Strategizing Corporate Social Responsibility:

Institutional Work in Practice

Abstract

This paper investigates the process whereby a new idea or practice is turned into strategy within an organization.  We rely on the concept of institutional work and the strategy-as-practice perspective to theorize ‘strategizing’ as a double-faced process consisting in ‘making something strategic’ (institutional view) while ‘crafting strategy’ (practice view).  We use the case of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) to investigate empirically the relationships between these two facets of strategizing as they occur within an organization.  A longitudinal study within a UK Utility highlights how practitioners have mobilized the discourse of strategy to facilitate the acceptance of CSR and, in so doing, have reshaped organizational strategy.  Our findings uncover the repertoire of micro-practices that are mobilized in the cultural, political and technical institutional work that support CSR strategizing.  They show the dynamic articulation of institutional and practice forms of strategizing.
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‘In many situations, strategy is synonymous with ‘important’. If you want something to be taken seriously, label it ‘strategic’. Having an action plan is all well and good, but a ‘strategic’ plan really has an impact!  […] Actually, strategy is importance in practice.’ (Jacobs, 2008, p. 2)

‘BCG supports companies around the world that want to improve their social impact and also improve the benefit to their business through CSR initiatives. We take a holistic view, incorporating economic, social, and ecological aspects—looking beyond just the functional aspects of the issue.’ (Boston Consulting Group 2009)

How does a new idea or practice become strategic?  How do actors make this happen?  What are the consequences of this process?  Although even cursory observations suggest that labelling a new idea or practice ‘strategic’ can provide it with legitimacy and thus facilitate its acceptance within an organization, this facet of the ‘strategizing’ process has remained so far under-researched.  This paper addresses this overlooked organizational phenomenon by theorizing two distinct approaches to strategizing and highlighting their interrelations to account for the roles that actors play in the transformation of a new idea or practice into strategy.

On the one hand, strategizing is about ‘making something strategic’.  This process refers to a form of intra-organizational legitimacy-building that can be described as institutional work (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).  From this perspective, strategizing captures the work that facilitates the institutionalization of a new idea or practice within an organization in relation to broader social processes.

On the other hand, strategizing is about ‘the making of strategy’.  This process corresponds to the ‘craft of strategy’ (Mintzberg 1987; Whittington and Cailluet 2008) and can be approached through the strategy-as-practice perspective (Golsorkhi et al. 2010; Jarzabkowski and Spee 2009; Johnson, Melin and Whittington 2003).  This practice-based view on strategizing complements the institutional view on strategizing as it points to the micro-practices deployed by actors to shape organizational strategy.
To investigate the relationships between these two forms of strategizing within an organization, we focus on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), a case in point of an idea that becomes regarded as strategic.  CSR, which was hardly viewed as  strategic in the corporate world ten years ago (Economist 2005), now represents a growing market segment for strategy-consulting or auditing firms such as the Boston Consulting Group, or McKinsey.  Its rhetoric and associated management practices are today widely diffused (Banerjee 2008; Basu and Palazzo 2008; Crouch 2006; Matten and Moon 2008; Shamir 2005).  Yet, because the CSR field mainly focuses on CSR financial impacts (Margolis and Walsh 2003), few studies if any, have investigated the institutional and social change of CSR status within organizations.  As a result, little is known about the processes underlying CSR strategizing and institutionalization at the organizational level (Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen 2010).

To investigate the interrelations between the institutional and practice views on strategizing, we conducted a single longitudinal case study of a UK utility within which practitioners mobilized the discourse of strategy to facilitate the organizational appropriation of CSR.  Our findings bridge the two faces of strategizing.  First, they uncover the micro-practices deployed by actors to merge CSR and organizational strategy.  Second, they highlight the relationships between these micro-practices and the institutional work that enhances CSR legitimacy within the organization.

1. Conceptual Foundations: Bridging the Two Faces of Strategizing

1.1 Making Things Strategic: An Institutional View on Strategizing

Strategizing can describe a process whereby a discourse or a practice, which is not initially presented, framed, or thought of, as ‘strategic’, is turned into strategy.  In becoming part of the strategy, this discourse or practice acquires the social properties of the ‘discourse of strategy’ that is usually regarded as especially important within organizations (Hendry 2000; Jacobs 2008).  The legitimacy enjoyed by strategic discourse within organizations partly derives from the status of ‘strategy’ as a social practice at the society level (Whittington 2006; Whittington 2007).  By being included within organizational strategy, the new discourse or practice becomes a resource in itself (Hardy, Palmer and Phillips 2000) and benefits in return from the ‘force potential’ of strategic discourse (Vaara, Sorsa and Pälli 2010). As a genre, strategic texts appear to have a specific ‘textual agency’ (Cooren 2004) that enhances their capacity to produce performative effects and thus shape organizational actions (Vaara, Sorsa and Pälli 2010).
From this institutional viewpoint, strategizing can be described as a process of legitimacy-building or institutionalization that takes place within organizations (Perkmann and Spicer 2008; Scott 2001; Zilber 2002).  This process is achieved once organizational members no longer question the strategic status of the new discourse or practice.  Such a status change requires intensive ‘institutional work’, defined as the “purposive actions of individuals and organizations aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions” (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Lawrence, Suddaby and Leca 2009: 215). 

Building on Lawrence and Suddaby’s (2006) typology, Perkmann and Spicer (2008) have clarified the nature of institutional work.  They show how the lasting institutionalization of management fashions requires the combination of three types of institutional work: political, technical and cultural.  These three forms of institutional work can usefully be adapted to the organizational level in order to account for the strategizing process.  First, cultural work “establishes or reframes beliefs systems and values, often by linking practices with more widely anchored discourses” (Perkmann and Spicer 2008: 813).  This refers to the construction of ‘normative associations’ and identity-building inside organizations.  Second, political work aims at “generating new configurations of actors and establishing and reconfigurating rules and property rights” (Perkmann and Spicer 2008: 813).  In the context of an organization, political work points to advocacy activities as well as negotiations and bargaining processes.  These activities may support changes of internal regulations or organizational rules (Crozier and Friedberg 1980).  Third, technical work involves “designing frameworks that suggest, recommend or prescribe certain modes of actions” (Perkmann and Spicer 2008: 813).  It encompasses tasks, such as designing new standards or theorizing practices to facilitate their organizational acceptance.

The institutional work concept can describe how an emerging social discourse or practice becomes part of the ‘institutionalized’ strategy of an organization.  First, institutional work bridges intra-organizational processes of institutionalization to broader processes of new practice diffusion at the societal or field level (Lawrence, Suddaby and Leca 2009).  Second, institutional work typologies provide useful ‘grammars’ to capture institutional activities from the individual perspective.  Institutional work can thus relate organizational processes to broader movements of institutionalization while considering their micro-foundations at the individual level of analysis (Barley 2008; Powell and Colyvas 2008).
However, prior studies of institutional work have focused on the institutional or organizational rather than on the individual level of analysis.
  For instance, few of the studies recently reviewed by Perkmann and Spicer (2008), or published in Lawrence, Suddaby and Leca (2009), describe the purposive work and practices of individual actors within organizations nor do they link this work to broader institutionalization processes.  In this paper, we seek to clarify the micro-foundations of institutional work in ‘unpacking’ the categories of cultural, political and technical work to account for actors’ micro-practice as they occur at the micro-level of analysis within organizations (Jarzabkowski, Matthiesen and Van de Ven 2009).  Capturing institutional work ‘in practice’ at the individual level in strategic terms allows for better integration of the institutional view with the practice-based view. 

1.2 The Making of Strategy: A Practice-based View on Strategizing

A different yet complementary view on strategizing is provided by the strategy-as-practice stream of research (Golsorkhi et al. 2010; Jarzabkowski and Spee 2009; Johnson et al. 2007; Johnson, Melin and Whittington 2003).  According to this perspective, strategizing is well captured by the metaphor of ‘someone crafting strategy’ (Mintzberg 1987: 66) as it refers to the process whereby managers shape and produce strategy in navigating within and across deliberate and emergent organizational processes (Burgelman 1991; Jarzabkowski 2008).  From a methodological viewpoint “[…] the practice approach is to go inside the process to examine intimately the kind of work that is actually being done” (Whittington and Cailluet 2008: 244).  This involves studying strategizing by considering the following ‘research parameters’: “practitioners (those people who do the work of strategy); practices (the social, symbolic and material tools through which strategy work is done); and praxis (the flow of activity in which strategy is accomplished)” (Jarzabkowski and Spee 2009: 70).
The practice view on strategizing offers a useful lens to capture the fine-grained elements and the flow of activities which are constitutive of strategizing (Johnson et al. 2007; Johnson, Melin and Whittington 2003).  This view can reveal the micro-dynamics and tactics that make strategizing as an institutional process happen within organization.  Hence, this second approach to strategizing usefully complements the institutional view.

The practice stream of research has delivered important contributions for studying strategizing.  Prior studies have highlighted the daily micro-activities that middle managers deploy to facilitate strategic change through sensemaking and sensegiving (Rouleau 2005) and, have clarified the influence of managers’ perceptions of role expectations on their capacity to influence strategy (Mantere 2008).  Such research has also analyzed how various ‘modes of discourse’ shaped organizational and social contexts (Heracleous 2006) and unpacked the discursive activities of strategists in the board-room (Samra-Fredericks 2003).  Recent studies have shown the role of metaphors and objects in strategic renewal (Jacobs 2008; Kaplan 2010) as well as in the flexibility of planning in strategic decision-making (Giraudeau 2008).
However, the practice view on strategizing does not clearly link actors’ micro-activities to the broader institutional context and processes (Jarzabkowski and Spee 2009; Whittington 2006; Whittington 2007).  Hence linking the practice-based view to the institutional view on strategizing could create a bridge to further our understanding of strategizing as a multilevel process of change which occurs inside organizations, in relation to external institutional process (Whittington 2006).  We now explain why the contemporary diffusion of Corporate Social Responsibility is a relevant empirical context for studying these facets of strategizing.

2. Institutional Context: Strategizing Corporate Social Responsibility
Corporate Social Responsibility refers to discretionary corporate actions that aim at increasing social welfare while enhancing corporations’ relationships with its stakeholders (Barnett 2007; McWilliams and Siegel 2011).  Over the last 10 years, CSR has become a broad social and institutional phenomenon (Matten and Moon 2008; Moon, Kang and Gond 2010; Scherer and Palazzo 2011).  It can now be regarded as an institutional and organizational field of practice (Shamir 2005) which overlaps the field of strategy (Whittington et al. 2006).
In academia, strategic CSR emerged as a sub-stream of research on its own discussed in special issues (McWilliams, Siegel and Wright 2006; Orlitzky, Siegel and Waldman 2011).  The recent interest of leading strategy scholars (MacKey, Mackey and Barney 2008; Porter and Kramer 2006) and the inclusion of sections dedicated to CSR in strategy textbooks and handbooks (Johnson et al. 2007; Whetten, Rand and Godffrey 2002) both suggest that the strategic value of CSR has become more widely recognized.

Several polls and surveys reveal that in the business world as well, attitudes to CSR have changed (Economist 2005; Economist 2008).  CSR is now regarded as ‘strategic’ by executives (EIU 2008; McKinsey 2009), and investors (Eurosif 2010); and an increasing number of corporations publish CSR reports (KPMG 2008).  Changes in the ‘symbolic’ discourse are accompanied by concrete modifications of organizational practices (Basu and Palazzo 2008).  Mainstream audit and consultancy firms, such as the Boston Consulting Group, KPMG or McKinsey, have developed sub-units dedicated to CSR business.  Corporations have created CSR or Sustainability departments to manage social and environmental issues (Economist 2005).  A new community of practice (Brown and Duguid 1991) around CSR has emerged: CSR practitioners, who regard themselves as ‘CSR professionals’ support the development and diffusion of CSR practices within and across organizational boundaries, and have played a crucial role in the institutionalization of CSR (Shamir 2005, 2008)  Yet, because research on strategic CSR is dominated by quantitative inquiries focused on the financial impact of CSR (Margolis, Elfenbein and Walsh 2007; Margolis and Walsh 2003), little is known about the intra-organizational processes and practices that drive CSR adoption and implementation (Basu and Palazzo 2008; Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen 2010).
CSR thus provides an ideal context to study the process of strategizing as it refers to a set of discourses and practices that are both (a) part of a broader social process of institutionalization, and (b) in the process of acquiring a ‘strategic’ status.  Because of their institutional status outside organizations, CSR practices are of a special relevance in investigating the relationships between institutional-based and practice-based strategizing within organizations.  In what follows we investigate these two facets of CSR strategizing within an organization through a single longitudinal case study.

3. Organizational Context: Case, Method and Data

3.1 Case Context: CSR at EnergyCorp

CSR is not new to Energy Corp
 at the start of the process under study.  As a utility, it has traditionally been concerned with ecological and environmental issues related to energy production.  For instance, EnergyCorp has published an annual report on its CSR activities since 2001.  Over the years 2006-2007, Energy Corp.’s interest in social issues broadened.  Numerous initiatives oriented toward non-market stakeholders emerged across the corporation.  These initiatives emerged ‘from the bottom’ and were not related to any formal CSR policy.  Additionally, at that period, the environment department, which was in charge of the CSR activities, was perceived as being too ‘data-driven’, ‘too academic’ (i.e. abstract), and disconnected from core business issues and strategy.  With this organizational context in mind, an observer would perhaps be surprised to discover 18 months later, that strategic and CSR activities are almost fully coupled both discursively and materially; and that CSR discourse and practice are a ‘taken-for-granted’ dimension of corporate activities.

This change can be regarded as a double process of CSR practical and institutional strategizing within the organization.  On the one hand, CSR has been turned into strategy through institutional ‘strategizing’.  CSR, which initially was at best regarded with scepticism, became internally a legitimate institution:  ‘It is now a function in its own right’, said the Director of Corporate Affairs (interview).

On the other hand, this change reflects the active work of ‘practical strategizing’ undertaken by a new CSR team.  As a new person was appointed in January 2008, the ‘CSR Manager’ job was upgraded to ‘Head of CSR’.  The job is now a senior level position reporting directly to the Director of Corporate Affairs who is a member of the firm’s board (the equivalent of the executive management committee).  The new CSR team engaged in a broad set of activities aiming at constructing, through both deliberate and emergent processes (Burgelman 1991; Mintzberg and Waters 1985), something that would become the CSR strategy and would to some extent constitute the corporate strategy.  In line with a process research perspective (Jarzabkowski 2008; Mohr 1982; Pettigrew 1990) our research design aimed at capturing the two facets of the strategizing process, so that we can account for their dynamic interrelations over time.
3.2 Research design

Because we address a ‘how’ question – i.e., the analysis of a strategizing process – and aim at highlighting retrospectively micro-level activities of actors, a qualitative study was deemed appropriate (Yin 1994).
The author who collected the primary data for this research had exercised managerial functions in an energy corporation for four years before the time of the study.  He was therefore familiar with the context within which utilities operate, and with sustainability and CSR issues.  A phone call and an informal meeting with the Head of the CSR and the CSR analyst at EnergyCorp were first organized.  A formal semi-structured interview with these two members of the CSR team was subsequently arranged.  This first interview and informal conversations made clear that the strategizing process started with the arrival of a critical group of actors – the CSR team.  We therefore decided to focus our analysis on these key actors, their discourse, their practices, and their interactions with other corporate actors.  This small number of persons to be interviewed allowed us to conduct a more in-depth analysis of their practices and to pay more attention to the material aspects of micro-practices in order to analyse the strategizing process from the inside.

One of the primary data sources for this study is a set of eight formal semi-structured interviews, collected between June 10th and August 28th 2009.  Five of these interviews were conducted outside the ‘iron cage’ of the workplace to facilitate a critical reflection on the activities (Boiral 2000).  We first identified and interviewed the key internal actors involved in the CSR strategizing processes: the head of CSR (Wendy) and her assistant, the CSR analyst (Sarah).
   The CSR analyst was recruited as our ‘key informant’ or ‘informational partners’ (Rubin and Rubin 1995: 11).  Another member of the research team had several other informal meetings and phone calls with her after the research period to update the information and check the accuracy of key facts.  We completed these interviews with interviews with other internal corporate actors and purposively sampled both CSR and non-CSR managers (e.g., Strategy Analyst), in various department and at various hierarchical level.  For instance, we conducted an interview with one member of the top management team, the Director of Corporate Affairs.  Last, we included one fully external actor who had witnessed the processes of CSR development over the last 3 years at the moment of the study (Assurance Provider).  The interviewees’ length of tenure varies from 18 months for the newcomers (Head of CSR and CSR Analyst) to 20 years (Director of Corporate Affairs) with an average of 7 years.       

These eight semi-structured interviews represent almost 10 hours of recording.  Each interview was fully transcribed making a total interview data set of approximately 50,000 words.  The schedule for these semi-structured interviews was designed to create first ‘conversation with purpose’ (Burgess 1984: 102) from broad questions such as: “What is your job at EnergyCorp?  How do you view CSR at EnergyCorp?”  We then moved to more focused questions to grasp information on the practices used by the CSR practitioners at the discursive level (e.g., “What kind of arguments did you use to convince people?”) and at the material level (e.g. “What kind of tools or frameworks did you use to achieve this goal?”).

Although this data-collection is retrospective, the likely biases of rationalization and memory loss (Golden 1997) are small because the change under study started only 18 months before data-collection and was still on-going during the data collection period.  To minimise these biases, we systematically triangulated each informant with one another, including actors who did not directly take part in the change process (Huber and Power 1985).
Objects and materials artefacts constitute a second source of primary information for this study.  Although useful to capture actors’ narrative in an interpretive perspective (Evered and Louis 1981), interviews as a data-collection method reveals only the discursive side of actors’ practice.  They neglect the materiality of organizational life (Latour 2005; Orlikowski 2007).  We thus asked our interviewees to provide us with tools and objects that they used in context to support CSR practices.  In particular, we collected confidential internal documents.  These data include the successive power-point presentations that the CSR team used to convince the executive board during internal meetings, some of the excel spreadsheets this team used to define CSR key performance indicators and to benchmark the CSR policy against competitors, and several ‘drafts of strategy’ and podcasts used to communicate CSR internally.  Prior research suggests the process of power-point presentation development can reveal the ‘epistemic machinery’ that underlies strategy-making (Kaplan 2010), and drafts can help capturing the temporal dimension of strategy making (Giraudeau 2008).  These artefacts that ‘materialize’ actors’ practices were helpful for controlling ex-post rationalization biases.

We completed this set of primary data with publicly available secondary data, such the succession of CSR reports before and during the process of strategizing and newspaper articles about EnergyCorp.

3.3 Data-analysis

We relied on several techniques, such as ‘temporal bracketing’ (Giddens 1984) and narrative analysis (Guba and Lincoln 1994; Langley 1999; Pettigrew 1990) that aim at making sense of longitudinal qualitative data (Langley 1999: 694-697).  These techniques aimed at capturing the institutional dynamics of strategizing.  To identify and specify the practical side of strategizing, we relied on a classical guided coding process (Miles and Huberman 1994) that we complemented with a systematic analysis of the collected artefacts.

First, in order to capture the institutional and dynamics face of the CSR strategizing, we isolated several key periods corresponding to key stages of CSR intra-organizational institutionalization as well as the chronology of events, according to a temporal bracketing logic process.  We asked the actors to validate ex-post this chronology.  This data-analysis process resulted in sequential description of the process whereby CSR moved from the periphery of corporate activities to strategy.  One of the co-authors in charge of data-collection relied on this chronology to build a narrative of the strategizing process.  This document helped the research team to make sense of strategizing unfolded.  As Table 1 shows, CSR has progressively been coupled, first discursively and then materially, with corporate strategy.

Second, to reveal the practical dimensions of the CSR strategizing process on its discursive and material sides, we coded systematically the content of our interviews using N-Vivo 8 and then systematically analyzed our set of objects.  Our first level coding was informed by our conceptual framework (Miles and Huberman 1994).  We started the coding by relying on Perkmann and Spicer’s (2008) broad categories of cultural, political and technical work.   We then identify in the discursive data sub-categories that captured the fine-grained set of micro-practices that compose each form of institutional work.  Once the definition of these emerging sub-codes was stabilized, two of the co-authors – one of whom had no responsibility for data collection – systematically recoded the whole set of interviews according to the new categories.

TABLE 1. FROM PERIPHERY TO CORE: FIVE STAGES OF CSR INSTITUTIONALIZATION

	Overall description of the episode / situation
	Independent CSR function and activities
	Strategic call for a new CSR team
	Defining ‘CSR-as-Strategy’
	Pushing CSR into the ‘KPIs’ Strategic Space’
	Materializing CSR-as-Strategy in Practice

	Time period
	2006-2007
	Early-January 08
	 Mid-Jan. 08 – July 08
	July 08 – Nov. 08
	Nov. 08 – July 09

	Driver of CSR and strategy-making
	Existing CSR function decoupled from corporate strategy-making

Marginalized CSR activities
	Top-driven change in the context with the appointment of a new head of CSR

Deliberately emergent CSR strategy 
	CSR practitioners as driver of CSR strategy

Top endorsement

Emergent embedding of CSR strategy in corporate strategy
	CSR practitioners- driven incorporation of CSR within key strategic features.  Functional resistance yet support from top management

Deliberate support
	Negotiation with functional heads to implement the redefined strategic indicators

Deliberate strategy embedding CSR

	Legitimacy status of CSR within the corporation
	Low

CSR as philanthropic and technical activities strategically ‘irrelevant’
	Medium

Emergence of the idea of Strategic CSR
	Medium to High

Reshaping of CSR as Strategy supported by the board and emergence of CSR-as-Strategy
	High to Medium

Emergence of territory conflicts with other functions over CSR-as-Strategy 
	Medium to High

Reconstruction of legitimacy toward functional heads to implement CSR-as-strategy

	CSR – strategy relationship in discourse and in practice
	Totally decoupled

CSR and strategy dissociated discursively and practically (detached from the core business)
	Loosely coupled discursively

Decoupled in practice

Loose strategic  interest for CSR: feel that ‘we need to do something’
	Discursively coupled

Loosely coupled in practice

Discursive embedding of CSR within corporate strategy discourse
	Discursively integrated

Practical ‘coupling’ 

Negotiation of the CSR strategy content and redefinition of strategic indicators
	Materially coupled and discursively integrated

Materialization of the new CSR-as-strategy approach through the corporation



	Changes of CSR meaning
	CSR seen as corporate philanthropy or technical activities
	Business case for CSR

CSR as a strategic tool
	CSR as the how we do strategy, i.e. CSR as ‘corporate strategy delivering’ and ‘a way to retain / win business’
	Prior definition and ‘CSR as a way to assess business performance’
	CSR as a way to assess business performance and to generate benefits

	Impact of CSR on corporate strategy and/ or strategic outcome 
	None
	None
	Redefining corporate statement, strategic content and direction 
	Modification of corporate KPIs’ definition


	Change of the dashboard and of functional performance indicators 

	Main strategic tasks of the period
	Production of an external CSR report
	Planning of a CSR strategy (and reporting)
	Board Approval for the Strategic Plan
	Adapting CSR Strategy plan to the context 
	On going implementation of KPI’s to realize CSR plan


In order to specify the material side of actors’ practices during the strategizing process, we systematically analyzed our objects and artefacts in light of the stabilized list of sub-codes that emerged from the interview coding.  For each sub-code, we checked whether we had objects or artefacts confirming the presence of the practice or its change during the strategizing process.  This work allowed us to observe how strategizing materialized over time and to identify important changes in micro-practices from one period to another. Finally, this enhanced the reliability of our analysis in adding for almost each micro-practice a source of evidence that shows its presence.

For each institutional work, we constructed a table that provides the full repertoire of micro-practices associated with this type of institutional work as well as illustrative quotes extracted from the interviews (see the Tables 2, 3 and 4, introduced hereafter).  In these tables, we also show how objects account for the presence of the micro-practice or are mobilized through the micro-practices.

We first present our findings diachronically, and we reveal the micro-practices that sustained each kind of institutional work.  We then use this repertoire of micro-practices and our chronological template (Table 1) of the institutional process to account for the deployment and interactions of institutional work over time.
4. Unpacking Institutional Work in Practice

4.1 Cultural Work in Practice

Cultural work refers to practices aiming at constructing identities and shaping actors’ belief systems and values in order to facilitate the emergence or maintenance of a new institution (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).  Within a process of change, this institutional work involves micro-practices that support managerial sensegiving and facilitate employees’ sensemaking (Gioia and Chittipeddi 1991; Rouleau 2005).  Our data analysis reveals how four cultural micro-practices reshaped the accepted definition of CSR and repositioned CSR activities as ‘strategic’. Table 2 summarises these four cultural micro-practices, and provides illustrations of their deployment.

TABLE 2.  CULTURAL WORK IN PRACTICE: ILLUSTRATIONS OF MICRO-PRACTICES

	Micro-practices
	Description of the micro-practice
	Illustrative Quotes (IQ) and Objects (IO) from the empirical material

	Reshaping Identities
	Redefining role, group and concept identities within the organization to create a supportive context 
	IQ2.1: ‘(…) What I’ve done most of all with the two years is say to people ‘I don’t really care what your CSR looked like before, this is what it could look like, let’s go on this journey and let’s do this CSR’.’ (Head of CSR, interview 1).

IQ2.2: ‘But I am really upfront on CSR and I had a conversation yesterday with someone who said ‘Oh, let me tell you my perception of CSR’ and I went … I hid it well but you know, I thought oh go on then.  And basically his was community, the old … so I listened to it and basically he knew nothing about CSR, as people don’t to be honest.  But his understanding was community, philanthropic and that was it.  I said ‘Yeah, that’s a very traditional approach but CSR how I do it, how we do it here now, is to retain and win business’.  And I’m really upfront with that.’ (Head of CSR, interview)

IQ2.3: ‘[I use] ‘smarter than the average’, yeah, I use it all the time.  And I use it for different purposes.  And when I go to the board… you see, I don’t alter my style.  So every board presentation I do contains Yogi Bear.’ (Head of CSR, interview 1)

IQ2.4: ‘I had two weapons to say what CSR is and the first one is Yogi Bear.  Still use it.  Smarter than the average, and that’s what we are, that’s what we need to do.  A lot of people don’t like it, a lot of people … one person said ‘Oh that’s dumbing it down’, we said ‘Yeah, probably’.  And the other phrase I use massively is retain and win business.’ (Head of CSR, interview 2)
IQ2.5: ‘I think that is where EnergyCorp possibly differs from a lot of other companies is that there is really no distinction between CSR and the business, it’s one and the same, I would say.’ (Assurance provider, interview)

IO2.1: Yogi Bear cartoon picture (and sometimes his motto) on the Power point presentations used by the Head of CSR.

	Getting Traction
	Coupling CSR with ongoing processes of change to ‘get traction’
	IQ2.6: ‘I think what’s key to all of this is that the role Transforming Energy has played, so the Transforming Energy business strategy is the three pillars.  And that’s okay but what’s really fundamental to me making a difference in this area is the people and culture aspect of it.  So at the time, the board were working with an external coach, better leadership and leadership about being involved, being less analytical, taking responsibility and leading for the good, leading for the whole.  Now what better breeding ground can I operate in?  (Head of CSR, interview 1)

IQ2.7: “I think they’ve [the CSR team] helped the organisation to understand what Transforming Energy means and what the potential for Transforming Energy is.  I think that’s perhaps the biggest one.  Taking the Transforming Energy programme and actually sitting down with people in the business to understand what that offers in terms of opportunity.  And that is huge.  (…)  She [the head of CSR] has changed people’s perception of stakeholders I think, I think she’s recognised the importance of stakeholders and good communications with stakeholders.” (Assurance provider, interview)

IO2.2: Redefinition of as reflected in the next versions of the CSR reports and in the corporate mission statement

	Playing with labels and meaning
	Un-naming CSR to avoid conflict and to facilitate the acceptance of CSR action in the corporate context
	IQ2.8: ‘(…) Wendy doesn’t really talk about CSR; if you go into EnergyCorp and talk about CSR, people probably wouldn’t understand what you’re talking about.’ (Assurance Provider, interview)

IQ2.9: ‘I think the problem is if you ask people what CSR means and they don’t work in that field, they don’t really understand.  And they’re getting on with their job and they’re doing a great job and sometimes they’ve really thought about sustainability.’ (Responsible Procurement Management, interview)
IQ2.10: ‘And Wendy was very good at bringing in the aspects of fuel poverty and helping vulnerable customers.  So whilst talking about the business strategy, she was also talking about what she sort of thinks we should do with regards to these vulnerable customer groups and how EnergyCorp can help these customer groups (…) And when she puts her view forward, as I said, it’s not just based on it’s right for the business you know, she’d ask probing questions like I don’t know, ‘Have your grandparents ever worried about paying their energy bill?’’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

IQ2.11: ‘You know, is a diversity programme important because it’s an essential part of the CSR programme or is a diversity programme important because the business needs diverse people to create new ideas and to service a diverse range of clients in the UK?  Now doesn’t really matter why the company does diversity, the main thing is that it does it.  But if you try and say you’ve got to do it because it’s part of CSR, somebody’s just going to look at you blankly I guess and say ‘What does that mean?’  (…) And so you know, that’s just one example really of how you actually go about labelling it.  (…) at no point would CSR be mentioned, it would just happen because it’s part of the business objectives and that’s basically it.  That’s just one example.’ (Assurance Provider, interview)

IQ2.12: ‘Yeah, I mean they’d obviously tailor their messages to the specific person that they’re talking to.  So maybe with somebody who works in the—I don’t know, retail business, they may focus on customers more.  Whereas somebody in the generation business, they may want to talk about things regarding carbon’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

	Recasting objects and Ritualizing


	Redefining the purpose and function of pre-existing objects to support the diffusion of the new identity 
	IQ2.13: “And in terms of reporting, rather than mechanically churning out a report each year, she’s really thought in detail about what a report is supposed to do you know, who it’s communicating to and what it’s communicating, who the audiences are.  And she’s making this year some quite radical changes to the report itself, so it’s much more interactive, it’s going to be on the web, it’s going to be accessible to more people and it’s actually going to be focused very much on communicating to people to whom EnergyCorp want to communicate.  So she’s using the corporate responsibility report much more as a piece of communication rather than just seeing it as another corporate responsibility report.” (Assurance Provider, interview)
IQ2.14: ‘Wendy and Sarah
 have spent a lot of time engaging people internally to say this report is for the outside but it’s for you as well.’ (Strategy analyst, interview)
IQ2.15: ‘I know that sounds really weird and I don’t know if they mentioned it to you but it’s the first time we’ve had a report with a person on the front of it … They normally have a picture of like a turbine or something but I suppose that’s just saying that there’s more human element to it, I don’t know.’ (Responsible procurement management, interview)
IQ2.16: ‘So she’s [Head of CSR] using the corporate responsibility report much more as a piece of communication rather than just seeing it as another corporate responsibility report.’ (Responsible procurement management, interview)

IQ2.17: ‘In our offices, we’ve got a room and it’s called the ‘outside-the-box’ room.  And it’s kind of just set up in a different way.  Normally you have meeting rooms with a table and four chairs in, etc, whereas this has got kind of white walls and it’s supposed to…, what’s the word, …be a little bit more kind of innovative and different. (…) And so, when she’s held meetings here, she’s specifically booked that room.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)
IO2.3: Podcast of the Head of CSR explaining the Transforming Energy strategy and posted on the intranet

IO2.4: New CSR Report


Reshaping Identities.  The first cultural micro-practice that we observed aimed at redefining the role and identity of the CSR team, and ultimately at reshaping the meanings of CSR and Strategy for EnergyCorp.  As the quotes from the Head of CSR illustrate (IQ2.1), the CSR team’s approach to assign a new meaning to CSR was deliberately proactive and challenged ‘taken-for-granted’ views on CSR.  In a workplace populated by engineers, this implied disassociating CSR from a purely technical definition and reconsidering the silo approach to CSR as a function separated from the core business.  To do so, the CSR team repositioned CSR within the core strategy by defining it as ‘how we win businesses’.  CSR team members also relied on material symbols to reshape the meaning of CSR (IQ2.2 to IQ2.4).  For instance, Wendy consistently mobilized the motto of Yogi Bear, a US cartoon character, to convince the board that CSR is how strategy is conducted at EnergyCorp (IO2.1).  
This discursive redefinition of CSR facilitated the cognitive coupling of CSR with core business activities because it made clear that CSR was not one strategy set apart, or among others, but was constitutive of EnergyCorp’s corporate strategy.  This change made possible the active crafting of strategy by CSR members, and ultimately to overcome the ‘distinction between CSR and the business’ (IQ2.5). .

Getting Traction.  Another cultural micro-practice consisted in coupling CSR with an ongoing process of change.  Just before the new CSR team was constituted, EnergyCorp had launched a strategic change called ‘Transforming Energy’.  This policy, which was very much an ‘empty shell’, nonetheless attests to the alteration of the strategic context at the board level. It provided a window of opportunity as well as a lever for repositioning CSR.  The new head of CSR used the ‘traction force’ of this ill-defined strategic policy to present the new CSR orientation to the board members.  She explained to them that her definition of CSR gives a meaning to this policy, because for her CSR is ‘how we will deliver the Transforming Energy’ policy (IQ2.6, IQ2.7).

The cultural micro-practice of ‘getting traction’ also relied on material artefacts (IO2.2).  For instance, the CSR team heavily edited the content of the ‘Transforming Energy’ policy document, and proposed to deliver this policy through the management of six CSR responsibilities.  The board accepted a redefinition of the corporate mission statement around these six responsibilities.  This achieved both the merger of CSR and corporate strategy into one unique discursive entity and the reshaping of the organization’s identity.  In so doing the CSR team became part of the strategy-making process.
Playing with Labels and Meanings.  The third cultural micro-practice involved a subtle use of the CSR label.  We observed that CSR team’s members systematically avoided the term ‘CSR’ and banned any wording related to technical aspects of CSR when talking to non-CSR persons (IQ2.8).  We also found that CSR actors played with the plurality of CSR narratives across people and contexts (IQ2.12).  This shows that the cultural reshaping of CSR meaning is a challenging task.  And yet, given the plurality of competing narratives on CSR usually present in corporate contexts (Humphreys and Brown 2008), imposing a top-down dominant narrative is a risky choice that may alienate actors who hold alternative views on social responsibility.  It may jeopardize the whole process of identity reconstruction.  This variety of uses of CSR meanings also reflects actors’ flexibility in the construction of normative associations that link CSR to moral values.  For instance, similar to observations made in other contexts (Crane 2000; Gond and Palazzo 2008), the CSR team members often ‘a-moralized’ CSR through the ‘business case’ rhetoric to facilitate the buy-in of the new view on CSR by organizational members.  Yet, occasionally, on some CSR-related subjects, the very same persons ‘re-moralized’ discourse in order to benefit from CSR issues’ emotional appeal (IQ2.10).
Recasting and Ritualizing Objects.  The last cultural micro-practice reveals the importance of material artefacts, ranging from the arrangement of boardrooms prior to meetings, to Power Point presentations and CSR reports, in the creation of a new CSR identity.  For instance, the CSR team altered the discursive practice (i.e., the production and use) of the CSR report to promote the new ‘strategic’ definition of CSR.  At Energy Corp, the CSR report was traditionally compiled for the purpose of external communication according to compliance logic.  The new head of CSR decided to use it also as an internal engagement communication tool to prompt behavioural changes and to empower employees who were keen to support CSR activities (IQ2.13, IQ2.14).  To do so, the CSR team transformed the paper report into an interactive media report, with podcasts presenting the CSR strategy available from the Intranet (IQ2.15, IO2.3).  They also change the cover of the report, so that it appeals more to employees (IQ2.16, IO2.4).  As a result of these changes, the launch of the CSR report became an internal event on its own that aimed at celebrating achievements in the CSR domain and sharing the renewed CSR strategy internally.

The new head of CSR mobilized other objects to communicate effectively the new identity of CSR.  For instance, the strategy analyst explained that Wendy used a specific room – called the ‘outside-the-box’ room – to communicate the new meaning of the Transforming Energy policy (IQ2.17).  At times, the mobilization of objects turned into actual comedy performance that made lasting impressions on people.  Several interviewees recalled one performance of the Head of CSR that took place more than a year and a half before we interviewed them.  Wendy described how she performed in the boardroom in these terms:  

‘So Transforming Energy for example, so the CSR report, from where we’ve come to where we’re going, how did I explain the change was I had three jackets; I went in with a suit jacket and I said ‘This is compliance, this is my suit jacket, this is what I’m used to’.  Then I had an EnergyCorp fleece and I said ‘And this is the next layer, it’s comfortable; I feel comfortable and it’s warm, I’m really happy in this’.  And then I’ve got a Transforming Energy coat which somebody gave me, so I’ve got a red Transforming Energy coat, we’re all about changing … I put this red coat on, on top of all that and I said ‘So the CSR report, with compliance, we’ve got some really good case studies, warm and cosy, we’re used to that’ I said ‘But this year, red layer, Transforming Energy, this is going to be a bit uncomfortable but it’s going to take us where we need to be’.  So those layers of coats.  Everybody gets that.’ (Head of CSR, interview, 1)

The combination of four cultural micro-practices, which targeted various audiences (employees, executive board, other support and functional teams), facilitated the renewal of the CSR identity at multiple levels (functional, conceptual, job-role).  These cultural micro-practices helped non-CSR actors to make sense of CSR, and to create cultural conditions for a deeper strategic renewal.  However, to fully merge CSR and strategy, the CSR team also had to embed the new approach within the corporations.  This new approach could potentially hurt other actors’ vested interests and generate forms of resistance.  The CSR team hence had to undertake complementary ‘political work’.

4.2 Political Work in Practice

Political work refers to activities that aim to alert the configurations of actors’ relationships, redefining rules and redistributing property rights (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).  Typically, this work refers to activities such as internal advocacy and justification of the new institution (Perkmann and Spicer 2008; Rouleau 2005).  It can also refer to practices that aim at creating and leveraging relationships with powerful actors (Crozier and Friedberg 1980) and at controlling communication networks through boundary spanning (Aldrich and Herker 1977; Crozier and Friedberg 1980).  Last it can involve redefining bureaucratic rules to consolidate internally power positions (Crozier and Friedberg 1980).  Table 3 provides a repertoire of political micro-practices that we observed, and illustrate them with quotes and objects from our empirical material. 

TABLE 3.  POLITICAL WORK IN PRACTICE: ILLUSTRATIONS OF MICRO-PRACTICES

	Micro-practices
	Description of the micro-practice
	Illustrative Quotes (IQ) and Objects (IO) from the empirical material

	Advocating and Persuading
	Convincing actors through rhetorical strategies and specific techniques to support the new approach
	IQ3.1: ‘with … the board paper was really easy and I was surprised how easy it was.  And then … well it worked.  And then when we started introducing that to segments of the business, they didn’t get why.  And I think the biggest barrier is that it was their view of corporate responsibility was very different to ours.  So Finance for example, said ‘This is not CSR; why are you playing in this strategic space of KPIs and deliverables, this is not CSR’.  So that was really interesting.  And we’ve got that a few times actually.  So on the CSR report, the process is the same, it’s … no, we didn’t do a board … So we’ve often been challenged with ‘This is not CSR’.  It clearly is but it’s their understanding of CSR.  So what we’ve got to do is … so we get double-whammy and we’ve got to talk about what we want to do and then explain why it is CSR.’ (Head of CSR and CSR Analyst, interview)
IQ3.2: ‘I started talking to our retail guy about fuel poverty, so the MD of Retail, I said ‘What are we doing on fuel poverty?’, ‘Not our problem’.  So I had to convince this Retail MD we needed to do more on fuel poverty.  (…) What did I have to do?  I had to talk to him and say … because when do you do it; you don’t always have meetings with them, you haven’t got time or they’ve got the inclination.  So I chose to talk to him about it when I saw him and said ‘Oh I’ve had further thoughts’, so you’re gearing him up …I: It’s more informal …F:
Yeah.  I mean how do you get someone on-side you know, you want a friend… I don’t know you know, it’s… it’s all this.  And then in the end, after about eight/nine months, he said ‘Okay, fine, go away …’ probably wore him down … He said ‘Go away, go and get a project’.  And I thought “oh shit, I haven’t got a project”.  So I then had to think of one.  Got one, got it approved and that’s what we’re doing now.’ (Head of CSR, interview 1)

	Elevating and Leveraging
	Putting ideas in front of the board and using their agreement to leverage their power for pushing change
	IQ3.3: ‘I think we elevated it [the CSR function] to a direct report to a board member, so I think that increased its importance and its visibility, and that probably helped to give it a bit more maybe authority and credibility.’ (Director corporate affairs, interview)
IQ3.4: ‘(…) so I think the main thing that they had to achieve to start off with was obviously gaining presence and significance that they got in front of the Executive Board.  So there were several relationships that they needed to form.  They needed to gather relationships with the important people, if you like, the people at the top of the food chain.’ (Strategy analyst, interview)
IQ3.5: ‘Now there’s a whole lot more emphasis on working together.  I mean the fact that the CSR Team and the Strategy Team sit very close-by to each other in the office and the CSR Team actually sit directly outside Roger Filtby’s office and he’s the CEO of EnergyCorp, shows that there’s much more emphasis on working together to come to the right solution’ (Strategy Analyst)
IO3.1: Redefinition of as reflected in the next versions of the CSR reports and in the corporate mission statement

	Boundary spanning and Networking
	Redefining configuration of relationships within and outside the organization to consolidate power position
	IQ3.6: ‘An example of how they formed positive relationships with people not at Executive Board level would be by … firstly, just visiting different locations.  So in EnergyCorp, we have tens of … I don’t know, 30 … 30-plus locations.  So going to different locations, maybe not all of them but the key ones, sitting down with people.’  (Strategy Analyst, interview)

IQ3.7 ‘There are very ill-defined boundaries between where EnergyCorp’s responsibilities end and government’s responsibilities start, for example.  Those are very difficult to understand even within EnergyCorp but they’re even more difficult to communicate.  And so EnergyCorp, as it develops its strategies, has a huge communications challenge I think to communicate what they’re doing to NGOs, to government and particularly to customers.’  (Assurance Provider, interview)
IQ3.8:  ‘I mean networking both within the business to pull together the areas of the business that maybe weren’t working together before.  She’s networked externally quite significantly, she’s developed with people some very interesting ideas and strategies going forward, some of them quite challenging… Persons inside the company, she challenges people internally, she comes up with ideas, she pulls groups of people together to try and create ideas.  And she tries to sort of connect the business I suppose with people outside, where possible, to generate ideas and to help make those ideas work.  I mean the only routine thing she does really I think is to pull together the report’ (Assurance Provider)

	Redefining Internal Rules
	Changing the rules and definitions of concepts to alter durably organizational context
	IQ3.9: ‘Interviewer: So that’s what you’re working on now, it’s really having one set of KPIs that integrate both dimensions?

Respondant: Exactly, yeah.  And I mean you probably think as a large organisation that this should have been done previously,

but I think … I mean EnergyCorp UK is a relatively new brand and I think we’re just starting to really get things sorted and get the right structures and the right practices and the right strategies in place.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

IQ3.10: ‘So for example, all the KPIs that we’ve developed and the responsibilities, they’re linked in to the existing way that we report for business performance reporting, from a financial perspective.  So it’s not saying here’s this new thing or this separate thing called CSR, it’s actually using tools that we already have and saying but that is CSR, let’s just be clearer about it.  That’s actually the way that we do business.’ (Director of Corporate Affairs, interview)

IO3.2: Integration of CSR KPIs in the dashboard used by executives to pilot the organization


Persuading and Advocating.  Our analysis reveals that political work involved a political micro-practice of ‘persuading and advocating’.  Tactics of persuasion were indeed employed to navigate internal politics as soon as various forms of resistance to the CSR team’s initiatives emerged (IQ3.1).  As the CSR analyst explained, the CSR team’s advocacy tactic remained consistent throughout the process and, consisted of “identifying the individuals who play a key role, whose resistance or influence is crucial, and then convince them”.  For instance, quotes in Table 3 show that the head of CSR’ persistence helped in persuading a retail director to integrate fuel poverty as an issue in management (IQ3.2).  Generally, all internal and external interviewees noted that the head of CSR constantly relied on her outstanding issue-selling capacities to persuade reluctant actors.  

Elevating and Leveraging is a second type of political micro-practice that organizational members used to institutionalise CSR within the organization.  For instance, before recruiting the new ‘Head of CSR’, board members decided that the new post holder would directly report to a board member of EnergyCorp.  As the quote from the Director of Corporate Affairs shows, the decision to elevate the CSR function was purposively made to give the Head of CSR more legitimacy within the organization (IQ3.3).  

This formal support however, had yet to be leveraged.  Accordingly, the first advocating efforts of Wendy strategically focused on the upper echelon of the corporation (IQ3.4).  For instance, she built close ties with one board member, and used this support to persuade other board members of the value of her own approach to CSR and strategy at EnergyCorp.  This formal support from the board was a crucial lever to enhance the CSR team authority.  In parallel to building an alliance with the board, Wendy also strengthened the relationships of the CSR team with other organizational entities regarded as legitimate.  For instance, she developed relationships with the strategy team – an organizational unit that organizational members would naturally associate with ‘strategizing’ activities (IQ3.5).  This enhanced the coupling of CSR and strategy and gave the team new levers for actions. 
Building a network of allies within the organization helped the CSR team to enrol organizational members in the ‘new’ vision for CSR at EnergyCorp.  The CSR team for instance activated and mobilized these relationships when reluctant middle managers and heads of functional departments questioned the legitimacy of the ‘new’ view on CSR.  Formal support of the board was especially needed during the redefinition of KPIs.  

Boundary Spanning and Networking.  Because CSR activities overlap internal management, external communication, and stakeholder engagement, we found that boundary spanning (Aldrich and Herker 1977) was at the core of the daily tasks of the CSR team.  For instance, the CSR team purposively consolidated a strong internal network and expanded this network by paying visits to numerous corporate sites (IQ3.6). In addition, Wendy capitalized on her prior network and her strategic position of ‘boundary spanner’ to help the board develop and manage crucial—yet delicate—relationships with critical external stakeholders such as the government or NGOs (IQ3.7, IQ3.8).  The Head of CSR’s background and her prior contacts outside the organization also appeared as critical success factors to expand the boundaries of CSR authority internally and to legitimate new CSR activities within the organization.

‘In your organization, as Head of CSR or Head of Business or whatever, you have your authority to operate within that.  When you go outside that circle, you don’t have authority, you’ve got to gain it.  And it’s using these skills to do that.  And I think all of the roles I’ve done and the stuff I’ve done externally, has given me that insight to know, to network … networks are mega important. And this project I’m doing at the moment, a fuel poverty project, which was possible because I know I can pull together those partnerships because of my previous experience and contacts.’ (Head of CSR, interview)

Redefining Internal Rules.  When the internal legitimacy of CSR was eventually enhanced, the CSR team purposively influenced the process of internal rules construction.  This fourth political micro-practice involved redefining the mission of the corporation – through for instance the proposition of six responsibilities for the Transforming Energy policy.  It also involved redesigning the KPIs in order to manage the corporate responsibilities, as the following quote illustrates:
‘What did happen is that the board receives a billion of different reports each month.  They received the financial report, then the environmental, and then risk assessment… Everything is separated.  So what Wendy proposed was to change the governance structure and to focus only on one monthly report integrating and consolidating all the KPIs… And that the KPIs reflect the six responsibilities of the new mission statement.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

Such a change consolidated the strategic position of CSR within the organization but it also worried financial executives.  As the CSR analyst commented, ‘this is when we had to implement this that it started hurting’ (CSR Analyst, interview 1).  For instance, several interviewees reported that some middle managers from the finance and accounting departments had the same negative and unreserved reaction: “Why are you playing in this strategic space of KPIs? This is not Corporate Responsibility!”

Our analysis thus reveals that political micro-practices involved a broader range of audiences than the cultural micro-practices, as they targeted internal but also external actors and groups for the purpose of consolidating power positions, overcoming resistance and thus moving forward the CSR strategy.  The outcomes achieved during the process, such as the redefinition of the dashboard’s KPIs (IO3.2), suggest the political work has been effective.  However, the CSR team members had to substantiate the content of the KPIs and to back-up the choices of non-financial indicators.  These two tasks required technical work.

4.3 Technical Work in Practice

Technical work involves the design of frameworks, tools and artefacts that structure modes of action and facilitate an institution’s emergence (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Perkmann and Spicer 2008).  Technical work materializes emerging institutions and provides theorization for the practices sustaining new institutions.  Our analysis reveals that technical work involved three micro-practices.  Table 4 presents the technical micro-practices of ‘assembling data’, ‘benchmarking and quantifying’ and ‘theorizing the business case’ that enhanced the coupling of CSR with strategy in materializing CSR in crucial strategy artefacts, such as the dashboard.

Assembling Data.  Our data analysis shows that an important activity of the CSR team was to gather, update, collect and justify numerous facts related to CSR within the corporation for the purpose of report production.  Concretely, this technical micro-practice of ‘assembling data’ from various sources involved developing ties with internal and external experts, as external auditors specialized on the non-financial aspects of management were hired to audit and validate the information (IQ4.1 to IQ4.3).  To some extent thus, the CSR team can be regarded as an internal ‘calculation centre’ (Latour 1987) that centralizes, classifies and organizes data related to CSR.  

Benchmarking and Quantifying was a second technical micro-practice that the CSR team members used, in particular after the board ratified the idea of integrating CSR indicators within the dashboard.  For instance, the CSR team identified and built the new CSR KPIs, and set-up appropriate targets (IQ4.4).  Our interviews suggest that the development of these indicators was the most demanding technical work that the CSR team had to complete.  To build these indicators, the CSR team decided to review ‘all the things done by the competitors’ and beyond; and numerous “best practices” in the CSR domain from other industries.  For instance, the CSR analyst told us that they reviewed Marks and Spencer’s ‘Plan A’, which was on the headlines of most newspapers at the time. This benchmarking activity revealed important gaps, for instance in the CO2 emission domain, as the CSR Analyst explained: “internally, people think that we are doing well because we have a target of 10% reduction.  And then, you realize all our competitors say 25% reduction”.

This technical micro-practice of creation of CSR indicators helped change people’s perception about their ability to ‘manage’ social responsibility (Dejean, Gond and Leca 2004).  For instance, the strategy analyst explained that KPIs indicators helped give a ‘real sense of what they were actually doing’ (IQ4.7), and translated the core CSR objectives into understandable organizational goals:

‘There’s a responsibility to reduce our carbon footprint.  And you can do that in a variety of ways; you can focus on the big power stations but you can also focus on your internal carbon footprint.  So we’ve made it relevant to a whole host of people internally by showing people how they can do different things in their job to change and help us towards that ultimate goal.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

Theorizing the Business Case.  Last, the cultural reshaping of CSR as a core business practice was substantiated by a ‘theorization’ (Greenwood, Hinings and Suddaby 2002) that demonstrates the effective benefits of CSR (IQ4.8).  Specifically, the CSR team strategically mobilised the ‘business case’ for CSR to support its political work and convince reluctant actors of the need to engage in CSR, as the following quote illustrates.  

‘I needed to make the business case for CSR reporting, so that he [the financial manager] could understand why we do that.  At the group level, were in the FTSE index, and we are also in the group Investors on Climate Change (ICC) – this group of investors that requires us to take into account specific criteria to invest in our corporation – and I think they invest something like a couple of billions. So, I collected and organized all this information and I told him: this is why we do a CSR report (…) and after I saw like a little light in his eyes – he got the point.’(CSR Analyst, interview 1)

Beyond this specific case, our data suggests that the CSR team systematically used the KPIs and other external benchmarks to highlight gaps between current corporate practices and best CSR practices, and thus reinforce the efforts toward CSR actions at various levels of the organization.

The three technical micro-practices shaped the material infrastructure that allowed the deployment of the new approach to CSR within the organization.  They materialize the strategic change into indicators and management tools that shape in return strategic processes. 

TABLE 4.  TECHNICAL WORK IN PRACTICE: ILLUSTRATIONS OF MICRO-PRACTICES
	Micro-practices
	Description of the micro-practice
	Illustrative Quotes (IQ) and Objects (IO) from the empirical material

	Assembling Data
	Collecting and organizing technical data and facts from various sources to substantiate the new institution
	IQ4.1: ‘So we extract from the report … as you can imagine, it’s quite a lengthy document; we extract from that report the content which we think is material.  And we then tabulate that into a table and we ask Energy Corp to provide evidence against that to substantiate the claims they’ve made.  So if … they claim to be the best in the utilities sector at something, we might ask them to substantiate their claim, to provide evidence or to give us more information which means we can sign that off.  So typically we’ll have 150 maybe in total points that we’ll ask EnergyCorp for evidence on.’ (Assurance Provider, interview)

IQ4.2: ‘And it’s called the commitment table.  And how that commitment table came about was key.  So for example, we had to go through … trawl through … and we didn’t know, nobody told us where to go for this information and I couldn’t believe we didn’t have it.  And as it turned out, we had some of the information but people didn’t know that we needed it and they didn’t know what we were asking for, so didn’t give it to us because they didn’t know why CSR should be interested in this.’ (Head of CSR team, interview)

IQ4.3: ‘And so there’s a lot of information going on and we just need to make sure that the right information is going to go up to our senior managers.  So we need to have the correct processes and structures and strategies in place to enable us to do that.  So by the Strategy Team working with the CSR Team, we’re managing to get there a bit better.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)
IO4.1: Assurance provider spreadsheet and report showing all the indicators used to back-up every CSR fact reported in the report

	Benchmarking and Quantifying
	Turning the new approach into quantifiable and comparable objectives and targets to enhance its credibility 
	IQ4.4: ‘I made an Excel Spreadsheet with our 6 responsibilities, and I tried to identify all the indicators that could be applied in our business context (…) Then, I use all the KPIs that I knew within our corporation, and I have classified them according to our 6 CSR, and I compare systematically what we do in terms of performance and best practices with these external information, and then I asked: “and what do we do now?”’ (CSR Analyst, interview 1)

IQ4.5: ‘So that when our senior management are … that would be EnergyCorp UK’s Executive Board, get to look at the overarching performance of the business, they don’t just look at the financial ones but they look at the big picture, including all those CSR-related KPIs as well.’ (Responsible for Procurement Management, interview)

IQ4.6: ‘I think the whole KPI work is really important, saying you know, this is something we’re actually going to measure.  So it’s important for the business and here’s how we’re going to measure it.  So I think that’s a really important achievement.’ (Director of Corporate Affairs, interview)

IQ4.7: ‘So if you have a KPI around number of customers that we’ve helped to alleviate from fuel poverty, then that gives a real sense of what we’re actually doing.  And also, you can measure that, so you can say right, our target was X, so you’ve achieved X … we have achieved our target or we haven’t achieved our target.’ (Strategy Analyst, interview)

IO4.2: Excel Spreadsheet integrating all the comparative analysis of CSR Best Practices

	Theorizing the Business Case
	Building robust theory to sustain the new practice implementation
	IQ4.8: ‘But if you can provide a sound business case to say we need a diverse workforce because we’re short of engineers, we need to encourage more women into engineering.  We need to try to make sure we’ve got representatives of all walks of life in our call centres so that when somebody who’s Muslim or elderly or young or whatever phones up and wants a problem solved, we’ve got somebody in the call centre that can relate to their problem.  Then it starts to make sense.’ (Assurance Provider, Interview)


5. Institutional Work in the Strategizing Process

5.1 Institutional Work Dynamics

Our typology of the micro-practices that constitute cultural, political and technical institutional work is instrumental in highlighting the temporal dynamics of CSR strategizing.  Using the stages defined during our temporal bracketing (Table 1), we analyzed the unfolding of institutional work.  For each period, we evaluated the intensity of micro-practices mobilization in order to infer the prevalence of the various types of institutional work.  Table 5 summarizes this analysis.  It highlights the temporal pattern as well as the relative prevalence of the three types of institutional work over time.  This analysis allows evaluating how institutional work interplay and complement each other for supporting the organizational integration of a new practice.
Table 5 suggests the dominance of cultural and political work over technical institutional work in the first two stages of the process.  The intensity of technical work increased in period 3 and maintained at a high level in period 4.  Cultural and political work intensity decreased in period 3 and increased again in period 4.  Institutional work increased intensity in period 4 results from resistance of some of the heads of functional departments.

This longitudinal perspective on institutional work unfolding highlights the value added of a micro-practice approach to institutional work.  It shows that even when the intensity of institutional work remains the same, the micro-practices mobilized may change over time.  Specifically, our study shows that in the case of cultural work, actors persistently relied on micro-practices of ‘reshaping identity’ and ‘playing with labels and meanings’; but they used tactics for ‘getting traction’ and mobilized ‘recasting and ritualizing objects’ more sporadically.
In the case of political work, the pattern of micro-practices deployment over time suggests that actors intensively used a set of complementary tactics (advocacy and persuading, elevating and leveraging, and boundary spanning and networking).  The redefinition of organizational rules was used only in exceptional cases.  This suggests that some of the ‘practical’ strategizing micro-practices can be mobilized only when a certain amount of ‘institutional’ strategizing of the new practice and discourse of CSR is achieved. 

In the case of technical work, our data shows that the two micro-practices of assembling data and benchmarking and quantifying were used sporadically in period 1.  The business case theorizing micro-practice emerged in period 2 only.  In period 3, the three micro-practices were mobilized.  In period 4, although data collection is achieved, quantification efforts were maintained with the demonstration of the business case.

TABLE 5. CULTURAL, POLITICAL AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTIONAL WORK IN PRACTICE*
	Period
	Strategic call for a new CSR team

(early January 08)
	Manufacturing CSR-as-Strategy

(mid-Jan. 08 – July 08)
	Making CSR entering ‘KPIs’ Strategic Space’ (July – Nov. 08)
	Materializing CSR-as-Strategy Practice (Nov. 08 – July 09)

	Cultural work
	Medium intensity

· Identity-building inside the CSR team; construction by the new head of CSR of her own system of beliefs and new vision of CSR, i.e. intensive phase of sensemaking [RI]
· Identification of alternative definitions or approaches to CSR [PL&M]

	High intensity

· Changing normative associations around CSR: redefining CSR as embedded into corporate strategy [PL&M; GT]
· Reshaping CSR identity: consulting actors; creating a shared view of CSR [RI]

· Mobilizing artefacts to diffuse strategic CSR discourse; ritualizing CSR report release [R&RO]
	Medium intensity

· Refining the approach to CSR as strategy and reinforcing the analogy between CSR and strategy [RI; PL&M]
· Facilitating the identification of the board to the new CSR-as-strategy approach [R&RO; GT]
	High intensity

· Communicating the new identity and meaning of CSR to resistant functional directors [RI; PL&M]
· Retranslating CSR-as-strategy ideas into a language understandable by the finance department [PL&M]
· Breaking prior ‘negative’ normative association about CSR [PL&M]

	Political work
	High intensity

· Advocacy for CSR across the corporation through reporting process, informal employees’ engagement [A&P]
· Strengthening of links with actors sharing a similar vision of CSR (e.g., external assurance provider);  Positioning the function and herself across key networks [BS&N]

· Consolidating relationship with the board to secure the function status and reshape territory [E&L]
	Medium intensity

· Advocacy: lobbying the board to secure a strong support for the new CSR strategy [A&P]
· Involving the board in the definition of key responsibilities [E&L]
· Expanding the domain of CSR functional relevancy [BS&N; E&L]

	Medium intensity

· Advocacy: persuading the board to change the governance structure and the KPIs [A&P; E&L]
· Modifying the rule of financial reporting to integrate CSR indicators in financial reporting [RIR]
· Linking with external actors to enhance credibility [BS&N]
	High intensity

· Advocacy: persuading the financial department to adopt the new report structure [A&P]
· Managing territory conflicts around new CSR reporting [BS&N]
· Maintaining the board support [E&L]

	Technical work
	Low  intensity

· Continuation of a prior exercise of CSR reporting [AD]
· Diagnostic of a disconnect between prior technical CSR work and corporate strategy [B&Q]
	Low intensity

· Refining and reframing some technical aspect of CSR strategy and re-theorizing CSR [TBC]
	High intensity

· Standardizing: linking key responsibilities to KPIs and to business activities / objectives [B&Q]
· Theorizing the link CSR-performance (business case) to legitimize CSR internally [TBC]
· Benchmarking with external organizations; data collection and quantification [B&Q; AD]
	High intensity

· Enhancing the rigor of CSR indicators measurement [B&Q]
· Maintaining the business case rationale to justify CSR inclusion in reporting [TBC]


*Legend: we indicate in hooks the various types of institutional work used within the process and defined in Tables 2, 3 and 4. We use the abbreviations that follow: Cultural work: RI = Reshaping Identity; GT = Getting Traction; PL&M = Playing with Labels and Meanings; R&RO = Recasting and Ritualizing Objects ; Political work: A&P = Advocating and Persuading; E&L = Elevating and Networking; BS&N = Boundary Spanning and Networking; RIR = Redefining Internal Rules; Technical work: AD = Assembling Data; TBC = Theorizing the Business Case; B&Q = Benchmarking and Quantifying  

By and large, this longitudinal analysis of institutional work deployment suggests that actors mobilise some micro-practices from the beginning, whereas other crucial micro-practices (e.g., redefinition of organizational rules) emerge only once the new practice or idea (here, CSR) is perceived as sufficiently legitimate within the organization.  This confirms Perkmann and Spicer (2008) insights that various types of institutional work interplay to sustain the intra-organizational acceptation of a new practice.
5.2 An Integrated View on Strategizing

The process view on the micro-practices constitutive of institutional work (Table 5) highlights how ‘institutional strategizing’ and ‘practice-based strategizing’ are intertwined and interplay over time.  The craft of the imported practice of CSR through the intensive mobilization of cultural and political micro-practices by the CSR team during the first two periods has enhanced the strategic status of CSR.  This in return, has provided the CSR team with crucial political resources that could be leveraged to institutionalize further CSR in the subsequent periods.  The strategic status of CSR allowed the team to rely on more effective micro-practices, such as internal rules redefinition to consolidate the status of their CSR strategy-in-the-making.

During this process, the corporate strategy itself has been redefined.  What was initially narrowly defined as CSR progressively occupied the strategic space and became accepted as a legitimate strategic discourse and practice.  This strategic legitimacy provided more force and credibility to the CSR strategy in the making and the CSR team.  Institutional and practice-based forms of strategizing thus progressively overlapped and were almost merged to constitute the organization’s strategy.  What was once ‘emergently crafted’ by the CSR team became the official corporate strategic discourse.

Figure 1, which integrates the two perspectives on strategizing, shows how a new practice in the field is translated within an organization.  The set of micro-practices that our case study highlights interfaces institutional strategizing and practice-based strategizing.  It facilitates the organizational acceptance of the new practice as ‘strategy’.  This acceptance consolidates in return the strategic status of the new practice at the field level.

FIGURE 1. THE DOUBLE FACE OF STRATEGIZING WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS

[image: image1]
6. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION

6.1 Integrating Institutional Theory and Strategy-as-Practice

Our study cross-fertilizes insights from new-institutional theory and strategy-as-practice and open new research perspectives for both streams of research.  First, although the concept of institutional work (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006; Lawrence, Suddaby and Leca 2009) has the potential to link field-level institutional processes to actors’ practices at the intra-organizational level (Barley 2008; Powell and Colyvas 2008; Whittington 2006), few studies have yet explore this relationship.  This paper proposes such a framework (Figure 1).  Our framework highlights how an emerging practice at the institutional field level is subject to a complex process of translation and negotiation at the organizational levels and thus becomes ultimately consolidated (or not) at the field level.  It suggests that once a new practice is translated within an organization, it becomes subject to the recursive interactions between the institutional face and the practical face of the strategizing process at the micro-level of analysis (dotted arrows on Figure 1).  Through this double process of strategizing the new practice can either become institutionalized or fail to acquire the needed strategic legitimacy inside the organization.  Future studies could generalize this analysis by comparing processes of institutional diffusion taking place under the organizational skin across multiple organizational settings.  Such studies could explain empirically why new practices vary (within organizations) as they diffuse (across organizations) (Ansari, Fiss and Zajac 2010).
Second, this paper contributes to institutional theory in specifying the practical dimensions of institutional work.  Our findings unpack the broad categories of ‘institutional work’ proposed by Perkmann and Spicer (2008) in order to identify a repertoire of micro-practices that individuals mobilised to facilitate the institutional strategizing of CSR.  Our fine-grained repertoire of tactics, which complements prior typologies of micro-practices (Rouleau 2005), enriches our understanding of institutional processes at the individual level of analysis and could be used in other organizational contexts for studying various strategic practices integration.  It could also be used in future empirical work to link concepts from institutional theory with concepts from the organizational behaviour literature, such as issue-selling (Dutton and Ashford 1993; Dutton et al. 2001).
Third, the present study enriches the strategy-as-practice field of study in bringing-in important insights from institutional theory.  From the strategy-as-practice perspective, strategy is “as a situated, socially accomplished activity, while strategizing comprises those actions, interactions and negotiations of multiple actors and the situated practices that they draw upon in accomplishing that activity” (Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl 2007: 7-8).  Despite its emphasis on the ‘socially situated’ nature of strategy, this perspective has not yet fully investigated how the institutional and social status of ‘strategy’ affects the process of strategy making within organizations (Jarzabkowski and Spee 2009; Whittington 2006).  Our study addresses this important gap in highlighting the crucial importance of intra-organizational institutional factors for the success of strategizing.

Fourth, in clarifying the institutional dimension of strategizing, our analysis captures a process whereby emergent and deliberate forms of strategy making are blended (Burgelman 1984; Burgelman 1991; Mintzberg 1987; Mintzberg and Waters 1985).  Our data show how actors can purposively transform emerging strategy-in-the-making into ‘deliberate’ strategic discourse and practice to facilitate its integration with organizations.  This suggests that new practice adoption at the micro-level of analysis may emerge through the craft of strategic practice and also thanks to actors’ purposive efforts to build the new practice’s legitimacy.
6.2 Implications for the Study of Corporate Social Responsibility

CSR has emerged as a prominent concept in business practice and in the strategy field (Porter and Kramer 2006).  Yet, its conceptualization in organization theory remains so far limited (Crouch 2006; Gond and Crane 2000; Lockett, Moon and Visser 2006).  In line with recent calls (Caruana and Crane 2008; Humphreys and Brown 2008; Lee 2008), the present study contributes CSR denaturalization in approaching this managerial concept as a ‘socially constructed phenomenon’.  In so doing, our empirical study has several implications for the organizational studies of CSR.

First, we show that CSR content is negotiated and constructed through several micro-practices.  Our analysis reveals that the moral values associated with CSR can be downplayed to facilitate its acceptance (Crane 2000), and at the same time can be strategically called upon.  Organizational actors hence, demonstrate strategic flexibility in their use of the moral dimensions of CSR.  For instance, our data show that managers leveraged the ‘emotional appeal’ of CSR when discussing social and environmental issues to prevent managers’ cynicism in discussions of CSR activities or programs and also ‘cooled down’ the concept in reshaping it through a managerial business case theorization.  Our study thus complements prior studies on the multiplicity of organizational discourses on CSR (Humphreys and Brown 2008) by demonstrating the instrumental role of CSR’s multiple meanings in the process of CSR institutionalization.  Future research could investigate whether and how the inherent ‘ambiguity’ of CSR as an idea is strategically mobilized by actors (Jarzabkowski, Sillince and Shaw 2010).

Second, our analysis reveals how the ‘status’ of CSR as a managerial concept changes within an organization.  This finding invites reflecting more broadly on the strategizing processes at play in the academic and institutional fields of strategy and management.  Future research could for instance, study the process whereby CSR practitioners, such as McKinsey consultants and KPMG auditors, have turned this notion into a relevant managerial or strategic concept in order to create a new market niche.  In the academic field, future studies could investigate why and how the once ‘marginalized’ concept of CSR (Walsh, Weber and Margolis 2003; Wood 2000) has been progressively reintegrated within the scope of relevant strategic concepts.  

Third, our paper builds on the strategy-as-practice perspective and institutional work concept to study CSR institutionalization as the product of actors’ purposive work and actions (something people do).  Such a positioning departs significantly from the bulk of prior empirical research on CSR that focuses on the assessment of the financial impact of CSR (Gond and Crane 2010; Margolis and Walsh 2003; Walsh, Weber and Margolis 2003).  Future research could focus their efforts on the work, practice and tools constructed and used by CSR practitioners across and within organizations to develop this line of enquiry.  Our analysis demonstrates the value added of a qualitative perspective focused on actors’ daily practices to understand how and why CSR may become strategic within an organization. 
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‘Making strategy’ / ‘strategy in the making’


Practice-based Process of Strategizing 
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Elevating and leveraging


Boundary spanning and networking
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Technical work
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� Quote from the Boston Consulting Group website, consulted on the 20/10/2009.  Web address: http://www.bcg.com/about_bcg/social_impact/corporate_social_responsibility/default.aspx


� There is a similar paradox in the literature on institutional entrepreneurship that remains focus on organizations rather individuals, event though this concept can address the individual level of analysis (Battilana, Leca and Boxenbaum 2009).


� We kept the name of the corporation anonymous.


� We use these two pseudonyms when referring to these actors in our findings.


� These tables provide illustrative quotes and objects from our empirical material. We refer to theses quotes and objects in the text by their number preceded with the letters IQ or IO. For instance, IQ2.4refers to the 4th quote in T able 2; IO3.2 refers to the 2nd object in Table 3. 


� A pseudonym.
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