Developing Country Studies www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-607X (Paper) ISSN 2225-0565 (Online) “—.il
Vol.7, No.5, 2017 IIS E

Social Responsibility in the Context of Multinational Enterprises:
Exploring Perceptions and Expectations of L ocal Employees of
Subsidiariesin a Developing-Country

Gideon Jojo Amos
Center for Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and LeayCIEL) Research, Halmstad University, Box 828,3®1
18 Halmstad, Sweden
College of Technology Education, Kumasi, Universifyfeducation, Winneba, Box 1277, Kumasi, Ghana

Abstract

Purpose: This paper seeks to explore perceptiontooél employees regarding MNE subsidiaries’ attitudes in
relation to local customs, values, and belief gysteprevalent in the settings in which they
operateDesign/methodology/approach: A qualitative research design was used as the adetbgical
grounding for the study. In-depth, semi-structuietérviews were conducted in Ghana with a total26f
participants (16 males and 4 females). Intervievesewaudio-taped, with permission of the participar
convenience sampling method was used, and all &ipants were recruited via initial personal tasby the
researcher and subsequent follow-up visits and @loafi. Interviews were transcribed via thematialgsis.
The views of participants were organized into fowajor themes: relevance of CSR (business ethick)ctd
employees; local employees’ attitude towards firusi)ethical behaviour; educating managers and @yepk

of foreign-owned companies; and attractiveness ahgany and ability to draw resourdésidings. Our
interpretive research in the Ghanaian context sstgghat most of the participants appreciate thergaole of
cooperation between companies and traditional aitie in identifying and resolving potential temsithat
could evolve out of non-compliance with local secidtural values and belief systems. In respedhis, the
findings from the present study reinforce the ihtigof Kjonstad and Willmott (1995) that reliance ule-
based approaches to business ethics is deficienit has been found to be ineffective or at bes$s|
‘empowering’ when it comes to influencing organiaas in their ethical behaviour. The findings fatisuggest
that inadequate information about local customdues and belief systems, partly explains the segmin
‘irresponsible’ posture of foreign-owned companiewards aspects of local socio-cultural values balief
systems. Thus, as scanty information is availabléheé companies and their managers, few are abdittier
integrate them into their core CSR practices andfocourage employees to uphold them in their
processeResearch limitations/implications: Findings are based on a single-country investigatidhis
limitation, combined with a relatively small samgige (20 participants, across firms that belon§ todustry-
groupings), may have implications that the resmilight not be readily generalizable. Moreover, asphesent
study employed an interpretive methodological apphp the findings could have been impacted by self-
evaluation (i.e., self-narratives from participantgsulting in socio-cultural preferences and oese biases, on
the part of the participanB.actical implications: Although results of this study is based on singlartry
(Ghana) study, given similarities in socio-cultuchhracteristics across developing-countries,stidy is likely

to have wider relevance and applicability in depéig-countries, as a whof@riginality/value: The present
study explored relatively unexplored ground by stigating the perceptions tafcal employees regarding MNE
subsidiaries’ attitudes in relation to local cusgpmalues, and belief systems, prevalent in thiéngstin which
companies operate. Most importantly, these iniitémpts at exploring the perceptionsladal employees
regarding MNE subsidiaries’ attitudes in relationlacal customs, values, and belief systems, caefuty be
further explored and validated through future resedirected at this topic.
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1. Introduction

In recent times, corporate social responsibilit$EJ is attracting increasing attention among sehaldno study
large organizations such as multinational enteegriMNES) (Matten and Moon, 2008; Rodrigezl, 2006;
Yang and Rivers, 2009). As a result, stakeholdecsersingly expect large corporations, in view lodiit
visibility, to exhibit socially responsible behauio(Maignan and Ferrell, 2004). Although the megnand
scope of CSR remains contested (see e.g., Blowf085; Frynas, 2005; Matten and Moon, 2008), it is
nowadays expected that “responsible corporationsildhengage with their stakeholders on CSR issaied,
regularly communicate about their CSR programmesduyrts, and impacts with concerned stakeholders”
(Crane and Glozer, 2016, p. 1223). For examplepwigg number of companies engage in CSR practhtats
incorporate social, ethical, and environmental @®rations into their products, production processater-
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organizational processes, and strategic goals, @mamy others (see e.g., Crane and Glozer, 201@idR@z
et al, 2006).

However, despite the conventional wisdom behinddbecept of CSR, there are examples of cases
where companies pursue mostly shallow CSR-relatgiglittes which have been described in the literatas
‘CSR rhetoric’ (see e.g., Blowfield and Frynas, 20Brynas, 2005; Maon and Lindgreen, 2015). In gldhis,
companies instrumentalize CSR for public relatipngoses (Frankental, 2001; Loughetral, 2009) with the
intention to increase profit at the expense of prting societal welfare (Blowfield, 2007). In thisspect, it has
been noted that companies which follow instrumeafgbroaches to CSR have a high incentive to buyild u
rhetorical CSR facade in order to perpetuate ecomomotives (see e.g., Blowfield and Frynas, 200§nk&s,
2005).

In parallel with this development, the extant Biere and actual firm-level practices hint thatiess
related tolocal culture remains largely ignored by MNE subsidisria developing-countries and academic
researchers (see e.g., Kim and Kim, 2010; Maonlandgreen, 2015; Wang and Juslin, 2009). While essu
linked to culture are often “highlighted as therihubut central pillar of sustainability” (Maon amdéhdgreen,
2015, p. 756), it was only in 2010 that the Int¢ior@al Organization for Standardization’s (ISO) 260
guidelines for social responsibility made explitite case for “formally integrating cultural comeiinto CSR-
related policies” (Maon and Lindgreen, 2015, p.)78y this proposal, companies are expected toesand
value local cultures and cultural traditions in tdomtexts in which they operate (Maon and Lindgr@ei5).

In addition, frequent disregard tmcal cultural beliefs and traditions by MNE subsidiarien
developing-countries, and in particular, the extrec MNEs have been accused of not takiogal context
cultural issues seriously. Maon and Lindgreen (20i&8/e remarked on the issues @fdl context culture as
follows: “... on the academic side, scholarly workimternational management, marketing, businesggtaind
CSR rarely deals directly with corporate cultunadpacts or responsibilities. International managenaer
cultural studies instead characteristically apphoaalture in accordance with a utilitarian perspectas a
contextual variable that demands adaptation ifdbgooration is to develop promising business protspa
more or less distant settings and manage its istrglg diverse workforce...” (Maon and Lindgreen, 20p.
756).

The fact that “the so-called national cultural bgrdunds influence and orient conceptions and
understandings of corporate responsibilities” (Maod Lindgreen, 2015, p. 756), and also the re@izdhat a
context-specific relevance to CSR is widely ackremigled (Matten and Moon, 2008; Muthuri and Gilbert,
2011), implies thaexploring the viewslocal employees have on the CSR practices of MNE sudrgdi in
developing-countries is particularly critical. Besa employees’ awareness regarding CSR has indrease
significantly in recent times (Morsing, 2006), st important that we understand what this awarenmesmns in
relation to MNEs’ CSR behaviour in the cultural tott of communities in which they operate.

Yet, few studies examine the viedgal employees have on CSR behaviour of MNE subsididrie
developing-countries in relation to the culturattisgs in which companies operate (see e.g., Kimh Em,
2010; Maon and Lindgreen, 2015; Wang and Jusli§920Moreover, little research exists that examines
perceptions and expectations of CSRdmnal employees of MNE subsidiaries in developing-caestrWith the
above in mind, and drawing on legitimacy theory (lahd practice theory (PT), the objective of thigly is to
provide new input towards addressing these crigiegis in the literature.

This article has been structured as follows: firgt theoretical and empirical foundations motivatin
this study are discussed. Then, the methodologenlyidg this study is presented. Next, the resfitisn the
interviews are discussed, and finally some conaolgidémarks are presented.

2.0 Theoretical and empirical foundations
2.1 (Social) Responsibility
The responsibility of organizations such as firmsaicontroversial subject. Over the last decadesierous
ideas have emerged suggesting how to define tip@msibility of companies (see e.g., Friedman, 197&yoll,
1979; Donaldson and Preston, 1995). Friedman (180@yested that companies should only be respersibl
maximizing profits for their shareholders. Carrd979) and Donaldson and Preston (1995), on tletr plaim
that companies are responsible towards all staler®l not only to shareholders. Bowen’s (1958)cial
Responsibilities of the Businessmianwidely acknowledged as the ground breakingimgitof the modern
literature of CSR. Bowen’s point of departure hagld with the largest companies at the time ofimgithat
were epitome of power as their actions and inastionpacted on ‘ordinary’ citizens in a number ofywa
(Carroll, 2008). Howard Bowen defined social respbitity as the obligations of ‘businessmen’ to fpue
those policies, to make those decisions, or ta¥olthose lines of action that are desirable in geoh the
objectives and values of our society” (Bowen, 1953).

Scholars writing after Bowen including Davis (1978reston and Post (1975), and Carroll (1979),
continued in search for the meaning and scope cglkoesponsibility. In 1960, Davis argued thatcadture

97



Developing Country Studies www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-607X (Paper) ISSN 2225-0565 (Online) “—.il
Vol.7, No.5, 2017 IIS E

changes, it should be appropriate that businessmeramine the roles and functions they play iriedpcHe
contended that corporate responsibility involvetoas and decisions that firms take that are beytbad direct
economic objectives (Davis, 1960). A decade lddanis suggested that CSR is about “the firm's abesitions
of, and response to, issues beyond the narrow edontechnical, and legal requirements of the firn] and to
accomplish social benefits along with the tradidibeconomic gains which the firm seeks” (Davis, 3,98.
312).

Preston and Post introduced the notiorpoblic responsibilityin 1975. They contended thptiblic
responsibilityilluminates the idea that business and societynawtually dependent systems, which makes it
imperative for firms to show responsible behaviam,the grounds that they operate in a shared @amvient.
Thus, firms are expected to adhere to defined atasbf performance, (i.e., both in law and ingheélic policy
process) (Preston and Post, 1975). Another vie@SR that is well-rooted in the literature, accogdia Crane
and Matten (2004) is the conceptualization of C38ppsed by Carroll (1979). Carroll (1979) proposeat
CSR can be seen as a multi-layered concept thapriges four interrelated aspects of economic, |egthical,
and discretionary responsibilities.

Wood (1991), in a seminal work that builds on Wktand Cochran’s (1985) writings on corporate
social performance, synthesized insights from D§u#67), Preston and Post (1975), and Carroll (L91®
“principles of social responsibility [that] are fred at the institutional, organizational, and indiixal levels
..."(Wood, 1991, p. 691) These principles have coutsd the normative foundation from which a framewaf
corporate social performance (CSP) has evolvednRhis framework, the “processes of social respamgss
are showed to be environmental assessment, staleehnhnagement, and issues management; and outobmes
CSP are posed as social impacts, programmes, dietegb(Wood, 1991, p. 691). Wood (1991) writesther
that “... the idea of institutionalizing corporatec&d policy has to some extent been [critique hdigconnects
policy from principles and processes, making itgile for firms to be assessed as having good Isocia
performance because they have formal social pslizidether or not these policies are motivated nciples
of responsibility and, even more importantly, wiegtbr not these policies are ever reflected in migional
and managerial actions...” (Wood, 1991, p. 711).

2.2. Principles of CSR — Legitimacy, Public Responisyhiand Managerial discretion

Wood (1991, p. 695) defines a principle as “sonmgtHundamental that people believe to be true basic
value that motivates people to act.” Wood suggtss CSR is essentially about the fact that “besénand
society are interwoven rather than distinct ergiti@vood, 1991, p. 695), implying that society esjsefirms to
conduct their business in the most appropriaterasgonsible ways. He further argues that “attertptpecify
principles of CSR have not distinguished among ehoenceptually distinct though related phenomena:
expectations place on all businesses because ofrtles as economic institutions, expectationsc@dhon
particular firms because of what they are and whey do, and expectations placed on managers (fedsp as
moral actors within the firm” (Wood, 1991, p. 699)hese are summarized as constituting the “priacgdl
legitimacy”, the “principle of public responsibilit, and the “principle of managerial discretion”.

2.2.1 Theory of Legitimacy — the need for organizatiansatisfy societal norms and expectations

The theory of legitimacy has its roots in Davisl®73)iron law of responsibility At the basic level, legitimacy
theory sees business as a social institution thatequired, for its proper functioning, to use jtswer
responsibly, in order that society may not revakeni hisiron law of responsibility Davis hints that “society
grants legitimacy and power to business. In thg lam, those who do not use power in a manner wiichety
considers responsible will tend to lose it” (Davi973, p. 314). In the view of Davis, the principieCSR, as
applied at the institutional level, constitutesifiegacy. In respect to this, society generally Ipais-defined
expectations in terms of what constitutes respdam&ibhaviour on the part of organizations suchirassfwhose
activities are influenced by the social and ecomomstitutional settings (Matten and Moon, 2008inich they
operate.

Furthermore, in the view of Suchman, “legitimacyaigieneralized perception or assumption that the
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or eppate within some socially constructed systenrmofms,
values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchman, 1995,5p4). It is also pertinent to emphasize that calth
legitimacy is determinable by particular events, jteequally depends on a history of events. Whegt implies
is that organizations such as firms “may deviatamfrindividuals’ values yet retain legitimacy becaube
deviation draws no public disapproval...” (Suchma®94, p. 574). In effect, as Nasti al noted, in view of the
benefits associated with being labelled as ‘legiti it is imperative for managers of illegitimateganizations
to respond to societal pressures by conformingespansible behaviour, in order to improve the lagity of
their organizations (Nast al, 1997).

2.2.2 The principle of Public Responsibility — indicamfrfirms’ legitimate and responsible behaviour
Preston and Post proposed the term “public lighility arguing that CSR reflects a role of corporgdeernance
in terms of public life. In opting for the term ‘plic’ over ‘social’, they contended that the ternbjpic resonates
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with the public aspect, as opposed to personali@piof interest groups that might be skewed to thétr own
peculiar agenda (Preston and Post, 1981). It iscthention of these authors that the involvemeint o
organizations such as firms in the public policgqass is crucial as it will address areas wherdigpblicy is
still not clearly defined in order that “... it isd#imate — and may be essential — that companiesecoed
participate openly in politics” (Preston and PAa8i81, p. 61).

Moreover, to emphasize the blurred lines betweeblipuand private responsibility, that may be
justifiable for public benefit, Preston and Pos®#g1, p. 57) contended that “the public contentgyols not
necessarily obvious or easy to discover, is notiiable over time.” In line with Preston and Pok9g§1),
Donaldson (1982) explored business and societjigriafrom social contract perspectives, suggegtiagthere
exists an implied social contract relationship hketw business and society. Donaldson and Dunfee4)199
extended Donaldson’s (1982) notion of social carfrby proposing what they termed an “integratieeial
contract theory.” From this perspective, the samitiural contexts in which firms operate as wellnasmative
underpinnings of management are taken into accan@siving at what constitutes firms’ public ressibility.

Following Wood's (1991) work, the principle of pitbresponsibility implies that organizations sush a
firms are responsible for the consequences of theimary and secondary areas of involvement wihiety”
(Wood, 1991, p. 696). Thus, it follows that, by trery nature of “the principle of public responstyf, firms
are responsible for solving problems in relationtheir specific activities as defined by their aities and
interests. This further implies that firms are regponsible for solving all environmental and sbprablems in
society. As a consequence, by emphasizing thedependence of social institutions, the principlepablic
responsibility re-echoes the notion that firms dti@onduct their activities in socially responsiltays as “they
exist and operate in a shared environment” withiespc(Wood, 1991). Altogether, the principle of fiab
responsibility requires that firms’ primary and smedary responsibilities define their legitimate meoof
corporate responsibility, according to the views\ajod (1991).

2.2.3 The principle of Managerial Discretion — Doing ‘wtia right’

Following Wood (1991), the principle of managedacretion implies that managers, acting on moraugds,
and on behalf of their organizations, exerciserdtimnary power, in line with prevailing circumstas, in order
to achieve socially responsible outcomes. The pia@lso implies that as managers, they are reduthrough
their mandates, to have responsibility to exergeed judgement, and for that matter, do “what ghti

(Carroll, 1979), on behalf of their organizatioms.applying their responsibility to exercise goadigement,
managers are noted to make choice, in light of qlieg opportunities, and as a result, they needate@

personal responsibility (Wood, 1991), in recogmitaf the service of social responsibility.

2.3 Strategies to ethical behaviour — ‘codes of behawiand ‘practice-based conception’

Responsibility may be explored with a focus oneitimoral codes of behaviour which firms and theénmbers
apply in order to be judged as morally good or ficaebased ethics of responsiveness (see e.g.kéoand
Muhr, 2009; Painter-Morland, 2011). Indeed, whataats firms in general to adopt rule-based stiagetp
business ethics is that they are generally codifiettrms of defining ‘what is ethical’ and ‘whatasn not be
ethical’ (Loacker and Muhr, 2009). Following sudhagegies, responsible behaviour is determinedelgrence
to “universally defined rules, instructions, andigétions onhowto behave and act in a ‘proper and right way
(Loacker and Muhr, 2009, p. 266). Rule-based petsmeto business ethics are grounded on the pratsom
that the sheer presence of “collective moral rabas produce and deliver responsible condubiti( p. 266).

As rule-based strategies to business ethics aifacibitate rationale solutions to ethical dilemmts
involvement of external ‘moral’ experts (Loackerdauhr, 2009) in constructing those codes is itatheir
successful execution at the level of the firm.d¢ lveen suggested that external ‘moral’ experte Havrequisite
experience and knowledge when it comes to decidingn objective and appropriate ethical rulb&l( 2009).
By their very nature, rule-based approaches tonlessiethics justify and legalihew organizations behave, just
as they protect the rights and duties of orgaropali members. Thus, it is refreshing that Loacket Eluhr
suggest that codes of behaviour “contribute to d¢taification of — as well as the identification ttvi—
organizational values and to provide a routinizezshns of responsible conduct that will dissolve vithial or
collective biases and harmonize conflicting intes®ed_oacker and Muhr, 2009, p. 266).

According to Clegeet al (2007) rule-based strategy to business ethias$ tieemphasize on utilitarian
motive. As Clegget al put it, “a key point of contestation defining the] difficulty of being moral [...] is the
question of whether ethics and organizational precare, or can be, aligned in the pursuit of bessngoals
such as profitability, competitive advantage andosth...” (Clegget al, 2007, p. 109). From this perspective, it
has been argued that organizations that practliesemay be driven by strategic considerationsuiticly a
prior defined organizational interests or expeoteti (Loacker and Muhr, 2009). Moreover, Francis and
Armstrong also note that many business ethicsegfied contend that “a case for a synthesis betwesgmai
compliance and ethical compliance through aspinatiself-regulation [...] would be that of seeingrthas
complementary aspects of regulatory control” (Fiarand Armstrong, 2003, p.383). In recognition iofné’
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institutional contexts, they suggest that “riskadlsta threat posed by the failure of corporateisimes [that
could lead] to loss of local support because odilurfe in relationships with local communities” @acis and
Armstrong, 2003, p.375).

2.3.1 Limitations of rule-based strategies to businebicst

In reference to rule-based perspective to busimdlis, the literature explordsow the individual (e.g.,
organizational members) can constitute itself Bamewhat a subject of moral conduct “with regarduestions
of morality in business (ethics)” (Loacker and MUB®09, p. 266). A major limitation of this apprbaas noted
by Loacker and Muhr (2009) is that they tend toub@n external invocations and obligations in defin
morality in business ethics rather than framithin’ the organizatiofitself’. In line with this view, Kjonstad and
Willmott point out that “there is a tendency in thasiness ethics literature to think of ethicsastrictive terms:
what one should not do, and how to control thisjofiétad and Willmott, 1995, p. 445). In view ofghit has
also been noted that rule-based approaches todsgsathics is less ‘empowering’ when it comes tioémcing
organizations in their ethical behaviour. In additisuch approaches are also deficient in providumidelines
for the moral conduct of individuals (Kjonstad antlllmott, 1995). Whilst not down-playing the fadtat rules
are important in contextualizing issues relatingtiuics, it is equally crucial that we emphasizs thny attempt
to fully determineresponsibilityas problematic because it usually neglects theaddrno respond that evolvies
sit” (Loacker and Muhr, 2009, p. 266). Despite the lamptory power of practice-based ethics of
responsiveness when it comes to explohing organizations and their members go beyond codesrafuct in
discharging their responsible behaviour, it is,fay the less used in relation to CSR researchr#tad and
Willmott, 1995; Loacker and Muhr, 2009).

2.4 Responsibility as Practice: Subjectivity Formatemd Reflexivity

Responsibility (e.g. ethics) as a practice haseghincreased attention in recent years (see elggg@t al,
2007; Francis and Armstrong, 2003; Kjonstad andrdditt, 1995; Loacker and Muhr, 2009; Painter-Modan
2011). Appiah (2010, p. 85) hints that ibigr practice and not the principles of ethics thainmtes peaceful co-
existence in the human race. In his view, whatrigial is to define practices that will promote pefal co-
existence, as opposed to agreeing on what corstithé ‘best’ ethical justification that facilitatpracticesibid,

p. 70). For Cleget al (2007, p. 117), it is more fruitful to think ofnécs as lived practice, instead of as “a few
good principles.” This view emphasizes that etliécaot given a ‘priori’ and cannot be concludedeaclosed
(Loacker and Muhr, 2009). Conversely, responsibititand should be practiced. The practice apprt@eithics

is mainly driven by issues involving moral choi¢€egget al, 2007, p. 108), which are open to companies and
individuals, especially, in a globalized world, weMNESs, by virtue of their power, size, and vibthj are
dominant actors in their respective institutiorettiags.

In his introductory chapter tBractice theory Schatzki (2001, p.1) argues that practice isngortant
concept for understanding “the primary generic aldttiing”, just as it is equally important to apgiege the role
of structures, systems, events, and actions. Wialelars acknowledge the popularity of practiceotyen
organization studies (see e.g., Francis and Armg{ra003; Kjonstad and Willmott, 1995; Loacker avdhr,
2009) a growing literature draws on practice theorgxplain social reality or a phenomenon. Thared¢idea is
that practice theorists pay attention to ‘activitystead of systems, structures, discourse, armrggeptation (see
e.g., Loacker and Muhr, 2009; Schatzki, 2001). Tlpuactice is ‘activity’, or as Schatzki (2001, ppts it “as
arrays of activity.” In essence, whilst there is agreement on what ‘activity’ means or how ‘actest are
connected, there is somewhat agreement that peactice., ‘array of activity’) constitute the sakreality.
However, Corradiet al. (2010, p. 277), in an attempt to create a moreathc concept, outline a three-
dimensional conceptualization of practice. In doihip, they suggest that the most useful practiedry is a
combination in which ‘interconnected activitiessehse-making processes’, and the ‘social effects’ adl
considered and acknowledged.

2.5 Practice as Subjectivity Formation and the Impode of Reflexivity

Subjectivity implies an ongoing formation (Loackerd Muhr, 2009). Thus, as responsibility is pratjcone
also transforms one’s own subjectivity. In linewihis, it is crucial that one creatively transgessany element
of subjectivity that a given culture may impose paople (Dey and Steyaert, 2016). This transgressaonbe
achieved through consciousness and reflexivity ctuhnevertheless, are always limited. Given a beip¢ion,
consciousness and reflexivity should enable petptpiestion and criticize the world and cultureninich they
live and are integral part thereof. Kofman (2006&fites consciousness as the ability to experiesality, which
implies that one becomes aware of the ‘inner’ amater’ world in which one lives. Kofman’s perspeetiis
essentially focused on an ultimate goal, the ‘wbpd experience reality as the ‘truth’. The prasstudy
attempts, among others, to invoke the understaratidgawareness of ‘reality’ by emphasizing moreatisions
(i.e., both the ‘inner’ and ‘outer’) of businesshies as a practice. Pollner (1991, p. 370) poinit that:
“...reflexivity as an ‘unsettling’, i.e., an insectyriregarding the basic assumptions, discourse eatipes used
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in describing reality.” Put differently, the pradi of reflexivity enables researchers to questiir town basic
assumptions. His point of emphasis is that: “... sdainternalized norms as an explanation of pattesocial
behaviour disregarded the interpretive judgmentes®arily involved in the application of a normrole; the
emphasis on abstract ‘top-down’ theorizing prectldbse examination of actual ‘bottom-up’ interaati the
invocation of the ideals of scientific inquiry asredel of everyday rationality pre-empted consitiens of the
processes by which members of society organizeaasédss the ‘rationality’ of their own activities.(Pollner,
1991, p. 371).

In respect to the present study, the practice féxigity is crucial in order toexplore why, as a
researcher, responsibility is an important conestwhatare the implications of responsibility. In linettwithis
view, the implication of reflexivity is that onetarprets one’s own interpretations (Alvesson andl@erg,
2009). Alvesson and Skoldberg (2009, p, 273) ocaitfour different levels of interpretation: (1) irdetion with
empirical material, that is, accounts in interviewbservations of situations, and other empiricatemals; (2)
interpretation, that is, underlying meanings; (3itical interpretation, that is, ideology, powemdasocial
reproduction; and (4) reflection on text productamd language use, that is, one’s own text, clainaithority,
selectivity of the voices represented in the t&ktey note that reflexivity occurs when one puts diféerent
levels of interpretation against each other, bugsdnotprioritize just one level. Alvesson and Skdldberg are
emphatic that “the word ‘reflexive’ has a doubleamimg, also indicating that the levels are reflddie one
another. A dominating level, for instance, can tbostain reflections of other levels. Two or mared|s may be
in a state of interaction, mutually affecting onmether” (Alvesson and Skéldberg, 2009, p, 271)effiect, all
levels of interpretation are understood as impoérarthey re-inforce each other.

In summary, as Painter-Morland (2011, p. 83) ongetey the notion of “responsibility” can be
understood in few different ways: (1) in the fipdace, it can indicate accountability; (2) respbitity as a trait
and role-responsibilities; and (3) responsibilitg the capacity for responsiveness. The third ideast t
responsibility involves responsiveness is very mimsightful for the present study, although theeothotions
about responsibility are equally appropriate foe thresent study. It is therefore crucial that “with
acknowledging and challenging these common conmegti(Painter-Morland, 2011, p. 83), it would bé&idult
to understand the challenges of practicing and giagaesponsibility.

3.0 Method and methodology

The present study employed an interpretive metlumiicdl approach to investigate the vidasal employees of
MNE subsidiaries have on the CSR practices of MMEs developing-country. This approach is conststath
an interpretivist epistemology (see e.g., Guba laindoln, 1994; Lincoln and Guba, 2000) and congivist
ontology (see e.g., Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Linaotd Guba, 2000). Following this perspective, krealgk is
argued to be developed through socially construotedning and subjective interpretations (see €gba and
Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln and Guba, 2000). In adoptthis approach, researchers investigate the mesitiag
people attribute to their own in addition to othexstions. In specific terms, following this appobathe present
study has attempted to understdodal employees’ own construction of MNE subsidiarieitades towards
local culture in their CSR practices in a develgp@ountry.

As the present study sought an in-depth undersigndf the views oflocal employees of MNE
subsidiaries, a qualitative research approach @viled Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994), was deemed apptep
and accordingly was employed between SeptemberDangmber, 2015, in the field work for this study in
Ghana. This approach is further motivated by trantithat indigenous and “national cultural backgwbs
influence and orient conceptions and understandifigerporate responsibilities” (Maon and Lindgre2al5,

p. 756).

In-depth, semi-structured interviews were conductétth 20 participants (16 males and 4 females).
Interviews were audio-taped, with permission of plaeticipants. A convenience sampling method wasl uand
all participants were recruited via initial persbmsits by the researcher and subsequent followssjis and
phone call. The interviews, on average, lasted éatmone-and-a-half to two hours and were conduaitidi
saturation in responses was achieved (Kvale, 138&)ecting on Yin's (1994) suggestions, intervipmtocol
was developed based on the study’s objective aaditérature reviewed in the previous section. Bhaly
explored questions in relation to: what makes CRsifiess ethics) important to the participants,ramness of
CSR in the companies the participants’ workplacevalence of rule-based approaches to CSR, how do
companies and their members go beyond rule-basa@gies to CSR in practicing responsibility, anoyw the
image of participants’ companies impact on theraraployees.

The mean and median ages of the participants wergedrs and 26 years respectively, with all 20
participants having acquired working knowledge &wmatkground from different industries. As the study
anticipates that, depending on the industigcal employee works, different views may be prioritizaderms
of CSR practices, we sought a representative safnphe a diverse group of industries (s€ablel). The
industries represented in the sample are: extegthb%), logging/timber (20%), pharmaceutical/cheahi
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(15%), building/construction (20%), food/bevera§¥s%), and financial services (15%). Altogetheg sample
suggests that a reasonable number of industriesehdifferent views frontocal employees, would be covered
by the participants, in the interviews.

Table| Sample description.

Industry Sector No. of participants
Extractive 3
Logging/Timber 4
Pharmaceutical/Chemical 3
Building/Construction 4
Food/Beverages 3

Financial Services 3

Total 20

Upon data collection and transcription of intervéiewesponses were analysed via thematic analysis

(Braun and Clarke, 2006; Spiggle, 1994). Braun @latke suggest that thematic analysis works beiten “a
theme captures something important about the datation to the research question, and represeme level

of patternedresponses or meaning within the data set” (Brauth @arke, 2006, p. 82). Inspired by this, and
consistent with an interpretivist epistemology (@wnd Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln and Guba, 2000), thespnt
study followed the process of interpretive analysitlined by Spiggle (1994) as each interview ialgsed on

its own, whilst also merging the part together, tleg purpose of achieving coherence from the ing@andata

set.

4.0 Findings and discussion

In this section, the themes/issues that emerged fhe interviews witHocal employees are discussed along
with reflections from prior studies relevant foretipresent study. Employing thematic analysis, fin@mes:
relevance of CSR (business ethics)ldoal employees; local employees’ attitude towards firfos)ethical
behaviour; educating managers and employees dfjfemvned companies; and attractiveness of company
ability to draw resources, emerged from the inemg. These are used as the basis for organizinigipants’
thoughts in relation to the objective of the study.

4.1 Relevance of CSR (business ethics) to local emgsoy

There is unison, amongst all twenty participanist tit is important that their organizations andiwdual
members, including both managers and employeésmievated and resort to ethical behaviour. Inresging
their views, the participants propose several aaded justifications as tawhy, it is crucial that their
organizations and individual members do not invatvactions which are immoral or unethical. Forrapte, as
one of the participants observe:

“[...] the company | work for is highly visible in éhindustry it operates ... we are somewhat ‘leaderkich
implies that [our] social responsibilities and bebar is always being scrutinized by our compestand other
companies...”

Similarly, another participant remark:

“[...] although my employer remains a commercial entise, this does not stop [this company] from, in
addition to pursuing [profitability motives], to Baw abiding, transparent in dealing with everyoinejuding
[employees] and also respond to society’s concevhere necessary...”

This view is somewhat consistent with Carroll’s 729 proposal that CSR can be seen as a multi-
layered concept that comprises four interrelategeets of economic, legal, ethical, and discretipnar
responsibilities. This finding suggests thatal employees are, to some extent, conscious of coegidpublic
responsibility’ (Preston and Post, 1975) and ares tlenthused to see their employers fulfilling those
expectations. Thus, this finding supports the cl#ia adhering to rule-based approaches and pedatised
conception of responsiveness (Loacker and Muhr92P@inter-Morland, 2011) such as those describede
according to Davis, makes “society grants legitijn@and power to business” (Davis, 1973, p. 314), the
irresponsible use of which compels society to revibk

Participants further express the view that ‘purfusethical behaviour promotes peaceful co-existen
between companies and their constituents (stakets)ldespecially indigenes of communities in whibhy
operate. This finding is somewhat consistent witbelfman’s (1984) proposal that by prioritizing isstieat are
of concern to shareholders, companies and theiagas could be deluded into being involved in atithat
may be immoral or unethical, and in the extrentegdl. Freeman further recognized the growing irtgoaze of
ethics in relation to companies’ behaviour and adted for stakeholder management in attending doeis
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relating to ethical conduct, moral consideratiomsd values (Freeman, 1984). Reflecting furthers finiding
challenges or is in somewhat a state of conflichule concept of ‘shareholder value maximizati@sserting
that firms should do “good” (i.e., firms should éthically responsible), irrespective of the impatthe bottom
line as proposed by Lantos (2001).

Furthermore, the interview study indicates thatltwal employees are of the opinion that one of the
key issues involved in organizations’ quest forcgmtance’ or legitimacy (Davis, 1973; Suchman, }985to
operate in accordance with the foundational customatues, and beliefs systems of a gidenal group.
Participants argue that denigrating traditionalteoss, values, and belief systems lo€al groups has the
tendency to destroy cultures that may be histdyicahd customarily tied to the settings in whichmpanies
operate. As one participant remark:

“[...] social responsibility projects companies @rrns of their responsible [or irresponsible] bebavitowards
local customs and traditions ... as people, [includoaal groups’] impressions about companies’ ethical @alu
drive the survival and ultimate success of companié

These views, somewhat reinforce Maon and LindgeedR015) suggestion that “... the cultural
foundations of local groups are intrinsically cocteel with the land they inhabit [therefore]; thdeefs of
dispossession clearly create social and politide@os in many indigenous communities...” (Maon and
Lindgreen, 2015, p. 761).

4.2 Local employees’ attitude towards firms’ (un)etticbahaviour

It is widely acknowledged that responsible compsugiddress CSR issues by emphasizing on two dimensio
internal and external. However, addressing thegsedimensions often implies making difficult, butcessary
adjustments, including the willingness to consiédfects on a firm's profitability (Jamalet al, 2008).
Therefore, supporting efforts towards the succégsfiegration of CSR into the culture of organipais (Jamali,
2006) has renewed the debate surrounding the pEitefitCSR to resolve community issues, public peois,
and public controversies (Jamatial, 2008).

When participants were asked about the ‘critefigyt look for when reviewing the performance of
companies, including companies’ behaviour towdodal customs, values, and belief systems, they enuatkrat
a variety of factors that influence their thougliRsominent among the factors are: justificationrecognition;
decoupling; and integration dbcal customs, values, and belief systems into compapiexesses. These
viewpoints are, for example, manifested in thedfelhg quotes:

“[...] local customs and beliefs make so much difference thiat of special interest to lacal employee ...
However, some managers of MNE subsidiaries herafi@hseem to be interested in their [core or cotimeal]
CSR activities ...”
“[...] when it comes to the role of companies intésg local customs, values and belief systems ... me and
my colleagues rarely seek to get the views or mégion from the foreign-owned companies that opehetre
[in our vicinity] ...”

“[...] as employees, our interest is to see alignineetween companies’ [core or conventional] CSiities
and moral choices ..."
“[...] managers of companies like to talk more abtwatw’ ethical they have been in running their comies,
but we, [ocal employees] on our part, are often reluctant tefizo them ...”
Thus, the findings, on one hand, do reinforce €pkind Esteban’s (2007) argument that, in the bfeCSR
and employee commitment, it is not enough to raty‘apdes of ethics’ when investigating firms’ ethlic
behaviour. What is required is that ethics sho@ddmbedded in the cultural fabric of the busiressvell as in
the hearts and minds of its members” (Collier amstieEan, 2007, p. 30). Moreover, as Collier and lizste
(2007) noted, culture in any given context, runsp than procedures, codes of ethics, systemsracdsses
that may determine the effectiveness of organirati€SR, “which employees espouse.” Reflectinghfeirton
the thoughts of participants in the interviews, fimgings challenge legitimacy theory and stakeholtheory
explanation that “shareholders must continue tthbeprime stakeholder and that management teanutdshm
their companies according to their wishes” (Arvimss2014, p. 221).
When participants were asked if they would work&doreign-owned company that does not recogniseoous,
values and belief systems that underpinlteal context in which they operate, the responses axednbut
point to interesting revelations. Most of the pap@nts thought that, it is crucial that, at theibdevel,local
customs, values, and belief systems that impingehow’ work is performed must be respected. As one
participant observe:
“[...] if a foreign-owned company demonstrates itsntoitment tolocal customs, values, and beliefs, by, [...]
for example, agreeing to [perform prescribed custgnrites at specified times of the year], thergiites
encouragement to us, [local people]...” | would delftalike to work for such a company ....”
Other participants emphasize how important it isféweign-owned companies to compromise on thegitjzm
when it comes to customs, values and belief systiaisunderpin work-related practices on one hamd,
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business and society relations in their home-c@sitOne participant remarks:

“[...] Once you decide to do business in a foreigantoy, [...] you must adjust your [mind-set], andready to
make changes, where expected, [...] in order tanfid local customs, values and belief systems [...] for there i
a popular notion that asserts that: ‘... if you g&Rtume, ... you do as the Romans do’ ...”

Yet, the remaining participants generally expréss tiew that given job availabilityis-a-visthe skill and/or
abilities they possess, they would opt to workdompanies that strictly recognize and work in adaace with
local customs, values and belief systems. Their argusestns to stem from the fact that, though guidslfoe
the moral conduct of individuals (Kjonstad and Wiiditt, 1995) is crucial, it is even more crucialttbampanies
and individuals do not neglect “the demand to rasp@o ethical or responsible behaviour] that eesin situ’
(Loacker and Muhr, 2009, p. 266). Thus, in relatio ethical behaviour, companies’ contextual tealiplay a
key role in moulding companies’ ethical behaviour.

4.3 Educating managers and employees of foreign-owosatgpanies

All participants believe that inadequate informatiaboutlocal customs, values, and belief systems that
‘responsible’ companies are expected to upholdjypaxplains the seeming ‘irresponsible’ posturefarkign-
owned companies. As scanty information is availdbl¢hese companies and their managers, few agetabl
either integrate them into their core CSR behavand/or encourage employees to recognize and upheid

in their processes. Thus, in the view of a cleajonitst of the local employees, it is crucial that awareness of
local customs, values, and belief systems are built gstothe rank and file of foreign-owned companies
operating in their vicinity. This way, it is argudidat, “interconnected activities” (Corragli al, 2010), that is,
the systems and structures that underpin work, lmarsynchronized with customary beliefs, values, and
practices. Altogether, it is emphasized by theippénts thatocal customs, values, and belief systems play a
crucial role in the vicinities in which companiegevate, and as a result, there is the need foreté@®p ethics
education:

“[...] it will be in order if some sorts of guideliseare established [jointly] between traditionalhauities and
managers of foreign-owned companies in definingaioonduct of companies and their employees [. jgdt
dawned on me that we cannot rely solely on ruledgs of conduct] to bring about peaceful co-existdn..]

“[...] if there will be guidelines that will [empowkremployees to raise moral [alerts] in relation task
assignments given them such as: [...] ‘are there hpgstfications for what | am being asked to dgfow will

my actions be interpreted by others [inside] anatdiole] this organization?iyhat are the implications of my
actions in relation to [local customs, values, aetlef systems] in which work is being carried éuf2ve do
these, [...] then | believe that we would bring absaine level of [reflection] and awarenesdamfal customs,
values, and belief systems and expectations [..dgalan us [this company] ...”

Reflecting on the interview study, the findingsdspmewhat reinforce the findings of Ardichwtial (2012).

In a study of ethical cultures in large companiesiichvili et al (2012) concluded that, there is “the potential
for [companies’] cultures to influence employee dabur globally. E[specially] as workforce become
increasingly diverse, violations of universally &pg ethical principles are likely to increase amld lead to
increased misconduct as defined by corporate cbeéhiws and compliance” (Ardichviét al, 2012, p. 426).
Indeed, reliance on rule-based approaches to lassighics has been found to be ineffective or at, bess
‘empowering’ (Kjonstad and Willmott, 1995) when éomes to influencing organizations in their ethical
behaviour.

Other participants suggested that traditional aitihbe and managers of foreign-owned companies ldhou
[jointly] provide ‘prompt’ avenues for resolving hits-related issues that could potentially impa&lations
between companies and indigenes of communitiehionhathey operate:

“[...] maybe what we need is [mechanisms] to prompélsolve all potential tensions, once they arecgated

... before they blow out of hand [...] people [indigehare inherently crazy about their customary trads and
beliefs, and for that reason, [...] they are anxitmugo all out to safeguard it ...”

During the interviews, it further became quite evitthat thdocal employees are of the opinion that
their companies’ own culture influences their attéés towards cultures underlying the context inciwtthey
operate. This opinion is based on a questioninghefprime drivers for ethics, moral, and value issues in
companies’ behaviour. A majority of thecal employees interviewed believe that there is a sdmaé direct
positive relation effect between companies’ atéttad their own culture and cultures prevailinghe tontext in
which they operate. Some of tlaral employees even argue that it might be beneficialaf company, in its
quest to promote its own cultural identity, to eggyan activities that are in accord with the valuethics, and
moral propositions, underpinning the context inehhit operates.

Altogether, it is emphasized by thlecal employees that their companies espouse varyirtgres| just
as different cultures prescribe ethics and morklesthat shape the behaviour of subjects, inctudompanies.
Thus, our findings reinforce the notion that asrp@essure intensifies, the cultural identity ohanies, —
rather than ‘individual values’ — constitutes a amnajriver of business ethics (Joyner and Payne2R@0n the
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other hand, our findings also challenge the notibcultural carelessnesproposed by Maon and Lindgreen
(2015) that companies exhibit a lack of forethousyd concern in their approach to culture-relassdés in the
settings in which they operate. Indeed, it is emspeal by thdocal employees, in the interview study, that their
companies do not seem to pretend or appear corypigt®rant in matters relating to ethics, moraldavalues,
that define the settings in which they operateteld, it is emphasized that inadequate informationthe part
of the companies, is largely responsible for thensag cultural ‘blunders’ that may sometimes redintty
occur, on the side of companies.

4.4 Attractiveness of company and ability to draw reses

As revealed in the academic literature (e.g., MmysR006; Morsing and Kristensen, 2002), brandiigfy its
roots in marketing, has by convention, aimed ataeting customers through “aesthetically appeakmgl
favourable messages” about a company and its offdiorsing, 2006). It also follows that, in recdimes,
companies have been turned into brands that addtakeholder groups of varying interests “with rages
which increasingly include issues on corporate in@viorsing, 2006, p. 97). Thus, if a company’s iraag
projected negatively amongst constituents (stakie), on account of irresponsible behaviour, idicig
disparaging posture towardiscal customs, values, and beliefs, there is the likeliththat stakeholders, will
hesitate to transact business with the companyh@sgarticipants observe:

“[...] it happens once in a while ... and that | pitisyself and others out there working for [this camyp] who
cherish [our] cultural identity. For some of us, |.the central issue is ‘does [this company] siBberespect
our customs and values, or it is merely a pretei¢bat is it in [this company] that used to makeppealing to
some of us is fast eroding ... They used [brute]ddmdeprive us from benefitting from resourcesinverited
from [our] heritage. But in the end, [this compahyin round and exploit for resources from sacesl$ that
we are enjoined not to touch. ... Some acts of fthimpany] are strange to our custom [...] but, to itris,clear
that companies ... do not always need rules [codesmduct] to behave ethically or responsibly...”

This viewpoint is especially important as it refiethe “principle of managerial discretion” — i.&lping what is
right' (Wood, 1991), which enjoins managers, to @t moral grounds in recognition of prevailing
circumstances, to achieve socially responsibleanés. Indeed, as suggested by practice theory f@ancis
and Armstrong, 2003; Kjonstad and Willmott, 199%acker and Muhr, 2009), ‘activity’ or “arrays oftiity”
(Schatzki, 2001) is prominent in determining conipanresponsible behaviour as opposed to emphasizin
primarily on systems and structures, for exampkoAe participant points out:

“[...] a company’s responsible behaviour [expresseddides of conduct] contributes in attracting reses, ...
but a company that does not respémtdl] customs, values and beliefs ... is not worth atbenti.”

When mainstreaminpcal customs and beliefs into companies’ ethical behavis discussed, most of
the participants argue that this area should ndg ba sanctioned by managers of companies, butdsec
cooperation with traditional authorities. They begk that an effective integration lofcal customs, values, and
belief systems into companies’ responsible behaweaill milder some of the tension that escalatewssn
indigenes of communities and managers of compamigeir vicinity.

5.0 Concluding Remarks

In researching social responsibility in the conteft multinational enterprises, this paper has exquo
perceptions ofocal employees regarding MNE subsidiaries’ attitudeselation to local customs, values, and
belief systems prevalent in the settings in whieytoperate. The study draws on legitimacy theady@actice
theory perspectives in interpreting perceptiontooél employees. In-depth, semi-structured intavgieevealed
issues impactingpcal employees’ perceptions and expectations of foreigned companies’ attitudes kacal
customs, values, and belief systems. The viewsdfgipants were organized into four major thenmekevance
of CSR (business ethics) tocal employees; local employees’ attitude towards fir(ug)ethical behaviour;
educating managers and employees of foreign-owonetpanies; and attractiveness of company and albdity
draw resources.

The first conclusion that can be drawn is tlumial employees of MNE subsidiaries are aware of the
benefits that accrue to companies as a resulttafrobg external legitimacy. Irrespective of théatmnship that
exists between a company and its host-constituantsmpany cannot possibly obtain, repair, and tamirits
legitimacy, if it fails to work in close cooperationith traditional authorities in the socio-cultb@ntext in
which it operates. Second, foreign-owned compani@serventions and/or responses to socio-cultural
expectations ingrained in local customs, valued,taaliefs, risk being taken as attempts at buildipghetorical
CSR facade, particularly if social responsibilisynot embedded in the cultural fabric of the bussnand its
members, including employees. Put differently,amtie on codes of conduct to address social regdplitysis
not entirely effective without recognizing and igiteting local customs, values, and belief systemis i
companies’ processes, in order to respond to sndtoral specificities that evolve in the contert which
companies operate. Third, these observations (gsiotis), in turn, permit us to further concludet thasalient
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two-way relationship between companies’ attitudesheir own cultural values, and socio-culturalues and
belief systems prevailing in the context in whiblky operate should be maintained, in order to ptermpeaceful
co-existence between companies and their constiuen

Our interpretive research in the Ghanaian contegygssts that most of the participants appreciate th
salient role of cooperation between companies eamitional authorities in identifying and resolvipgtential
tension that could evolve out of non-compliancenvdtcal socio-cultural values and belief systemsekspect to
this, the findings from the present study reinfottee insights of Kjonstad and Willmott (1995) thaliance on
rule-based approaches to business ethics is dwfics it has been found to be ineffective or at,bkess
‘empowering’ when it comes to influencing organiaat in their ethical behaviour. As pointed outthe
present study, inadequate information about loeatams, values and belief systems, partly explaias
seeming ‘irresponsible’ posture of foreign-ownednpanies towards aspects of local socio-culturalesland
belief systems. Thus, as scanty information islalé to these companies and their managers, fevalle to
either integrate them into their core CSR practiees/or encourage employees to uphold them in their
processes.

Reflecting further on the theoretical and practioaplications of the present study, our findings
challenge the usefulness of rule-based perspedtivessiness ethics; with its emphasis on utiitanmotive, as
a dominant paradigm in business ethics researtdvour of legitimacy theory and ethical compliar@sed on
aspirational self-regulation (see e.g., Francis Amdstrong, 2003). Théocal employees interviewed appeared
more concerned about the importancdogfl customs, values and belief systems, in complemgrspects of
regulatory pressures (i.e., rule-based perspectivdmisiness ethics) that define what it takesdim @xternal
legitimacy, in the context in which businesses aferMoreover, the findings of the present studygest that
legitimacy theory, with its explanatory power, whigncomes to investigating firms’ responsible bebay,
could provide useful, but not sufficient insighttiem exploring the viewkcal employees have in relation to
firms’ responsible behaviour.

While the present study has provided initial engairiinsights into the viewcal employees of MNE
subsidiaries in a developing-country have on fir$iical behaviour in relation tocal customs, values, and
belief systems, the research, admittedly, has abeurof notable limitations. To begin with, the fings are
based on a single-country investigation. This ktiitn, combined with a relatively small sample s{2®
participants, across firms that belong to 6 indugtoupings), may have implications that the resuoiight not
be readily generalizable. However, given similagtin socio-cultural characteristics across dewetppountries
(see e.g., Cuervo-Cazurra, 2012; Ramamurti, 20042 this study is likely to have wider relevareed
applicability in developing-countries, as a whoMoreover, as the present study employed an intévpre
methodological approach (see e.g., Guba and Lind®@84; Lincoln and Guba, 2000), the findings coludde
been impacted by self-evaluation (i.e., self-naregt from participants), resulting in socio-culiupaeferences
and response biases, on the part of the partic@pant

Despite these limitations, we are of the view ttie present study makes important contribution
towards advancing the body of (CSR) and/or busiedisies research. The present study has indeedrexbl
relatively unexplored ground by investigating trergeptions ofocal employees regarding MNE subsidiaries’
attitudes in relation to local customs, values, halief systems, “highlighted as the fourth buttcalnpillar of
sustainability” (Maon and Lindgreen, 2015, p. 75t&gvalent in the settings in which companies dgerghe
findings suggest thdbcal employees are more concerned about the importahtmcal customs, values and
belief systems, in complementing aspects of regofairessures (i.e., rule-based perspectives tnéss ethics)
that define what it takes to gain external legittgyain the context in which businesses operateeddd the
present study responds to Maon and Lindgreen (2€dlbjhat “researchers could determine ways tmerage
corporations to actively consider CCR concerns [byestigating] contextualized examples and counter
examples of relevant CCR-related endeavours ...” (Mand Lindgreen, 2015, p. 763), as explored in the
present study. Most importantly, these initial mipgs at exploring the perceptionslotal employees regarding
MNE subsidiaries’ attitudes in relation to localstams, values, and belief systems, can hopefulljuber
explored and validated through future researctctéckat this topic.

Given the interesting, albeit, worrying findings the present study, are there avenues for future
research? Future research can seek to shed lightstrcountry cultural manifestations in the busethics
practices of MNE subsidiaries originating from g@me parent company, but operating in differerttitnal
environments. In this proposed future researchetieeroom for exploring the interplay of host-ctynsocio-
cultural (normative) pressures in moulding firm#titades towards business ethics. Next, as CSRcoatext
specific relevance (see e.g., Matten and Moon, RG08&ire research can shed light on firms thatrateein the
same industry, but in different institutional segs. Of particular interest, in this proposed redeais patterns
of global and/or industry-wide convergence of hostntries’ socio-cultural pressures on firms’ edhic
behaviour. Such future research agenda is crumiald Joyner and Payne (2002) once said “now thsihbsses
are often the most powerful institutions in the ldpthe expanse of social responsibility has emldrg include
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areas formerly considered the domain of [otherghlity of education and support of the arts, [...JeTiore
powerful business becomes in the world, the mospaesibility for the well-being of the world it wibe
expected to bear” (Joyner and Payne, 2002, p. 303).
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