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Against the backdrop of increasing foreign“.| ct investme (/tﬁows in the developing economies

in Asia the investigation of topié%@?fsn&/\oqa a‘/ﬁe social responsibility (CSR) in the region
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increases in importance. We examin t\’xe\C \/rﬁotives of four large indigenous agribusiness

ﬁ\
n f 9
®

More discoveries have arisen fro
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firms in India with d&iew to s e%tlﬁle validity of the claim that CSR 1n this country, compared
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to developed countr,reg{’ fluenced substantially more by moral, cultural and religious
f\g |

considerations ga{qi\J le \b{self— tereé‘t and profit seeking. Unlike numerous other investigations

of CSR t]gé\%:ly&r:qﬁxi/onnaires and company reports, our data are drawn from in-depth

int‘?f@%@ ;ﬁé\a\é‘\\analysis revealing some intricate motives behind CSR behavior and

/(’EW _ng)ltions fhét inspire them. Our findings challenge some previously reported results

) \&nd\},ﬂicate\;ﬂ the degree to which such behavior is affected by the state of economic
o

-

% development and cultural differences may be smaller than is often argued.



Introduction

In 2017, developing Asia regained its position as the largest FDI recipient region in the world,
followed by the European Union and North America (UNCTAD, 2018). As the activities of
multination companies (MNCs) in the region intensify, analysis of some under-researched
aspects of the business environment that they face acquires a new urgency. One such aspect is

the set of informal relations between business and society that extend beyond normative



obligations and belong to the realm of corporate social responsibility (CSR). In the literature
there is growing understanding that further progress in the practices of CSR by MNCs and its

conceptualization may be hampered if due attention is not paid to the dynamism and multiplicity

of CSR contexts (Rasche et al., 2017). In this respect, one of the notable concerns is the absence
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of systematic studies of CSR in developing countries despite realization that franigworks m/\d\}/\
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conclusions drawn from experience in developed countries may not necessarily be/a \J :
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everywhere (Jamali & Karam, 2016). Repeated calls are heard urglng to_ b>
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limitations of the ‘western’ bias in CSR research (e.g., Park & Ghauri 20152 Pas
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2017). This requires a meticulous build-up of primary evidence on the i cel -éSR in the
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developing countries and analysis thereof as there are visible gap@mzﬂie\ leedge on and the
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evidence of CSR behaviors in these countries (Pasam et ‘, 20 w

1ghted in the literature by

In this paper we address some of the shg\ : . .
investigating one essential aspect of CS otives) in ajor developing country in Asia

|
3 thalzt;l"s /%a\ /Hlevel, data from an important but under-
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(India) using original micro-ley

: .
researched economic sector (agribusi Es)}‘s d@ve chosen CSR motives as our focus because
a
they have emerged 4a central\ much cbated theme in the literature on corporate strategy
.
and public- corporate/r /\:\s\GthLeAl 'Pache 2015; Ghobadian et al., 2015). This topic is
becoming more nt in m/ rnatlonal business research in response to MNCs’ request for
wle

extensive A/P \aL

as they increasingly use CSR and sustainability investments to

mit}g@teﬂ%&\)roader\hablhtles in foreign locations (Buckley et al., 2017; Kolk & Van Tulder,
4

Leonidou, 2013) that stakeholders tend to make a distinction between CSR based on egoistic



(extrinsic) motives driven by anticipated economic gains and ethic based (intrinsic) motives
reflecting a genuine concern for societal needs. Stronger attributions of intrinsic motives lead

stakeholders to make positive inferences about the firm and render CSR activities an effective

instrument for building a positive societal image. By contrast, if stakeholders suspect extrinsic
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motives this undermines the credibility of CSR performance, leading to les@favora@e\}/\ X
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stakeholder attitudes and behavior s toward the firm. Hence, the discussion of C%ﬁ&\ 4
Al

bears more than just scholastic interest. ! /
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In relation to CSR motives, the literature generally charactétiz CSK in leveloping
/ |

ille, H/fthat tend

countries as inherently intrinsic in character (Mohan, 2001; J amali_ &
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to be inspired by moral considerations (Nalband & Al-Kelabi, ZMFmPal'ﬁjorms (Jamali &
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Mirshak, 2010) and religious expectations (Du et al., /201;6 a e ftly quoted as reasons

all
for the philanthropic bias of CSR in these countries,-By contrast fie CSR activities of Western

multinational firms operating in developin‘g untries are often depicted as motivated by legal

obligations and anticipated ec@%%@a%dﬁ & Hinson, 2012), either tangible, e.g.,
‘ v
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improvement of financial res%r 1 t\a“g\lb ysﬁch as reputation, prestige, or greater freedom

Qian, 2011). Focusing on India, we examine the

for self-regulation (Patten, ZO\OQZWJang_ L

. . ’§
claim that comparable#hx;lﬁﬁs/pze/a/d industry affiliation foreign and local firms differ
f\g |

AN
recognize@ﬁ)ecﬁg@ns regarding the social profile of large businesses that exist in the country.
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miU./ icular Tq\gture of our research is that it moves the debate from a macro to a micro
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/(’Eve\ gL}!fi‘is. There is a recognized shortage of interpretive scholarship designed to add
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substantially w}ﬂi"’r@%‘[ T méti’\’/es. Our research may help international companies to

>?ure and depth to our understanding of the motives for CSR in developing

‘\l\cgﬁﬁtries (May, 2011). To bridge this gap we draw our research from in-depth case studies of
w

the actual experience of CSR. For many IB problems, case studies may prove more reliable and

valid (Yang et al., 2006) because they reveal the particulars that investigations based on self-



reported questionnaires and company reports are unable to grasp. We build our cases on
company documentation and detailed interviews with 28 company executives in charge of CSR

in four major Indian firms involved in the principal stages of agribusiness: growing of seeds;

the production of fertilizers and pesticides, food processing and the manufacture of agricultural

machinery. An inductive approach to the analysis of the data has helped to produce@)clustei‘\ Qf\\/\ X
J f |
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qualitative evidence and identify observable patterns that point towards micro detemﬁmx)f\\én
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Our study makes a number of contributions to the current debates n in t‘he>mtext
'; |
of developing economies. First, it focuses on the micro level of CSR decision m mé of which

CSR motivation.
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evidence in the literature is scant. By revealing the nuances olxﬁ(—:? tives, it attempts to
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expose sector-specific characteristics of CSR in the in f;t t la\lysa’ key role in India and
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attracts increasing foreign investments. Secondj 6UQ f

investigation of a major segment of the Inclh econchhﬁfso far has not received the degree
stu

irds ol
f I/

draws on a field-based

of academic scrutiny it deserves,

ayies way for future researchers to enrich the
4

analysis of CSR in developiwu b }nﬁestigating industry-related variations in the

. . A ‘I'/ﬁ\\\t; ; . .. ..
Indian context. FmaIly, for | &ct jonersy” the study’s implications may be significant by
providing evidence a

ey
(... -
thodologic y&b that point towards the need of taking into account
Al
the industry spgc\iﬁc&l@%:;s tween the firm and their stakeholders when developing a CSR
A
\ §
strategy. Eé\mykinatio | agrifirms investing in India this research may help to better
W
a9
undﬁ‘{gs.ta hﬁg dynan}\i\cs of business-society interaction in the strategically important industry
A \ ‘-.

/(g]'rdig\c@un/t/#y on the'whole.
QI
) indings point towards two important trends that challenge the opinion often
PN

i ‘\l\‘e){ﬁr/essed in the literature. They indicate the presence of strong commonalities between CSR

\

" motives of firms operating in business environments characterized by notable differences in

cultural traditions and levels of economic development. First, certain specific characteristics of
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a business (e.g., the nomenclature of products; technologies used; the profile of suppliers) may
play a greater role in determining the shape of CSR activities than sector-wide or even national

factors such as culture and tradition. Second, despite some local tint, the CSR behavior of th¢

firms that we investigated matches closely the theoretical schemes that originally were created
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through the investigation of Western firms in the high-income developed coufifries. T{ﬁs\}/\ X
& N
en \'J/"

-

CSR in Developing Economies: Conceptual Perspectives / \ N
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Within the CSR literature, there is a variety of perspectives onl\cmd essentially on the
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scrutiny of business practices in developed countries. }Nhht theyhavelin common is that CSR

al \
is presented as a combination of actions by whiclj,\l; inesse f

west&d terpretation of CSR assumes that

k to negotiate their role in

society (Kuznetsov & Kuznetsova, 2012). \'I

L

firms will make a rational and pW' ategie.résponse to the public expectations in order
i

o/
to maintain some sort of a SOW Bct\\wml/ﬁﬁciety (the so-called ‘strategic CSR’). Such a

f'/i‘. 4 p . . . . .
response is motivate@,by the @\U)on that' compliance with societal expectations is necessary
ey
i

to safeguard some spag/é the Ifte{cio/ydf action of business in the pursuit of profit. This
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‘enlightened sel/f\-“\i"ﬁ?av&\&;sgs/is or\l'e"of the pillars of CSR literature in the West (Garriga &
b _

\
Mele, 20 {\It\im\gﬁies that although it is not impossible for firms to engage in CSR on largely
A

40 T
mo@ ﬂr‘eﬂ\%@l grouﬁ}c}s, normally they do so to enhance corporate profit or shareholder gain.
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recent years, the literature (for an overview see Jamali & Karam, 2016) has

C
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/ﬁeed for analyzing CSR from a perspective that gives full consideration to the

‘\l\c\(;nit/ext that exists in developing economies where culture, traditional values and national
|

politics provide a unique backdrop for CSR activities. As a result, it is argued, the meaning,

orientations, relevance, and practice of CSR across the developing economies may differ



significantly compared to Western countries. Sharma (2013) studied ten Asian economies,
including India, and identified cultural influences and classical philanthropy among key

celements that define the practice of CSR by companies there. Similarly, the monograph

‘Corporate Social Responsibility in Asia’ (Low et al., 2014) emphasizes the role of Confucian
ethics, Hinduism and Islam in the formation of the ethos and practice of CSR in major Asian ;/\J\
y - ."}' |
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countries such as China, India and Indonesia Y A
/\f
Alongside culture, believes and traditions, the literature points at th\ ﬁ%ﬁon
triesy(J

environment as a source of the unique characteristics of CSR in deve

A
2014). There institutions are often retrograde, tendentious ay_.cb T 'rc/reates the

;
ambience of permissiveness in which laws are abused and rules a{@ et&feﬁble or not enforced

s SN
(Khavul & Bruton, 2013). In this context, CSR is hke/l,y tb ac ﬁew/ dimensions compared
Vv
to a standard Western interpretation as a responsejb\ii“i.l renf set of societal expectations.

However, while variations of the 1nst1tut1? environm / n which CSR is implemented in

\&o\nst }a‘fs on CSR in developing economies (Chapple

J“(Jackson & Apostolakou, 2010), less is

known about the impact of insti

\
et al., 2014). @ \\
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The recognltfroy{/ the pe liag//and often unique condition in which CSR is
Sl

implemented og@d@%%;elop/ ed economies has led to conceptual models of CSR that reflect

these Condiﬁ:)ns‘ @e of the more notable efforts was undertaken by Visser (2008). He revised
Car;FQ[lY’s 6\ 1) we\}l\\establlshed model that depicts CSR as a pyramid of four layers of
EW 1biliti ,9&# ecohdmlc responsibilities at the bottom, followed by legal, ethical and

1lan hrop1>ﬁis hierarchy, argues Visser, reflects the practice of CSR in the West and is not

st111 get the most emphasis in developing countries. However, philanthropy is given the second

highest priority. Visser argues that because poverty, hunger and unemployment prevail in



developing countries, philanthropy as an element CSR is more ubiquitous there than in
developed countries. He also suggests that there is ample evidence that CSR in developing

countries draws strongly on deep-rooted indigenous cultural traditions of philanthropy, business

ethics, and community embeddedness (Visser, 2008: 480-481). Beliefs, values and assumptions

)
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are also characterized by a more recent redesign of Carroll’s pyramid by Nalband an@_)&l-KeI&J/gi\}/\
- .’;\'
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In the literature, India is presented as a country with an established practlg%\\%mra
-
ndar

benevolence (Balasubramanian et al., 2005; Jaysawal & Saha, 2015; 3). TheJndian

w |

context, therefore, offers an apt opportunity to scrutinize the influence @ C m/ tives that

[ 3
represent peculiar national cultural and social conditions agh\‘pst%@ that the literature

'\wj

eHmecerest and the focus on

I
identifies as generic in the sense that they are energized by

[ \v
corporate value added. Businesses in the count()\x@&b 1
daan

influenced by the concept of sharing of

Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism gn Sll{h_ sn\O jt{he colonial period, patriotic industrialists

saw corporate giving as a mew c n but ulldlng a modern India (Balasubramanian et

\3 )
al., 2005; Sundar, 2013). InQ Q)t ce ury this tradition acquired its strongest voice in

Al L N
ethics is Sarvoglaya othérs (Walz & Ritchie, 2000), emphasizing the need to use
AN
wealth forgfﬁéﬁlarg&r\ benefit of the society, not merely the shareholders.

Gandhi’s social teachi ocatlilg/th/ éwardship philosophy. The cornerstone of Gandhian
:wkp/

R‘/;Nﬁ%j auth01\§\ however, share the view that modern CSR in developing countries has
~N P

b

in the shift of the corporate goals from socio-economic objectives towards the welfare of



various stakeholder. The increasing importance of stakeholder relations as a focus of CSR
activities of Indian firms has emerged as a strong theme in the literature (Balasubramanian et

al., 2005; Sharma, 2013). There is growing evidence that Indian firms are engaging into CSR

for reputational, financial, and relational benefits and in this sense replicate the behavior of

y.
their counterparts in the developed countries. @ { \ \\
o r/\ |
f i ] !
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As this brief literature overview indicates, there is no agreement amongf a ic \\J '

and India in particular. Furthermore, extant research tends to cluste 'c’i d m\acr <level

] __4
aggregations disregarding growing evidence that CSR practices{ a t/ ntial and
/
contextual. Accordingly, the research problem this artlcle fo@s&s\ is to gain a better

v
|\/,|\‘

understanding of the motive of CSR by examining the ?in;’lder 1 \that determine CSR at the

organizational level. \\\

Although the accumulation o /\’;\ \%&J
CSR in developing geglons su a\sl}ndla, 7
offering evidence ﬁ;ogif © anoti‘-@\e but more importantly by using it to make a
methodologlca%p;m I\axon g]/ pr%dméon and analysis of data sought in relation to the
dlscusswa/l%\CSR\:bé This has been achieved by following a particular approach to
cho,o\lng &iquectsté\ study. A case of CSR was selected that bore characteristics which,

/( acca& 0 /1;/he literature, could be seen as predictors indicating that the motives of CSR should

\%ected /bé intrinsic in nature. We subsequently scrutinized the case to see if the reality
% met the expectations and conceptualized the implications of our findings.
Our search for a case has led us to India’s agribusiness sector. It was chosen because

we sought to apply a more nuanced approach than is usual in the literature as we responded to



the argument that the motives for corporate benevolence and returns on corporate social
performance might vary across different industry sectors (Amato & Amato, 2007; Hull &

Rothenberg, 2008). This potential discrepancy in behavior across industries is rarely accountey

for in studies on CSR in developing countries. In India, for example, the research sample would

usually include either companies of the same size or firms operating in a particular geo grapha\(c/gl\\k\
£
f i | ‘

area with little regard to the nature of their business (Balasubramanian at al., 2005; Mi aand ‘\\J/‘ -
Al

Suar, 2010). By contrast, this study focuses on firms functioning within t/he_ ﬁ?w\%r /
-

agribusiness — a major but under-researched segment of the Indi that has

\ y
%‘t-wa/ that this

limited exposure in the international business literature. A further consi

¢

sector has seen in the recent years an influx of foreign 1nvestmé@ spﬁa& ad By such giants as
(r | \ } |\_/'

PepsiCo and Nestlé (Singh, 2002). ,\l ( A

The notion of agribusiness was introduced d Davis (1957). In modern
reading agribusiness includes agrlchemlcla ; breid)jll;c(/tgp production, distribution, farm
W@&Ms}marketmg and retail sales. The choice of

| % :

agribusiness for our investigati/i§ n

machinery, processing, and se

. The actors in this sector share commonalities
as far as their intere$ts relate t(ﬂ){h\nj\anuf ture and distribution of agricultural produce, but at
the same time they ma ﬁfr/e/ Hustrles (petrochemical, engineering, transportation,

A t:dlfv from this sector more generalizable and diverse than that

etc). This makgs”\ V\x;/
drawn fr(g{P ‘a\mgi\e homogeneous sector. In addition, agribusiness is an industry whose

ope@mﬁ\wlgmﬁcﬁpt environmental and social consequences, making it a natural object for
o
&QW itm Z/}élp to find answers to two important questions. Are firms operating in a highly

‘\VlSlble sector in a developing country susceptible to the same motivation as their counterparts

1t gy Thé{ndlan agribusiness sector makes an interesting example to examine

_ _/
& in the West, i.e., improving the quality of business environment through CSR activities to

achieve competitive advantage (Porter & Kramer 2002; Frynas, 2005)? Or instead, are they

10



influenced primarily by moral imperatives as suggested by some literature on CSR in

developing countries?

Agribusiness is very important for India both in terms of economic and soci

development, making it a prime focus for an investigation centering on CSR. It is not only a

. . . e
source of food supplies for one of the most populous countries of the world, it is alsdan 1ndus\t1;>/ ) \ X
A i ‘

paying for the livelihood of nearly 65 per cent of the population (Yogesh & Changtraé%\l%}/\\ J/ hud

i

2014). Some of these people belong to the most depraved strata in Indian society,\f Rsituatio
I//_-V »
oﬂ inferest ‘f];; the role
w A

and motives of agrifirms as CSR agents. Yet the topic remains fundamental ung f—‘ésearched.
o |

creates certain expectations within the society and stimulates the gr

This article offers data and analysis that redresses this imbalance'@ S

- Q‘%\e\e\x’t‘er—ft{

l ‘\\k J.‘}\.J‘
For this investigation we have chosen an ingueﬁve itative approach because it
al e
allows to build a rich, detailed picture about why e actimcertain ways (Creswell, 2014).

ed managerial'perceptions regarding the motives

Specifically, through interview data, we exp

L

ss ,.@mpgs gﬁded as A, B, C and D. These are large
| -

companies with long history contgolle /ovfnder’s family, as is the case of most big firms

for CSR in four Indian agribysi

e of the major sub-segments of agribusiness: the

|'/7‘ \
in India (Table 1). Bach is eN\ea\dbf in
WO”’

, N
5 3
production and suppig// ertili"%grs/an | pesticides (firm A); herbal medicine and food

Al _
processing (ﬁny/\Bﬁ; k\qodueﬁgn o\f tractors and farm machinery (firm C) and the production
b

RO
and suppl;/g%ur@%‘b\iose s and sugar (firm D).

g, 9
/f\. 4 —“\\ ;\ Table 1 about here

ing’a field trip in India in 2014 we interviewed 28 company executives, senior and

)
- &@:leve\

) fﬁagers in charge of CSR and branding who were identified as individuals most
'

l- \ “‘l\lik_a/y to provide information that we sought. Alongside the interview transcripts, a portfolio of

__4
4

== fieldtrip logs was created, containing notes from working with the companies’ documents and

media accounts of related topics. These supplementary materials provided a valuable context

11



for construing the interview data both semantically and conceptually. The use of multisource
inputs helped to introduce the elements of what is known in the literature as ‘ethnographic
interviewing’ (Heyl, 2014) because it allows a deeper engagement with the communicate;
messages and the meaning of actions and events from the position of the interviewees.
The interviews were conducted in English, recorded and Ilater transcﬁBed
transcripts were subjected to inductive content analysis through the systematic cla551ﬁcat10n
;’\f

process of coding and identifying themes and patterns carried out in multlple st p ng

Elo and Kyngés (2008). A number of themes have emerged from our anal 51% e 1nte:\1p ation

of community as a stakeholder; CSR as a means of strategic comm
7

- .
instrument of stakeholder management; legitimacy seeking all‘ld) al 18tie giving. They are
il ]
l \\\k [ d

QP
\\\\>/

i atlg\) ;K/SR as an

discussed in the following section. p
¥

Findings and Discussion

Community as a Stakeholder j\? .
|

In a seminal work, Freeman ( % a

groups of stakeholdéss and tha\\stbmatl attention to their interests is critical to its success.

This proposition laid/ﬂj[é/\ou\datlgn/fjakeholder theory in the West and contributed to the
Al > 4
" e on

development o@fhé\de\‘;/ R 1%10t1vat10n. The instrumental part of the stakeholder theory
deals Wlthv/(?é\waﬁ\m which the corporation can manage its relationships with the stakeholders
in QQﬂﬂTB\\ghleve eé\onomlc objectives and, ultimately, wealth creation (Garriga & Melé,

/( m s//bécome\a/corner stone of the firm perspectives on the CSR motives in the Western

anna emenyrature (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). From this perspective, CSR is seen as a

l \fom of investment that allows the firm to take advantage of stakeholder relations and undertake

1n1t1at1ves that maximize the ‘payback’ from society in response to CSR initiatives. In addition,

12




because CSR initiatives generally compete for corporate resources, companies are expected to
demonstrate that their investment in CSR is financially justified (Inoue et al., 2017).

Literature on CSR in India tends to regard this pragmatic approach to CSR as being

outside the national tradition (Kumar et al., 2001). As late as 2008, according to a survey by

%_
KarmYog Foundation, an Indian NGO, the majority of large Indian companies clairhed that ﬂ\}g}z\/\ R
=~ |'F i ‘

|
i

were not purposefully targeting their stakeholders and were implementing theirf@gx‘\'xa\\é J
manner, unconnected with their business process (Gautam & Singh, 2010). o >
o
S]B‘ ive,

4

although at
__
poj 've/of it. Not

7 —\ |
‘- o
surprisingly, in the interviews rural communities repeatedly ﬁg'@eqjlfz%\t smain targets of the
- I ‘ ]

(r l \\ J.‘ ‘|\_J

o e, . . iy .

CSR activities of our case firms. The agrlbusmefs _Secto eﬁends heavily upon local
| !

communities for the provision of land and the suppf\%
own produce. Given the high incidence W}f}djﬁrivation, rural communities are a
natural choice for charitable giyﬁinc}_j' /%t\);nterviewees reported that in some of their
policies their firms were motiva l\d{n ﬂf to ‘give back to the society’. However, the

Our study has produced data that are in dissonance with thi

first glance many of the remarks by the interviewees seemed to be

inputs, and for selling their

the interviewees referred to rural communities did

overall manner in which in m'a{y\iﬁtan_q
& &

§ o ’§

5 3

not agree well withgaf%ofiqk@ﬁé giving. They consistently linked support to the
f\g |

community to g&“b&h\m}s/s{inwgsts\of their companies. The following statement by the Vice

. \\\ . . .
President (ﬁ}aske@g and“Sales) of firm C summarizes well this shared attitude: ‘CSR is a
L
_— Y

4N T
conp(qtéﬁ?%rt by tké\ﬁrm to develop a community and give back to the community which is
4 \ p

) : L
ofit [our emphasis — authors]’. At some point, it also became clear that the very

Considering the importance that Western theory of CSR allocates to stakeholder

relations, we had anticipated a frequent use of the word stakeholder during the interviews. In

13



reality, talking about the addressees of the CSR efforts of their companies, the interviewees used
this word only 15 times, which we initially interpreted as evidence of limited interest in

stakeholder relations. By contrast, the word community was used 268 times, apparently

suggesting a narrow focus on a particular kind of a stakeholder. However, further analysis led
) ) ) . ) /;\
us to the conclusion that we were dealing more with a variation in terminology rather thag\m , \
> /"

) o 4
) W’

substance. P
A \/
Community studies identify place or space and the feeling of belongi/nggf?ﬁ%nt

//_
constituents of community (Christenson & Robinson, 1989). Fr e~.\‘yg irf’?:\‘lep ton of
A
}fmﬂ-&)mmunity

N
4 ]
t w
(Bhattacharyya, 2004). At the same time, critical development sél@m\; out that in real life

situations in developing countries business practltlon%rs\bfta\\%?gle/to define and delimit

-
‘communities’ (McEwan et al., 2017). Our intervigws GW

the managers used the language that a

community studies, rural or agricultural settlements have stood as a

validity if this observation:

owledged (I}g spatial dimension of the term

community; however, for them fhi din?én}io{\wa\ determined not so much by the geographical
‘ \‘ w

borders of a particular village, b

o
living in it had to th&i¥ firm. MQ%brds_
A =y

i ~ %‘

firm A, ‘Community e x\gt\he jsiejq/e/rejiding near the manufacturing plant, the people who
Al .

have lost their L@&'?‘A»\hi\j;m jOZ setting up the manufacturing plant, farmers doing cultivation
A _

RO
in the vicilt{?@‘aﬁ n\i@rufa ring plant. When CSR is done in a marketplace, the community can
o
40 B
co%ﬁ?%abor?ﬁé\ engaged in the supply chain, sales people and the customer’. Other
i \ ‘-.
/(W es )@‘choed{his perception of the community as essentially a conglomerate of
‘: \
_ &@t@ents
Vad \ -

l. \ % the participants of our study the term ‘community’ has acquired a meaning very close or similar

z/e@ted by and contributing to the operation of a firm. In effect, in the discourse of

|

4

{0 that of the term “stakeholder” as used in Western management literature.
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Historically community in the Indian context refers to village or caste (Freitag, 1989).
That the term has become more inclusive and transcended the boundaries of a single rural

settlement may be a reflection of changes in the scope of activities of major agrifirm, whic

have diversified functionally and geographically, and have caught in their orbit new categories

Ve
of stakeholders. Their CSR discourse, however, seems to be slow to catch up with thgse cham’cg/\es\}\
o Fﬂ'

i

AL
impression that the values pursued by agrifirms are more traditionalist than the géﬁm%
o
the term ‘community’ in the CSR discourse of interviewed na e.‘&%)d to acquire

/ |
/B‘s@\ 4%/ fact that

and may be confusing for outsiders with its apparent focus on the rural community, thu I"‘f ing\' /
Y

connotations that take it beyond its traditional usage is further_evi
/

occasionally the interviewees employed it as a substitute for soébty; /“ag some managers even

v
|\/,|\‘

used the words ‘CSR’ and ‘community developme}l,t qnte y This suggests that

untangling the traditional and more inclusive usag @ ‘community’ in managerial

discourse in developing countries is imp.lo t for the 1t ature on CSR to obtain a more

authentic picture of CSR motives. in dhiese c

h%as fimed in the literature.

igs, which incorporates a wider and more
4

diverse set of stakeholders thaw

\ \\ s
CSR as Strategic Com \Kon 3 // ]
‘\

When the interyiew \z\i;doefgout\ community in a narrow sense, i.e., the inhabitants of a

village, 1t%és\a% rent fhat the community focus of the CSR efforts of the case firms had

ratlggaf Tm\.\ckatlons \\\Research has shown that by emphasizing shared values and behaviors,

/('paﬁis S Q/f‘any g“foﬁp of people simultaneously define their own community and create an

ssing those outside the boundaries they drew (Freitag, 1989: 13). This division

_

‘\between us’ and ‘them’ may have as its consequence resistance on the part of the members of
commumty to changes that originate outside the community, in particular if the community has

limited contact with the external world, which is often the case in rural India. It transpires from

15



the interviews that all four firms regularly have to confront the challenge of overcoming such
resistance. In the words of the Associate Vice President (Corporate Affairs) of firm A, ‘there
will be a lot of aggressive behavior of local community... when you start doing something

different, which actually impacts their daily routine life’.

In these circumstances, Indian firms in our study employ CSR activities straﬁe%wallye&gld\,? /\ )
0 \

i
O

. . e & J
very much as their Western counterparts do: as a communication tool and as a legitimaj \t()o\l\\J/
A
whi

. . . . £ .
Corporate communication theory defines corporate communication as a metho E&
enpmil

enti{&Druck ler,
A

e ¢ ration uses

corporations align stakeholder’s interests with company interests (

;
CSR to convey a certain benevolent image of itself to the é@k?ﬁo&

/
behavior (Blombéck & Scandelius, 2013; Chaudhri, 2 14'(

. .. )
the relational approach to corporate commumcah@

objectives of this approach is to gain un%e%;ﬁng 0 ;@keholder interests and concerns,
sh

s, fOS
i

2004; Gray & Balmer, 1998). CSR activities may fall into this categ(\)r\}z'ﬁr

g
% to influence their

l \\ J.‘ ‘|\_J

isedion stakeholder theories,

P

e role of the dialogue. The

develop mutually agreeable solyti

ieanings and increased level of trust all of
4

which are important determin@sr/for suc /SE? of implementing CSR as a strategic tool (see
. 4 I:/*‘ ; .
Golob & Podnar, 2017). \ \\J J

-7 o T -
Our findings /re)?e at the ¢ Syﬁfms actively use CSR as a form of communicative
al |

action. When agﬁﬁ s\stht toginolv’eTocal communities in their business operations, they face
b

° p
the need t@{}%ﬁiﬁrﬁ\{ld ny concerns and engage across often conflicting viewpoints. In rural
M N
com@tﬁﬁﬁe&\,there \a\n}@ multiple barriers to behavior change in the form of knowledge base,
4 \ |

| : : : e
'al//a,hd cultural factors sustained by a complex network of relationships within the

T, €
P NI\n Inity. /R programs as described by the interviewees were instrumental in finding shared

e/
l. \ /‘\l\‘understandings based on a participatory process of community engagement. As a senior
nr

manager of firm C put it, ‘CSR is helping to connect with the community, understand their

lifestyle and their difficulties in day-to-day life’.
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The importance of involving communities as partners in CSR projects was repeatedly
emphasized by the interviewed managers: ‘We also make it a point that CSR activity is

participatory. What ‘participatory” [means] is if I am investing, let us say, 100 rupees then gt

least 20 rupees should be contributed by the community or beneficiaries. If they don’t have

£
money then we say give labor’ (Associate Vice President, Firm A). Insistence on((;ommum\ty, /\

Ry

participation in CSR projects brings many advantages to donor firms in terms of bo/th \a\to\ns\\J/
/\f
building and defending own interests. First, they gain better understanding of thé eeds
ir es{ es 1ﬁ Jrrefevant

| / l
/E\(\ul so/mal issues

the community because its members will refuse to participate with t

projects. This makes the CSR efforts better targeted and help to avoi
/

that are not directly related to the relationship with primary stalée\ho],dé& 7@cond participatory
—d

programs instigate close co-operations between commymjﬁgan I\di)rfo‘r helping to build the

bond of trust. Third, firms are able to offload some ¢ h&g urden onto the beneficiaries

and reduce the cost of CSR. Part1c1patoryP ams% icial for the communities as well.

They are able to influence the se Ctl?;f theb ¢ﬁ01arles of CSR. By supplying a share of

resource, they develop a senw 0 l %ﬂd involvement that makes the project more

sustainable in the loAg term. As\d}oys w1 7raw from a particular CSR activity, the community

Al | N
This is compely{ﬁgl dence of a p¥agmatlc and business-like approach to CSR on the part of

that has a stake in thejé‘rme\t;s‘;&opﬂ l'y to accept the responsibility for taking it forward.

Indian agg/ usmﬁﬁ fir that is not characteristic of corporate benevolence driven by the

T

hilanth otlves
&N

J

P @Llceny Operate and Stakeholder Management

L

|& ‘l\‘Engagement with the community achieved through effective communication makes the
/ foundation for building mutual trust. Good corporate reputation has strategic value for the firm

and ‘ensures acceptance and legitimacy from stakeholder groups, generates returns, and may

17



offer a competitive advantage as it forms an asset that is difficult to imitate’ (Cornelissen, 2008:
69). The importance of such acceptance and legitimacy has been summed up in the literature in

the concept of a ‘social license to operate” (Moffat & Zhang, 2014). It links the success o

companies with their ability to meet the expectations of local communities, the wider society,

y.
and various constituent groups. Agribusiness is particularly sensitive to extema(ljresour(':\e\s,\}/
f
making stakeholders controlling these resources a force to be reckoned with. Ac;c XQ\\—” '
/\f
resource dependence theory, the power of external stakeholders comes from thelr ty,

b
|

or perceived, to constrain firms’ access to critical resources. Shirodkaget al \m) pl‘b that
CSR as a form of stakeholder management may be a mechanism to _r_e%fu\ce\

h’l/ pendence

/’\ !
on critical resources alongside more traditional instruments such'@ d&\fmanon interlocking

'\wj

A 4

. o 2
directorates and collective action.
/’
all \N
The social license to operate may be in e

where rural communities often have conttet’over land, w (/?ter sources and the provision of

-
%\/

operation of the local commw

oric concept, but in India,

manpower, it acquires a very oﬁl agribusiness firms. Safeguarding the co-

fcal. It transpire from our research that CSR

activities have 1ndee@/become\{ jor i

{ / ’§
director of CSR of ﬁm@é\%ﬁgc/ka/y/hen he stated that ‘without CSR” his company would
Al B

not have been ajaf@i,/ xamplg;'to bl\lﬂ a new plant near the city of Delhi.

ment of securing this goal for the case firms. The

Ugﬁgiﬂsg POh s to create bridges with local communities was reported by the
mte,qléWee%\s espec\\lglly important for the producers of chemicals and fertilizers and other

0 ntgﬂy hazérdous materials. According to the managers of firms B and C, on many

ﬁ\ \CC&S ins i
-

\

z/sive campaigns of localized CSR initiatives were a necessary preparatory stage
| \ \of any large investment projects. Such CSR initiatives take place before any construction work
\ A

w starts and are seen as necessary to secure the smooth operation of new and old installations. In

our study, the two firms manufacturing potentially environmentally hazardous chemical
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products, pesticides and fertilizers, were particularly conscious of concerns of the communities
near their production sites regarding the protection of soil, water and the environment in

general, and sought to align their CSR activities with the environmental issues as perceived by

the community. According to Vice-President Marketing and Sales of firm C, ‘There are

/_
companies [that are environmentally not so safe], which have got their accepl@}ce in | rh\e ,/\

community just because of CSR initiatives’. The application of CSR initiatives by the/c ‘ \J ' v

/\f
as a deal-sweetener indicates that they are prepared to use them as a strateglc an \1§mv

tool. In this context, for the donor firm a CSR project becomes a value-c ea{t exch\an with

some key groups of stakeholders by way of negotiating operational hu th ugl{ ensuring

/’\ !
community participation. This kind of transaction, as was showé@ea@nvéﬂves investments
& SN

by both parties and thereby add a time dimension }of\the tﬁ}grrelatlonshlp that other

Vv
transactional forms, i.e., of a philanthropic naturegj\xzo

difficult for other firms to duplicate, at least irthe short run (Hillman & Keim, 2001).

ce. These relationships are

In a similar vein, for fi
investment in CSR may be a %

sustainability. For e&a}nple ttn@apmpa es cannot survive if they do not get the raw material

from forest. That is lfruf’/\rgals\o /F// source sustainability, you must do CSR’ (Head of

Al
CSR, Firm B). ffgﬁl \i\% baokéop OT{I'IC'[ forest regulations, it is very difficult for firms in

India to pgo/%lfe ngt;qral resources such as exotic herbs and medicinal plants. Hence, firm B, for
exa&phﬂil& s to plﬁ\\f\armers who grow difficult to procure rare herbs on production contracts,

n.es thélce ai‘e/a commitment on the part of the farmer to deliver an agricultural

>ﬁme and price, and in the quantity required by the buyer. Although contracting

requires changes in the established ways of life in the affected communities and therefore
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sometimes may encounter some resistance. Firm B response is to implement as part of CSR
extensive community development programs such as literacy drive, skill development and

agriculture development training. i

i

The interviewees demonstrated awareness of the importance but also of the limitations

y .

‘If there is a crisis situation, then CSR can do nothing. CSR is a preventive mechanisin. nat a\' 0

Ny '

corrective mechanism’. Despite its involvement in CSR, a firm may not be ablk \%t
-

I
\.
\

.FP

dissent and resentment of the community if their expectations are n e community is

/ |

%con/ ipany wants

/ | \k y
CSR... No. It [does not work] that way. No, it is not thafwKﬂ BstR of Firm A). In fact,
. L ' \a\q\

clumsy attempts to pacify communities with CSR manager of firm A put it,

‘might boomerang’: CSR actions as a crisi‘F ponse are y to be viewed by the community

» OI{S_KQQ?\\\TT\R\ ﬁ/haging its reputation. It follows from the
| -
e

e\'%c MOY the case firms strategic CSR that aims at

as the firm being ‘opportunistijj
interviews, therefore, that in t

establishing long- tefm tmstﬁk\‘atlons with the stakeholders works better when it is

@ A

i
proactive and takes into ;\!Qtth@ ‘ a@ﬁ,'tic interests of all parties involved. It is also notable
A |

that, similarly y{\ \Qt\x{j;teru/com\ltéi”parts (Price et al., 2017), our case firms demonstrate

awarenesA\at\ a@dlng oing any harm may be a more efficient form of corporate social

- T

perf(krm \t\ban reaé@ve compensatory CSR.
/ﬁ\s ’
). €

5

rul Iilc Giving and Religious Bias
o % ’ o

|& \Although strategic considerations as CSR motives loomed large in the data that we collected,
y
w

the interviewees were at pains to emphasize the relevance of charitable and altruistic motives.

Our analysis of the published corporate annual reports found firm C to be the most committed
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to selfless philanthropy out of the four investigated companies. It runs an orphanage, old age
homes and drug rehabilitation centers. It is noteworthy that as a producer of farm machinery C

is the only case firm that does not depend on the direct supply of agricultural inputs and doe§

not use environmentally hazardous technologies that raise concern of society and therefore,

Vo
apparently, is less preoccupied with legitimizing its activities with the farming con@unity.f\z&ll\}/\ X
o fﬂ'

i

case firms were found to be making donations to a variety of good causes such as

hygiene awareness, education, empowerment of women, env1ronment

Tba%gh ‘Zﬁ)yee

volunteering and corporate giving in cash and kind, they s /ppofte - “own or in

management, land and agriculture development, animal husbandry

b

collaboration with industrial associations and NGOs program@m “eradlcatlng hunger,
/ | W -~

poverty and malnutrition. However, despite a strong%,cdrpor ch at the time of the
interviews in 2014, only two of the four firms were, 1n 1cial target of CSR spending
set by Indian law at 2 per cent of the averag t projfke e preceding three financial years.
Firm D, in fact, had allocated o /tgo\

As was noted earlier, W y
\

re c tently emphasizes the powerful interplay of
religious experlence\a.nd CSR\Kth jcont

9.48 per cent of its net profits.

of developing countries. India is a country that is

%
deeply rooted in its i /\v%al ktr m/a Despite this, according to our interviewees large

A \

agrifirms WGI‘G/{\V’O\G\\%\;IY eligious emphasis in their CSR programs. When asked if
A _

compameg/(P ﬁk\Cﬁi eligious sentiments, the response of the Senior Vice President of one
of t]:& ﬁ \\as ‘Goo\{ companies don’t’. This person further explained that this approach was
/( thelx Wt to ah{dgomze any of the stakeholders: ‘It is very important that CSR is unbiased

V\//{a cre

‘\zt is supposed to do’. Our interview data prompt us to deduce that the tendency of linking CSR
/
w

/elzgton ethnicity... It has to be as fair as possible and it has to stand for what

with religion fades as firms grow in size and increase their market reach to encompass all
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diverse groups populating the country, making it important to avoid policies that may alienate

certain sections of the society.

Summary

. . . . r' 4
Modern agribusiness in India has become a vast and complex system that reache§ far bey\ /
i i |
the farm. Managers of the four case firms mentioned a range of motives of CSR ac{l’f ifies in
Ny

their companies. Some of them may be characterized as intrinsic, i.e., driven by\‘fo ate se
-
hsibility'or

interest, and some as extrinsic and normative, i.e., related to a sense df.re 6 ibility'er guty. In

I

A
categories

\

this latter case, firms may not expect returns on their good deeds. To an

f ]
/ |: \\\k J.‘ ‘|\_
i nt-than the general cultural

. . . | /—N - .
of motives could be observed in all studied firms, but the ba@nd;e\b\e en the two varied
_ | j

suggesting that specific business conditions may be 1}10 ' im

all \
and historical background. This is not always evidg‘},\t\@}

the idiosyncrasy of the corporate discourse

ased on surveys because of

S
|t only inte y;ging may reveal. Thus, in our study

all managers characterized speg;%lr\claﬁo%
i

he ‘community’ as the main beneficiary of
=
%}eﬁmpression that, considering the destitute state

their CSR efforts. This discou%ig

of many rural comniuhities, the\aBl irms were concerned with poverty alleviation in the spirit
_ _a

§ e ’§
of the Gandhian traditigzﬂ/\\wtel'ésjl i ﬁn‘}ethics driven teaching of the welfare for all. In fact,
/N [ \/ B /

it transpires froy{@’uﬁzﬁ\ﬁl:s/is at th\e' interviewees often used the term ‘community’ to refer to
A _

\
a whole ng_t_{y?‘ork\(ﬁndiv uals and groups who contributed to and depended on the commercial
s

-

a0 )
sucg;e\%s,g \he\case \ﬂiwns and designated as ‘stakeholders’ in the Western literature. This was
~N ~

-~
&%ﬁi\}sm

_@//i/‘(ient in fégard to firms A and B. These were the two firms that were either heavily

o>f©d and stable relations with farmers for the supply of critical inputs (firm B) or

corporate philanthropy but as partners with a legitimate stake in company operations. Intrinsic

22



motives were strongly in evidence as the interviewees repeatedly referred to ‘resource
sustainability’ and ‘smooth running of business’ as reasons for CSR. Interestingly, it emerged

that in these firms the separation of strategic and philanthropic CSR had had gone far enough to

be institutionalized: funds in support of their business activities were assigned through the

s
dedicated in-house units whilst charitable donations were put at the disposal of NG@s\ \< \\/\

i

In turn, because of the nature of its business - the manufacture of agricultural may y \\J/
/\f
sAa

- firm C did not depend on the goodwill of the communities to the same extent 45 %}

//,.,
B. In its approach to CSR this company appeared to be motivated predgminafitly by extrinsic
/ |
etln\ Jd‘é statutory

and moral (‘returning to society’) motives, although the pressure o

;
requirements and possible tax saving were also acknowledged\}—\m%‘es Flrm C was CSR

& SN
active and implemented CSR programs on its own as/wé la céllabforatlon with industrial

o \ﬂa
associations and NGOs. It provided resources forﬂ?\ﬂﬁli\jl )
ee

women empowerment and environment any ploy

cture projects, health care,

w %e. However, participation in these

programs had an ad-hoc naturef%x\ \/EKK otyhave well-laid internal CSR guidelines or

coherent plans. Firm C was the ond; an ;{e that did not have a dedicated unit to manage

\
its CSR activities. Thé CSR ¢ o r}m wa

mall scale, which also suggest that it was not seen

//

/ N
as a means of achlev ategic mg/ye general manager stated in the interview that for his
firm CSR was g@dﬁa%/bhmﬁfc kind of activity: ‘ We are not seeing any commercial benefit,
[it is not] Ai@n&)ﬁerm short term image building kind of exercise’.

/\ \C§R pro\f'\\l\e of firm D is somewhere in between those of firms A and C. In terms of
4

—

;@{ ﬁrmMD was not dissimilar to firm A: although it was an important producer of

P \ind blx

z/Eﬁis, the core of its business was the production of urea, a widely used component

| \of mtrogen -release fertilizers. Urea requires ammonia for its manufacture. Ammonia can be

& J
w highly toxic to a wide range of organisms, including humans. The firm produced other

hazardous substances such as caustic soda. Similar to firm A, it appeared that firm D was
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conscious of the potential of CSR activities as an instrument of stakeholder management and
preferred to focus its efforts on communities in the vicinity of its chemical plants and sugar

mills. The important difference between firm A and firm B was the scale on which they applied

their CSR programs. If the expenditure of firm A exceeded the legal minimum of 2 per cent set

Ve
in a new Company Act in 2013, the figure for firm D was four times below thé_}nandatgf{y\}/\ X
J f |

A [ 4

;f ‘I L\V_j‘\

threshold at the time of the interview. /\,\ A 4

oN
Conclusions “« I\/Z i“'\\,

This article reports findings on some specific contextual features fa

: : . : . : . 4 2
agrifirms in India that shape their motives for engaging with dSB-fAS\ y research that uses
= il

l \\ J.‘ ‘|\_J

cases, ours has limitations related to the generalizability/of\b&a i gs,;"l?fle choice of a method,

entirety of the corporate involv/en;en fﬁﬁS /m? India, they highlight some significant trends

\

i '/7‘ 1 p . . . . .
that contradict the view of the&%&:ncg extrinsic motives of CSR in this country expressed

in the literature (e.g.ﬂ%%dw\l:;t& , 2004; Jamali & Neville, 2011). Although India has an
f\g | -
established tracjz'rt\?\é’n\o\‘\\x.(:)rmr beh’e‘x’zolence deeply rooted in history and culture, according

Y
h .
to our st,gﬁ;},\lgr\@ie bu
L=

esses demonstrate attitudes to CSR that are only too readily

a4 \\\ . . . ..
recg&hfrz \etg schola)\s of CSR in the developed economies. Self-interest, aspiration to manage
~N ~

smegati

) advantages
Vad \ -
l. \ % of Indian agrifirms. Overall, the vision of CSR and the approach to it demonstrated by the firms

b

e ] . o .
r_t%;tahtleﬁlfeputatlon building, stakeholder management and search for competitive

>7€merged from our research as strong aggregated motives of CSR involvement

|
|

__4
= that we investigated fit well the theoretical schemes developed by Western academics as a

reflection on the experience of firms in the high-income developed countries. One such
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paradigm is the instrumental stakeholder theory that predicates that to maximize shareholder
value managers ought to pay attention to key stakeholder relationship (Jones, 1995; Freeman,

1999). Our research suggests that large firms in India engage in CSR primarily due to intrinsig

instrumental reasons and that there is a correlation between the scale and scope of CSR and the

. - . . Y a
level of exposure, negative externalities and the size of the company. This beﬁa}llor is! go \

_J\

\ | /
different from the pattern in the developed countries as described in the literature (A \\J/
/\f )

Glavas, 2012). Resource dependence theory has also demonstrated a strong e ®§1t
tal reli

in particular, not surprisingly, in the context of agribusiness with its\fu d ‘

natural resources and the farming community.

'S
The evidence collected for this study adds to the growing pﬁ%ﬁdata coming from a
s SN

variety of sources that supports our proposition that as/f.%uL astpOraﬂons are concerned

strategic CSR and intrinsic motives rather than ph a thro CSR and extrinsic motives

may be in fact prevalent in modern India.

uch source /ﬁ1e representative survey of Indian
J%Yngalore in late 2001: a large majority of

Managem
¢ 3g\
Kx /ns“es should be seen as a ‘cost of operations, not

as an appropr1at1oﬁjof proﬁ&}ﬁialas ramanian et al., 2005:17). This contradicts an

respondents (72 per cent) agreed

/ 3
established view on/gé?w@lz(/oby as voluntary reductions in corporate income

competing with ﬁg:/etu s to shareholders (Stroup & Neubert, 1987). In the same vein,
the 2013 Q/r?hpang\s Act#hat mandates that profitable companies should spend a share of their

ro 50 activ es may be seen as an attempt to promote corporate philanthropy over
p t‘ﬂ t y b ttempt to p te corporate philanthropy

g' SB}althoﬁgh the definition of CSR in the law is broad and open to interpretation, it
Q}rleanz\}ﬁards corporate philanthropy (Kumar, 2014). There is, therefore, an apparent
concern on the part of the state in India that the business case for CSR begins to overshadow

motlves associated with delivering development, the situation so familiar for scholars of CSR

in the West (Frynas, 2005).
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The findings of this article and their analysis indicate that motives for CSR in
developing countries are diverse and the best way to understand them is to investigate the actual

practice and discourse of CSR at the micro-level, making specific industries, firms an

circumstances forming the immediate business environment the focus of analysis. This paper

o
makes a statement that if CSR research does not penetrate the ‘black box’ of the firmi by loolqmg ) /\

sy
beyond appearances, all it has to deal with are seemingly voluntary and positive be,ha or‘\\J/"
Al ;
g ma

'
envirensfient fay differ

\cs 4
en as/not just a

matter of scholarly interest; there are important 1mphcat10ns \f\} bﬁs& $S practltloners and

s /‘

\ A
policy makers. Increasingly MNCs employ CSR actiy. /mé as téguytools supporting their

which the motive is unspecified. As illustrated by this exploration, even firms ﬂvy

similarities and exposed to the same social, cultural and institution

substantially in their motivation. Understanding the causes of these di

growth in the emerging markets (Zhao, 2012). In @xs , ave to deal with conflicting

opinions that exist in academia regardlngt mpatibilitysof'the CSR model practiced by firms

may not be resolved unless atte pt
nuanced investigationof CSR@ f nd the world. Although this kind of research has

§
p/he ‘developed countries, firm-level analysis of CSR in

//Agullera R. A., Rupp, D E., Williams, C. A., & Ganapathi, J. (2007). Putting the S back in

(\\\

corporate social responsibility: A multilevel theory of social change in organizations,
7o s
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\ 4

4 Aguinis, H. & Glavas, A. (2012). What we know and don’t know about corporate social

responsibility: A review and research agenda, Journal of Management, 38, 932-68.
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Table 1: Profile of case firms

Firm Key businesses Number of Employees Turnover in Rs 10 million*
(2014) (2014)
A Fertilizer, insecticides, pesticides 4,752 8,892
B Packaged food and juices, herbs, 6,382 4,979

Ayurveda medicines, health care products

@

C  Tractors and farm machinery 10,483 6,372 \
D Seeds, fertilizer, sugar 2,553 6,133

* Rs 10 million = $166,667 (26.06.2014) @
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