other key stakeholders can often
orient decisions towards what they believe is seen as legitimate (DiMaggio and
Powell, 1983). In contrast to the RBV focus on firm heterogeneity, institutional theory
questions “why there is such startling homogeneity of organizational [sic] forms and
practices” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983: 148). Institutional theorists argue that
organisations within the same industry tend to become similar over time because they
are confronted with, and adapt to, common influences, knowledge and understandings
(Oliver, 1997) and as such tend them toward homogenous structures and strategies
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Oliver, 1997).

According to institutional theorists, institutions are responsible for creating pressures
on an organisation’s ability to seek legitimacy and strive for social conformity
(Hoffman, 1999). Organisations operate within certain institutional constraints and
choose to conform to such constraints at their own discretion. However, failure to
conform can threaten an organisation’s ‘legitimacy, resources, and ultimately its
survival” (Bansal, 2005: 202). Conformity, on the other hand, leads to legitimacy,
which in turn creates competitive advantage (Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Scott, 2001).
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Institutional norms can become so embedded in day to day operations of an
organisation that such organisations are not even aware that they are conforming to
them. In addition, in the face of uncertainty, one management approach may simply
be to copy others in the sector (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). On the other hand,
institutional pressures may be approached strategically, with clear recognition of
conformation, which in turn can result in improved access to resources or increased
legitimacy (and therefore competitive advantage).

Although this is one perspective relating to why an organisation might conform to
institutional pressures, Oliver (1991) presents a different view by arguing that the
reasons may actually be less about competitive advantage and instead be driven by
self-interest and recognition of the importance of accepting institutionalised values
and practices. This kind of approach, that focuses on organisations being internally
motivated to respond to institutional issues, complements the argument presented in
this thesis that universities are driven toward engaging in CR because of the moral
responsibility role that they hold in this area. IT thus offers a guide to thinking about
CR as it puts aside profit maximisation and short-termism in order to address
matters of social concern (Selznick, 1996).

Institutional theorists see institutions as the informal and formal ‘rules of the game’,
and while some of these rules are easily understood and adopted, others are difficult
to interpret and implement at a practical level. There is a wide range of definitions
and interpretations regarding the social dimension of CR along with how this
dimension 1is operationalised. Previous research argues that pressures from
stakeholders influence organisations to strategically respond to social issues while
simultaneously maximising profit and legitimacy (Hess & Warren, 2008; Oliver, 1991)
and the examination of CR through an institutional lens allows the examination of
the institutional conditions that might result in an organisation behaving in a socially
responsible way. In addition, and of particular relevance to the current research,
institutional theory helps to understand how meaning is generated around CR,
particularly by helping to understand how definitions of CR are constructed and
accepted in an organisation and, as a follow on from this, how the concepts associated
with CR are developed and operationalised over time — that is, how they come to have
a “rule-like, social fact quality” (Jennings & Zandbergen, 1995: 1016).

Work complementing IT and corporate responsibility

Campbell (2006) uses institutional theory to argue that organisations are likely to act
in socially responsible ways under institutional conditions that are both regulative
(e.g. through negative sanctions or punishments, state regulation or industrial self-
regulation) or through behaviour that is more proactive and enabling (e.g. via
stakeholder dialogue, through adopting a pro-responsibility institutional environment
or as a result of membership of business associations). He argues that CR as a
management practice does not emerge and become institutionalised automatically as
a result of functional or environmental factors, but instead involves “struggle, conflict,
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negotiation and the exercise of power” (Campbell, 2006: 935). The institutional
environment in which an organisation operates is not static and there are dynamic
ebbs and flows that should be contended with. Institutional issues such as
stakeholder activism, political decision making and power play are capable of altering
perceptions and assumptions of managers, which in turn can change institutions and
ultimately the propensity for organisations to behave in socially responsible ways
(Campbell, 2006). The relationship between economic conditions and corporate
behaviour is mediated by a range of institutional conditions including; public and
private regulation, the presence of organisations that monitor corporate behaviour
(e.g. NGOs), institutionalised norms around what is considered appropriate corporate
behaviour, associative behaviour among corporations and, dialogues that exist
between organisations and their stakeholders (Campbell, 2007).

In other work that takes an IT perspective on CR issues, Marquis, Glynn and Davis
(2007) focus on institutional pressures that exist at the community level and how
these shape corporate social action, which they define as behaviours and practices
that extend beyond profit maximisation and are intended to increase social benefits or
mitigate social problems for communities in the areas where the organisation is
headquartered. Drawing on Scott’s (2001) three pillars to explain how geographic
communities influence the social action of organisations, they present a model that
analyses social action in terms of its focus (i.e. the target of the efforts such as arts
and culture, education or health and human welfare), its form (i.e. cash donations,
volunteerism or noncommercial sponsorship) and the level or amount of corporate
social action undertaken (i.e. funds donated, hours of volunteering). They argue that
normative institutional pressures exist across different communities and that
community level social factors have an influence on the behaviour of organisations
with respect to social responses at the local level.

Matten and Moon (2008) take a neo-institutional approach to CR to examine why
there are differences in CR behaviour between US and European contexts. They
frame these institutional influences as “explicit” and “implicit” forms of corporate
social responsibility (Matten & Moon, 2008). Explicit CR refers to the voluntary
programmes and strategic responses undertaken by organisations that combine social
and business values and that address issues that are perceived as being part of the
social responsibility of the organisation (Matten & Moon, 2008: 409). Implicit CR, on
the other hand, refers to an organisation’s role within the wider formal and informal
institutions that exist for the concern and interest of society. Implicit CR is embedded
in the business-society-government relations within a political system and is
represented by "values, norms and rules that result in (mandatory and customary)
requirements for corporations to address stakeholder issues" (Matten & Moon, 2008:
409).

Although CR strategies and programmes implemented in an organisation may appear
to be the same, Matten and Moon’s (2008) implicit and explicit CR framework explain
such activities as different through both language and intent. Firstly, organisations
use specific language when they address their relationship with society.
Organisations that practice explicit CR use the language of CR in communicating
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their policies and practices to their stakeholders (e.g. through CR annual reports),
whereas those practicing implicit CR normally do not describe their activities this
way. Similarly, with organisation’s levels of intent, those that practise explicit CR see
it as the result of a deliberate, voluntary, and often strategic decision whereas an
implicit CR perspective see it as a reaction to, or reflection of, the institutional
environment (Matten & Moon, 2008: 410).

Matten and Moon (2008) thus argue that there has been a rapid global shift from
implicit to explicit CR as a result of the emergence of ‘new institutionalism’ where
organisational practices change and become institutionalised because they are
considered legitimate. Waddock (2008), for example, suggests there is an emerging
institutional infrastructure around CR that has resulted in the creating of initiatives
such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and other social movements that have
placed an increasing focus on CR, sustainability, accountability and transparency.
She wuses broad categories of institutions, such as state/government,
market/economic and civil society to develop a framework of the new institutional
infrastructure that is driving organisations to be more socially responsible.

Overall it is clear that IT is relevant to the discussion of CR for a number of reasons.
Individual value systems can play part in guiding an organisation’s commitment to
CR which in turn can affect perceptions of the firm’s acceptability and legitimacy
(Bansal, 2005; Bansal and Roth, 2000). In addition, actors with differences of opinion
on CR will dialogue and debate to establish norms and common beliefs (Bansal, 2005;
Hoffman, 1999). As has been argued earlier, CR is becoming institutionalised through
regulations, agreements and national and international codes of conduct and of course
global standards such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and Social
Responsibility Index are becoming institutional forces themselves (Waddock, 2008).
As matters such as occupational health and safety, climate change, human resource
management, pollution and waste management continue to become institutionalised
through law, workers unions, and national and international frameworks it becomes
increasingly important for organisations to incorporate programmes that take such
issues into account (Bansal, 2005).

The importance of IT in the current research

Universities in Australia have recently faced large scale change that has “threatened
core aspects of academic culture, values and identity: autonomy collegiality and their
status as professional experts” (de Zilwa, 2007: 560). The sector, it has been argued,
has been characterised by “dynamism” rather than “stasis” which stems from the
pushing and pulling of different stakeholder groups and their expectations (de Zilwa,
2007). To date, little research has specifically studied the impact of the university
sector’s institutional environment on the development of CR practices. Investigation
of this issue would provide insight into the external pressures being faced by these
institutions and how they react and adapt to such pressures.
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In this thesis IT is thus viewed as complementing organisational change theory in
relation to examining the social dimension of CR. IT is not normally considered a
theory or model of change (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996) but it can be applied in a
change setting and provide a starting point against which the contextual dynamics
that underpin organisational adaptation can be measured. This thesis argues that
implementation of the social dimension of CR in the university sector needs to be
more systematically undertaken using a planned approach. Elements of institutional
theory complement organisational change theory to help explain the organisational
issues that appear to be influential in the implementation of the social dimension of
CR in a university setting.

Institutional theory also provides a framework around which relationships between
an organisation and its stakeholders can be understood. Oliver (1990), for example,
argues that an organisation is likely to conform to various institutional pressures
when that organisation is dependent in some ways on the source of such pressures.
This argument is valuable to the current research given that the university sector is
dependent on a range of external sources, such as the regulative institutional
pressures being imposed by government (e.g. laws and regulations) or of the
Institutional pressures from sources such as international student populations, which
provide a significant proportion of funding. To obtain government funds or achieve
success in attracting international student populations, universities should consider
showing they are meeting institutional demands being placed on them by such actors.
What these exact pressures are and how (or whether) they relate to the social
dimension of CR is an area that is yet to be explored.

Conceptual links between theories in this thesis

This research examines the implementation of the social dimension of CR in
universities using a case study approach and bases this examination within the
context of a combination of complementary organisational theories including
stakeholder theory, organisation development and change, resistance to change
theory, institutional theory and resource based view. The purpose is not to pull the
theories together but instead to draw upon different aspects of each of them to explain
the findings in the research. The previous review chapters have brought together the
literatures on the university sector, the social dimension of CR and the theories that
are being used in this thesis. A number of conceptual links exist between these
literatures, and these have been summarised in Figure 3. One element that each of
these literatures have in common is they are traditionally seen as positivist theories
that are united by normative underpinnings and a focus on the human element. A
common area in each of the theories, for example, is a focus on organisational culture,
values and norms, and the impact that these influences can have on change processes.
Within universities it has been argued that there are a range of opinions regarding
the role of universities in contemporary society, with a strong theme emerging about
the moral responsibility of the sector, as well as differences that exist between
expectations of stakeholders and this idea ties in with the normative issues in the
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theories. An additional link that exists at the intersection of institutional theory,
resource based view and stakeholder theory is the focus in these theories on the
concept of value creation. A number of previous studies have combined these
theoretical perspectives (c.f. Bansal, 2005; Hilman & Keim, 2001; Oliver, 1997) but
the question that arises in this research is whether competitive advantage and value
creation might be reconceptualised in the university context.

Social concerns appear to be important to the sector so the question arises of whether
a focus on these brings an element of non-financial value creation — i.e. a competitive
advantage of some sort. Such exploration may present an opportunity in terms of
extending the link between RBV, IT and stakeholder to a non-financial focused sector
in the quest for understanding strategic behaviour in such an environment (Branco &
Rodrigues, 2006).

It should be mentioned that other theories could have been chosen in this thesis in
order to research the issues and questions from different perspectives. One such
theory, for example, may have been that of organistaional power and politics (Bolman
& Deal, 2008; Clegg, 1989; Clegg, Kornberger & Pitsis, 2011), particularly given the
focus in the research on the views of the particular stakeholder groups chosen;
management and academics. But this theory was not chosen because instead of the
focus of the thesis being on the notion of strategic choice, politics and power struggles,
the focus was on positivist theories that view power in a different way. In particular a
greater emphasis was placed on the social dimension of CR as an issue that is
determined by the situation and context within which it is embedded and as an issue
that has the potential to serve the interests of the whole organisation.

In addition to links between theories, gaps have also been identified in each of these
literatures which, when combined, give rise to the research questions being addressed
in this thesis. In particular, the intersection between the literatures on the social
dimension for CR, the university sector and organisational change are underexplored.
The argument put forward in this thesis is that the social dimension of CR has a
powerful role to play in universities, given the relationship that this sector has within
society as a moral leader and standard setter in this regard. As discussed in Chapter
2, universities are morphing and changing as a result of factors in the external
environment including globalisation, casualisation of the workforce and
managerialism and as such there are now competing values and stakeholder
expectations that are at play. CR is an issue that has started to be explored in
relation to universities and there is a nascent literature examining largely
environmental elements of CR: however research that brings together the
combination of theories being used in this research is nascent. An additional
identified gap in the literature is around organisation development and change and
its application to the implementation of the social dimension of CR programmes in
universities. This gap has been recognised by others who have suggested that future
research about universities and social responsibility is needed (e.g. Brennan, 2008).

56



Figure 3: Conceptual links between theories of the thesis

Stakeholder Organisation Resource based Institutional
theory development view theory
Stakeholders want OD is humanistic, Looks at how Looks at what ‘should
organisations to values-based (e.g. organisations should be done’ in terms of
behave in certain ways trust, collaboration) seek out and play to the rules of the game
approach to org their strengths

Conceptual links

e Normative underpinnings — how organisations ‘should’ behave

e The importance of the human element (e.g. HR interventions, community involvement,
stakeholder expectations)

e Positivist theories

e All have elements that look for the ‘utopian’ ideal

The university context
o Stakeholder expectations — conflicting (especially management versus academics)?
e What are the implications of corporatisation versus traditional normative values of moral
responsibility?
e |s there a role for more systematic implementation of the social dimension of CR?

l

The social dimension of corporate responsibility
e Better understanding about the implementation of CR is the ‘desired outcome’ of this thesis
e What recommendations can be made to find a more coherent way forward for Macquarie
University in terms of its organisation wide response to the social dimension of CR?

(Developed for this research)

These preceding literature review chapters have contextualised the research problem
being addressed in this thesis, which is looking at why the social dimension of CR
appears to be important for the university sector and the issues that appear influence
the planning and implementation of this element of CR.

To address this problem a number of research questions have been identified, as
described more fully in Chapter 1. These questions are as follows:

Research Question 1- How 1s the social dimension of CR conceptualised in the
academic and practitioner based Iliterature
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Research question 2- How 1s the social dimension of CR interpreted,
operationalised and strategised in the case university?

Research question 3- What is driving change toward the social dimension of CR
In the university context?

Research question 4- What are the barriers to change in the implementation of
the social dimension of CR in the university context?

The methodology used for the empirical investigation of these questions is the subject
of the next chapter.
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Chapter 4. Methodology and research
design

This research explores the understudied social dimension of corporate responsibility
(CR) and in particular examines the interpretation and operationalisation of this
element of CR within universities. The purpose of this chapter is to outline the
philosophical framework that has shaped the research and the methodological
approach that is taken for exploring the research problems under consideration.

Philosophical assumptions and research paradigms

A method of inquiry is always underpinned by a set of assumptions around the nature
of knowledge, the topic in question and the way this topic might be studied (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994; 2005; Morgan & Smircich, 1980). This set of assumptions defines the
basic belief system or world view that guides the researcher and thus defines the
research paradigm (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 2005). A
statement of the philosophical approach to study helps to outline the ontological and
epistemological assumptions as well as defend the chosen method of inquiry (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994).

Social constructivism

The ontological view taken in this research is that reality is socially constructed and
is built up over time through interactions with others, institutions and symbols (Burr,
2003; Morgan & Smircich, 1980). Reality thus does not exist per se, but is co-
constructed via experiences that are intangible, socially based and local and specific
in nature (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 2005). Taking a social constructivist perspective on
organisational studies, Morgan (2006), for example, states that organisations are
“...socially constructed realities that are as much in the minds of their members as
they are in concrete structures, rules, and relations” (Morgan, 2006: 137).

In an epistemology based in social construction the research process is subjective and
the researcher and participants are assumed to be interactively linked to the point
where findings are created as the research process proceeds (Burr, 2003; Guba &
Lincoln, 1994; 2005). The researcher and respondents bring their own interpretations
and outlooks into a situation and consensus is reached through findings and realities
that are co-created (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Such an epistemology is adopted in this
thesis.
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The research is also enhanced through the process of reflexivity. Taking a reflexive
approach has been argued by many authors to be a key part of qualitative research
(e.g. Alvesson, 2003; Alvesson & Sklddberg, 2000; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992;
Johnson & Duberley, 2003; Koch & Harrington, 1998; Woolgar, 1988). The thesis was
influenced by reflexivity in that data collection, interviews and writing up of the
thesis were an iterative process that allowed for self-reflection and critique on the
part of the researcher. Rather than ruthlessly following a theoretical position the
research process was left to evolve naturally. The view taken is one that is in
agreement with Stablein (2006) who argues that research and data collection is not
concrete but instead is an interactive experience that evolves and changes throughout
the research period and is influenced by the interpretations and reflection of the
researcher.

Qualitative methodology

In this study a view is taken that corporate responsibility is socially constructed and
thus impacted by a range of social, economic, institutional and political pressures.
Taking this view implies that in order to gain a full appreciation of the range of
pressures and social implications a methodological strategy should be chosen that
considers the context and complexity of everyday life (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000;
Morgan & Smicich, 1980). Qualitative methods have the ability to provide this level of
understanding and also are appropriate for studying dynamic processes within the
context of the organisational environment (Gephart, 2004).

There are a number of reasons why a qualitative approach is appropriate in this
research. Firstly, qualitative methods are more sensitive to complex environments
than quantitative methods (Bryman, 1984) and offer a more holistic perspective
(Marshall & Rossman, 2011; Patton, 1987) which is influential given the complexity of
both the issue of study, CR, as well as the context of study, the university sector.
Secondly, such methods allow for the study of these complex phenomena in real time
and with real examples (Silverman, 1989), drawing on the “humanity” of participants
in the study (Marshall & Rossman, 2011: 2). The flexibility of qualitative methods
also allow for the discovery of “unanticipated” findings (Bryman, 1984: 78), which
allows the research process to remain iterative. And finally, a qualitative approach
involves a closer relationship between the researcher and the area of study, which
presents opportunities to engage and reflect on the research as it unfolds (Bryman,
1984; Marshall & Rossman, 2011).

In terms of implementing qualitative research a number of strategies can be chosen
including: in-depth interviews, focus groups, case studies, questionnaires, storytelling
and narrative inquiry (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). In this research two main
approaches have been taken: a qualitative meta-analysis of the literature on CR; and
a case study. The reasons for choosing these methods will be discussed next.
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Stages of inquiry

This research was undertaken in three stages of inquiry. The first involved a
substantial qualitative meta-analysis where the research on CR, and its related
concepts, was reviewed and synthesised in order to developed a fine grained
understanding of how the social dimension of CR is defined and conceptualised in the
extant literature. A second area of inquiry involved a case study, supported by a
number of themed studies, undertaken in a university in Australia. And the final
stage of inquiry brought together the data collated during the research to make
recommendations around the implementation of the social dimension of CR in
universities. Each of these stages of inquiry will be described in detail below.

First stage of inquiry: a qualitative meta-analysis
Part A

The first stage of inquiry involved the development of the normative organising
framework discussed in detailed in Chapter 5. This framework was an outcome that
arose from a substantial qualitative meta-analysis, the methodology of which is
described throughout this chapter. This stage of inquiry was undertaken throughout
2009 and into early 2010. During this period of study the focus was on developing an
overarching understanding of how the social dimension of CR was interpreted and
defined in the extant literature on CR (and its related concepts).

Part B

Alongside the meta-analysis, a year or so (2009) was spent developing an initial
understanding of the issues facing the case organisation, Macquarie University,
around the social dimension of CR. This process began with a major documentation
analysis of past annual reports, sustainability reports, policies, procedures and other
university documents of relevance. The outcomes of this paper based investigation
informed the interview questions used for the first round of interviews which were
undertaken in September/October 2009 (see interview protocol in Appendix A). The
researcher also observed a number of meetings and workshops during this period. At
this point in the study the nomenclature being used to describe the phenomenon
under consideration was ‘social sustainability’. This term was replaced with the idea
of the ‘social dimension of CR’ later in the study after it was discovered that ‘social
sustainability’ was not a concept that was easily being understood by participants (a
finding in itself).

The purpose of this part of the investigation was to develop an initial understanding
of how the social dimension of CR was being operationalised at MQ, where the
implementation challenges and successes were lying, and what the cause of these
appeared to be. In the interviews during this stage of inquiry, questions were focused
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around programmes and initiatives that had been read about in supporting
documentation such as university policies, websites or other secondary sources.

The outcomes of the first stage of inquiry were two fold. Firstly it involved the
development of the organising framework around the social dimension of CR, which
was an outcome derived from the qualitative meta-analysis. The second outcome was
the collation of a range of data on social responsibility at the organisational level. This
cumulative data led to the second stage of inquiry, which explored the different
elements of the social dimension of CR in more detail.

One of the conclusions drawn from these findings is that the social dimension of CR is
influenced by the sector and organisational context under which it is studied and
hence needs to be examined in different settings. This led to the second area of
inquiry that further explored each of the seven categories developed in the organising
framework in terms of how these are operationalised in one such organisational
context, the university.

Second stage of inquiry’ themed studies on each of the identified
elements of the social dimension of CR

The second stage of inquiry led to the development of seven themed studies on each of
the social dimension categories that were defined in the framework in Chapter 5.
There were three reasons for undertaking these issue level themed studies: firstly
they provided an opportunity to document a range of examples of how each of the
elements of the social dimension of CR were being interpreted and operationalised in
the case university; secondly, they provided a chance to bring in more of the secondary
data from the study as a form of triangulation, thus adding to validity, and thirdly,
the studies were used to show how the framework developed in Chapter 5 played out
in the case university — i.e. were the concepts identified in the organising framework
also seen in practice in this sector? What areas of the framework should universities
be concentrating on? What issues fell into the ‘other’ category of social issues for this
sector? These were some of the questions that were considered.

Data used to inform the themed studies was largely taken from a second round of
interviews which were undertaken in July/August 2010: however, the themed studies
were also informed by data from some of the first round interviews. The themed
studies also relied heavily on secondary data, particularly about programmes and
initiatives that were being undertaken in the case organisation. These documents
were used to support and triangulate interview data and to find out more about
initiatives and programmes that were discussed by participants. Once again,
meetings and workshops were observed and the data from these (including notes and
verbatim transcripts where available) were also fed into the data pool.

The completed themed studies are presented as part of the findings in Chapter 6 with
themes and concepts that emerged between the different elements of the social
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dimension of CR also being used to inform the thesis outcomes. These studies provide
practical examples of how the elements of the social dimension of CR are being
operationalised at MQ.

Third stage of inquiry- developing the recommendations

The final stage of inquiry brought together the learning that had taken place in the
earlier phases of inquiry in order to more fully inform the investigation of the
overarching research aim, which was to identify issues that could influence the
planning and implementation of the social dimension of CR in universities. This area
is largely presented in the final chapter of the thesis where a number of theoretical
and practice based recommendations are made around how the social dimension of CR
might implemented in a more systematic and ‘plan driven’ way in universities.

Method
Qualitative meta-analysis

A qualitative meta-analysis is a methodology that is used to synthesise the outcomes
of a range of studies related to the same topic or research question (Hunter, Schmidt,
& Jackson, 1982; Timulak, 2009). It is sometimes referred to as a qualitative meta-
synthesis (e.g. Thorne et al, 2004; Walsh & Downe, 2005) and indeed there is some
debate in the literature regarding which term is more appropriate (e.g. Finfgeld,
2003). However, in this research the term qualitative meta-analysis has been chosen
as a way of describing an interpretive approach to the synthesis of a large body of
literature (Walsh & Downe, 2005). Meta-analyses are a commonly used technique in
quantitative research, but have more recently become a method used in qualitative
research as well (e.g. Fifka, 2011; Park & Gretzel, 2007; Rohr & McCoy, 2010; Thorne
et al, 2004; Timulak, 2009; Walsh & Downe, 2005). In contrast to quantitative meta-
analyses where the focus tends to be on examination of effective practices across
contexts and a type of ‘aggregation to achieve unity’ (Thorne et al, 2004: 1346), the
goal of qualitative and interpretive syntheses is to inform readers about the actual
contexts themselves (Noblit & Hare, 1988) through a process that has the capability
to retain complexities inherent in qualitative research (Thorne et al.,, 2004).

As with any other research activity, a meta-analysis is framed by a particular
question or purpose that grounds the study (Walsh & Downe, 2005; Park & Gretzel,
2007). The purpose here was to provide an overview of existing publications in
relation to CR in order to determine how these publications interpreted and defined
the social dimension of CR. In particular the objective was to respond to the first
research question of the thesis:

Research Question 1- How is the social dimension of CR conceptualised in the
academic and practitioner based literature?
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A qualitative meta-analysis has been argued to be a ‘study unto itself (Thorne et al,
2004: 1346) and because of this the approach used in this research was carefully
planned and systematically followed certain methodological ‘rules’ (Thorne et al,
2004). The process that was followed during this analysis is outlined throughout this
methods chapter and is further elaborated on in Chapter 5.

Themed studies

In the second stage of inquiry an approach was utilised with the goal of making an in-
depth analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Yin, 1994) of how the social elements of CR
are interpreted and applied in universities and how the implementation of this
dimension of CR might be undertaken in a more systematic way. These themed
studies were based on the idea of a short case study, although they did not strictly
adhere to the expected format of a case study, hence they have been called ‘themed
studies’ instead. It is common in the social constructivist paradigm to use case studies
as a method as it allows for deep understandings of the social world to occur through
talking and listening between researcher and participants.

In this research a case study approach was chosen due to the complexity of the
phenomenon under study (Gillham, 2000; Yin, 1994). A case study is “an empirical
inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real life context;
when the boundaries between the phenomenon and context are not clearly evident”
and when there are multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 1994: 13). Case studies are an
appropriate choice of methodology in situations where dynamic and complex
situations need to be captured (Eisenhardt, 1989) or where context needs to be
retained (Naumes & Naumes, 1999). In the literature review chapters it was
demonstrated that the social dimension of CR is not yet fully understood at an
operational level for organisations and a normative organising framework about the
social dimension was developed that guides the empirical research. The themed
studies developed for this research have been undertaken with an aim of augmenting
this framework through the provision of an in-depth understanding of how the social
dimension of CR is currently operationalised and interpreted in the case organisation.
The process was iterative (Eisenhardt, 1989) and provided a flexible way of exploring
the broad research questions through the gathering of a variety of data sources
(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Sigglekow, 2007; Yin, 1994). The research took an
iterative approach to data collection where the framework development, first round of
interviews and theoretical linking of stakeholder theory, resource based view,
institutional theory and organisation development theory impacted on interview
questions in later parts of the research, as well the writing up phase. This is an
accepted approach in qualitative research (Gephart, 2004) and this kind of inductive
approach has been used in other studies (e.g. Isabella, 1990).
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Case study design

Case studies can be designed as either single case or multi-case design (Eisenhardt,
1989; Yin, 1994). Although multiple site case studies present potential for a greater
level of generalisability, a single site case study is considered appropriate in
situations where the case is critical or unique (Yin, 1994). This study adopts a single
case study design with a university chosen as the investigation site. Although only
one case study will be used, evidence can be found that supports the persuasive power
of single case research (e.g. Sigglekow 2007). It is nevertheless recognised that
generalisability is difficult to justify with a single case study approach (Flyvbjerg,
2006; Yin, 1994) so to overcome this potential issue, an embedded case study approach
will be adopted, informed by other sources of data and evidence. Embedded case
studies involve using more than one unit, or object of analysis and provide an
opportunity for extended exploration and different insights into a case site (Scholz &
Tietje, 2002). In this research a single site has been chosen, supported by a number of
embedded subunits of analysis. A range of methods were also utilised to test the
“goodness” of the research (Peshkin, 1993) and these will be discussed later in the
chapter.

Why the university sector?

Corporate responsibility and its related concepts are increasingly important for all
organisations and are concepts that are gaining momentum as stakeholders
understand and demand more from organisations in terms of their social, community
and ethical contributions. Against this line of thinking, it seems unnecessary to
particularly justify why the university context has been chosen over others as it could
be asked whether one sector is inherently in need of becoming better at CR over
others. Despite this, there are a few specific reasons for why the university context
was chosen for this study. In particular universities have an implicit history in the
area of social responsibility, particularly recognised in terms of the moral
responsibility role they have traditionally held in society. However, because there has
been a period of change in the sector with regard to its purpose, values and culture,
this also makes it an interesting sector in which to explore the social dimension of CR.

From a methodological standpoint three other specific reasons for choosing the
university context as the focus of this research are relevant. Firstly the sector was
chosen as a response to recent calls for CR research to examine organisations with
different ownership structures (Lee, 2008). Secondly, it was chosen because extant CR
research on this sector reflects a lack of emphasis on the social dimension. Although
“education for sustainability” (e.g. Benn & Dunphy, 2009; Porter & Cordoba, 2009;
Steketee, 2009; Van Dam-Mieras et al, 2008) does represent one way that
universities are showing commitment to the social dimension of CR through educating
students about a critical current social concerns, it is argued that there does not
appear to be a systematic or ‘plan driven’ approach to implementation of the social
dimension of CR. In addition, “campus greening” (e.g. Bala, Munoz, Rieradevall &
Ysern, 2008; Clugston & Calder, 1999; Downey, 2004) has been shown to have a
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particular focus on the environmental dimension of CR. As was argued earlier, this
thesis recognises that universities address social concerns as part of the work they do
(e.g. social inclusion, equity, gender and indigenous issues and ‘education for
sustainability’), but it is argued further that the work that is done currently would
seem to be to be driven by institutional forces such as government funding or changes
in policy. This has resulted in what ccould be suggested as ad hoc implementation of
the social dimension of CR rather than a systematic, plan driven approach. The third
reason the sector was chosen as the focus for this research was because of the moral
responsibility role that it plays in society, with an argument being put forward that
reimagining this moral responsibility role as the social dimension of CR may help to
bring a more strategic focus to this issue. This in turn may help to realign conflicts
that appear to currently exist between stakeholder groups in the sector, particularly
explored in this thesis through the voices of university management and academics.

Data
Qualitative meta-analysis

A starting point for the qualitative meta-analysis was to define how the literature
included in the analysis would be chosen. Articles were found using two main search
processes. The first was to begin by identifying articles from the reference lists of
recent, notable and commonly cited reviews of CR including: Banerjee (2008), Carroll
and Shabana (2010), Dahlsrud (2008), Lee (2008), Lockett, Moon and Visser (2006)
and Montiel (2008). From this point a snowball sampling technique was used where
new papers were sourced from the reference lists of the other papers already
reviewed. After this process had been exhausted and all commonly cited papers
appeared to have been included, a second approach was taken by searching in ‘Google
Scholar’. Search terms included different combinations of corporate responsibility,
corporate social responsibility, corporate citizenship and sustainability (the main
terms used to represent CR issues) along with defin* (which was a specific way of
searching so that all papers that had ‘define’ or ‘definition’ in them were found) and
review (to capture other literature review papers that might include definitions).
Several additional papers were sourced using this technique. Papers published until
mid 2010, that is until the meta-analysis and framework development process was
completed, were included.

In total 301 articles, books and practitioner based reviews were found. Because the
question that underpinned the meta-analysis was open and leading (i.e. Research
Question 1 of this thesis), and one that appeared to not have been explored previously
in the literature, the scope of the analysis was broad and erred on being inclusive of
as many papers and book as possible, rather than taking a precise and narrow
approach (Walsh & Downe, 2005). Only publications in English were considered and it
should also be noted that the review does not claim to encompass the exhaustive
literature that has been published on CR as this would be impossible to collate and
summarise.
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The resulting collection of papers and books also inevitably included a range of
different methodological approaches. Although in more traditional quantitative meta-
analyses this is often considered not to be good practice, in a qualitative paradigm
where knowledge is constructed it is considered legitimate to include a variety of
approaches (Walsh & Downe, 2005).

The themed studies

The empirical research was undertaken at a large research based university in
Sydney, Australia - Macquarie University (MQ). MQ was established in 1964 and in
2010 ranked 9t in Australia in the Shanghai Jiao Tong rankings of world universities
(2627 in the world). MQ is not one of the ‘group of eight’ universities in Australia,
which are a group made up largely of the oldest universities in Australia that market
themselves as ‘Australia’s leading universities’ (www.go8.edu.au): however, MQ is
nevertheless considered one of the more well respected universities in Australia and
prides itself on high levels of academic achievement and quality research outputs
(www.mq.edu.au).

MQ offers courses across its four faculties of arts, business and economics, human
sciences and science. In 2010 the university enrolled 31,286 students. Around one
third of these enrolments were full fee paying international students, which is a
relatively high proportion compared to other Australian universities (Bradley et al,
2008 and statistics available at www.deewr.gov.au). In this same year there were
2118 members of staff, 960 academic and 1158 professional. The university has a
strategic goal of becoming one of Australia’s leading research universities by 2014, its
50th anniversary, particularly through achieving a top 200 world ranking. Central to
this goal, which has been marketed as Macquarie@50, is the implementation of
‘concentrations of research excellence’, which are research areas within the university
that have focused on hiring top international researchers. As part of the
Macquarie@50’ vision, the university has also invested heavily in learning and
teaching, new buildings, new teaching facilities and in developing relationships with
industry.

MQ was chosen as the research site for two key reasons. The first relates to MQ being
a rich source of data due to there being significant change currently underway and
the second reason relates to access. These will be discussed next.

Macgquarie University

The first reason why MQ was chosen as the case study for this research was because
the organisation is currently in a state of major change towards sustainability (the
terms MQ uses to represent CR issues — see discussion in Chapter 2 about
interchangeable nature of terminology around CR) at both its core business (learning
and teaching) as well as operational levels, with examples being found of both
planned, top-down managerialist programmes of change as well as examples of
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emergent programmes being implemented at individual and faculty levels within the
organisation. The university has a very active professional sustainability department
(i.e. run by professional not academic staff). There are also academic units within the
university that are devoted to the study of sustainability and CR (e.g. the Australian
Research Institute for Environment and Sustainability — ARIES, Climate Futures
and the Centre for Research on Social Inclusion), although these have little to do with
the implementation of specific programmes of change within MQ itself and instead
are focused on research and policy change across all sectors of society.

In 2008 sustainability was identified as a core strategic direction for Macquarie and
through the organisation’s professional sustainability office (Sustainability@MQ),
there has been a formalisation of the change processes required to achieve this
direction. Such change has been occurring across the entire campus, including;
considering how to reduce waste and emissions, the embedding of sustainability
principles within curricula and governance (policies and procedures), increasing
engagement of staff and students within the local community and the enhancement
and protection of biodiversity. Because of the strategic focus that has been given to
environmental sustainability at MQ it currently has a strong reputation as one of the
leading universities in Australia in this area. For example, in 2010 it won the Public
Sector Sustainability Award at the 2010 Green Globes for its commitment to
sustainability initiatives (Cambourne, 2010). These ongoing changes towards CR
coincide with a large number of other planned programmes of change in the
organisation and together, the changes provide a rich tapestry of data around the
issues that arise during the implementation of CR in the sector.

The second reason why MQ was chosen as the case site was due to ready access to
research data that was provided. In particular, the researcher was a student at MQ
and had access to staff and information that may not otherwise be possible. Prior to
commencement the researcher did not know about the changes occurring around CR
in the organisation and did not know any of the participants. As a result it is believed
that no conflict of interest existed. The researcher remained conscious of any potential
for bias that might arise from being a student of the organisation under study during
the course of data collection, analysis and reporting and techniques were put in place
to actively manage this (as discussed below).

Support and approval for the project was sought from the Deputy Vice-Chancellor
(Provost) at MQ (verbally granted in July 2009). Ethics approval was granted by the
university’s Human Ethics Committee in August 2009.

Multiple sources of data

Data collection took place between mid 2009 to late 2010. A qualitative, case based
approach was undertaken in this research using both primary and secondary data
(Yin, 1994). In addition, multiple sources of data were collected in order to triangulate
evidence (a technique commonly used to improve validity, Yin, 1994). The primary
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evidence was gathered through in-depth interviews undertaken in two rounds — the
first in September/October 2009 and the second in July/August 2010. Observation of a
small number of meetings and workshops was also undertaken at opportunistic times
throughout the research period which formed another primary data source. Secondary
evidence was gathered from publicly available reports, speeches and written
documents from or about the university. A full list of all primary and secondary
evidence is available Appendix B and a description of each data collection method is
described below.

Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews are an accepted method in qualitative research and allow
for the development of a set of consistent questions across participants combined with
the opportunity for flexibility or elaboration as required (Hammersley & Atkinson,
1995; Yin, 1994). The specific purpose of these interviews was twofold. Firstly, to
understand how CR is interpreted and operationalised at MQ and secondly to uncover
specific issues about the management and implementation of change towards CR at
the university. This was done through gaining an understanding about participants’
perceptions, observations, concerns, reactions and thoughts in relation to specific
projects and programmes of change towards CR at the university. To do this, a set of
open-ended questions was developed that guided the interviews but also allowed a
degree of flexibility to explore matters of interest that arose. The interview protocol
can be found in Appendix A.

The majority of the data was gathered from interviews with staff (and a small number
of students) from Macquarie University. In total 55 interviews were undertaken with
53 participants (two participants were interviewed twice). This was done in two
phases, 33 interviews in phase one (September/October 2009) and 22 in phase two
(July/August 2010). Each interview was about one hour duration, with the average
being 49 minutes. Interviewees included members of the Council, the Vice-Chancellor,
the Deputy Vice-Chancellor and Provost, a number of other Deputy Vice-Chancellors
and Pro Vice-Chancellors, all but one of the Deans of the university, a range of
employees holding positions as Directors and Heads of Department across the
university, a number of the general (administrative) staff and a few students.

It should be pointed out that the voices that are strongest in this research are those of
the leadership of MQ as well as the academics. It was nevertheless considered
valuable to include some evidence from lower level general staff, in order to hear how
issues were portrayed by other members of the MQ community. A complete interview
schedule and list of participants is available in Appendix C.

In order to ensure confidentiality participants were categorised according to a number
of levels of position (from Executive Management to Student) and a summary of this
information is provided below in Table 4. It should be noted that where quotes are
presented throughout this thesis instead of the real names of participants
pseudonyms have been used in place in order to maintain confidentiality of
interviewees. Interviews were undertaken face to face and were audio recorded. Audio
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recordings were used primarily for accuracy of data transcription and analysis but
also allowed the opportunity to use direct quotes in research publications (as
suggested by Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2003).

Table 4: Summary of participant information by position

Position category | Description of Category \ # of interviews

Councillors, Vice Chancellor, Deputy Vice 15
Chancellors, Pro-Vice Chancellors, Directors
of operational units

Senior Management and
Directors

Academic Management Deans, Heads of Department, Heads of School | 10

. Professors, A/Professors, Senior Lecturers, 13
Academic
Lecturers
School administrative officers and senior 13

General (Support) Staff operational staff

Students Students of the university 3

External to university Consultants and others external to university

TOTAL | 55

Although informants were initially chosen based on their job function being involved
(at some level) in the university’s CR agenda, a snowballing technique was used to
identify a wider range of participants (Babbie, 2004). Participants were initially
approached by email, with a request for interview and an information sheet
explaining the purpose of the study (see Appendix D), research procedure and other
details. Participants either agreed or declined based on this email. Of the 61 emails
sent out, 53 people agreed to participate, one formally declined as she was concerned
about a conflict of interests and seven people did not respond to the email (despite one
reminder being sent). The high response rate is believed to be for three reasons: firstly
because the research was endorsed and approved by the Provost, secondly as there
appeared to be a genuine interest across the campus in the area of research, and
thirdly as good will towards the PhD student doing the research. Participation was
voluntary and people were advised they could withdraw from the study at any time.
At the time of interview participants signed a consent form stating their willingness
to participate and their understanding of the purpose of the study and the use of
results (see Appendix D for the information sheet sent as part of the initial
introductory email as well as the consent form they were required to sign).
Participants were also advised that all information would remain anonymous in any
publication, which was important as some interviewees felt uncomfortable at
potentially being able to be identified by comments made in the interview.

Observations and meeting notes

At opportunistic times throughout the study period the researcher attended meetings,
information sessions and workshops considered relevant. A full list of these
observation sessions and what they were about can be found in Appendix E. At such
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observations, in order to satisfy ethical concerns (and where relevant), participants
where made aware that the researcher was observing the event. Field notes were
taken at all observations and included details about what happened at the event, who
was present and notes about what was said. During such note taking the researcher
was cognisant to not confuse observation and interpretation by recording exactly what
was seen and heard and not deviating from it (Brewer, 2000; Hammersley &
Atkinson, 1995). However, a different set of notes and observations were kept that
recorded the thoughts and feelings of the researcher throughout the research process
in a document similar to a research reflection diary.

Document review

To support and triangulate the interview and observation data, analysis of relevant
written policies and procedures was also undertaken as a source of secondary
evidence. Such documents included annual reports, policies, procedures, newspaper
articles, reports, speech transcripts and other relevant documents. A full list of these
documents can be found in Appendix B. The analysis of these documents continued
throughout the research period, starting in early 2009 and finishing in late 2010. The
documents reviewed were helpful as they initially provided background and
institutional context around issues regarding social responsibility in the case
organisation. As the research continued the documents were used to support or refute
evidence that was being uncovered during interviews and other observations. As with
the interviews and observations, the purpose of collecting the data from the document
review was to corroborate findings or find areas of contradiction.

Data analysis
Qualitative meta-analysis

The final phase of the meta-analysis was to synthesise the findings to elucidate a
more refined conception of the social dimension of CR by identifying core themes or
definitions that arose (Walsh & Downe, 2005). A number of steps were taken to do
this. The first step was to identify any exact definitions that were found of the social
dimension of CR in particular. As only a very limited number of these exact
definitions were able to be found of the social dimension of CR (which in itself further
reinforced the need for this review) a second step was to extract conceptualisations of
the social dimension. This was a subjective approach where the ways that the social
dimension was discussed by authors was interpreted and if an acceptable definition of
the social dimension of CR appeared to emerge then this was also included.

Next a more detailed process of synthesis was undertaken where the definitions were
recategorised and shaped into an organising framework. The detailed process that
was undertaken during these steps is described in detail in Chapter 5.
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Interviews and other data collected

In qualitative research, data analysis is not a distinct stage of the research but
instead begins at the pre-fieldwork stage and continues to the writing up period (Yin,
1994). Data analysis has therefore been part of the larger process of inquiry in this
study (Jorgensen, 1989). Gephart (2004) argues that much qualitative research falters
in the way that concepts are analysed and drawn together. As such, specific steps
have been undertaken to ensure careful data coding and analysis. The approach taken
to data analysis broadly followed the steps recommended by Marshall and Rossman
(2011), although each phase was repeated many times throughout the courses of the
research due to the iterative nature of the analysis. For example, as data was
collected it was coded according to categories that emerged; however, as expected the
list of categories underwent considerable change over the course of the research
period (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995). Organising and reorganising data was an
ongoing part of the process. The specific phases of this process that were adopted will
be briefly 