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OUTLINE 

The purpose of this thesis proposal is to present the current state of my PhD project which investigates how 

multi-stakeholder co-creation processes can facilitate the development and implementation of corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) with the purpose of creating shared value for the company and the stakeholders.  

The thesis proposal is structured as follows:  First, I introduce the background of the PhD project and present the 

overall purpose and research question followed by a brief presentation of the three sub-questions intended to 

structure and guide the research process. Second, I present the initial development of the theoretical framework in 

which the PhD project is elaborated. Third, I present the overall research strategy, the design frame and the process 

of constructing the empirical material. Finally, I provide an overview of the three interrelated, yet interdependent 

articles that constitute the overall thesis followed by a presentation of the preliminary abstracts of each of the 

articles in order to legitimise their individual relevance and contribution. The appendices present an overview of the 

research process and the study elements including PhD courses and teaching activities. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

“Corporate social responsibility means something, but not always the same thing, to everybody” (Votaw, 1972: 25). 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a hot item for many companies as they are faced with demands 

from a wide range of internal and external stakeholders for greater accountability, responsibility and transparency in 

relation to their activities, and companies have thus responded with a number of voluntary social and environmental 

activities (Waddock and Googings, 2011). CSR has also gained considerable interest amongst management and 

organisational scholars (Crane et al., 2008) who argue that companies will increasingly be assessed on their social 

performance and its ability to provide a competitive advantage (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2002), and additionally the 

companies’ value creation processes need to be transparent in order to be considered politically legitimate 

(Beckmann et. al., 2006: 15). Consequently, Beckmann et al. (2006) argue that the latest management literature 

has translated the wording of Friedman (1970): “the business of business is business” into “the business of 

business is value creation” (cf. Elkington et al., 2006) pointing out CSR engagement as one way of value creation 

(Beckmann et al., 2006: 15). 

 

The focus on value creation has led to another approach that has gained interest within the field of CSR: The 

concept of ‘Creating Shared Value’ (CSV) (Porter and Kramer, 2006; 2011). Porter and Kramer (2006), proponents 

of the CSV concept, argue that the more closely tied a social issue is to the company’s business, the greater the 

opportunity is to make use of the company’s resources and capabilities and provide benefits for society (Porter and 

Kramer 2006: 67). According to the authors, value creation should be the governing principle of companies’ 

involvement in CSR, and they define the CSV concept as “policies and operating practices that enhance the 

competitiveness of a company while simultaneously advancing the economic and social conditions in the 

communities in which it operates” (Porter and Kramer 2011: 66). Thus, the CSV concept is considered as the 

foundation for an overarching framework to guide the thinking about the relationship between business and society 

and as the guideline for companies’ engagement in CSR (Porter and Kramer, 2006: 84)1. Accordingly, the CSV 

concept has been widely acknowledged in the academic and practitioner communities2 as it focuses on creating 

win-win opportunities for the company and the society through synergistic value creation (Caroll and Shabana, 

2010; Crane et al., 2014).  

 

Scholars argue that the CSV concept builds upon a functionalist perspective as CSR is considered as a tool to 

improve corporate performance and gain competitive advantages (Gond and Matten, 2007; Caroll and Shabana, 

2010). Although the functionalist perspective offers a number of research opportunities on micro or organisational 

level, it has consistently adopted a corporate viewpoint that concentrates merely on the company’s economic 

opportunities of CSR (Gond and Matten, 2007). It can thus be argued that this perspective maintains a prioritised 

hierarchy of values in the relationship between the company and the stakeholders turning stakeholder value(s) into 

secondary or derived values. Consequently, it fails to consider that companies are exposed to diverse stakeholder 

expectations and demands on how to navigate and communicate their responsibility (Christensen and Cheney, 

2011). Acknowledging the fluid and challenging stakeholder environment of CSR demands an advanced 

understanding of the complexities surrounding the role of communication in constructing CSR (Gond and Matten, 

2007; Glozer et al., 2013). It can be argued that it is an increasingly complex process to align stakeholders’ 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 In their latest article on CSR, Porter and Kramer (2011) extend the notion of the CSV concept and suggest that the concept should replace CSR. 
2 The article won the 2011 McKinsey Award for the best article in HBR. Moreover ‘shared value’ has since been enshrined in the official EU strategy 2 The article won the 2011 McKinsey Award for the best article in HBR. Moreover ‘shared value’ has since been enshrined in the official EU strategy 
for CSR and embraced by leading companies such as Nestlé and Coca Cola (Crane et al., 2014:4). 
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expectations and gain legitimacy which requires a multi-faced understanding of the many different expectations and 

interests and an ability to engage across the independent and conflicting interpretations of CSR (Schultz et al., 

2013: 681). Such a requirement suggests considering CSR as communication (Christensen and Cheney, 2011; 

Schultz et al., 2013) meaning that CSR turns into  “(…) a continuous process through which social actors explore, 

construct, and negotiate what it means to be a socially responsible organisation” (Christensen and Cheney, 2011: 

491). This is in line with an emergent body of CSR research that questions the assumptions underlying the 

functionalist perspective and takes one step forward in order to demonstrate how a constructivist perspective can 

enrich and extend the notion of CSR (Caruana, 2007; Gond and Matten, 2007; Gond and Moon, 2011; Glozer et al., 

2013). Accordingly, scholars within this emerging research stream focus on the agentive role and contribution of 

stakeholders in the social construction of CSR in order to gain an understanding of the complexity of the contested 

and compromised reasoning among the company and the stakeholders (ibid.).  

 

Although CSR scholars are increasingly focusing on the CSR communication, they are primarily addressing the 

need for prescriptive investigations and frameworks for CSR communication (Maon et al., 2010, Du et al. 2010; 

Barlett and Devin, 2011). Hence, there is a need for researchers to address the how of CSR communication; not as 

a normative approach emphasising how companies should develop, implement and communicate CSR; but as an 

alternative scientific approach to the dominant prescriptive, logo-centric, and functionalistic frameworks which 

traditionally emphasise the what of CSR communication (cf. Gond and Matten, 2007). There is, in other words, a 

need for a more qualitative and interpretive approach that enables a understanding of the complexity of CSR 

communication and how it is continuously constructed and challenged by the contested and compromised 

reasoning between the company and the stakeholders (cf. Caruana, 2007; Gond and Moon, 2011; Glozer et al., 

2013). It can therefore be argued that CSR communication research could benefit from adopting a constructionist 

approach that focuses on understanding how CSR is constructed and constituted by dynamic, complex, 

communicative and value co-creation processes between the company and the stakeholders. 

 

In line with other scholars (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012; Andersen and Nielsen, 2014), I see a strong research 

opportunity in moving beyond a functionalistic and firm-centric perspective on CSR towards an understanding of 

CSR as a collaborative co-creation process that considers the stakeholders’ agentive role and contribution in the 

value co-creation process. Consequently, I seek to contribute to the existing CSR literature by critically investigating 

CSR from a multi-stakeholder co-creation perspective that provides an alternative understanding of CSR as a 

complex value co-creation process. Furthermore, I conduct a case study of multi-stakeholder co-creation processes 

(cf. section 3) and contribute thus with new empirical insight into the existing but still limited research on how co-

creation processes engage the multiple stakeholders’ expectation, interests and values in the development and 

implementation of CSR as shared value. 
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1.1 Purpose, research question and structure 

Based on the above, the overall purpose of the PhD project is to critically investigate how co-creation processes 

engage the company and the stakeholders in the development and implementation of CSR in order to create shared 

value. Thus, the overall research question is:  

 

How can multi-stakeholder co-creation processes facilitate the development and implementation of CSR 

with the purpose of creating shared value, and what are the communication potentials and challenges of 

co-creating CSR in a multi-stakeholder network? 

 

The overall research question of the thesis is addressed by drawing on theoretical and methodological aspects that 

are further explicated through the following three sub-questions intended to structure and guide the research 

process.  

 

Recognising CSR as a complex value co-creation process engaging multiple stakeholders’ expectations, interests 

and values demands an understanding of how to engage across the independent and conflicting interpretations of 

CSR. Following this, I turn to exploring CSR as shared value from a communicative perspective as several scholars 

(Raupp, 2011; Barlett and Devin, 2011, Ihlen et al. 2011a) argue that communication studies could improve the 

discussion of CSR as these studies also reflect on CSR from a broader societal perspective. Consequently, the first 

sub-question is: How does CSR communication contribute to creating shared value? 

 

The existing literature does not provide much empirical insight into how co-creation processes engage multiple 

stakeholders’ expectations, interests and values in the development and implementation of CSR as shared value. 

Consequently, there is a need to investigate CSR co-creation processes empirically in order to create knowledge 

about the communication potentials and challenges of these processes. Drawing on the developed theoretical 

framework (cf. sub-question 1), the second sub-question is: How are CSR co-creation processes responsive to the 

different and competing expectations, interests and values across and within different stakeholder groups? 

 

Although co-creation processes might provide new opportunities to address the complexity of communicating CSR 

in a multi-stakeholder network, co-creation processes do not necessarily lead to equally shared interests and 

unproblematic processes of value co-creation (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012). It is therefore important to understand 

the dilemmas, challenges and conflicts that the company and stakeholders experience in CSR co-creation 

processes. Consequently, the third sub-question is: What are the dilemmas, challenges and conflicts embedded in 

multi-stakeholder CSR value co-creation processes, and how do the involved parties address them? 

 

Figure 1 depicts the overall structure of the thesis and the interrelationship between the three sub-questions. 

Moreover, the three sub-questions represent the three interrelated; yet interdependent articles that constitute the 

thesis. The legitimisation of the relevance and contribution of the individual articles as well as their interrelationship 

will be presented in section 4: Overview of articles. 
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Figure 1: Overall structure of the thesis 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The following section presents the initial development of the theoretical framework in which the PhD project is 

elaborated. Drawing on three different theoretical fields including CSR, stakeholder and co-creation theories, the 

theoretical framework can be characterised as an eclectic, multi-disciplinary construct, although my position within 

the interpretive paradigm ensures the cohesion (cf. Burrell and Morgan, 1979). The purpose of this section is to 

present and discuss the three theoretical fields and their theoretical connections that suggest a re-conceptualisation 

of CSR as a multi-stakeholder co-creation process and legitimise thus the overall purpose and research question of 

my PhD project. First, I present a brief overview of existing CSR definitions and key concepts followed by a 

discussion of the predominant functionalist perspective and the emerging constructivist perspective within the CSR 

field (cf. Gond and Matten, 2007) in order to position the PhD project within the CSR research field. Second, I 

discuss how stakeholder theory has developed from a traditional firm-centric view of the company-stakeholder 

relations towards a multi-stakeholder perspective that enables a more dynamic, fluid and relational understanding of 

the company-stakeholder relations (Roloff, 2007; 2008). Third, I discuss how adopting a dynamic multi-stakeholder 

perspective influences the notion of CSR as value creation and paves the way for alternative non-economic 

dimensions. Following this, I argue that there is a need to study how collaborative value co-creation processes 

engage different stakeholders’ interests and expectations in a way that creates shared value and highlights thus the 

need for investigating the overall research question of the PhD project3.  

 

2.1 The CSR landscape  

In the following section, I construct a brief overview of the CSR landscape focusing on some of the key definitions 

and approaches within CSR followed by a discussion of the pre-dominating and the emerging research stream of 

CSR. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 I am aware that the theoretical framework needs to be much more comprehensive to serve as a proper frame of reference for the overall PhD 
project. 

Background and motivation 
 

Overall research question 
How can multi-stakeholder co-creation processes facilitate the development and implementation of CSR with the purpose of creating shared value, and what are the 

communication potentials and challenges of co-creating CSR in a multi-stakeholder network? 
 

 Theoretical framework 
 

Sub-question 1: Theoretical perspective 
How does CSR communication contribute to creating 

shared value? 

Sub-question 2: Empirical perspective 
How are CSR co-creation processes responsive to the different 
and competing expectations, interests and values across and 

within different stakeholder groups? 

Sub-question 3: Critical perspective 
What are the dilemmas, challenges and conflicts embedded in multi-

stakeholder CSR value co-creation processes, and how do the 
involved parties address them? 

Discussion, implications and conclusion 
 

 Research design 
 

 
Intermezzo 1 

Intermezzo 3 

 
Intermezzo 2 
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2.1.1 Defining and approaching CSR 

The simple notion that companies have broader responsibilities to society than making profit for shareholders can 

be traced back for centuries (Caroll, 1999; Matten and Moon, 2008; Caroll and Shabana, 2010) and has given rise 

to a number of different CSR definitions and approaches to CSR ranging from highly conceptual to managerial ideas 

(Kakabadse et al., 2005; Gond and Moon, 2011). According to Garriga and Melé (2004), the field of CSR presents 

“not only a landscape of theories but also a proliferation of approaches which are controversial, complex and 

unclear” (Garriga and Melé (2004: 51). Due to the changing nature of CSR as an academic concept and managerial 

idea, the development of CSR can be characterised as a ‘continuing state of emergence’, that is a concept 

academics agree to disagree on regarding the underlying assumptions, motivations, scope and application (Gond 

and Moon, 2011: 15-16; see Lockett et al., 2006: 133). 

 

The notion of CSR is often traced back to Bowen (1953) and his seminal book ‘Social Responsibilities of the 

Business man’ in which he defines social responsibility as “(…) the obligations of businessmen to pursue these 

policies, to make those decisions or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of objectives and 

values of our society” (Bowen 1953: 6). This first definition of businessmen’s social responsibility provided the basic 

premises for the evolution of CSR (Andriof & Waddock 2002; Gond and Moon, 2011). The most common definition 

of CSR is the four-part definition by Caroll (1979): “The social responsibility of business encompasses the 

economic, legal, ethical and discretionary expectations that society has of organisations at a given point in time” 

(Caroll 1979: 500). This early modelling of the social responsibility of businesses focuses on a broad macro level, as 

the responsibilities are the expectations placed on the company by the stakeholders and society as a whole. 

Carroll’s (1979) definition of CSR is thus closely tied to the stakeholder concept meaning that stakeholders and their 

interests, needs and expectations are seen as important drivers for the companies’ engagement in CSR which is 

widely acknowledged among scholars  (cf. Andersen and Nielsen, 2014).  

 

Rather than focusing on certain specific responsibilities, other scholars have offered more general definitions which 

seek to include different perceptions of CSR across the literature (Crane et al., 2008), e.g. Matten and Moon (2004) 

who define CSR as “a cluster concept which overlaps with such concepts as business ethics, corporate 

philanthropy, corporate citizenship, sustainability, and environmental responsibility. It is a dynamic and contestable 

concept that is embedded in each social, political, economic and institutional context” (Matten and Moon, 2004: 

339). Due to its complexity, a comprehensive and commonly accepted definition of CSR has not yet been found, 

and some scholars have concluded that a single definition of CSR is elusive (Kakabadse et. al., 2005; Dahlsrud, 

2008; Ihlen et al., 2011a). In line with this, Dahlsrud (2008) perceives CSR as a social construction that is 

contextually bound. Through a content analysis of 37 existing CSR definitions he demonstrates that, 

notwithstanding all the different understandings and uses of CSR, there is also a high degree of overlap in CSR 

definitions around dimensions such as stakeholder, social, economic, voluntariness and environmental that diminish 

the need for a single definition (Dahlsrud, 2008: 6).  

 

In order to create an overview of the dynamic, overlapping and contextual concept of CSR, scholars have attempted 

to organise the various components of CSR into a chronological order (Carroll, 2008), typologies (e.g. Carroll 1979) 

and territories (e.g. Garriga and Melé, 2004). Garriga and Melé (2004) have proposed one of the most cited 

classifications of the CSR literature. The authors classify the main CSR theories and related approaches into the 

following four groups by considering the theory from the perspective of how the interaction phenomena between 

business and society are focused: 1) Instrumental theories (e.g. Friedman, 1970; Porter and Kramer, 2006; 2011); 
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2) Political theories (e.g. Davis, 1960); 3) Integrative theories (e.g. Sethi, 1975; Preston & Post, 1975; Carroll, 1979); 

and 4) Ethical theories (e.g. Freeman, 1984; UN Global Compact, 1999; Brundtland Report, 1997) (cf. Garriga and 

Melé, 2004). Although the work of Garriga and Melé (2004) demonstrates that the research field of CSR draws upon 

a range of diverse fields, the instrumental theories have traditionally received the most attention (Garriga & Melé, 

2004). This indicates that the CSR literature is rooted in an underlying functionalist perspective which will be 

elaborated on below.   

 

2.1.2 The predominant research stream of CSR  

As mentioned above, CSR has developed both as a management idea (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006) and as an 

academic concept (e.g. Bowen, 1953) which has been reflected in its position within management as well as in 

management and business research (Gond and Moon, 2011). Many of the widely cited definitions of CSR have 

emerged from the management literature (cf. Carroll, 1991; Sethi, 1975; Gond and Moon; 2011), and it can thus be 

argued that most research on CSR builds upon a functionalist perspective (Gond and Matten 2007) that can be 

characterised as: 1) A firm-centric view of CSR meaning that the company and/or management is considered as the 

main unit of analysis; 2) A positivist search for a unified, universal and integrative CSR concept; and 3) An attempt 

to demonstrate a positive relationship between CSR and corporate financial performance (CFP) (Gond and Matten, 

2007). These three aspects suggest an instrumental approach to CSR that seek to prove the ‘business case for 

CSR’ (Gond and Matten, 2007; Carroll and Shabana 2010; Gond and Moon, 2011). While a number of different 

business cases for CSR have been presented over the years, most are focused on organising and evaluating the 

evidence for establishing a link between CSR and CFP (Gond and Matten, 2007; Kurucz et al., 2008; Carroll and 

Shabana, 2010).  

 

Building on Berger et al. (2007), Carroll and Shabana (2010) suggest two views of the business case for CSR: First, 

a narrow view that only recognises CSR as a business case when there is a clear link to the financial performance 

of the company. Thus, this view is represented by a stream of research aimed at empirically testing whether CSR 

contributes positively or negatively to CFP (e.g. Margolish and Walsh, 2003). Second, a broad view that 

acknowledges both the direct and indirect link between CSR and the performance of the company and argues that 

the business case for CSR is also present when CSR provides the company with the opportunity to gain competitive 

advantages and create win-win relationships with society (e.g. Porter and Kramer, 2006). It is argued that Porter 

and Kramer (2006; 2011) represent this broad view as they consider the interdependence between business and 

society as a necessity for getting businesses out of the legitimacy trap caused by the narrow view on value creation 

as short-term financial performance (Carroll and Shabana, 2010). Accordingly, the CSV concept is considered a 

win-win project that is likely to increase the companies’ business opportunities (e.g. increased profits, legitimacy, 

credibility and reputation) while also benefitting society (Porter and Kramer, 2006; Porter and Kramer, 2011)4.  

 

It can be argued that building a business case for synergistic value creation indicates a move away from thinking 

about social responsibility towards thinking about societal responsibility (Kurrucz et al., 2008).  However, according 

to Carroll and Shabana  (2010) it is only when the stakeholders support the CSR activities that a market for virtue 

and a business case for CSR can be established (Carroll and Shabana, 2010). Following this, the CSV concept can 

be questioned: First, it can be argued that the legitimisation of business is the most important objective of the CSV 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 According to Porter and Kramer (2011), companies can create shared value opportunities in three ways: 1) By reconceiving products and markets; 
2) By redefining productivity in the value chain, and 3) By enabling local cluster development (Porter and Kramer, 2011: 65) 
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concept and thereby that the interests of the company are the number one priority (Strand and Freeman, 2013) as 

Porter and Kramer (2011) argue: “Perhaps most important of all, learning how to create shared value is our best 

chance to legitimise business again” (Porter and Kramer, 2011: 64). Second, the concept posits that the company 

can set its own business-oriented agenda for CSR without engaging the stakeholders expressed by the statement: 

“Each company can identify the particular set of societal problems that it is best equipped to help resolve and from 

which it can gain the greatest competitive benefit” (Porter and Kramer, 2011: 92). This indicates a narrow firm-

centric perspective that fails to consider that the different stakeholders do not necessarily have a mutual 

understanding of the different CSR activities of the company (Frankental, 2001; Zyglipolous, 2002; Garriga and 

Melé, 2004; Gond and Matten, 2007; Dalsrud, 2008). Third, the CSV concept does not take into account that 

corporate decisions related to social and environmental problems involve multiple stakeholders with competing 

perspectives and often result in dilemmas, paradoxes or conflicts which demand compromises or trade-offs among 

the involved parties (Waddock and Googins, 2011; Crane et al., 2014). These challenges turn the communication of 

CSR into a complex process (Maon et al., 2009; Morsing and Schultz, 2006), and these complex, communicative 

processes are not considered within the functionalist perspective (Glozer et al., 2013). 

 

Although the CSV concept (Porter and Kramer, 2006; 2011) does add some value to the debate on business and 

society, it is based on a narrow firm-centric perspective that fails to consider that the company is a multi-purpose 

enterprise (Crane et al. 2014). Thus, drawing on Gond and Matten (2007), it can be argued that the search for an 

integrative, firm-centric and instrumental model of CSR has influenced the societal perspective on CSR, because 

the management literature has focused solely on CSR as a corporate phenomenon rather than a social one (Gond 

and Matten, 2007).  Thus, the question is how CSR and its management means can be reconceptualised and 

moved beyond the functionalist perspective? This will be the subject of discussion in the following section. 

 

2.1.3 The emerging research stream of CSR  

An emergent body of constructivist CSR research seeks to move beyond the dominating functionalist perspective to 

re-balance the interest of business and society and challenges hereby the managerial thinking (Glozer et al. 2013). 

This approach is advocated by Gond and Matten (2007) in their research paper “Rethink the business-society 

interface: Beyond the functionalist trap”. Building on Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) typology of social paradigms and 

organisational forms, Gond and Matten (2007) develop a pluralistic framework of four different research orientations 

on CSR. The framework challenges the dominating functionalist CSR research by investigating alternative trends in 

the CSR literature: 1) CSR as a social function embedded in a functionalist view; 2) CSR as a power relationship 

embedded in a socio-political view; 3) CSR as cultural product embedded in a culturalist view; and 4) CSR as a 

socio-cognitive construction embedded in a constructionist view (Gond and Matten, 2007: 13).  

 

The latter view considers CSR as a socio-cognitive construction and negotiated order and recognises the agentive 

role and contribution of the stakeholders in the social construction of CSR. Following this constructionist view, the 

concept of CSR is transformed into dynamic processes of negotiating the mutual responsibilities of the company 

and its stakeholders (Gond and Matten, 2007). According to Gond and Matten (2007), it is crucial to recognise and 

investigate the socially constructed nature of CSR in order to understand and reframe how companies incorporate 

CSR theories and concepts, e.g. the business case for CSR or the CSV concept (ibid.). This viewpoint corresponds 

with Dahlsrud (2006) who argue that “ (…) the challenge for business is not so much to define CSR, as it is to 

understand how CSR is socially constructed in a specific context and how to take this into account when business 

strategies are developed” (Dahlsrud, 2006: 6).  
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The constructivist perspective has also given rise to the emergence of the ‘Communication Constitutes 

Organisation’ perspective or the CCO-perspective among scholars within CSR research (Schultz and Wehmeier, 

2010; Christensen et al., 2013; Schoeneborn and Trittin, 2013; Schultz et al., 2013). This perspective builds upon 

the constructivist perspective and communication theories (Schultz et al., 2013) and suggests that communication 

(about CSR) should be conceptualised as a process of continuous meaning negotiation (Schoeneborn and Trittin, 

2013). Scholars argue that the constitutive perspective within organisational communication is able to capture the 

complexity of CSR communication as it provides insight into how CSR communication practices emerge out of 

social constructions between the organisation and stakeholders (Golob et al., 2013; Schoeneborn and Trittin, 2013). 

Consequently, it can be argued that this emerging communicative view provide a fruitful perspective on CSR as 

shared value and contribute to the investigation of the overall purpose of the PhD project. The potentials of this 

perspective will be discussed in the first article in the overall thesis (cf. section 4).  

 

Overall, it can be argued that a constructivist perspective on CSR serves to overcome some of the shortcomings of 

the functionalistic perspective on CSR as shared value, as the constructivist perspective incorporates other 

viewpoints into the investigation of this management concept (cf. Putnam, 1983).  It is not that the functionalist 

perspective does not take multiple stakeholders into account. The perspective is influenced by stakeholder theory 

(Freeman, 1984) and considers both shareholders and other stakeholders such as NGOs, if they are conceived as 

relevant for the success of the company’s CSR. However, the functionalistic perspective does not consider the 

complexities surrounding the role of communications, that is how different stakeholders organise and negotiate 

knowledge about the meaning and expectations towards CSR (Caruana and Crane, 2008; Schultz et al., 2013; 

Glozer et al. 2013) which is the focus of this PhD project. Consequently, the PhD project builds upon the emergent 

constructivist perspective on CSR which means that stakeholder theories turn into another element of the theoretical 

framework in this PhD project which will be presented in the following section. 

 

Table 1: The predominant perspective on CSR versus the emerging perspective on CSR  
 
 

 
The predominant perspective on CSR 

 
The emerging perspective on CSR 

 
View on the corporation-

society interface 

 
 

Functionalistic 

 
 

Constructivist 
 

Perspective 
 

Firm-centric 
 

Holistic 
 

Main unit of analysis 
 

The organisation  
 

The interactions  
 

Role of CSR 
 

CSR as a universal and measurable concept 
 

CSR as a negotiated practice 
 

Orientation 
 

Objectivity 
 

Subjectivity 
 

Purpose 
 

Explaining a positive relationship between CSR and CFP 
 

Understanding how CSR is socially constructed 
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2.2 The evolution of stakeholder theory 

The following section discusses how stakeholder theory has developed from a traditional firm-centric (and dyadic) 

view of the company-stakeholder relations towards a more relational and dynamic understanding of the company-

stakeholder relations that enables an understanding of the interplay between the company and the stakeholders 

which is the focus of this PhD project. 

 

2.2.1 From a firm-centric perspective…  

One of the primary transitions emerging from the increased emphasis upon social and ethical responsibilities of 

companies has been the change in focus from shareholders to stakeholders (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; 

Burchell and Cook, 2008). The stakeholder approach to understanding an organisation in its environment has paved 

the way for a broader perception of the responsibilities of the company beyond profit maximisation for its 

shareholders in order to create a strong business (Johansen and Nielsen, 2011; Raupp, 2011). Stakeholder theory 

links ethical and economic interests and can be considered as a counterpoint to Friedman’s neo-liberalistic 

statement: “The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits” (Friedman, 1970).  

 

Since Freeman (1984) revived the stakeholder concept in his seminal book “Strategic Management: A stakeholder 

approach”, it has been one of the most popular concepts in academic circles within strategic management and 

business ethics and among policymakers, NGOs, business and media (Johansen and Nielsen, 2011; Raupp, 2011). 

Accordingly, CSR has also been increasingly presented in stakeholder terms (Wood, 1991) notwithstanding 

Freeman’s contention that stakeholder theory is not synonymous with CSR (cf. Strand and Freeman, 2013). The 

stakeholder concept is not clearly defined but a multi-faceted concept that covers a range of interests and meanings 

(Johansen and Nielsen, 2011). However, most scholars subscribe to Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder definition that 

defines stakeholders as “groups and individuals who can affect or are affected by the achievement of an 

organisation’s mission” (Freeman, 1984: 52). According to Freeman (1984), stakeholder theory strives to create 

win-win opportunities for the company and all the stakeholders, although the company prioritises the stakeholder 

groups considered as most important for the survival of the company (Freeman, 1984). This view indicates an 

instrumental approach to stakeholder theory which is the dominating approach within stakeholder theory compared 

to the normative and the descriptive approach (Friedman and Miles, 2006). However, across the three approaches, 

the tendency has been to concentrate solely on the organisation including its needs, its conceptions of who are 

important and legitimate stakeholders and how to communicate with them (ibid.) meaning that they fail to consider 

that stakeholder relations are complex and dynamic.  

 

Friedman and Miles (2006) suggest that stakeholder theory could benefit from being considered from the 

perspective of stakeholder-organisation relations, rather than purely from the perspective of the organisation 

(Friedman and Miles, 2006: 96). In line with this, Beaulieu and Pasquero (2002) argue that traditional stakeholder 

theory needs to move beyond the traditional one-sided stakeholder perspective as it suffers from three limitations: 1) 

Its static character that is not equipped to account for the dynamics of multi-stakeholder interactions; 2) Its 

instrumental approach of identifying, classifying and prioritising stakeholders as a means of success; and 3) Its 

implicit assumption about homogenous stakeholder groups (Beaulieu and Pasquero, 2002: 103). Drawing on the 

social constructivist perspective, the authors emphasise the need for a dynamic understanding of how interactions 

emerge, how they evolve, and how issues are framed in the process (ibid.). 
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2.2.2 … Towards a multi-stakeholder perspective 

It can be argued that stakeholder theory has shifted focus from the static instrumental perception of stakeholders 

who can be managed towards a notion of stakeholders as groups who are in a dynamic interaction with the 

company (Friedman & Miles 2006). Thus, perspectives on stakeholder theory have moved away from a firm-centric 

perspective in which stakeholders are considered as subjects to be managed to a more network-based, relational 

and process-oriented view of the company-stakeholder relations (Andriof and Waddock, 2002: 20). Andriof and 

Waddock (2002) describe the stakeholder relations as interactive, reciprocally involving and binding, and the 

authors bring democratic ideals as participation, dialog and involvement into a central position of the stakeholder 

theory for the purpose of creating a reciprocal understanding between the company and the stakeholders (Andriof 

and Waddock, 2002: 20).  

 

Accordingly, the one-sided stakeholder management thinking has been extended and sometimes even replaced by 

the concept of stakeholder engagement (Raupp, 2011) which is unfolded in concepts such as interdependency, co-

responsibility, co-decision making and emergent collaboration processes (Friedman & Miles 2006). According to 

Andriof and Waddock (2002), the emergence of new stakeholder engagement strategies includes strategic alliances 

and partnerships, social partnerships and multi-sector collaborations which means that stakeholder engagement 

builds upon collaborative strategies as opposed to competitive strategies (Andriof and Waddock, 2002). These 

forms of stakeholder engagement can be considered as trust-based collaborations between companies and other 

social institutions working on objectives (or problems) that can only be achieved (or solved) jointly and interactively 

(ibid.). Approaches that point in this direction are network stakeholder theories or multi-stakeholder processes that 

allow an investigation of stakeholder relationships from a perspective that does not see the organisation as the focal 

point of the relationships as such perspectives focus on an issue shared by the actors (Rowley 2007; Roloff, 2007; 

2008). According to Roloff (2008), an issue-focused stakeholder approach is suitable to address the complexity 

linked to the problems that arise in the course of globalisation as well as to address the different and contradictory 

expectations of the stakeholders. That is, the company engages in dialogue and, together with other corporate and 

civil society organisations facing the same issue, tries to identify how to make the appropriate approach. This 

stakeholder approach emphasises communication and collaboration and ideally leads to better understanding and 

to reliable working relationships (Roloff, 2008). Consequently, stakeholders within multi-stakeholder networks are 

defined as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the solution of the problem addressed by the 

network” (Roloff 2008: 314). However, it can be argued that this approach is instrumental in the way that the 

company still seeks to manage and influence the stakeholders; however, it is not with the interest of the company as 

the focal point.  

 

In line with the dynamic approach to stakeholder theory, Beaulieu and Pasquero (2002) argue that extending 

stakeholder theory through a perspective on interaction provides the opportunity to move beyond the traditional one-

sided stakeholder perspective. The authors argue that negotiated-order theory (cf. Strauss, 1979) exists when 

involved stakeholders share a common definition of a problem or a situation and recognise that common 

perceptions and interests link them together. Consequently, there is no divide between the company on the one side 

and the stakeholders on the other. Rather, there are issues that arise in their shared environment which they have 

to deal with (Beaulieu and Pasquero, 2002: 101-103). Thus, it can be argued that combining stakeholder theory and 

negotiated-order theory enables an understanding of stakeholder interactions as on-going, tension-filled and 

iterative processes (Andriof et al., 2002).  
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The above section demonstrates that the development of stakeholder theory has developed from a narrow firm-

centric stakeholder perspective towards a more dynamic and encompassing perspective that is directed towards the 

stakeholder interactions (Beaulieu and Pasquero, 2002; Burchell and Cook, 2008). This PhD project subscribes to 

the dynamic approach to stakeholder theory that moves beyond the narrow firm-centric perspective towards a 

dynamic multi-stakeholder perspective that enables a study of the dynamic relationships between an organisation 

and the stakeholders in a real-life context (cf. Beaulieu and Pasquero, 2002). Consequently, adopting a multi-

stakeholder perspective on CSR involves multiple stakeholders with different aims, expectations and values 

meaning that the value creation process turns into a complex process of recognising and reconciling these 

differences (Lepak et al., 2007) which will be discussed in the following section.  

 

2.3 Co-creation – an expanded paradigm of value creation 

In the following section, I discuss how a multi-stakeholder perspective broadens the notion of CSR as shared value 

and paves the way for alternative non-economic dimensions. Building upon other scholars (Andersen and Nielsen, 

2012; Andersen and Nielsen 2014) I argue that there is a strong research opportunity to rethink CSR strategies and 

processes from a functionalist, firm-centric perspective towards a collaborative co-creation perspective that engages 

all the stakeholders in the value creation process.  

 

2.3.1 Value creation from a multi-stakeholder perspective 

Stakeholder theory rejects a narrowly economic view of the firm (Strand and Freeman, 2013). Rather it is argued 

that a company’s purpose is to create as much value as possible for its stakeholders. This is not to say that 

economic success is irrelevant in stakeholder theory, but stakeholder theory is concerned with the notion of creating 

value for a broader range of stakeholders rather than focusing solely on the interests of shareholders (ibid.). 

According to Strand and Freeman (2013), stakeholder theory has for long argued that the company and its 

stakeholders share a jointness of interests meaning that the company should consider how stakeholder interests 

are joint with company interests and thus focus on expanding value creation rather than seeing stakeholders as 

competitors in a “zero-sum game” (Strand and Freeman 2013: 13). The authors argue that the CSV concept (cf. 

Porter and Kramer 2006; 2011) can be described as “joint company and community value creation” (Freeman and 

Strand, 2013). They do, however, also stress that the two concepts differ in one important aspect; The CSV concept 

still tends to embrace a narrowly economic view of the company by claiming that the legitimisation of business is the 

most important objective of the shared value creation which is opposed to the belief of stakeholder theory that the 

value creation should benefit the company and the stakeholders (Strand and Freeman, 2013: 28-29).  

 

By definition, different stakeholders have different interests and views on what is valuable because of their individual 

knowledge, goals and contexts (Lepak et al., 2007). If the concept of value is broadened, the notion of creating 

value for all stakeholders takes on a new meaning that goes beyond economic value and includes other types of 

value (cf. Argandona, 2011). However, it is not just a matter of broadening economic value creation to include all 

stakeholders; rather it is a matter of broadening the concept of value and paving the way for other dimensions 

(ibid.). Bhattacharya et al. (2009) propose a conceptual model that explains how CSR provides individual 

stakeholders with functional, psycho-social and value benefits, and how these CSR-related benefits influence the 

quality of the relationship between the stakeholders and the company. Although it can be argued that the authors 

maintain a functionalistic and firm-centric perspective on value creation as CSR is continuously measured on its 

ability to create corporate value (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012), they do also support the argument that value is more 

than economic. A suggested earlier, new theories on value creation argue that when value creation processes are 
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collaborative and co-creative, they might be able to engage the different stakeholders’ interests and expectations 

(Andersen and Nielsen, 2014) which will be on elaborated in the following section. 

 

2.3.2 Value co-creation – from a managerial concept to a process of on-going interaction  

According to Ind and Coates (2013), co-creation has become “(…) a widely used term to describe a shift in thinking 

from the organisation as a definer of value to a more participative process where people and organisations together 

generate and develop meaning” (Ind and Coates, 2013: 86). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) introduce the idea of 

value co-creation defined as the process “when the consumer and the firm are intimately involved in jointly creating 

value that is unique to the individual consumer and sustainable to the firm” (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004: x). 

The he authors argue that dialogue, interaction and transparency are central keywords in the integration of the 

consumer in the process of value creation (ibid.). Furthermore, dialogue implies interaction, deep engagement and 

the ability and willingness to act on both sides. This means that both parties become equal and joint problem 

solvers in order to create an active dialogue and develop a shared solution (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). Several 

scholars  (e.g. Gregory 2007; Merz and Vargo 2009; Merz et al., 2009) within corporate branding have adopted the 

notion of co-creation and argue that companies could benefit from embracing other stakeholders than the 

consumers as brand value is co-created through network relationships and social interactionism in the ecosystem of 

all stakeholders (Merz et al., 2009). 

 

Accordingly, co-creation is not a new idea but it has not been systematically used in relation to CSR (Bhattacharya 

et al. 2011). According to Bhattacharya et al. (2011), most of the discussions and actions have centred on the need 

to engage civil society groups such as NGOs, the government and the media, while “less has been said and done 

about engaging the company’s primary stakeholders, such as employees and consumers” (Bhattacharya et al. 

2011: 154). Bhattacharya et al. (2011) argue that the company needs to ensure that its two closest stakeholder 

groups – consumers and employees – participate in such a way that brings them closer to the company’s CSR and 

ultimately to the company. On one hand, this notion can be seen as breaking the corporate value boundaries as it 

focuses on broader stakeholder benefits of CSR, on the other hand it can also be argued that it maintains a focus 

on the ability to create corporate value (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012). Although the idea of value creation breaks 

with the traditional firm-centric view on CSR, it can be argued that the traditional idea of co-creation is rooted in a 

functionalist perspective focusing primarily upon the corporate values of co-creation processes (Glozer et al., 2013; 

Andersen and Nielsen, 2014) and maintains thus a hierarchy of values in favour of the company. 

 

New approaches to value creation; however, argue for a broader perspective on value co-creation (Saarijärvi, et al., 

2013). Rather than adopting a narrow company-customer view of the co-creation process, Ind & Coates (2013) 

suggest that a broader perspective drawing on different disciplines can help deliver a more sustainable and diverse 

approach which engages stakeholders in a reciprocally useful way. The authors argue that the idea of co-creation 

needs to move away from the dominant managerial focus of value and instead “view co-creation as a process that 

provides the opportunity for on-going interaction, where the organisation is willing to share its world with external 

stakeholders and can generate in return the insight that can be derived from their engagement” (Ind and Coates, 

2013: 92). Following this, it can be argued that when the stakeholders are able to present their expectations, 

interests and views in an open and collaborative space, insight can be provided into how knowledge is explicated 

through dialogue. This approach challenges the traditional approach to co-creation in favour of a more democratic 

and participatory approach perceiving communication as a social process (Glozer et al., 2013). In line with the 

social constructivist perspective’s focus on interactions and social practice (e.g. Berger and Luckmann, 1992), it is 
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not the value itself that is interesting, but rather the process of creating and negotiating per se which manifests itself 

in mutually beneficial dialogues between the company and the stakeholders (cf. Aggerholm et al. 2011). It is 

important, though, to emphasise that the focus on the process does not mean that the outcome – the value(s) – are 

unimportant given that co-creation processes are time and resource intensive for all involved parties. Rather, it can 

be argued that the outcome emerging from co-creation processes is an important factor in order to justify the use of 

resources on maintaining the processes (cf. Burchell and Cook, 2008). Consequently, it is also important to ask 

questions such as: What is the purpose of a co-creation process? What is a successful co-creation process? What 

are the potential outcome(s) of a co-creation process? How can the outcome(s) be evaluated? Returning to the 

overall purpose of this PhD project, it can be argued that a dual perspective paying attention to the process as well 

as the outcome(s) is needed in order to qualify the notion of co-creation5.  

Although co-creation processes might provide new opportunities for engaging different and competing stakeholder 

interests, they are also related to several challenges. Andersen and Nielsen (2012) argue that co-creation does not 

lead to equally shared interests and unproblematic processes of value creation but might also be a process of 

competition and negotiation of incomparable interests. Consequently, an important part of facilitating and developing 

CSR in co-creation processes is to understand the dilemmas, challenges and conflicts that the organisation as well 

as the stakeholders experience in specific situations and settings (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012). The challenges 

emphasise the importance of exploring CSR co-creation processes from a communicative perspective that enables 

an understanding of how to engage across the independent and conflicting interpretations of CSR as shared value 

which is the focus of the first article of the overall thesis (cf. section 4). The challenges also indicate that research 

on co-creation processes needs to be empirically grounded in a quality and process-oriented framework in which all 

the involved parties are in focus which I aim to include in the second and third article (cf. section 4). This leads me 

to introducing the preliminary research design and design frame of the PhD project which will be presented in 

section 3. 

 

3. Research Design  

The existing CSR literature does not provide much empirical insight into how co-creation processes engage multiple 

stakeholders’ expectations, interests and values in the development and implementation of CSR (cf. Glozer et al., 

2013). The PhD project seeks to fill this research gap, and therefore I have constructed a research design that 

enables me to study real-time change empirically. The purpose of the following section is to present the initial 

research design of the PhD project which is literally the plan for how the empirical study will be conducted (Berg, 

2007). The research design includes my considerations about the overall research position and research strategy, 

the design frame and the tentative process of constructing the empirical material. 

 

3.1 Research position 

As appears from the theoretical framework (cf. section 2.1.3), an emerging research trend moves the field of CSR, 

namely the import of more qualitative and constructivist strategies of analysis to explore CSR as a process of social 

construction through discourse analyses (Gond and Moon, 2011: 22). The PhD project is inspired by such a 

discursive understanding and is positioned within the social constructivist position as it is based on the assumption 

that the company is exposed to different expectations and demands of how to navigate and communicate its 

responsibility (May, 2011). I subscribe to the moderate social constructivist position (Wenneberg, 2000) which 

focuses on social actors’ construction of social institutions (ibid.). This social constructivist position focuses on 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 I will elaborate further on this discussion in the second article of the overall thesis which takes an empirical perspective on CSR co-creation 
processes. See also section 4.2. 



	   17 

interactions and social practices, that is the construction itself and not the world per se (e.g. Berger and Luckmann, 

1992; cf. Wenneberg, 2000)6. This means that I am not seeking to determine what CSR is, but strive to highlight 

how CSR is discursively constructed. When subscribing to a social constructivist position and the interpretative 

paradigm, it follows that there is no one true reality and science is subjective and created through the interplay 

between the researcher and the researched (Darmer and Nygaard, 2005; Moses and Knutsen, 2012). The interplay 

between the subject and the object is a premise within the constructivist position, contrary to the naturalistic position 

which considers it a problem (ibid.). The implications of this interplay between the subject and the object will be 

elaborated on in the following sections. 

 

3.2 The case study as research strategy 

The first and most important component for choosing the research strategy is to identify the form of research 

question(s) (Berg, 2007). The focus of the PhD project is to gain insight into how co-creation processes affect the 

construction of meaning and value of CSR communication. This question has led me to the case study as the most 

appropriate research strategy, as it is the preferred research strategy when qualitative “how” and “why” research 

questions are being posed (Stake, 1995; Neergaard, 2007; Thomas, 2011). The case study is a research strategy 

that focuses on understanding the dynamics present within a single setting (Eisenhardt, 2006) meaning that it 

allows for a holistic investigation of real life events such as organisational and managerial processes (Stake, 1995). 

 

The selection of case(s) needs to be closely related to the overall purpose and research question (Eisenhardt, 2006; 

Neergaard, 2007; Thomas, 2011). Consequently, I have drawn on the tentative theoretical framework that 

legitimises the overall research question of the PhD project (cf. section 2) when selecting the case study. This 

means that I have drawn on the following criteria for the selection of my case study: First, the case study has to be 

conducted within a Danish context as Denmark can be considered a first mover within CSR compared to CSR 

practices in other European and Scandinavian countries (Vallentin, 2013). The Danish Business Authority (formerly 

The Danish Commerce and Companies Agency) has been very focused on helping Danish companies to profit by 

their engagement in CSR which means that the resulting discourse focus on issues relating to (shared) value 

creation, competitive advantage, the business case and the benefits from making CSR more explicit (Vallentin, 

2013: 7). Thus, within a Danish context the corporate viewpoint and the economic benefits of (strategic) CSR are 

emphasised which has been the starting point for this PhD project (cf. section 1). Second, and in relation to the 

Danish context mentioned above, the case study needs to be based in a company that works strategically with CSR 

meaning that the company focuses on creating and adding value while simultaneously meeting the expectations 

and interests of stakeholder groups (Caroll and Buchholtz, 2009; Chandler and Werther, 2014). This means 

selecting a company that incorporates: 1) CSR as an integrated part of the business strategy and core operations 

(cf. Porter and Kramer, 2006; 2011); 2) A stakeholder perspective so that the company is managed in the interests 

of a broad set of stakeholders and not just the shareholders; and 3) A long-term perspective when managing the 

company’s resources and stakeholders’ relations rather than a short-term perspective (Chandler and Werther, 

2014). Third, it is important that the case company is open towards new ways of engaging stakeholders in the 

development and implementation of CSR to enable a study of real-time change that provides empirical insight into 

how co-creation processes can facilitate the development and implementation of CSR. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 I build upon Berger and Luckmann (1992) that suggest that reality is socially constructed and the social construction of reality is to be the focus of a 
sociology of knowledge; however I do also supplement with arguments about social constructivism from other scholars. 
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The global dairy company Arla Foods (Arla) is selected as the overall case company as the company fulfils the 

above criteria and contributes with empirical insight that enable an investigation of the research question in depth. 

Consequently, the case can be characterised as a ‘key case’ meaning that it provides a particularly good example 

of the above-mentioned criteria (Thomas, 2011: 76): First, Arla is a Swedish-Danish cooperative based in Aarhus, 

Denmark, and it is therefore possible to focus the case study within a Danish context. Second, Arla works 

strategically with CSR meaning that the company has incorporated CSR as an integrated part of the business 

strategy and the core operations which is expressed in the company’s Code of Conduct: ”Arla Foods addresses 

ethical and quality matters in a sustainable and responsible manner in order to safeguard the company’s reputation 

and profitability” (“Our Responsibility - Code of Conduct”, 2010). Furthermore, Arla has incorporated a long-term 

stakeholder perspective rather than just focusing on a short-term shareholder perspective (ibid.). However, the 

company states explicitly that it is focusing on three main stakeholder groups: Employees, owners/suppliers and 

external stakeholders (Arla Foods 2013a). Third, Arla is communicating explicitly about its CSR engagement and 

has been awarded with the “CSR Communication Prize” at the Danish CSR Awards 2013 due to the company’s 

“professional communication approach” (CSR Fonden, 2013) and is continually focusing on new ways of engaging 

and communicating with the stakeholders about CSR (Arla Foods 2013c).  

 

Interestingly, the Danish business unit in Arla is building up a new business area based on high-protein products 

aimed at mal-nourished inpatients and elderly people which is an increasing public health problem and a 

socioeconomic aspect (Arla Foods 2013b). Simultaneously, Arla and The Diet and Nutrition Federation (Kost- og 

Ernæringsforbundet) have established a collaboration that focuses on the problem of mal-nutrition among mal-

nourished inpatients and elderly people in Denmark. The development and implementation of this strategy and 

action plan includes multiple stakeholders and is aiming at creating (shared) value for the company and the involved 

stakeholders (see section 3.3 for a further elaboration). Consequently, I conduct a single case study of the 

development and implementation of this strategy and action plan. This means that the single case study not only 

involves Arla as a unit of analysis but also the involved stakeholder groups with the purpose of adding significant 

opportunities for extensive analysis and for enhancing the empirical insight that contribute to the overall purpose 

and research question (cf. section 1.1). The resulting design can thus be characterised as a “nested” case study 

(Thomas, 2011: 152) meaning that Arla is selected as the overall case, and within this case I select the relevant 

stakeholder groups and subsequently the key informants within these stakeholder groups (cf. section 3.3). Following 

this design, I seek to move beyond a functionalistic and firm-centric perspective as I incorporate other viewpoints 

into the investigation of multi-stakeholder CSR co-creation processes (cf. section 2.1.3). 

 

The above-mentioned criteria influence how the selected case study contributes to the development of theory (cf. 

Thomas, 2011). Although, the purpose of the single case study is to provide potential explanations based on a 

depth of understanding, it is important to stress that the explanations it offers may be limited to the background 

provided by the case study’s circumstances (Thomas, 2011: 101). Consequently, I have to be aware that I am 

looking at one among many meaning that it is not possible to generalise from a case study, although it provides a 

rich picture which the researcher can gain analytical insight from (Thomas, 2011: 23). The challenges of 

generalisation will be discussed in the following section. 

 

3.2.1 Challenges of case study research 

Although the (single) case study is a distinctive form of empirical inquiry, it has received several criticisms 

(Flyvbjerg, 2006; Stake 1995). One of the most common criticisms of the single case study is that it provides little 
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basis for scientific generalisation which is typically raised by proponents of the natural science tradition. However, it 

can be argued that although knowledge cannot be formally generalised, it does not mean that it cannot enter into 

the collective process of knowledge accumulation in a given field or in a society (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 227).  

The purpose of conducting a single case study within this PhD project is not to generalise but to gain in-depth 

understanding and valuable knowledge about real-time multi-stakeholder co-creation processes within a specific 

setting. Consequently, I subscribe to Flyvbjerg (2006) who argues “(…) the most advanced form of understanding is 

achieved when researchers place themselves within the context being studied. Only in this way can researchers 

understand the viewpoints and the behaviour which characterises social actors” (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 236). Following 

this, I consider an action research approach an appropriate design frame (Thomas, 2011), as it provides me as a 

researcher with the opportunity to be involved in real-time changes within a process-oriented framework in which all 

the involved parties are in focus. Consequently, I apply an action research approach as design frame (ibid.) under 

the umbrella of the case study which will be explained below. 

 

3.3 Action research as design frame  

Action research exists in a number of different forms, but research, action and participation remain central criteria 

across the different approaches (Greenwood and Levin, 1998; Reason and Bradbury, 2008). This research strategy 

distinguishes itself from other research strategies as it seeks to satisfy two aims, namely addressing or solving a 

“real world” issue or problem and contributing to the development of theory (Lewin, 1946).  

 

The Scandinavian action research tradition is inspired by Lewin (1946) and is mainly dominated by two trends: The 

critical theoretical trend represented by ‘the critical utopian action research’ and the pragmatic trend represented by 

‘the dialogue tradition’ (Nielsen, 2009). The latter is gaining considerable attention both within and outside 

Scandinavia (ibid.). Within the dialogic approach, the role of the action researcher is to orchestrate dialogic 

processes in order to develop the organisation through dialogue and democratic involvement of participants 

(Frimann and Bager, 2012). The PhD project draws on the dialogic approach as this approach seeks to create new 

procedures, dialogues, discourses and viewpoints by creating a space for critical reflection that challenges existing 

prejudices and conventional thinking (Gustavsen and Engelstad, 1986). Thus, I consider the dialogic approach 

relevant in order to examine how co-creation processes are responsive to the different and competing expectations 

and interests across and within different stakeholder groups. The overall purpose of the collaboration between the 

involved participants and me as a researcher is to initiate new processes in the form of multi-stakeholder meetings 

and conference that can be observed. Due to my social constructivist position (cf. section 3.1), it is important to 

create a varied and critical design that challenges the existing power relations and discourses (cf. Frimann and 

Bager, 2012) in order to gain a comprehensive understanding of how the company and the involved stakeholders 

discursively construct CSR. Building on the above, it can be argued that within action research, the interplay 

between the subject (the researcher) and the object (the field of study) is not just a premise; it is rather an issue (cf. 

section 3.1). 

 

The action research study will be conducted over a period of approximately 12 months and focuses on the 

development and implementation of the strategy that strives to mobilise the actions against mal-nutrition among 

inpatients on hospitals and elderly. The project is initiated by Arla Foods and involves The Diet and Nutrition 

Federation and multiple stakeholders, e.g. Dane Age Association, Cancer for Society, Danish Association for 

Clinical Nutrition, Clinical Dieticians, The Danish Heart Association local, regional and national politicians etc.7. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 The information is based on preliminary interviews with Arla’s Senior Manager of Stakeholder Relations and CSR. 
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Drawing on an action research approach, I focus both on a practical level and a theoretical level: At the practical 

level, I focus on creating dialogue and reflection on how multi-stakeholder co-creation processes can facilitate the 

development and implementation of a strategy that strives to mobilise the actions against mal-nutrition among 

inpatients on hospitals and elderly in a way that creates value for the company and the stakeholders. At the 

theoretical level, I construct empirical material with the purpose of gaining insight into the discursive reflections 

occurring within these co-creation processes in order to gain an understanding of the potentials and challenges of 

these processes within the field of CSR (cf. section 1.1)8. 

 

3.3.1 The action research process 

In this PhD project, action research is seen as a process that spirals through a four phase process of planning, 

acting, observing and reflecting on results generated from a particular project or body of work (Thompson and Perry, 

2004; Garcia-Rosell et al. 2011). This process is a systematic process meaning that it is important to design a plan 

that describes the construction of empirical material (Reason and Bradbury, 2008). Action research is an emergent 

approach, and it is not possible to determine the exact number of action steps in advance as the researcher – by 

definition of action research – will construct new empirical material each time some action is set into place.  Within 

action research the process is not completed before a satisfactory outcome is achieved (Reason and Bradburry, 

2008). However, due to time limits, it may be that I am not able to continue that long but need to stop after the end 

of an action research cycle. This leaves, however, some questions for considerations: How do I evaluate the multi-

stakeholder co-creation processes? What are the criteria for success?  What is a satisfactory outcome not just in 

terms of the processes but also in terms of results9? 

 

Common to the case study and action research is that they are not related to any particular method regarding the 

construction of empirical material (Kagan et al., 2008). In order to address the overall research question, the 

construction of empirical material will consist of several techniques including interviews, multi-stakeholder meetings, 

participant and non-participant observations, focus groups, and documents. I have developed a timeline that shows 

the four main steps in the action research process in order to create practical knowledge and shared understandings 

of the project in collaboration with multiple stakeholders (cf. Table 1). The first phase is the planning phase consisting 

of four steps: 1) Defining the scope of study; 2) Identifying the relevant stakeholder groups and the key informants 

within each stakeholder group; 3) Conducting semi-structured interviews with key informants from Arla10 and The Diet 

and Nutrition Federation; and 4) Planning the multi-stakeholder meetings and multi-stakeholder conference together 

with Arla’s Senior Manager of Stakeholder Relations and CSR. The second phase is the acting phase which will focus 

on the multi-stakeholder meetings that will be organised in four regions in Denmark and will include representatives 

from some of the involved stakeholder groups. The purpose of these meetings is to gain insight into the stakeholders’ 

experience with and opinion of the problems of mal-nutrition among inpatients and the elderly as well as what can be 

done in order to solve the problems. These meetings are followed by a conference at the national parliament of 

Denmark in order to discuss the issue of mal-nutrition on a national level. After each activity there will be a pause in 

order to see how it went, what went well, what did not and what could be changed for the next meeting. My role in this 

action phase is to participate in the planning, execution and follow-up on these stakeholder meetings and the 

stakeholder conference. The third phase is the observing phase which will be based on participant and non-participant 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 I am 100% funded by Aarhus University, and therefore there will be no financial implications between Arla and the undersigned. 
9 I will elaborate further on this discussion in the second article of the overall thesis which takes an empirical perspective on CSR co-creation 
processes. See also section 2.3.2.	  
10 The key informants from Arla are the Senior Manager of CSR and Stakeholder Relations, the Vice President of Corporate Responsibility, the 
Innovation Director, the Head of Open Innovation, the Marketing Director and the Senior Manager of Global Nutrition and Clinical as these persons 
are involved in the project. 
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observation of meetings, the multi-stakeholder meetings and the conference. To ensure that I have empirical material 

for the later analysis, I will do the following: 1) Write down the process in a logbook, 2) Take notes and photos of the 

multi-stakeholder meetings and conference, and 3) Collect materials including posters, post-its, slides etc. In the 

fourth reflecting phase, I conduct semi-structured interviews and/or mini groups with (some of) the involved 

stakeholders in order to gain insight into their experiences of the processes and the perceived outcome of these 

processes. Finally, the empirical material will be used as the basis for discussions in reflection meetings with the 

Senior Manager of Stakeholder Relations and CSR in Arla and my supervisors11.  

 
Table 2: Timeline of action research process12  

Action research phases 

 
Months 

2013             2014 

Planning 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
 
Defining the scope of the case study                             
 
Meeting Arla's Senior Manager of Stakeholder 
Relations and CSR in order to identify key 
stakeholders                             
 
Conducting semi-structured interview(s) with key 
informants at Arla and The Diet and Nutrition 
Federation and collecting secondary data                              
 
Meeting Arla's Senior Manager of Stakeholder 
Relations and CSR in order to plan the multi-
stakeholder meetings and the stakeholder  
                             

Acting                             
 
Participating in multi-stakeholder meetings focusing 
on the problem of malnutrition among inpatients and 
elderly people. The meetings will be held in 
Copenhagen, Aarhus, Aalborg and Odense                             
 
Reflecting on each action/meeting: What went well, 
what did not, what could be changed for the next 
meeting?                             
 
Participating in a multi-stakeholder conference 
focusing on the problem of malnutrition among 
inpatients and elderly people. The conference will be 
held at the national parliament in Denmark                              
 
Reflecting on action/conference: What went well, 
what did not, what could be changed for the next 
meeting?                             
 
The number of action steps can not be determined in 
advanced (cf. section 3.3.1)                              

Observing                             
 
Participant and non-participant observations                             

Reflecting                             
 
Conducting follow-up qualitative interviews or mini 
groups with key informants within the stakeholder 
groups                       

   
Meeting Arla’s Senior Manager of Stakeholder 
Relations and CSR and my supervisors in order to 
reflect upon the empirical material                             

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 I acknowledge that the scope of this thesis proposal is limited to a general description of the action-research process model. The process and 
outcome are more complex than I am able to present in this section. However, the aim of this description has been to give the reader a general 
overview of the action research phases.  
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3.3.2 The quality of action research 

As previously mentioned, an action research approach provides a way for the researcher to become actively 

involved in an on-going change process over time and to gain the opportunity to describe and understand these 

processes in real-time and in more detail than through other methods (Jørgensen, 2003). However, an action 

research approach also poses a number of challenges for the researcher. One of the challenges is related to the 

researcher’s different roles and dual focus (ibid.). The action researcher has different roles such as researcher, 

practitioner and mediator between different stakeholder groups over a period of time (Reason and Bradbury, 2008) 

meaning that the different action research phases (cf. Table 1) require different roles. Consequently, I have to 

consider my role(s) and actions in the action processes very carefully, e.g.: Do I participate on equal terms with the 

other participants? Do I take the role as outsider and passive observer? Do I have legitimacy among the 

stakeholders, or do they consider me as biased? I am aware that these different roles might cause scepticism 

among the involved stakeholder groups meaning that I have to be open about my research agenda. Participation 

and engagement of the stakeholders requires open, trustworthy and reciprocal relationships which requires the 

formation of a ‘communicative space’ (Wicks and Reason, 2009: 243)13. 

 

Another – and one of the most cited - challenges relates to the discussion of the general scientific criteria including 

validity, reliability and generalisation which researchers refer to in order to demonstrate the quality of their studies 

(Greenwood and Levin, 2003). However, these terms are complex and derive from quantitative research and a 

positivist paradigm and have led to some discussion among qualitative researchers concerning their relevance for 

qualitative research (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Bryman, 2012). Consequently, some researchers have suggested 

that qualitative studies should be evaluated according to different criteria from those used by quantitative 

researchers (Bryman, 2012). Guided by an interpretative paradigm, Guba and Lincoln (1994) suggest two primary 

criteria for accessing the quality of qualitative research processes: ‘trustworthiness’ and ‘authenticity’ (Guba and 

Lincoln, 1994: 114). Trustworthiness is made up of four criteria: Credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability, while authenticity includes criteria such as fairness, ontological authenticity, educative authenticity, 

catalytic authenticity and tactical authenticity (ibid.). Although the first set of criteria (trustworthiness) represents an 

alternative to the prevailing quality criteria and has been well received, its parallelism to positivist quantitative 

research has also been criticised. The latter set of criteria (authenticity) has not gained ground in the literature  

(Bryman, 2012). Moreover, these criteria do not explicitly consider the role of the researcher as a reflective co-

player which is an important issue in this PhD project  (cf. section 3.3). I consider reflexivity to be an important 

concept as I am aware and acknowledge that my role as a researcher is ‘a part and parcel of the construction of 

knowledge’ (Bryman, 2012: 394). In relation to this, Alvesson and Skölberg (2002) introduce the ‘reflective 

approach’ in which “due attention is paid to the interpretive, political and rhetorical nature of empirical research” 

(Alvesson and Skölberg, 2000: vii)14. When applying the reflective approach to the construction of empirical material 

defined as the “interpretation of interpretation” (Alvesson and Skölberg 2000: 6), I am looking at my own 

perspectives from other perspectives and critically consider my interpretations of the empirical material including its 

construction (Alvesson and Skölberg, 2000: vii). This process by which the empirical material is constructed will be 

carefully described and reflected in the overall thesis. Having presented the initial research design of the PhD 

project, the following – and last - section presents the three articles that constitute the overall thesis. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 According to Wicks and Reason (2009) the process of opening communicative space consists of phases of inclusion, control and intimacy. The 
paradoxes and contractions of communicative space will be discussed in the overall thesis. 
14 Alvesson and Skölberg (2000) distinguish between ‘reflective’ and ‘reflexive’, but this discussion is beyond the scope of this thesis proposal.  
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4. OVERVIEW OF ARTICLES 

A mentioned in the introduction, the overall thesis is planned as a compilation of three interrelated, yet 

interdependent articles that each contributes to answering the overall research question from a theoretical 

perspective, an empirical perspective and a critical perspective respectively (cf. section 1.1). In the following 

section, I briefly present the interrelationship between the three articles followed by a presentation of the preliminary 

abstracts of each of the articles in order to legitimise their individual relevance and contribution. The overall 

interrelationship between the three articles is depicted in Figure 2.  
 

 

Figure 2 Overview of the interrelationship of the three articles 
F  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of Article 1 is to investigate how a communication perspective on CSR can contribute with new insight 

and processes that enable an understanding of how to engage the independent and conflicting interpretations of 

CSR as a value co-creation process. Consequently, Article 1 draws out a theoretical framework that suggests 

communication as a central element in the CSR value co-creation process. The purpose of this theoretical 

framework is not only to serve as the conceptual contribution of Article 1 but also as the theoretical frame of 

reference for Article 2 and Article 3 (cf. Figure 2: Intermezzo 1 and Intermezzo 2). 

  

Article 2 provides an empirical perspective on CSR co-creation processes as the existing literature does not provide 

much empirical insight into how such processes engage the multiple stakeholders’ expectations, interests and 

values in the development and implementation of CSR as a value co-creation process. Drawing on the theoretical 

frame of reference developed in Article 1 (cf. Figure 2: Intermezzo 1) and an action research approach (cf. section 

3.2), Article 2 establishes a process-oriented framework with the purpose of analysing how the contested and 

compromised reasoning influence the CSR communication between the company and the stakeholders in order to 

understand the dynamic, complex and communicative processes that constitute CSR as a value co-creation 

process between the company and the stakeholders. 

  

Drawing on the theoretical frame of reference developed in Article 1 and the process-oriented framework 

established in Article 2 (cf. Figure 2: Intermezzo 2 and Intermezzo 3), Article 3 addresses CSR co-creation 

processes from a critical perspective in order to highlight the challenges of co-creating CSR in a multi-stakeholder 

network. The article builds upon the notion that co-creation processes might (also) be a process of competition and 

negotiation between incompatible interests and values (Andersen and Nielsen, 2012).  

Article 1: Theoretical perspective 
CSR communication revisited: 

A multi-stakeholder co-creation perspective 
 

Article 2: Empirical perspective 
CSR as a multi-stakeholder value co-creation process   

– an action research approach 
 

Article 3: Critical perspective 
Dynamics of collaboration, competition and conflict in CSR 

 value co-creation processes 
 

Intermezzo 1 

Intermezzo 3 

 
Intermezzo 2 
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Consequently, Article 3 focuses on how the organisation and the stakeholders experience that various conflicting 

interest and values are (or are not) given an equal opportunity to influence the CSR value co-creation process.  

 

Having presented the interrelationship between the three individual articles, I present the preliminary abstracts of 

each of the three articles in order to legitimise their individual relevance and research question. The abstracts follow 

the guidelines of the journals which I plan to submit the articles to. However, it is important to emphasise that I have 

worked with Article 1 for a while, whereas I have only drawn the tentative outline for Article 2 and Article 3 for the 

time being. 

 

4.1 CSR communication revisited: A multi-stakeholder co-creation perspective (Work-in-progress) 

Journal: Corporate Communication: An International Journal 

Deadline for submission: August 31 2014 

 

Abstract  

Purpose – Building on the notion of CSR as a complex value co-creation process engaging multiple stakeholders’ 

expectations, interests and values (cf. Andersen and Nielsen, 2014), the purpose of this paper is to explore how 

(CSR) communication can contribute with new insights and processes that enable an understanding of how to 

engage across the independent and conflicting interpretations of CSR as a value co-creation process. 

Design/methodology/approach - A general literature review of CSR communication is conducted in the most 

dominating journals within CSR communication literature.  

Findings – The paper draws the outline for a theoretical framework that suggests communication as a central 

element in order to gain an understanding of the dynamic and complex processes that constitute CSR as a value 

co-creation process between the company and the stakeholders.  

Research limitations/implications – The theoretical framework could benefit from empirical insight in order to gain 

a deeper understanding of how CSR communication is influenced by the contested and compromised reasoning 

between the company and the stakeholders. 

Practical implications – The proposed theoretical framework has practical implications for companies as CSR 

communication turns into a holistic organisational practice encompassing multiple stakeholders rather than an 

isolated communication activity aimed at a specific stakeholder group(s).  

Originality/value – The original contribution lies in exploring how CSR communication can contribute with insights 

that enable an understanding of how to engage across the independent and conflicting interpretations of CSR as a 

value co-creation process. 

Keywords - Corporate Social Responsibility, CSR Communication, Multi-stakeholder, Value, Co-creation 

Paper type - Conceptual paper 
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4.2 CSR as a multi-stakeholder value co-creation process – an action research approach (Tentative outline) 

Journal: Business Ethics: A European Review  

Deadline for submission: January 31 2015 

 

Abstract 

The purpose of this paper is to investigate how co-creation processes are responsive to the different and competing 

expectations and interests across and within different stakeholder groups (cf. Ind and Coates, 2013; Andersen and 

Nielsen, 2014). Based on an empirical study of multi-stakeholder CSR co-creation processes, the paper draws on 

an action research approach (Gustavsen and Engelstad, 1986) in order to establish a process-oriented framework 

that enables an understanding of the dynamic, complex and communicative processes that constitute CSR as a 

value co-creation process between the company and multiple stakeholders. Drawing on the empirical insight from 

this fieldwork, the paper discusses three central questions: First, what is the purpose of a CSR co-creation process 

from a theoretical perspective and from its practical application within CSR? Second, how are multiple stakeholders 

engaged to take an active part in a CSR co-creation process? Third, how is a CSR co-creation process evaluated - 

in terms of the process or in terms of the outcome? Based on a critical review of the three questions, the paper 

discusses the possibilities and challenges of understanding CSR as a value co-creation process.  

 

4.2 Dynamics of collaboration, competition and conflict in CSR value co-creation processes (Tentative outline) 

Journal: Journal of Business Ethics 

Deadline for submission: July 31 2015 

 

Abstract   

Scholars within the field of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) argue that engaging stakeholders in co-creation 

processes do not necessarily lead to equally shared interests and unproblematic processes of value creation but 

might (also) be a process of competition and negotiation between incompatible interests and values  (Andersen and 

Nielsen, 2012; Andersen and Nielsen, 2014). It is therefore important to understand the dilemmas, challenges and 

conflicts that the company and stakeholders experience in CSR co-creation processes. Consequently, the purpose 

of this paper is to investigate how various conflicting interests and values are (or are not) given an equal opportunity 

to influence the CSR value co-creation process. Based on a single case study of multi-stakeholder CSR co-creation 

processes, where the organisation and stakeholders meet through face-to-face interactions, it is analysed how the 

organisation and multiple stakeholders interpret and discursively construct CSR as a value co-creation process in 

order to identify how the involved parties address the dynamics of collaboration, competition and conflict that might 

arise in CSR co-creation processes. 

  

Keywords Corporate Social Responsibility – Co-creation processes – Multi-stakeholder Stakeholder – Value(s) 
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5. A FEW CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The overall purpose of this thesis proposal has been to present and explain my PhD project and its current status to 

the members of the TP committee. Working with this thesis proposal has been a quite challenging but also 

rewarding task as I have been forced to make some choices about the theoretical framework and the overall 

research design. However, the thesis proposal does not represent a complete work but a work-in-progress, and 

therefore I look very much forward to discuss my work with the members of the TP committee. 
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Appendix 1: Overview of the research process  

 
 
Semester 1  
 

 

• Work on narrowing down theories, methods, structure and the overall research question  
 

• Read literature on CSR, stakeholder theory and co-creation 
 

• Work with the theoretical framework  

 
Semester 2 

 

 

 

 

 

  

• Elaborate the overall research question, sub-questions and the overall structure 
 

• Read literature on case study and action research  
 

• Work with the overall research design 
 

• Work with the first article for the thesis 
 

• Write Thesis Proposal 
 

• Sign up a cooperative agreement with Arla Foods (case company) 
 

• Prepare and construct the first part of the empirical material: Semi-structured interviews 

 
Semester 3 

 

• Work with the theoretical framework and research design  
 

• Finish and present Thesis Proposal 
 

• Prepare and construct the second part of the empirical material: Action research study 
 

• Write the first article for the thesis: 
CSR communication revisited: A multi-stakeholder co-creation perspective  
Deadline: August 31 2014 

 
Semester 4 

 

 

 

• Write the second article for the thesis: 
CSR as a multi-stakeholder value co-creation process  – an action research approach  
Deadline: January 31 2015 
 

• Prepare and construct the third part of the empirical material: Follow-up interviews and/or focus groups 

 
Semester 5 

 

 

• Write the third article for the thesis: 
Dynamics of collaboration, competition and conflict in CSR co-creation processes  

                Deadline July 31 2015 
 

• Finish the overall theoretical framework and research design for the thesis 

 
Semester 6 

 

 

 

• Finish the discussion and concluding chapters  
 

• Write up the thesis 
 

• Proof reading 
 

• Hand in the thesis January 31, 2016 



	   34 

Appendix 2: Overview of study elements 
 
PhD courses total: 30 ETCS  
 

 

PhD course 

 

Place 

 

Time 

 

ETCS 

 
 

Research Paradigms in Strategic 
Communication 

 
Department of Business 

Communication,  
Aarhus University 

 
 
 

May 2013 

 
 
 

5 ETCS 
 
 

Introducing the Philosophy of Science: 
A Multi-perspective Approach 

 
Department of Business 

Communication,  
Aarhus University 

 
 
 

June 2013 

 
 
 

3 ETCS 
 

Advanced Qualitative Research 
Methodologies: Ethnography, Case 

studies, Grounded Theory and Action 
Research 

 
 

Department of Business 
Administration,  

Aarhus University 

 
 
 
 

September 2013 

 
 
 
 

5 ETCS 
 
 

CSR Communication – a strategic 
corporate communication perspective   

 
Department of Business 

Communication,  
Aarhus University 

 
 
 

September 2013 

 
 
 

5 ETCS 
 
 

Qualitative Data Collection and 
Analysis Techniques 

 
Department of Business 

Administration,  
Aarhus University 

 
 
 

October 2013 

 
 
 

5 ETCS 
 
 

Introducing to Academic Writing in 
English for PhD students 

 
CUiDM,  

Faculty of Arts,  
Aarhus University 

 
 
 

October 2013 

 
 
 

2 ETCS 
 
 

PhD courses 2013 / total 

   
 

25 / 30 ETCS 
 
 
Teaching activities total: 590 hours 
 

 
Course 

 

 
Teaching / Supervision 
Examination / Grading 

 
Time 

 

 
Hours 

 
BA-projects, BA 

 
Supervision + Examination 

 
February – June 2013 

 
192,50 hours 

 
Reception analysis, BA 

 
Internal grading 

 
February 2013 

     
    4,50 hours 

 
 

Consumer culture and branding, MA 

 
 

Internal grading 

 
 

February 2013 

    
     

2,25 hours 
 

Presentation, MA 
 

Presentation 
 

August 2013 
 

    3,50 hours 
 

External Communication, BA 
 
Teaching / Supervision/ Examination 

 
Sep. 2013 – Jan. 2014 

 
 177,50 hours 

 
CSR communication, MA, 1st semester 

 
Teaching /Examination 

 
Sep. 2013 – Jan. 2014 

 
  62,50 hours 

 
Consumer culture and branding, MA 

 
Internal grading 

 
January 2014 

 
   16,25 hours 

 
Teaching activities 2013 / total 

   
459 / 590 hours 

 
 
 
Going abroad: 3 months 

I have been accepted as a Postgraduate Occasional Student at The Nottingham University Business School, UK 

from 1st July to 30th September 2014 under the academic supervision of Associate Professor Robert Caruana. 

 


