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Resumé 

Antallet af virksomhedsalliancer er steget markant i dette årtusinde, og er således et af de 

områder, hvor firmaer i større grad end tidligere satser på at kunne give sig selv 

konkurrencefordele. En sådan blev annonceret i december 2012, mellem danske Novozymes og 

amerikanske Monsanto. Alliancen indebærer et tæt samarbejde mellem de to firmaer, baseret på 

Novozymes bio-enzymer samt Monsantos ekstensive globale field-testing muligheder, for i 

samarbejde at transformere agrikulturen globalt. Det der optager dette speciale er derimod ikke 

selve indholdet af alliancen, men derimod de to firmaers håndteringer af deres sociale ansvar. 

Mere specifikt hvordan Novozymes, en af de ledende virksomheder på verdensplan med henblik 

på bæredygtighed, indgår en alliance med et firma som i 2013 blev kåret som ”The Worlds most 

Evil Company” og ligeledes var fokuspunktet for en protestaktion med over én million deltagere på 

verdensplan. Specialet er baseret på to research questions, hvor det første analyserer i, hvilken 

udstrækning den meget negative offentlige holdning til Monsanto er retfærdig, på baggrund af, 

hvordan firmaet agerer i henhold til deres sociale ansvar. Dette konkluderes på baggrund af en 

analyse af, hvordan Monsanto håndterer CSR, deres sociale ansvar, samt agerer i forhold til 

stakeholder- og issues-management og slutteligt at definere deres CSR-karakter ud fra, hvordan de 

taler, agerer og tænker. Denne analyse effektueres på baggrund af en kritisk analyse af både årlige 

CSR-rapporter fra firmaet, kilder fra deres kritikere samt fra tidsskrifter eller aviser.  

Med henblik på specialets andet research question, er dette baseret på, hvorvidt Novozymes 

udmelding omhandlende deres perspektiv på Monsanto er korrekt, som de beskriver som et firma 

med samme filosofi, samme holdning til hvad der driver forretninger og ikke mindst som to 

firmaer, der passer rigtig godt sammen. Mere specifikt determineres dette gennem en analyse af 

Novozymes CSR aktiviteter, deres stakeholder management og issues management - baseret på 

samme teoretiske præmisser som i den første del af Monsanto analysen, således at de to firmaer 

kan sammenlignes på baggrund af identiske parametre. Yderligere, indeholder analysen af andet 

research question, en analysedel omhandlende de to firmaers strategier for stakeholder 

kommunikation, ligeledes med formålet at sammenligne de to firmaer for at determinere, 

hvorvidt Novozymes har ret i deres syn på Monsanto.  
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Som konklusionen på første research question, har specialet, på baggrund af analysen af 

Monsantos CSR-håndtering, deres stakeholder og issues management samt deres CSR-karakterer, 

konkluderet, at det negative billede offentligheden har af Monsanto er yderst berettiget. Dette er 

tilfældet da firmaet ofte tilsidesætter etik, hensyn til legale grænser, hvis dette er til firmaet 

økonomiske fordel. Yderligere, er det blevet konkluderet at Monsanto ser på stakeholder- og 

issues management som aspekter hvis skadelige virkning det handler om at minimere, og at disse 

aspekter samtidig kun skal ageres i forhold til, hvis dette har instrumentelt økonomisk potentiale 

for firmaet. Dette gennemgribende fokus på profit over alle andre hensyn, er ligeledes 

konkluderet ud fra Monsantos CSR-karakter, hvor firmaet konsekvent har en defensiv og lukket 

tilgang til CSR, både i tanke og ageren, samt udelukkende italesætter CSR for at glorificere firmaets 

profil, eller forsvare sig imod kritik. Opsummeret er det blevet konkluderet at kritikken af 

Monsanto som værende et lukket, uærligt, uetisk og som ofte tilsidesætter alle hensyn i jagten på 

profit, i høj grad er berettiget. 

Slutteligt, som en konklusion på det andet research question, blev der gennem analysen 

konkluderet, at de to firmaer differentierer sig på stort set alle fronter, med henblik på etisk og 

legal ageren, stakeholder approach, issues management og stakeholder kommunikations 

approach – Stik imod Novozymes postulat. I modsætning til Monsanto, agerer Novozymes ud fra, 

hvad samfundet ser som etisk og legalt acceptabelt, de har et klart normativt forhold til 

stakeholder management, i modsætning til Monsantos instrumentelle, samt er markant mere 

proaktive og involverende i henhold til issues-management. Slutteligt har jeg konkluderet en 

diametral forskel i de to firmaers CSR-kommunikations strategi, hvor Monsanto gør brug af en 

defensiv og non-transparent tilgang til CSR-kommunikation, udelukkende fokuseret på envejs 

informationsdeling i henhold til stakeholder-information tilgangen, i modsætning til Novozymes, 

som udviser en transparent og aktiv CSR-kommunikations strategi, fuldt ud i henhold til 

stakeholder-involvement tilgangen. 
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Introduction 

In the increasingly globalized world of today, smaller countries are trying harder than ever to 

differentiate themselves from the masses.  One of the means for doing that is by fostering 

companies which can compete effectively on the international markets. In Denmark one of these 

companies is the biotech-company Novozymes founded in 2000, after previously being a part of 

the company named Novo. The company formerly known as Novo, split up into two independent 

companies; Novo Nordisk A/S and Novozymes A/S, as well as in a holding company controlling the 

shares named Novo A/S. Since then, Novozymes has done very well for themselves in the enzyme 

producing market, and did in their first 10 years of existence improve their market share; from 42 

% to 47 % of the total enzyme producing market. One of the major aspects of Novozymes success 

is their immense focus on sustainability, which increases their attractiveness as supplier, and 

provides them with a significant competitive advantage. According to the company itself, 

sustainability is an area of focus throughout their operations; “Sustainability is integrated into our 

business, across all relevant functions, which gives us a competitive advantage as more customers 

look to use sustainability as a differentiator”.(http://www.novozymes.com/en/about-us/facts-about-

Novozymes/Novozymes-history/Pages/default.aspx=) As a result of this focus on integrated 

sustainability, Novozymes is often acknowledged in the form of achieving numerous CSR and 

sustainability awards, and is generally referred to as a sustainability leader.  

In December 2012 Novozymes announced a rather surprising move; a strategic-alliance between 

them and the often criticized, US-based, agricultural-company Monsanto. The establishment of 

the alliance in itself was not the most surprising part, as strategic alliances in recent years have 

become quite popular; the choice of alliance-partner however, was the real surprise. Novozymes 

will be responsible for production and supply of the microbial solutions and Monsanto will serve 

as the lead for field testing, registration and commercialization of all alliance products. In other 

words; Novozymes produces the agricultural microbes needed, on the basis of their world leading 

competencies, and Monsanto will then be responsible for marketing, selling and testing the bio-

engineered agricultural microbes. The contents of the alliance are not that surprising, as 

Novozymes recently have been looking for a way to utilize their enzyme leadership, in the bio-ag 

field, however the choice Monsanto as partner is. More specifically, this is the case as the 

companies’ public-image and general CSR-management seem very different.  
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When taking a closer look at Monsanto, what especially stands out is bad their company image 

among their stakeholders, as well as especially in the American society.  As opposed to Novozymes 

winning awards for their sustainability-efforts, Monsanto has consequently in the two recent years 

won the award of “Most Evil Corporation” (http://www.ibtimes.com/monsanto-named-2013s-most-evil-

corporation-new-poll-1300217). Furthermore, the company has experienced several scandals such as; 

miss influencing the US law-making, misleading media relations, bullying its international 

stakeholders through numerous law-suits and cover-ups of food-safety issues 

(http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Monsanto). Furthermore, Monsanto is seen as the super 

villain in the campaign against GMO foods- illustrated by the annual worldwide NGO-organized 

million-attendee protest referred to as; “March against Monsanto”, and the numerous critical 

quotations seen in Appendix 1. 

In spite of the opposing views on the companies’ images and general CSR-management, 

Novozymes in a recent article in the Danish newspaper, Børsen, surprisingly stated that they 

actually see the companies as quite similar: (For the original, non-translated quote see appendix 

2.) “The conclusion is that; what gets Novozymes’ employees up in the morning in Bagsværd, is the 

same as what gets Monsanto’s employees up in St. Louis – To find sustainable solutions to the 

growing demands for food, chemistry and energy.” 

“Additionally, when it comes what drives a business, we think alike. This is about being 

scientifically founded and about embracing technologies, as soon as these are ready for use. It is 

important to have the same business-philosophy when co-operating, and we are a really close 

match.” (http://www.business.dk/medico/her-er-fortaellingen-om-en-usandsynlig-alliance) 

This statement from Novozymes on Monsanto as a company similar to themselves highlights the 

seemingly opposing views on Monsanto; how Novozymes sees Monsanto, as an equal to 

themselves, as opposed to how the public sees Monsanto. This statement raises several possible 

research questions, and will be the focus of this thesis, leading to the following statement of 

problem, consisting of two research questions. 
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Statement of Problem 

The statement of problem for this thesis, consists of the following two research questions, each 

covered and concluded upon in their respective thesis-sections. One question concluding to what 

extent the public’s negative perspective on is justified, and one concluding upon how similar 

Novozymes and Monsanto are, in light of Novozymes statement on their similarity. 

Research Question 1 

To what extent is the public’s widespread negative opinion on Monsanto, their company values 

and view of company as unethical in terms of managing its social responsibilities, justified?  

Research Question 2 

In light of Novozymes stating that the two companies’ values and mindsets are quite similar; how 

similar are the two companies in terms of managing their social responsibilities? 

 

Background Information 

In the following section, background information covering the contents of the Bio-AG alliance and 

a more elaborated company-profile of Monsanto are presented, in order to obtain a more in-

depth of view of Monsanto and the alliance-contents. 

The Bio-AG Alliance  

(See Appendix 3, for illustrations) 

The alliance between the two companies ensures a large degree of co-operation, and the alliance 

is expected to have positive financial benefits, according to both companies. More specifically, the 

contents of the alliance are described fully in the following 6 bullets points: 

 Continued Independent and Complementary Search-programs - Monsanto and 

Novozymes will maintain independent and complementary internal and external discovery 

research programs, to identify microbial targets with the potential to help farmers.  

 Novozymes supplies the microbial solutions, Monsanto handles the field-testing- 

Novozymes will be responsible for production and supply of the microbial solutions to 
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Monsanto, building on its expertise within fermentation. Monsanto will serve as the lead 

for field testing, registration and commercialization of all alliance products.  

 The companies will co-manage the alliance and co-fund research and development 

efforts.  

 Monsanto will pay Novozymes an aggregate upfront payment of $300 million net - in 

recognition of Novozymes’ ongoing business and microbial capabilities, and for Novozymes 

to supply alliance products.  

 Monsanto handles the marketing of the alliance - Marketing responsibility for Novozymes’ 

current product portfolio in agricultural biologicals will be transferred to Monsanto, along 

with much of the Novozymes commercial organization, currently responsible for this area. 

The two companies will work to ensure that existing customer relationships and know-how 

are maintained, and further built on, for short- and long-term success.  

 The profits are shared between the two companies - Both companies will benefit from 

profits on commercialized products resulting from this alliance, and those products 

brought into the alliance by the parties. Through the alliance, the companies will also test 

and sell commercial microbial products purchased from other suppliers, to bring additional 

value to farmers. 

Ultimately, the alliance can be summarized as an agreement where Monsanto do what they do 

best, handing the financial aspects and profit-making of the deal, in any way they see fit, and 

Novozymes focus on their key-competency of creating and effectuating the microbials used in the 

alliance.  

Company Profile – Monsanto 

The company Monsanto was established by the American John Francis Queeny in 1901. They   

started off by producing plastics, then moving unto insecticides, modifying plants and a whole 

array of areas, until they, through a series of transactions between 1997-2002, evolved into the 

agricultural and agrichemical Monsanto, known today. Currently, the company has around 21.000 

employees working at 404 facilities in 66 countries, with half their employees working in the US. 

Monsanto is currently operating in the agricultural sector, making their profits through the 

production of herbicides, insecticides and genetically modified crop-seeds. These crops are for 

instance modified into being resistant to Monsanto’s most well-known product Roundup, which 
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then enables farmers to fully spray their fields with the herbicide, destroying any plants except the 

GMO-engineered crops. (http://www.encyclopedia.com/topic/Monsanto_Company.aspx) However, 

what is most relevant for this thesis is the alleged prioritization of profits at the cost of ethics, and 

the allegations towards of Monsanto’s increasing profits being a result of ruthless business 

priorities. As briefly touched upon in the introduction section, Monsanto has been involved in 

numerous scandals over the years, counting areas such as; Several cases of misleading media 

relations, (http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/8308903.stm) 

(http://big.assets.huffingtonpost.com/fraud.pdf), bullying their customers as well as competitors 

through numerous law-suits, (http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/12pdf/11-796_c07d.pdf), 

(http://www.democracynow.org/2010/9/17/percy_schmeiser_vs_monsanto_the_story) several 

antitrust allegations (http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/26/us-monsanto-dupont-gmo-

idUSBRE92P0IK20130326), cover-ups of food-safety- and environmental issues 

(http://www.nytimes.com/2003/08/21/business/700-million-settlement-in-alabama-pcb-lawsuit.html), 

and finally involved in areas of business which both historically and currently, have resulted in 

almost constant opposition towards the company. The opposition against Monsanto and their 

products is evident in many forms and at different levels, as illustrated in the quotations in 

appendix 1, and through this thesis; from million-attendee protests such as; the March against 

Monsanto, large-scaled environmentalist NGO’s devoting themselves to combatting Monsanto, 

local farmers uniting over unfair royalties and finally countries who saw no other way than 

boycotting Monsanto’s line of GMO-products. Whether the opponents of Monsanto actually have 

a case questioning the company’s ethics, or if their criticism originates from fear of GMO’s and 

Monsanto’s reputation, is the focus of the first part of the thesis. Additionally, whether 

Novozymes, a company which promotes itself as sustainable and ethically founded, is entering an 

alliance with Monsanto and even going as far as stating the two companies’ drive-forces and 

mindsets are the same, are right in this statement, will be analyzed in the thesis’ second research 

question.   
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Theoretical Foundation 

In the following section, the theoretical foundations selected and used for analyzing the CSR 

efforts, Stakeholder management, Issues management, CSR-Character and CSR communication 

strategy, are presented. 

The CSR-Pyramid 

This CSR-framework was according to its author, Archie B. Carroll, presented as an answer to more 

than 30 years of companies struggling with the issue of a firm’s responsibility to the society of 

which it is a part of. The theory was published in 1991, in the magazine “Business Horizons”, as a 

tool to characterize a firms CSR, framed by the CSR-Pyramid itself. This CSR framework should be 

used for providing a company’s management with an overview of how they should manage the 

expectations of society towards them. The model itself consists of a four layered pyramid, with 

each additional layer resting on the one below, each representing different aspects of an 

organization. The bottom layer of the pyramid, covers the economic aspects of a firms CSR, untop 

of that is the legal expectations towards the organization, followed by a layer covering the ethical 

expectations and finally topped off with the philanthropic expectations  towards the organization. 

All of these four layers will be elaborated upon in detail, with a corresponding section covering 

each of four types of a firm’s social responsibility. 

Financial Expectations 

A company’s economic responsibility is of great importance, according to Carroll, simply because it 

is the foundation of both the company’s existence, as well as the three following layers of the 

pyramid. The importance of this layers is described perfectly as Friedman once put it; “The main 

responsibility of a company, is to be profitable”. Furthermore, if a firm does not handle this 

responsibility properly, the other layers of the pyramid become redundant, and according to 

Carroll, moot considerations.  More specifically, this economic responsibility is described by 

Carroll, which is described in 5 statements; 

1. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with maximizing earnings per share.  

2. It is important to be committed to being as profitable as possible.  

3. It is important to maintain a strong competitive position.  

4. It is important to maintain a high level of operating efficiency.  
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5. It is important that a successful firm can be defined as one that is consistently profitable. 

Summed up; a company must focus on maximizing their earnings per share, always operate with 

the mindset of being as profitable as possible, focus on being competitive, maintaining an efficient 

level of operating and finally define their success in accordance with a consistent level of 

profitability. (The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral management of 

organizational stakeholders – page 40) 

Legal Expectations  

In continuation of the first aspect of the CSR pyramid; the economic expectations, follows the 

layer covering the legal responsibilities a company operates under, and is expected to comply to. 

As this aspect of a company’s responsibilities sets the ground-rules and regulations, which the 

company is expected by society to operate under, inferior handling of this aspect would have a 

grieve result. This aspect deals with the honoring of the social contract between the company and 

the society, where a company is expected to pursue their mission of maximizing profits, in 

accordance with the limitations and boundaries set by law. As was the case with the previous 

aspects Carroll underlines the contents of this aspect, by again exemplifying this responsibility 

with five different statements: 

1. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with expectations of government and law.  

2. It is important to comply with various federal state, and local regulators. 

3. It is important to be a law-abiding corporate citizen. 

4. It is important that a successful firm can be defined as one that fulfills its legal obligations. 

5. It is important to provide goods and services that at least meet minimal legal requirements.  

To sum up these five statements describing a company’s legal responsibilities; A company must act 

in accordance with the law, it must comply with regulations set by state or local regulators, it must 

act as a good corporate-citizen, the company can only be seen as successful if it acts in accordance 

with its legal obligations and finally a company is expected, and thereby must, provide goods and 

services of an acceptable level. (The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral 

management of organizational stakeholders – page 40) 

Ethical Expectations 
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Upon the legal responsibilities of a company, are the ethical expectations the society have towards 

it. As an addition to the previously two covered layers, which embodied some of the ethical 

aspects of a company’s social responsibility, such as acting in accordance with the law and being 

profitable, the ethical aspect of the CSR pyramid follows. The ethical responsibilities of a company, 

embodies the standards, norms or expectations of society towards a company’s activities or 

practices, which are not codified by law. In addition, Carroll outlines that even though this aspect 

is not at the bottom of the pyramid, it still has to be acted in accordance with, throughout the 

management of all of the pyramid’s layers. This is the case because ethics are constantly pushing 

the legal layer of the pyramid to adapt to its standards, meaning the management must operate at 

an ever higher level to manage the ethical aspect properly. Carroll again illustrates this aspect of 

the CSR pyramid with five statements describing the ethical responsibilities of a company: 

1. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with expectations of societal mores and 

ethical norms. 

2. It is important to recognize and respect new or evolving ethical/moral norms adopted by 

society. 

3. It is important to prevent ethical norms form being compromised in order to achieve 

corporate goals.  

4. It is important that good corporate citizenship be defined as doing what is expected 

morally or ethically. 

5. It is important to recognize that corporate integrity and ethical behavior go beyond mere 

compliance with laws and regulators. 

These five statements can be summarized as the following; a company must perform in a manner 

consistent with societal norms and expectations, it must respect new or evolving norms adopted 

by society, it must not compromise ethical norms in order to achieve profit, it has to define good 

citizenship, and act accordingly, and it finally needs to recognize that corporate integrity goes 

beyond the boundaries and limitations set by law. (The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: 

Toward the moral management of organizational stakeholders – page 41) 

Philanthropic Expectations 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    14 
 

The very pinnacle of the pyramid consists of a company’s philanthropic responsibilities towards 

society. This responsibility rests in the expectations from society towards a company; to act as a 

good corporate citizen. The society expects a company to actively engage in acts or projects to 

promote human welfare, or just goodwill in general. Examples of philanthropy could according to 

Carroll be; contributions of financial resources or executive time. Examples of such projects or acts 

could be; contributions to arts, education or just the community in general. Furthermore, Carroll 

distinguishes the philanthropic responsibility from the previous ethical one, by outlining that 

corporations are not expected in any ethical or moral sense to contribute in the mentioned ways 

presented earlier in this section. This is the case according to Carroll, because communities desire 

companies to contribute their money, employee-time, facilities etc., but they do not see them as 

unethical if they make no such actions. Additionally, in connection with this distinction, Carroll 

points out that because some firms think they are honoring their ethical responsibilities by acting 

philanthropically, this highlights this responsibility as the icing on the cake. In spite of being the 

most highly prized and desired responsibility, it is actually less important than the other three 

parts. Finally Carroll again outlines this responsibility, with five statements describing this layer of 

the pyramid: 

1. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with the philanthropic and charitable 

expectations of society. 

2. It is important to assist the fine and performing acts. 

3. It is important that managers and employees participate in voluntary and charitable 

activities within their local communities. 

4. It is important to provide assistance to private and public educational institutions. 

5. It is important to assist voluntarily those projects that enhance a community’s “quality of 

life” 

To sum up these expectations, philanthropy towards society is to some extent voluntary, even 

though a societal expectation of acting this way always will be present. It is very well seen upon to 

act philanthropically responsible, but on the other hand it is not as important to comply with this 

responsibility, as the previous three layers. (The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward 

the moral management of organizational stakeholders – page 42) 
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Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder management has for the past few decades been a topic which is receiving more and 

more attention. One of the pioneers of the field is the American professor R. Edward Freeman, 

who was the first person to define and use the concept stakeholders. Freeman is especially 

recognized for his book named “Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach”, which was first 

published in 1984. In this book Freeman presents his thoughts and views upon how stakeholder 

management should be effectuated, which distinguish mainly between the use of the normative 

and instrumental stakeholder approach. Furthermore, adopting a normative stakeholder approach 

is preferable according to Freeman as; “Every business creates, and sometimes destroys, value for 

customers, suppliers, employees, communities and financiers. The idea that business is about 

maximizing profits for a shareholder is outdated and doesn’t work very well, as the recent global 

financial crisis has taught us.” Stakeholders consist of numerous groups, affiliated with the 

organization at different levels, which according to Freeman include; “governmental bodies, 

political groups, trade associations, trade unions, communities, financiers, suppliers, employees, 

and customers”(Freeman, R. Edward (1984). Strategic Management: A stakeholder approach. Boston: 

Pitman) 

The Normative Stakeholder approach 

The normative stakeholder approach states that managers ought to pay attention to all of their 

stakeholders, not just the ones with direct power to influence the corporation. According to 

Freeman, the relationship between managers and stakeholders; “is based on moral commitments 

rather than on a desire to use those stakeholders solely to maximize profits”.  In other words, a 

company’s stakeholder-management should be established based on moral principles, rather than 

on maximizing future profits.   

(Freeman, R. Edward (1984). Strategic Management: A stakeholder approach. Boston: Pitman) 

This stakeholder approach is based on two geneses, the first stating that organization’s decisions 

affect stakeholders. Due to the nature of this relationship, in this case based on moral 

commitments, a company must act morally responsible even if doing so isn’t to their advantage. In 

other words; a company cannot ignore any legitimacy claims from their stakeholders, even if these 

do not correspond with the company’s strategic interests. Furthermore, Freeman argues that 
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stakeholder-interests form a corporate strategy themselves. This is the case, as the management 

of stakeholder reflects unto the corporate image and brand. The way a company handles its 

stakeholders is a significant part of their overall company image, and can lead to grieve results if 

not handled correctly. (Ibid) 

The second genesis states that;” if a company take a strategic commitment to morally, it is not 

only conceptually flawed but also ineffective”. In other words, solely taking strategically ethical 

considerations, when doing so is to one’s advantage, is by definition unethical. Therefore, if a 

company strategically takes advantage of ethical stakeholder management, it will not result in a 

good reputation, which is the normal intended goal for managing stakeholder ethically. 

Furthermore, this is highlighted by Freeman, by arguing that companies which create and maintain 

their stakeholder relationships on mutual trust, will have a competitive advantage over 

organizations which do not. Therefore, when looking at the normative stakeholder approach, an 

organization must be committed to managing stakeholders based on ethics, and with no strategic 

considerations made in connection with possible expected benefits. (Ibid) 

Instrumental stakeholder approach 

The concept of possible instrumental purposes for stakeholder management was introduced by 

Freeman in the earlier mentioned book “Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach”. The 

main point of this approach is that; managers ought to pay attention to key stakeholders, in order 

to maximize possible shareholder value. In other words, a company must strive towards the 

possible future profits, which are present in connection with managing stakeholders. The 

management of stakeholders can be used as an instrument for generating profits, as they can be 

seen as part of the company’s environment. This is the case, due to a company’s financial success 

being dependent on how well they interact with their environment. Stakeholders therefore need 

to be controlled properly, in order to assure as much revenue as possible as these are a part of the 

company’s environment. (Freeman, R. Edward (1984). Strategic Management: A stakeholder approach. 

Boston: Pitman) 

As opposed to the normative approach, instrumental stakeholder management does not drive a 

company’s overall strategy, like a normative and ethical approach would. According to Freeman, 

this is the case as the only stakeholder-group which interests is crucial to the organization, is the 
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shareholders - due to this group having the highest direct power to influence the company 

financially. Furthermore, the ethical aspect, which forms the basis of the relationship between 

stakeholder and manager in the normative approach, is only acted in accordance with if it’s to the 

advantage of the company financially. To sum up this approach, a company using the instrumental 

approach’s only interest in stakeholders is; to generate as much revenue from them as possible, 

with no regard towards disregarding ethical considerations. (Ibid) 

Processes of Social Responsiveness  

Corporate social responsiveness, was defined by Frederick in 1978 as; “The capacity of a 

corporation to respond to social pressures”. Drawn upon this definition, Donna Wood in 1991 

published her article named “Corporate Social Performance Revisited”, which contributed to the 

aspect of corporate social responsiveness, by presenting three main areas which need to be 

responded to. More specifically, this addition to the model is referred to as; The Corporate Social 

Performance Model. This framework consists of the aspects of processes of corporate social 

responsiveness, principles of corporate social responsibility and outcomes of corporate behavior. 

In connection with this thesis, especially the processes of corporate social responsiveness is 

interesting, as these cover three areas which supplement the earlier  theories used for analyzing 

an organization’s corporate social performance. This is the case as Wood’s view on corporate 

social responsiveness covers the managerial aspects of CSR-performance, supplementing Carroll’s 

CSR pyramid. This aspect is by Wood outlined as issues management, stakeholder management 

and environmental assessment.  As stakeholder management is covered in depth in this thesis 

already, in terms of Freeman’ stakeholder- theory, and environmental assessment additionally to a 

large degree, is covered in regards to Carrol’s CSR pyramid, Issues management will be the sole 

contribution from this particular framework. Ultimately, Wood describes how the processes of 

social responsiveness contribute to evaluating an organizations corporate social performance, in 

the following manner; “Arguably, this aspect of corporate social performance is the only place in 

the CSP model where any real performance exists. Motivations are not observable, and processes 

are observable only by inference. Social impacts of policies, programs, and operations, however, 

are those visible aspects of CSP on which the company’s motives will be judged, its use of 

responsive processes assessed, and its overall performance determined by stakeholders“. 

(“Corporate Social Performance Revisited” Wood, Donna 1991, page 703-706) In other words, the 
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actual outcome of how these aspects are managed by an organization is quite visible, in terms of 

how society reacts to the tangible aspects of issues management and stakeholder management.  

Issues Management 

Drawing on the earlier works of Wattick and Cochran 1985 covering issues management, Wood 

alters their definition of issues management towards a more process-oriented concept as opposed 

to a policy-oriented one. Issues management originates from environmental scanning and involves 

devising and monitoring internal as well as external processes, of how to manage a company’s 

approach and responses towards social issues. The goal of issues management is to minimize the 

amount and scale of social issues and demands, originating from an organization’s stakeholders. 

This is successfully carried out through proactively engaging and interacting with stakeholders, in 

order to co-operatively solve potential issues and minimize potential damage to the company. 

However, if this proactive engagement is not established successfully, this leads to another aspect 

of issues management; how organizations react to already addressed social issues, referred to as 

crisis management. Crisis management is a result of managerial internal processes which, 

depending on how effectively they are implemented, determines how an organization reacts to 

either criticism or critical social issues.  As a result of how differently these internal processes are 

managed in different organizations, the effectiveness and severity of such issues varies greatly, 

both in terms of response time and response form. Ultimately, how an organization manages 

issues in terms of limiting the amount of social issues it is involved in, and additionally how it 

chooses to address issues after these have surfaced, is closely linked to its overall corporate social 

responsibility performance. (ibid) 

 

CSR: Dimensions of the Sensemaking Process 

In order to establish and identify the dimensions of a company’s CSR-character, Basu and Palazzo’s 

CSR-framework is selected. This is the case as these dimensions focused not solely on the various 

CSR-initiatives, but on how company think, talk and act in accordance to managing their CSR. 

Cognitive 

The cognitive dimensions of the sense making process, covers the dimensions of identity 

orientation and Legitimacy, in short phrased by Basu and Palazzo as; “what firms think”. 
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Identity orientation 

According to Basu and Palazzo, the identity of an organization is constituted by: “Shared, relatively 

coherent interrelated sets of emotionally charged beliefs, values and norms binding people 

together in the world.”  In other words, the ideas and stances on subjects create a company’s 

framework for interacting with various entities.   

Three different stances, referred to as identity orientations, can be adopted by organizations; 

individualistic, relational and collectivistic. An individualistic organization emphasizes liberty and 

most of all self-interest and such might describe themselves as “the best in the business”. In terms 

of individualistic organization’s CSR-stances, such organizations are expected to engage in some 

form of competitive CSR-efforts, aiming to picture it as top-performer, fully in accordance with its 

identity orientation.  As a contrast, the relational organization is centered on being a part of varied 

relationships with stakeholders, displayed by statements symbolizing personal ties to these. such 

as; “We are committed to our customers”.  Concerning such organization’s CSR-stances, these are 

expected to emphasize CSR-efforts with possibilities of strengthening network relationships. (Basu 

& Palazzo, “Corporate Social Responsibility: A Process Model of Sensemaking”, Academy of Management 

Review, page 126) Finally, the organization even further sees themselves as a part of larger groups 

when making use of the collectivistic orientation, beyond merely stakeholders, and may describe 

themselves in nearly universal terms. In terms of CSR-stance, organizations with this orientation 

might adopt a universal stance towards CSR, and focus on larger social or environmental issues by 

being involved in high-profile initiatives. (Ibid) 

Legitimacy 

In the attempts of gaining acceptance in society, in particular among its stakeholder, or phrased as 

gaining legitimacy for its actions, companies may adopt three different approaches:  pragmatic, 

cognitive and moral.  

When adopting a pragmatic approach to the link between CSR and obtaining legitimacy, an 

organization might perform such actions as presenting a major advertising campaign in order 

identify or pinpoint some of their achievements which correspond with social norms and 

expectations, if met with any criticism. Oppositely, when an organization seeks cognitive 
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legitimacy it’s carried ought by aligning its activities with how it perceives the social expectations 

associated with the organization. One of the popular methods of obtaining such compatibility is by 

the use of implementing and enforcing a code of conduct, in line with the societal expectations.  

Finally, the last approach moral legitimacy is determined along the lines of; Organizations strive 

for achievement legitimacy by co-creating acceptable norms of behavior with the participation of 

their stakeholders. By creating meaning combined with your stakeholders, an organization can use 

this interaction as a way of engaging collaborately, in the search for social legitimacy, quite 

effectively. (Ibid) 

Linguistic 

The linguistic dimensions of the CSR as sense making process, consists of the dimensions of 

justification and transparency covering, according to Basu and Palazzo; “What company’s say”. 

Justification 

Reflecting on how organizations interpret their stakeholder-relationships, and report to these 

when justifying their actions and interactions with the others, assists in defining an organization’s 

approach to social responsibility. 

In this case, justification becomes relevant according to Basu and Palazzo due to; “studying the 

very nature of justifications then, might provide insights into why an organization act the way they 

do and might permit differentiation across organizations based on their dominant modes of 

justifying their actions” (Ibid, page 127) How an organizations talks about their actions influences 

how they act, and is therefore a relevant aspects of their social responsibility. In terms of linking 

justification to CSR, this coherence is established based on the terms referred to as “contradictory 

language games”, defining how organization’s attempt to justify their actions when these conflict 

with the needs of the stakeholders. Three main variants of language games exist; Legal, scientific, 

and economic.  When adopting legal justifications for its actions, organizations justify their actions 

with the use of officially permitted arguments in response to criticism from their stakeholders. 

These arguments can have a wide array of forms, which for instance counts constructs such as; 

obligations, rights, code of conduct, penalty etc. On the contrary when an organization adopts a 

scientific approach to justification, the organization attempts to justify its actions by the use of 

either; a company with expertise on whatever matter needs justification, or even a neutral expert, 
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as an attempt to address the criticism it faces. Finally, as the last of the language games, 

organizations could choose to use economic implications as justification - justifying their acts with 

economic impact as the main argument. (Ibid, page 127) 

Transparency 

In addition to aspect of justification, an organization also has to choose communications-strategy 

in terms of how transparent it chooses to be. More specifically; “it has a choice in terms of the 

valence of the information included in its CSR-Communication”, as cited by Basu and Palazzo.  This 

communication can be either balanced or biased, balanced where the organization shares both 

favorable and unfavorable information, as opposed to biased where only the favorable 

information is being disclosed.  (Ibid, page 128) 

Adopting a balanced approach towards transparency might result in both positive and negative 

effects, however justifying  their actions with for instance scientific reports, which accounts for 

both the positive and/or negative results, is normally accepted well by stakeholders. Organizations 

can however, as an attempt to handle this increased media focus, hide their actual face by the use 

of CSR-reporting, as a tool for constructing a facade as a good moral citizen, which makes judging 

an organization’s CSR based solely on its own reporting, questionable at times. Whether choosing 

a biased or balanced transparency approach, transparency is able to affect especially stakeholder-

relationships and a company’s credibility. (Ibid, page 128) 

Conative 

The final set of dimensions in the Basu and Palazzo model, is the conative dimensions. These 

dimensions consists of posture, consistency and commitment, described by the authors as; “How 

companies tend to behave”   

Posture 

The pattern of how organizations choose to respond to outside threats, demands or  expectations 

defines a key aspect of their behavioral dispositions, or as Basu and Palazzo put it; “their 

responsive posture”. As a result of the work of several theorists and scholars, in terms of past 

literature, three main types of posture have been identified as; defensive, tentative and open. 

(Ibid, page 128) 
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When an organization adopts a defensive posture as their main behavioral disposition it; accepts 

no feedback from others, and furthermore always, even if it was proved wrong in past cases, 

presumes to reject any source of alternative input, as Basu and Palazzo puts it. This defensive 

posture results in the organization isolating itself from the environment it operates in, which could 

lead to a complete failure to adapt to changes in that environment. 

By adopting tentative posture, an organization acknowledges its own inability to decisively make a 

decision on the dilemma in question. In other words, the organization has learned, through past 

experiences that listening to others and embracing their inputs are the path to take when in 

doubt.  When adopting a tentative positive, the organization acknowledges that it is too 

inexperienced or lacks the appropriate tools to devise solutions, as the authors put it. The main 

risk concerned with adopting this posture is potential criticism in the lines of stalling, not taking 

the matter in question seriously or even neglecting it, if the tentativeness carries on too long. (Ibid, 

page 128) Organization can lastly adopt an open posture, founded on willingness to listen and 

furthermore react to alternative perspectives offered by others. Such a posture creates 

opportunity for the organization to be affected by other perspectives and additionally debate or 

discuss these expressed opinions, internally as well as externally.   

Consistency 

According to Basu and Palazzo, engaging in CSR activities requires two types of consistency; 

between the organization’s overall strategy and furthermore in keeping the various CSR activities 

updated at any given time. Regarding the consistency of keeping CSR-initiative in line with the 

overall strategy of the organization, this can be done either strategically consistent or strategically 

inconsistent. When choosing to be strategically consistent, the general values and processes are 

actively embedded in an organization’s CSR-activities, in order to keep the consistent with the 

organization’s strategy. On the other hand, organizations might choose to be strategically 

inconsistent, and simply leave make decisions to enhance consistency when demanded by 

stakeholders. Another aspect of consistency is termed by the authors as internal consistency. Such 

consistency can, as was the case with strategically consistency, be characterized by either a 

consistent or inconsistent behavioral approach. (Ibid, page 129) 

 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    23 
 

Commitment 

The last aspect of Basu and Palazzo’s thoughts; commitment, plays a vital role in establishing and 

maintaining an organization’s CSR-Character. Additionally, after reviewing past literature on the 

exact subject, the theorists highlight three aspects of commitment; organizational leadership as a 

driven force, depth of commitment and the span of the commitment.   (Ibid, page 129) 

However, another aspect of commitment, which is central for this thesis, covers instrumental 

commitment as opposed to normative commitment. When adopting an instrumental commitment 

to CSR, the management sees CSR as a tool designed for reacting against external pressure, e.g. by 

stakeholders, media, etc. This might lead to limitation in regards to integrated CSR-thinking, 

according to Basu and Palazzo. As opposed to Instrumental CSR, a normative CSR-commitment is 

based on moral obligations and is according to Basu and Palazzo; “essential for integration of 

responsible corporate processes into organizations’ everyday activities.” (Ibid, page 129) 

Morsing & Schultz’s CSR communication strategies 

Stakeholder management has, ever since Freeman introduced the term in 1984, been an 

important aspect for companies to consider and furthermore manage. Morsing and Schultz argue 

that; in recent years the emphasis has moved from managing stakeholders, to how the companies 

interact with stakeholders. As a result of this, Morsing and Schultz present three CSR 

communication strategies, meant for communication with stakeholders, ranging from the classic 

monologue- to a more mutual and dialogue-based stakeholder-relationship strategy. More 

specifically, they devise three different CSR communication strategies, based on PR-models; The 

Stakeholder information strategy, The Stakeholder response strategy and finally The Stakeholder 

Involvement strategy. (Morsing & Schultz, 2006. ”Corporate social responsibility communication: 

stakeholder information, response and involvement strategies”) 

The Stakeholder Information Strategy 

The basis of this CSR-communication strategy is continued one-way communication from the 

organization to the stakeholders. Companies adopting this communication-model are quite active 

in terms of producing information for especially the media, supplemented by a large amount of 

information brochures, magazines, facts and numbers - all to inform the public of its actions. This 
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strategy is used to a large degree by governments, non-profit organizations and businesses, due to 

its ability to provide sensemaking to its audiences. This stakeholder information model assumes 

that stakeholders only can be either supportive of the company, which leads to loyalty towards 

their products and in the end increased profits, or be against the company by demonstrating or 

boycotting it’s goods or services.  As a result of stakeholders being only either pro or against the 

organization, it becomes valuable for the company to influence their stakeholders, whether they 

are against the organization of support it, into being or remaining supportive. Therefore, 

companies must inform their stakeholders of their good intentions, their decisions and even more 

importantly their CSR-initiatives, in order to ensure the mentioned stakeholder support. Favorable 

CSR-initiatives needs to be communicated effectively towards stakeholders, in a matter which 

seems as appealing as possible, since the stakeholder-perception of these are key in terms of 

securing organizational support.  (Ibid, Page 326) 

The Stakeholder Response Strategy  

As opposed to the first CSR-communication strategy, the second strategy is based on what is 

referred to as a two-way asymmetric communication model. This strategy consists of information-

sharing between both the organization and the stakeholders. However, the information-sharing is 

asymmetric in the sense that there’s an imbalance in favor of the organization, in terms of the 

company not changing as a result of their public relations, it rather attempts to change the public 

attitude and behavior in its favor. The company needs to engage with its stakeholders by making 

decisions and actions, which are relevant to their stakeholders, if the company is to obtain their 

support. The tasks for the company’s corporate-communication department is; to conduct opinion 

polls or market surveys, in order to measure possible improvements in stakeholder relations, and 

additionally identify where to place their focus in terms of future CSR-initiatives. As stated by the 

authors; “Communication is perceived as feedback in terms of finding out what the public will 

accept and tolerate.”  (Ibid, Page 327) Additionally, the managers will, when adopting the 

stakeholder response strategy, strive for “giving sense” to its decisions based on the mentioned 

market surveys and opinions polls, in order to meet the expectations of their stakeholders. Even 

though the communication is two-wayed, Morsing and Schultz stresses that it is; “predominantly 

one-sided”, as the company’s sole reason for engaging in communications with its stakeholders, is 
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to convince them of its attractiveness and thereby gaining their support. This communication 

strategy is based on stakeholder responsiveness rather than pro-active stakeholder-engagement. 

In fact rather than a two-way communication it is, “a one-way method of supporting and 

reinforcing corporate actions and identity”. (Ibid) In other words, when adopting this CSR-

communication strategy, companies need to be aware of asking the right questions, and not just 

questions which generates the feedback they were already expecting.  (Ibid) 

The Stakeholder Involvement Strategy 

The final CSR-communication strategy differentiates itself from the two previous strategies, due to 

it engaging in active stakeholder dialogue. The dialogue is as equal as it gets, where the 

persuasion, if any, goes both from the stakeholder towards the organization and vice versa. Both 

are trying to influence the other into changing, by the use of this symmetric communication 

model. In terms of CSR-initiatives, organization should not impose their initiatives unto their 

stakeholders, but instead invite the stakeholders to participate in the process of creating or 

planning future CSR-initiatives. As the authors put it; “By engaging in dialogue with stakeholders, 

the company ideally ensures that it keeps abreast not only its stakeholders’ current expectations 

but also of its potential influence on those expectations, as well as letting those expectations 

influence and change the company itself. “ (Ibid, page 38) Additionally, this strategy also sees 

stakeholders as either for or against the organization, however informing and surveying is not 

enough feedback in this strategy, stakeholders need to be involved frequently to explore mutually 

beneficial actions and to retain their positive support of the organization. The main job for the 

organization in this strategy is; to establish and effectuate a stakeholder involvement strategy, 

based on ongoing and systematic stakeholder interactions. Getting in contact with all 

stakeholders, with the purpose of reaching a mutual level of understanding in terms of CSR-

initiatives, is the task at hand, and will require an integrated form of stakeholder thinking in the 

organization, leading to an ongoing dialogue with internal as well as especially external 

stakeholders.  (Ibid, page 328) 
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Methodology  

In the following section of the thesis, the methodological- and empirical considerations and 

strategies, philosophy of science, analytic approach, and potential limitations to these areas, will 

be covered. This section will provide the basic methodological, analytical and empirical approach 

toward reaching a conclusion to the two research questions. 

Philosophy of Science 

As the topics the thesis concerns itself are tangible, aspects such as CSR and stakeholder 

management, the chosen approach towards answering the research questions is the hermeneutic 

approach. Hermeneutic is the study of understanding, and additionally how we ought to proceed 

methodologically in order to obtain that understanding.  

Hermeneutic and the Hermeneutic circle 

As the basis of the hermeneutic approach, is the hermeneutic circle. This circle consists of the 

relationship between the preunderstandings and the understanding. When one has to understand 

a phenomenon, a continuous exchange between the preunderstandings of something and new 

information or experiences, which evolves into a current understanding, takes place. In other 

words, combining the subparts of something is needed to grasp the entity, but on the other hand 

knowledge of the full entity cannot be obtained if the subparts are not fully understood.  

When adopting the hermeneutic approach towards an analysis, the result will to some extent 

always be subjective. This is the case as individual’s preunderstandings are especially noteworthy, 

in terms of the possible differences between the actors observed and the observer’s 

interpretations. As an attempt to counter this subjectivity, and thereby improving the quality of 

the hermeneutic analysis, a few concepts regarding psychological science are used in the 

interpretation process of this thesis.  These concepts function as guards against subjectivity, 

challenging my potential prejudice, which alongside the use of a deductive approach to 

methodology, ensures a non-biased result. This is the case, as when constantly challenging one’s 

prejudice, the aim is to achieve a balance in regards to limiting the influence of ones’ 

preunderstandings, and as a result achieve a diverse and broad level of understanding. (Højbjerg 

2003 “Hermeneutik: Forståelse og fortolkning i samfundsvidenskaberne,”) 
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When adopting a hermeneutic approach, one of the important aspects is making my 

preunderstandings explicit, in order for the thesis to not be dominated by my own potential bias 

and thereby heighten the scientific level of the thesis. Therefore, the preunderstandings for the 

thesis have already been presented in the introduction as well as the statement of problem’s 

research questions, quite explicitly. Through the choice of the deductive methodology as 

mentioned, my preunderstandings are then brought into interpretation process of the thesis, at 

the very beginning. This deductive approach coupled with hermeneutic approach to constantly 

challenging my understanding and preunderstandings during the writing-process, results in 

avoiding any conclusions based on my own bias being made. (Ibid) 

Analytic Approach 

In order to answer the two research question, this is conducted in two overall sections. One 

section of the analysis is focused solely on Monsanto, in order to conclude upon their CSR-efforts 

and determine, to what extent, the criticism can be considered as justified. The second section is 

analyzing Novozymes CSR- efforts, and additionally the two companies’ CSR-communication 

approaches, in order to compare and conclude; whether the two companies are as similar as 

Novozymes states. 

The first part of the analysis is focusing on how Monsanto manage their CSR, in order to conclude 

to what extent the public’s negative perspective of Monsanto is justified. This is initially uncovered 

by analyzing how Monsanto handle the four aspects of social expectations, referred to as the CSR-

pyramid, covering their financial, legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities.   

Furthermore, this is then supplemented by a section analyzing how Monsanto manage their 

stakeholders, as devised by Freeman. This section analyzes whether Monsanto adopts the ethically 

founded normative approach, with a focus on stakeholder-involvement, or adopts an instrumental 

approach and only manages stakeholders which could be used instrumentally, in terms of 

increasing company profits. In succession, a final section analyzing how Monsanto manages CSR as 

a managerial process; in the sense of issues management, is conducted. In connection with issues-

management, additional attention will be placed on the issue of environmental impact, as both 

Monsanto’s and Novozymes’ product portfolios affect the agricultural- and natural sector, and 

especially Monsanto has experienced several issues related to this area. 
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In order to determine what Monsanto actual CSR-character can be concluded as, this is analyzed 

by the use of Basu and Palazzo’s thoughts on the Link between CSR and sensemaking. This theory 

functions as a tool for gaining a wider perspective on Monsanto’s approach to CSR, covering not 

only the CSR-initiatives of Monsanto, but also how they think, communicate and finally how they 

behave in terms of CSR. Ultimately, the analysis of Monsanto’s CSR-efforts, stakeholder and 

issues-management, and additionally of their CSR-character, as devised by Basu and Palazzo, will 

determine to what extent the public’s “super-villain” view of Monsanto is justified. 

In the second section of the analysis, the second research-question concludes upon the similarities 

of the two companies. In order to conclude whether Novozymes’ statement of the two companies 

being very similar, in terms of ethical values and company profile, is valid, an identical analytic 

approach to the first part of Monsanto analysis will be conducted, and the findings then compared 

and concluded upon. This approach consists of Novozymes’ management of the aspects of CSR-

pyramid, their stakeholder management and finally managerial processes of issues management.  

Following the CSR-analysis of Novozymes, an additional analysis of both of the companies’ 

approaches to CSR-communication-strategies, as devised by Morsing and Schultz, is conducted. 

This is conducted in order to supplement the CSR-management comparison, between Novozymes 

and Monsanto. Finally, the comparisons between Monsanto’s and Novozymes’ approach to CSR-, 

stakeholder- and issues-management as well as CSR-communication strategies, will conclude 

whether the two organizations are as similar, in actions as well as mindsets when it comes to 

being socially responsible, as Novozymes states. 

Choice of Theory  

In order to reach a conclusion to the research-questions, the process of selecting which theorists 

and theories are to form the theoretical foundations for the analysis, is crucial. The selected 

theories each have different purposes, as each are used for shedding light over different areas of 

the companies management. This counts; CSR-management, stakeholder-management and CSR-

communication strategies, all in order to conclude whether the public’s perception of  Monsanto’s 

is justified, and whether Novozymes is right in stating the companies are quite similar and 

likeminded. The well-known CSR-pyramid, as devised by Carroll in 1991, will be used initially in 

both sections of the analyses, as a tool for concluding on how Monsanto and Novozymes manage 
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the social expectations of the communities they exist in. This theory is part of the foundation for 

CSR-theories in general, and provides a wide perspective of how the two companies manage their 

CSR-responsibilities.  

Additionally, in regards to stakeholder-management, Freeman is one of the founders of the 

concept, and is therefore widely respected in the field. His stakeholder management theory is 

well-documented and widely used, as it provides a clear distinction between an ethical or 

instrumental approach towards stakeholder management. The final theory, of the ones used in 

both analysis sections, is Woods thoughts on CSR as Managerial process. The issues-management 

part of her managerial processes theory is selected and used for uncovering the managerial 

approach to CSR in the two companies, on social issues from stakeholders. Especially issues 

management has earlier been a problem for Monsanto, resulting in the numerous mentioned 

issues concerning the organization, and is therefore highly relevant for this thesis. The choice of 

using this theory in regards to both Monsanto and Novozymes is made with the purpose of 

proving a comparison as non-biased and precise as possible. 

In terms of the theory solely used in the analysis-section covering research question one; this 

consists of the dimensions of an organization’s CSR-character, as devised by Basu and Palazzo. This 

theory supplements the first part of the Monsanto analysis, by covering the organization’s 

approach to CSR, how they think about CSR and how they address CSR.  Finally, the last theory 

used in the thesis, is solely used in regards to the second research question, and is used for 

analyzing the two companies’ CSR-communication strategies, as presented by Morsing and 

Schultz. By analyzing how the organizations manage their CSR-communications, the analysis will 

be able to provide a conclusion on; whether the two organizations adopt a similar mindset 

towards communicating CSR-efforts to their stakeholder, which will serve as an additional 

comparison-aspect. 

Theoretical Limitations 

In terms of the theories selected, a few limitations concerning their additions to this thesis can be 

mentioned. More specifically, in terms of the Basu and Palazzo theory used, the two theorists do 

not actually put significant emphasis on determining or defining an actual CSR-character, but 

instead focus on dimensions this consists of. However, in terms of the theory’s use in this thesis, 
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defining a specific character is not the goal. Obtaining a broad and thorough perspective on how 

Monsanto thinks, talks and acts in regards to CSR, is on the other hand the aim for utilizing this 

theory. In this regard, Basu and Palazzo’s different aspects of an organization’s CSR-character is 

optimal, as the dimensions the model consists of s wide array of areas, are able to uncover several 

additional important perspectives of Monsanto’s CSR-approach and strategy.  

Ultimately, in spite of the model seemingly attempting to define what the authors inconclusively 

label as CSR-character, the contributions this model provide to the thesis, is a broad perspective of 

Monsanto’s approach to CSR – Obtained through  analyzing Monsanto’s management of the 

various CSR-dimensions a CSR-character consists of. 

Empirical Data Selection 

The empirical foundation of the thesis consists of secondary data, in the form of officially 

published company reports and documents, which are supplemented by the use of publications 

from various respected newspapers and NGO-published articles or reports.  

Covering Monsanto, documents and reports concerning the company’s CSR-effort such as the 

Monsanto 2012 sustainability report, Monsanto 2013 CSR-progress spring report and the 

Monsanto fund contribution report 2010-11, are to be mentioned as major contributors. 

Additionally, Monsanto’s website and several entries of their company-published Monsanto blog, 

which is a section of their website covering the organization’s actions and opinions, serve as the 

empirical contributions from Monsanto themselves. In regards to data not published by the 

organization itself, concerning Monsanto, the most notably contribution is the Monsanto company 

profile report, published by consumers’ interests GMO The Food and Water Watch, 

(http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/about/), providing a critical view on Monsanto’s business 

ethics and operations. In terms of newspaper-and news-portal publications, these are from 

respected English-languaged newspapers such as Forbes, Financial times, Reuters, The Guardian, 

International Business Times as well as Danish newspapers such as Børsen.  

In regards to Novozymes, the empirical approach is somewhat similar as the one adopted in terms 

of analyzing how Monsanto handle their CSR. Due to the complexity and contents of Novozymes 

CSR-reports, a large amount of information is from 2013 CSR-report, covering their integrated 

reporting. Additionally, the company’s employee information-folder regarding bribery and some 
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supplementing sections of the 2012 CSR-report are included as well. The company’s website is 

furthermore used extensively, as it has a significant amount of information regarding business-

practices, CSR-efforts and stakeholder approaches. As opposed to Monsanto, the amount of 

newspaper-articles needed in order to analyze Novozymes CSR-effort and CSR-communication 

strategies are significantly smaller. This is the case as the organization‘s publications are 

considerably more transparent, and that Novozymes, as opposed to Monsanto, publish 

information whether beneficial or harmful. 

In connection with time-scope for the selection of empirical examples, 10 year time-frame on data 

brought into the analysis is chosen, and an even shorter time-scope for the CSR-reports 

mentioned, by only covering the two recent years’ publications. This short time-scope is chosen 

primarily in regards to obtaining data as possible as contemporary, in order to ensure that the 

analysis performed are equally contemporary. This has been chosen in regards to especially 

Monsanto’s company-history, in order to analyze the company objectively, and giving them the 

benefit of the doubt. The data-collection itself also had a time-scope, meaning any possible 

relevant data published beyond October 2014, has not been considered in regards to being 

implemented in the thesis. This is chosen as the amount of information and public interest in the 

companies, especially Monsanto, is considerably vast.  

Limitations in Choice of Empirical Material 

As a result of a large quantity of the empirical data originating from the two companies own 

publications, it has to be selected with a cautious mindset in terms of being vary of any bias, 

underlying agendas and reliability in general. This concerns company-websites, company reports 

and other publications, for instance the Monsanto fund report and Novozymes bribery folder. 

However, in regards to especially the company reports, which are widely referred to in this paper, 

the data these documents presents has to be truthful. This is the case as both organizations are 

reported on stock-markets, which prohibits them to report truthfully and reliably to stockholders, 

as well as their other stakeholders. Furthermore, as both organizations are highly relevant for 

media, in Monsanto’s case for its scandals and in Novozymes for its numerous sustainability 

awards, there are wide arrays of secondary data available, covering alternative perspectives on 

any issues not mentioned in the officially published reports, which especially is the case for 

Monsanto. In especially the case of Monsanto, extra emphasis has to be placed on the legitimacy 
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of external data-sources as well, as a result of the strong opinions on Monsanto and the 

company’s products. Therefore, the external data sources used are either backed up by respected 

scientific evidence, or published by major well-respected newspapers, in order to ensure their 

credibility, as opposed to the very biased the examples in appendix 1. 

As an additional aspect towards analyzing the similarities between Novozymes and Monsanto, 

gathering data through interviews with both companies’ Danish branches, could possibly have 

provided information on several interesting aspects.  In terms Novozymes, this could have 

provided further insights into how the organization sees the companies’ similarities .Additionally, 

obtaining an interview with Monsanto could possibly have provided additional input, where 

especially Monsanto’s approach to stakeholders and issues management would have been optimal 

questions to ask. However, through longer correspondences with the two companies, they both 

chose to decline commenting further on the alliance, besides referring to their earlier officially 

published information, this was not possible. 

Analysis - Research Question 1 

In the following section, the analysis tied to research question 1 is conducted, in order to analyze 

to what extent the massive criticism aimed at Monsanto, in terms of their CSR-efforts, is justified. 

The CSR-Pyramid 

The Financial Expectations  

When looking at the first perspective of the CSR-pyramid, Monsanto does quite well for itself 

financially. According to Monsanto’s progress-report, the organization has reported increasingly 

larger profits since 2010, ranging from net sales of $10.5 billion, with a profit of $1.096 billion in 

2010, $11.8 billion in net sales and a profit of $1.6 billion in 2011, to heightened net-sales of $13.5 

billion and $3.0 billion of profits, in 2012. (Monsanto CSR-report 2012 – Page 5)  

These increases in sales and profits are based on a massive market-share in the biotech seed 

market, especially in the US, which is as large as 90 % in for instances the soybean industry, and 

similarly large in regards to corn and cotton. 

(http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/factsheet/monsanto-a-corporate-profile/) This market-

dominance is established by the use of a wide array of patents, and according to especially 
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Monsanto’s critics, through a product-portfolio which leaves the consumers completely 

dependent of the company’s products afterwards. More specifically, Monsanto’s seeds are 

genetically modified to be immune to the insecticides and pesticides the company itself sells, 

resulting in farmers having to continuously buy not only seeds, but also the matching insecticides 

and pesticides needed to ensure their crops and livelihood.  In conclusion, Monsanto handles their 

financial responsibility effectively, by generating large profits, in accordance with the financial 

expectations for their responsibility towards society. (Monsanto CSR report 2012, page 5) 

 

The Legal Expectations  

In addition to the mere financial perspectives of an organization’s social responsibility, which 

solely focuses on mere profit making, this section will uncover whether Monsanto acts in 

accordance with critics claiming the organization operates beyond the legal expectations of 

society, when such is beneficial. 

When analyzing how Monsanto handles the legal aspect of their CSR, this to a large extent 

explains the earlier mentioned negative public image of Monsanto. Monsanto has in recent years 

experienced and engaged itself in a significant amount of legal battles with stakeholders and 

competitors. Additionally, Monsanto underwent an anti-competitiveness investigation, which 

ended up suspiciously shutting down in the middle of the process, due to “marketplace 

developments”, in 2013. (http://www.stltoday.com/business/local/monsanto-dupont-agree-to-end-

antitrust-soybean-patent-lawsuits/article_64625d64-4d76-51d9-949d-fb0fde3c00b1.html) The revolving 

points in these investigations were Monsanto’s seed-patent contracts and licensing agreements. 

More specifically, according to an Associated Press investigation, the licensing agreements contain 

passages which put restrictions on how the customer can make use of the seeds, and in some 

cases, negotiates discount if competitors keeps a certain amount of Monsanto’s seeds in stock – 

and thereby undermining the competition regulations. It was also reported that Monsanto when 

doing business with smaller seed companies, licensing-agreements would require the smaller seed 

companies to destroy their inventory of Monsanto products, if under new ownership. (Food and 

water report, page 8)  Additionally, Monsanto and seed-industry competitor Dupont has 

continuously filed anti-trust and patent violations against each other in recent years. Ultimately 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    34 
 

the matter settled with Dupont and Monsanto signed a cooperation deal in 2013, where Dupont 

pay $1.75 billion over 10 years, for the rights to technology for genetically engineered soybeans 

which are resistant to herbicides. (http://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/27/business/monsanto-and-

dupont-settle-fight-over-roundup-ready-technology.html) Apart from the company’s numerous 

lawsuits against their own customers, covered in detail in the ethical responsibility section 

following this section, another example of how the organization fails to handle their legal 

expectation of society, is the case of Monsanto contractors being charged with illegal work-

conditions and abuse in Argentina.  

(http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9SADUU80.htm)  

Ultimately, Monsanto manage their legal responsibility towards society fully in accordance with its 

critics, as Monsanto is often seen balancing on the edge of acting illegally and is involved in illegal 

activities and numerous lawsuits, both as accused and as accuser. Monsanto doe thereby not 

honor the society’s expectations for a company, towards acting within the boundaries set by the 

regulators and lawmakers. 

The Ethical Expectations  

In regards to how Monsanto manages the ethical expectations of society, this particular aspect is 

where the majority of public criticism is focused; on business-ethics and on the how the 

organization operates on a daily basis.  

Monsanto has often been met with criticism of being genuinely evil and highly unethical. These 

claims are based on organizational practices, illustrated in appendix 1, such as; massively 

manipulating the process of law into pursuing own interest, through both enormous sums of 

money in the form of lobbying and back-room deals, aggressively pursuing “patent” rights against 

own stakeholders, unethical business practices in their licensing agreements, deliberately being 

non-transparent and untruthful and finally disguising the pursuit of own interests as ethical CSR-

initiatives, ultimately these claims are highly legitimate. 

This is the case when looking at Monsanto and their ties to the US government, as the 

organization is lobbying at a massive scale, leading its industry, thereby using their influence on 

several levels of the U.S government into pursuing their pro GMO-stance – and has as a result 
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successfully halted several attempts and laws against the labeling of GMO foods, through multi-

million dollar campaign contribution, (Food and Water Watch report) - fully in accordance with its 

critics accusing them of prioritizing profits over transparency and public-health. 

(http://www.forbes.com/sites/amywestervelt/2012/08/22/monsanto-dupont-spending-millions-to-

oppose-californias-gmo-labeling-law/) and (http://rt.com/usa/washington-gmo-law-food-980/) 

Lobbying in itself is not unethical, as it is common practice in the US. What makes it unethical 

however, is the scale of the lobbying, the lack of transparency in terms of the company’s ties to 

lawmakers and lastly due to these practices confirming the exact claims often made against them; 

that Monsanto, opposite of the ethical expectations of society, unethically abuses its influence and 

connections in the US, to their own advantage. (Food and Water watch report, Page 9). This undue 

influence is exemplified in how Monsanto was brought into the law-writing process of what 

publicly was referred to as the “Monsanto protection act”, which will be covered in detail later in 

connection with the Basu and Palazzo part of the analysis. In short, Monsanto managed to 

implement a phrasing in a spending-bill focusing on governmental funds towards farmers, through 

their ties to the lawmaker writing the bill. This phrasing resulted in farmers being allowed to 

harvest illegally planted crops, with no repercussion afterwards. 

(http://www.ibtimes.com/monsanto-protection-act-5-terrifying-things-know-about-hr-933-provision-

1156079) 

What is often pinpointed as their most unethical approach toward doing business is their stance 

on defending the use of their patents - illustrated by numerous lawsuits against their customers 

and stakeholders. Monsanto has a plethora of patents on various kinds of seeds, pesticides and 

herbicides, where especially their seed-patents and the restrictions in regards to their use, are of 

high significance to the company. However, where Monsanto’s way of conducting business turns 

unethical, is in terms of how the company chooses to enforce these patent-rights, and how 

aggressively they choose to investigate potential patent-violations. (Food and water watch report, 

page 12) In addition to the lawsuits themselves, what is seen as more unethical than suing small-

time farmers for seeds cross-contaminating their neighbors’ fields, or saving seeds for the 

following year; is Monsanto’s ruthless and aggressive approach towards defending these possible 

breaches of patent-rights.  According to a Vanity Fair article published in 2008, this defense is 

carried out in the following way; “… Monsanto relies on a shadowy army of private investigators 
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and agents in the American heartland to strike fear into farm country. …they secretly videotape 

and photograph farmers, store owners, and co-ops; infiltrate community meetings; and gather 

information from informants about farming activities. Farmers say that some Monsanto agents 

pretend to be surveyors. Others confront farmers on their land and try to pressure them to sign 

papers giving Monsanto access to their private records.”  

(http://www.vanityfair.com/politics/features/2008/05/monsanto200805) 

More specially, Monsanto puts a significant effort into investigating potential patent-violations, 

which in its own right wouldn’t be that unethical, however Monsanto’s shadowy approach to 

investigating these violations, justifies the view on Monsanto as unethical, in terms of business-

approach.  

 As an attempt to cull the view on Monsanto’s CSR-effort as unethical, as described in the previous 

paragraphs, the company has proposed a will to work towards co-operating with their 

stakeholders as opposed to earlier practices. This focus would allegedly mean stepping up their 

focus on sustainability and changed their reporting strategy. In regards to increasing stakeholder 

engagement and dialogue, Monsanto are according to their progress report of 2013; “We are 

actively working to listen and engage more, you can expect that this will only continue to be a part 

of the culture of our company for years to come.”  (Monsanto Spring progress report 2013, page 

5)This alleged increased focus and effort, would consist of open lines of communication with 

stakeholders in order to establish common values between Monsanto and its stakeholders. 

However, three years after this change was proclaimed, no actual example and evidence of its 

implementation has been presented by Monsanto. As a result of this, the statement appears as a 

hollow promise rather than an actual change in mindset, and actually has the opposite effect of 

what was the intention – as it even further highlights Monsanto not honoring the ethical 

expectations of society.  

As opposed to both the organization’s unethical business-practices and its proposed new 

viewpoint on stakeholder management, the organization actually is focused on improving in terms 

of sustainability, and thereby honoring a small degree of the societal expectations in terms of 

being ethically sustainable. Monsanto has in recent years launched several sustainable initiatives, 

such as The Honeybee Health Coalition, a multi-stakeholder coalition focusing on improving the 
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health of honeybees, and a focus on water usage reduction, through improving water efficiency in 

their operations all over the globe. (Ibid, page 8) In connection with the organization’s focus on 

water-usage, Monsanto has developed an actual water efficiency plan consisting of irrigation 

methods, and a more extensive focus on collecting water-use data for all the companies land. 

(Ibid, page 15)  Additionally, in April earlier this year Monsanto joined the UN CEO Water Mandate, 

a program dedicated to developing solutions and strategies for preserving water in an attempt to 

cull; “the emerging global water crisis”.    

In connection with the Honeybee Health Coalition, this at first glance seems like an ethically driven 

initiative focused on assisting Monsanto’s stakeholders with improving the Honeybees’ living 

conditions in the US, as a result of Monsanto simply wanting to act ethically right. However, what 

Monsanto fails to mention in connection with their presentation and communication about this 

initiative, is the fact it has been determined through various scientific tests; that the decrease in 

honeybees in the US, to some extent, correlates with the increased use of insecticides, referred to 

as neonicotinoids, produced by Monsanto and others. (http://guardianlv.com/2014/04/monsanto-

killing-bees/) In short, this disorder results in the honeybees not being capable of forming and 

maintaining a bee-colony. (ibid) There are other possible causes for the bee-populations suffering; 

however Monsanto can’t escape the role of the possible villains as influential in terms of the 

honeybee-decrease. The fact that instead of acknowledging their influence and then dedication 

themselves to righting their wrong, the company chooses to shun away all blame and instead 

launch and glorify a CSR-initiative, which actively shifts the focus away from Monsanto’s negative 

role. Therefore in Monsanto’s case, this highlights their Honeybee Health Coalition as an attempt 

to instrumentally pilot the creation of the coalition, in order to overshadow their involvement in 

the honeybee-population decrease in the US, rather than honoring their ethical responsibility of 

acting ethically right  

In conclusion, Monsanto manages their ethical responsibility in accordance with the criticism the 

organization faces on a daily-basis. The organization’s focus on being sustainable in connection 

with promoting sustainability in its supply chain is ethical founded, however its business-practices, 

it’s dominantly instrumental CSR-initiatives, which is highlighted even further in the next analysis 

section, and especially its aggressive stance towards pursuing possible breeches of patent-rights 
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by even small-time farmers, results in them handling the ethical responsibility quite poorly fully in 

accordance with public accusations of putting profits over ethics -phrased by Carroll as something 

to avoid;  “It is important to prevent ethical norms form being compromised in order to achieve 

corporate goals”  

Philanthropic Expectations 

In regards to the final responsibility, Monsanto honors its philanthropic responsibility through 

massive financial contributions, exemplified by a massive philanthropic effort through their 

foundation – The Monsanto Fund. According to the funds webpage the focus of the foundation is; 

strengthening both farming communities and the communities where we live and work. This focus 

is additionally separated into two main focuses; 

 Providing basic education support designed to improve education in farming communities 

around the world, including supporting schools, libraries, science centers, farmer training 

programs and academic programs that enrich or supplement school programs 

 

 Meeting critical needs in communities by supporting nonprofit organizations that help 

with things such as food security, sanitation, access to clean water, public safety and 

various other local needs (http://www.monsantofund.org/about/our-mission/) 

 

To be more specific, the Monsanto Fund report from 2010-2011 elaborates upon what amount of 

money Monsanto donates and delves into  deeper details with examples of how donations help 

the communities, and people who they are granted to.  Monsanto has in the mentioned years 

given 2703 grants, totaling an amount of $31 million, spread out to all areas of the world with 

projects such as; building a fire-station in Malawi, helping poor families in the Kalahindi region in 

India, donating $2.5 million to a health-improvement NGO in Brazil and donations to improving 

High schools in the rural parts of the US – to name a few.  (Monsanto-fund-contribution-report-2010-

11) Monsanto’s focus on financial philanthropy, and how they handle this aspect of their social 

responsibility, is additionally highlighted by their ranking in the top-100 most-sustainable list by 

CSR-magazine, where Monsanto’s philanthropy ranks as number 7 overall, helping them achieve 

rank 38 overall,  among the top 100 best rated companies included in the magazine. (See Appendix 

4) 
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However, when looking at some parts of Monsanto’s philanthropy, the awarding of some of their 

donations and recipients of these donations are more likely driven by business strategies than 

ethically wanting to contribute to society. Most notably this is exemplified in the cases of 

Monsanto’s relief towards Haiti after their earthquake in 2011, and their involvement in the 

WEMA project in Africa, again in accordance with Monsanto’s critics. These cases all highlight a 

picture of using philanthropy as a means for improving sales and expanding market-access - as a 

strategic business-decision. In connection with Haiti, the problem with this donation arises when 

the seeds are planted and put into use. According to the leader of a peasant movement in the 

country, (Food and water watch report, page 17) the donations are seen as a way to introducing 

Monsanto’s products on the Haitian market: “…In the agricultural industry, it’s always a package. 

You have to use the seeds, the fertilizer and pesticide together… the United States agribusiness 

wants to use our land to produce agro-fuel and produce fruit to send to the” - In other words, if the 

farmers accepted and implemented its use in Haiti, this would also leave the farmers depending 

on Monsanto products in the future, counting not just the seeds, but additionally the matching 

fertilizers and pesticides/insecticides. (Ibid, page 17) When looking at the mentioned Water 

Efficient Maize for Africa project (WEMA), a joined project with African partners launched by the 

UN, where Monsanto contributed by developing a drought-resistant maize strain, the similarities 

are quite evident. The argumentation for Monsanto seeing this involvement as a business-

opportunity rather than a chance to assist in feeding the hungry, is literally stated by the company 

itself through a representative of Monsanto Africa, named Kinyua M’Mbijjewe; “We’re not here 

because of charity. If you help small farmers, today they may not be good customers. But in 10 

years, they may be good customers.” (http://www.aatf-africa.org/userfiles/wema-newhope-

ug.pdf)  

Ultimately Monsanto does well in the philanthropic area in terms of the size of their cash 

donations, however as is the case with most of the organization’s operations, several examples of 

Monsanto’s instrumental mindset are evident in regards to their philanthropic responsibility – fully 

in accordance with the critic covering their profit above-all approach.  
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Freeeman’s Stakeholder Management 

How an organization choose to manage stakeholders, and who they see as stakeholders worthy of 

management, is an important part of honoring the expectations of society. In the case of 

Monsanto, their approach towards stakeholders has been targeted commonly as an area which 

they neglect and which importance they seem to overlook. According to Monsanto itself, its 

strategy towards stakeholders did not have a specific form until 2011;   “Talking to our 

stakeholders, whether it’s our farmer customers, employees, or investors, has always been an 

important part of how we do business. However, in 2011, we began more formalized stakeholder 

engagements. The conversations not only included our business activities, but also our mission, 

values and commitments to sustainability” (Monsanto CSR-report 2012, page 11) In other words, 

Monsanto had until recently no overall coordinated stakeholder strategy, which lines up very well 

with the criticism against the organization, regarding not assigning much significance to the matter 

of stakeholder-relationships. This is further illustrated by the fact that the organization, as 

mentioned, still has not the presented any outcome of this proposed strategy, 3 years later. 

In terms of how Monsanto manage their employees as stakeholders, this is an area in which 

Monsanto puts significant emphasis and actively attempt making Monsanto a pleasant workplace. 

One initiative which in particular often recognizes Monsanto’s efforts in tending to their 

employees is the Business Conduct Awards given by the company’s Business Conduct Office. These 

awards are given internally, and were in 2012 given to 68 employees, on the basis of “employees 

who contributed to Monsanto’s corporate culture of integrity in ways that hold the potential for 

improvement across all or multiple business units“. (Ibid– Page 43) As an illustration of Monsanto 

managing stakeholder-relationships with employees’ well, is the fact that the organization has 

been granted several external work-place awards. More specifically, Monsanto has received 

awards such as; ,  #5 on Science Magazine’s 2012 Top Employers, #18 on The Economic Times’ 

Best Companies to Work for in India and #29 on Glassdoor’s 2012 Best Places to Work Employees’ 

Choice Awards. (Monsanto CSR-report 2012, page 50-52) The majority of these awards are based 

on employee-opinions, such as the Glassdoor’s choice awards and the Best Companies to Work for 

in Brazil. Ultimately, in regards to stakeholder approach concerning employees, Monsanto adopt 

an instrumental approach towards managing employees, through active engagement, as these has 

instrumental value to Monsanto in terms of being responsible for the production of the goods. 
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When looking at how Monsanto manages its stakeholder-relationships with customers, especially 

the farmers who utilize Monsanto’s products, Monsanto does not put equally emphasis into these 

stakeholder-relationships. More specifically, these stakeholder-relationships have resulted in 

several frictions - in the form of the already mentioned lawsuits. What causes these frictions is in 

most cases Monsanto’s stance towards defending, what they refer to as their business-interests, 

and additionally what consumers see as unfair royalty prices on seeds, as was the case in Brazil. In 

this case, a large amount of Brazilian farmers sued Monsanto for unfair royalty-prices. The court 

ruled in favor of the farmers, saying Monsanto owes them at least $2 billion paid since 2004, for 

demanding taxes for GM-soy, which patent first of all already had expired in Brazil, and secondly 

the court ruled that separating GM-soy from Non-Gm-Soy was nearly impossible as the non-GM 

soy is very easily contaminated. (http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Energy-

Resources/2013/02/22/Monsanto-to-appeal-Brazil-GM-seed-ruling/UPI-39321361557483/) The 

controversies with farmers are mainly brought on by Monsanto’s approach towards them as 

stakeholders, highlighted in their own words; “Monsanto ensures its right to sue farmers through 

the company’s technology licensing agreement on every bag of GE seed. Any farmer who buys 

Monsanto’s seed is bound to it, either by signing a contract or simply opening the bag.” (Food and 

Water watch report) & ("Farmers Guide to GMO's" Feb 2009). This statement illustrates Monsanto’s 

instrumental approach to customers, as someone who needs to be managed in order to achieve 

their instrumental potential, and thereby prioritizing that the company is rightfully paid over 

maintaining good stakeholder-relationships.  

 

In terms of stakeholder approach towards local communities, the amount of these stakeholder 

groups are vast. The organization adopts an instrumental approach to these stakeholder-

relationships through mainly donations from the Monsanto fund and their volunteer-program 

Monsantogether, launched in 2010. (Monsanto CSR-report 2012- Page 48) Monsanto direct the 

majority of their philanthropy towards stakeholder in local-communities where either Monsanto 

operates directly or in rural parts where their consumers live. As presented earlier in this part, in 

connection with philanthropy, Monsanto has several CSR-projects in India, Brazil and Africa - 

aimed at providing either educational support or addressing critical needs, such as the mentioned 
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fire-station in Malawi. (http://www.monsantofund.org/about/our-mission/) Furthermore, 

according to their 2012 CSR-report, the Monsantogether project has since its implementation in 

2010 logged a very significant amount of hours and events in the US, 90,114 volunteer-hours and 

hosted 600 events. This program also tends to employee-relationships as well as local residents, 

due to employees getting decision-making privileges; “This program allows employees to choose 

their own volunteer service and rewards them for their contributions by giving grants to the 

organization where the employees spent their time.” (Monsanto CSR-Report 2012, page 48) In 

terms of stakeholder-approach, Monsanto instrumentally attends to local communities in areas 

where the organization operates, especially focused on rural areas and farmers. This again is 

clearly instrumental, as the organization focuses on stakeholders who actively have potential to 

influence the organization, in terms of the communities their employees live in, and in the same 

extent honoring their philanthropic expectations. 

Fully in line with their instrumental approach, Monsanto does not engage very actively with NGO’s 

unless these share Monsanto’s viewpoints. More specifically, Monsanto do not attempt to 

consider arguments presented by interest-groups opposing the company’s own stances on 

subjects, such as potential health dangers in regards to GMO Crops, the environmental effects of 

herbicides and critiques of Monsanto’s general business ethics. This is exemplified by how 

Monsanto addresses a wide array of potential negative viewpoints against them, on their Issues 

and Answer page, (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/issues-and-answers.aspx) and their 

company blog. Issues such as; insecticides effect on endangered wildlife, lawsuits against farmers, 

environmental groups concerned about “The Monsanto protection act” before it was revoked are 

all covered. However, fully in line with their critics Monsanto, consequently only addresses these 

issues  in a defensive matter, either pushing the arguments from the NGO’s aside with their own 

argumentation (http://monsantoblog.com/2009/03/26/indian-farmer-suicide-the-bottom-line/), 

writing their arguments off as environmental hysteria or false accusations 

,(http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/revolving-door.aspx) or simply just ignores addressing 

them directly (http://monsantoblog.com/2014/02/24/the-monarch-butterfly/). The organization 

follows the same stakeholder approach showed in regards to customers and suppliers, in 

connection to NGO-relations. Monsanto only interacts with interests group if they are beneficial to 

co-operate with, or if the company is forced into reacted to critical NGO’s viewpoints, due to for 
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instance internal stakeholder pressure – again clearly illustrating an instrumental stakeholder 

approach. 

In regards to managing regulative stakeholders, governments and local lawmakers, Monsanto 

actively tends to these stakeholder-relationships in especially the US, as these have great potential 

instrumental influence-potential. Monsanto is very actively engaged with the US lawmakers on 

every level, through campaign-contributions, advertising and through a massive lobbying effort, 

leading the agricultural sector for consecutive years. (Opensecrets.org) This is fully in line with the 

public’s criticism of Monsanto being too closely involved with the lawmakers and regulators of the 

US, and additionally emphasizes Monsanto’s instrumental approach towards stakeholders. The 

company managed to make use of their relationship into influencing the law-making process in the 

US, in the already mentioned case of the Farmers assurance provision. Two additional examples of 

these ties are first of all the Monsanto employee Linda Fisher being nominated by Bush in May 

2001 for a key position in the US Environmental Protection Agency. Secondly, Michael Taylor, 

former attorney and Vice President of Public Policy at Monsanto, who currently works as senior 

advisor to the commissioner of the FDA, and literally  decides governmental stances on food-

policy, which in terms of influencing government GMO-policy has significant instrumental value for 

Monsanto. As these regulatory stakeholders have the potential to alter the business-environment 

which Monsanto operates in, managing these relationships well poses great instrumental 

potential, and do as a result receive significant focus from Monsanto. 

In several countries where the stance towards GMO-crops is different than in the US, the 

relationship between Monsanto and governments in especially Europe is far from as friendly. 

More specifically, the European Union as a whole, has a very conservative stance towards GMO’s, 

and has only approved a single strain of seed for human consumption - a pest resistant maize 

strain. (http://ec.europa.eu/food/dyna/gm_register/index_en.cfm) Especially the relationship 

between Monsanto, France and Hungary are not very well managed by Monsanto, as a result of 

both countries’ being heavily against GMO- crops and foods in general. In both countries the EU-

approved GMO-Maize strain is banned, France did so in 2008, following Hungary in 2005, as a 

result of a safeguard clause in the EU-legislation, which enables countries to ban the GMO-strain 

as long as the ban is based on scientific research. In connection with the France-Monsanto 
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relationship, Monsanto, as a prime example of the tense stakeholder-relationship, appealed the 

ban to the EU-courts which ended up overturning the ban in 2012. This did however not result in 

France allowing the crops to be cultivated, as the country, based on case where a farmer got 

poisoned due to inhaling a Monsanto insecticide, deemed the growing of GE-Corn hazardous and 

posing “important risks”. (http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/09/15/us-france-environment-gmo-

idUSBRE88E0E420120915) According to Monsanto however, this is not how the organization sees 

the matter ““The new ban is not justified by scientific evidence,” John Combest, a spokesman for 

Monsanto, said in an e-mail today.” (Ibid) Clearly France wants nothing to do with GMO-crops in 

its country, after they in spite of an EU-ruling against them, still found a way to ban Monsanto 

GMO-strains.  In the case of Hungary and Monsanto, the relationship is the same, Hungary wants 

no GMO-crops, and Monsanto in general, in its country, and this has recently led to the country 

burning 100 acres of GMO-crops which in some matter ended up being planted in spite of the 

nationwide ban. (http://www.globalresearch.ca/hungary-destroys-all-monsanto-gmo-corn-

fields/5342913) In spite of a continued effort in terms of influencing the country, with the help of 

U.S. Department of State Senior Advisor for Biotechnology Jack Bobo, assisted by their own 

persuasive efforts, Monsanto’s GMO seeds have still not been allowed Hungary. (The Food and 

Water watch report, page 18) Monsanto has appealed to the Hungarian government and courts in 

order to save the crops from being destroyed, which were turned down resulted in the mentioned 

destroyal of crops. Illustrating their instrumental approach, as opposed to a normative approach 

focused on involving stakeholders, Monsanto has recently chosen to shift their focus to other 

markets, as managing European-stakeholders does not seem to have enough instrumental 

potential for the company, illustrated by a recent Monsanto statement on the subject; “We're 

going to sell the GM seeds only where they enjoy broad farmer support, broad political support and 

a functioning regulatory system” (http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/05/31/monsanto-europe-

idUSL2N0EC1B720130531) 

In conclusion Monsanto adopts a very instrumental approach towards stakeholders, as the 

organization solely shows interest in managing stakeholders if those have significant instrumental 

value. If you as a stakeholder pose no significant potential towards positively influencing 

Monsanto’s bottom line, the amount of attention Monsanto pays you as a stakeholder is very 
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limited, unless you are pro-Monsanto and can be used instrumentally in terms of improving their 

company-image.  

Processes of Social Responsiveness –Monsanto’s Issues Management 

If managers effectively handle the various managerial processes linked to CSR, this will enable the 

organization to proactively tackle possible issues addressed by their stakeholders. Successful 

management of these managerial processes, which are more popularly referred to as corporate 

social responsiveness, has been tied together with the concept of issues management and in the 

case of Monsanto environmental impact in particular.  

In terms of issues management Monsanto has been the focus of massive negative public attention 

on several stakeholder-issues counting; toxic spills, products damaging the nature and wildlife, 

suing innocent farmers, producing GMO seeds and finally seen worldwide protests against the 

organization in general. (http://www.march-against-monsanto.com/) Monsanto handles these issues 

in a mixed matter, either by instrumentally making donations affecting the affiliated stakeholders, 

or by denouncing the issues through the section of their webpage referred to as; Issues and 

answers – Monsanto Viewpoints. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/Pages/Issues-and-

Answers.aspx) As an example of how Monsanto instrumentally use donations towards stakeholder-

issues, the case of Monsanto and their involvement in the Honeybee Health coalition, can again be 

mentioned. (Monsanto spring progress report 2013) Monsanto approached this issue by hosting a 

bee summit in 2013, where scholars, beekeepers and other stakeholders were invited to debate 

honeybee health, and what Monsanto and other advocates for pro-insecticides believe to be the 

culprit, an insect known as the varroa mite.  (http://news.monsanto.com/press-

release/sustainability/monsanto-company-forms-honey-bee-advisory-council-pledges-support-honey) 

However, in their communication regarding both the summit and the coalition, Monsanto chose 

not to address the stakeholder-criticism, regarding their use of insecticides and its effects on 

honeybees, and simply chose to focus solely on the mentioned varroa mite.  

One of the other issues being debated widely in recent years is Monsanto suing innocent farmers 

for cross-contamination of their fields. This issue is addressed on the homepage, in the mentioned 

issues and answers section, under the sub-section “Just plain false”, where Monsanto addresses 

the “myth” as they refer to the issue. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/gm-seed-
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accidentally-in-farmers-fields.aspx) Monsanto in this case presents two court decisions, a lawsuit 

from The Organic Seed Growers and Trade Association, aimed at limiting Monsanto’s patent 

rights, and a lawsuit which Monsanto believe started and continuously fuels this “myth” as they 

put it, the case of Percy Schmeiser. The company won both lawsuits, the first in the U.S District 

court of New York, with the court fully supporting Monsanto’s claims of not having sued farmers 

who inadverdedly found Monsanto seeds in their fields. (Ibid) In the lawsuit of Schmeiser, he 

claimed he did not plant Monsanto seeds in his fields, but lost 3 lawsuits and ended in the 

Canadian Supreme Court. However, to this day he tours the US with his story and still sticks to his 

claim of being innocent. Furthermore, Monsanto adopts a similar defensive, damage-control 

minded approach towards other issues, throughout their issues and answers page, illustrating a 

non-proactive approach to issues management and crisis management, solely focused on 

denouncing issues as false, or turning the attention away from Monsanto’s negative involvement. 

Some of the more often mentioned issues, this illustrates this defensive approach to crisis 

management, which have not already been covered in the thesis, are; the safety of GMO crops in 

general, the detection of Round-up ready weed on a farm in Oregon, in spite of no GMO-wheat 

strain currently allowed for growth in the US, and finally trace-levels of glyphosate found in breast-

milk. (http://monsantoblog.com/2014/04/24/glyphosate-and-breast-milk-3/) 

Concerning the safety of GMO crops in general, which on numerous occasions and in numerous 

studies has been linked to health hazards, this is exemplified by the case of Argentina, where a 

recent study showed growing health-problems as a result of a misuse of glyphosate. Monsanto 

address the articles covering this issue, published by Associated Press, in their usual manner; 

““The Associated Press stories, however, do a poor job of providing any specific information other 

than harm is being alleged.” And refers to the author’s study as; “alleging research” and finally 

concludes “The story is overbroad in indicting all “pesticides” when we know that glyphosate is 

safe.” (http://monsantoblog.com/2013/10/21/argentina-and-pesticides/). Turning the attention to 

the illegally found GMO-wheat issue, Monsanto addresses this by focusing on the scale of this 

occurrence, rather than the incident itself, trying to diminish the issue; “The USDA report also 

concludes that the unexpected detection of genetically modified wheat in Oregon last May, was an 

isolated event on one farm, one field.” (http://www.monsanto.com/gmwheat/pages/default.aspx). 

Considering the fact that this issue ultimately had as grieve consequences as causing Japan and 
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South Korea to ban US-imported wheat, Monsanto’s response and stance towards the issue, even 

after the wheat import-ban, is a perfect example of a company who shows no remorse. 

(http://www.naturalnews.com/040604_gmo_contamination_wheat_south_korea.html”) Monsanto’s 

defensive stance is again identified in connection with glyphosate found in breast-milk. Instead of 

addressing this stakeholder-concern, Monsanto again focus on denouncing the article as 

irrelevant, fully in line with their overall issues management approach:” The web site article itself 

fails the usual basic criteria for scientific studies.” And “Detection of a chemical in our bodies is not 

indicative of a health hazard. Many fruits and vegetables naturally contain low levels of very toxic 

chemicals. “(http://monsantoblog.com/2014/04/24/glyphosate-and-breast-milk-3/) 

Environmental Impact 

In terms of environmental impact, this is an area where a significant amount of criticism of 

Monsanto has been focused, as they commonly are accused of destroying the environment with 

their products. In spite of the amount of issues in connection with environmental impact, 

Monsanto has proclaimed a massive focus on global water-consumption and exploring how to 

integrate sustainability in their manufacturing processes and supply chain, as mentioned earlier in 

the thesis. (Monsanto CSR-report 2012) According to Monsanto, this particular topic of limiting 

their environmental impact has become a focus-area and they as a result, have joined several 

councils, consortiums and the likes – signaling a proactive approach to their environmental 

impact.  However, several issues, apart from the already covered decrease of honeybees, are 

negatively linked to Monsanto’s environmental impact; a comparable decrease in the Monarch 

butterfly populations, crop-eating bugs developing a resistance to the company’s genetically 

modified corn plants, (http://www.forbes.com/sites/nathanielparishflannery/2011/09/03/monsantos-

pesticide-problems-raise-awareness-for-corporate-environmental-responsibility/) their roundup 

product contaminating the groundwater, (http://www.greenmedinfo.com/article/glyphosate-despite-

its-low-mobility-soils-capable-reaching-groundwater-41-140-groundwater) and finally agreeing to clean 

up earlier toxic waste-dumps after decades of refusals, 

(http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2011/feb/21/monsanto-brofiscin-pollution). All of these 

issues are related to how Monsanto’s products have affected the environment negatively, 
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primarily through either destroying fauna or contaminating  water or soil, and if addressed by 

Monsanto, is met with the organization’s usual defensive approach. 

Ultimately, Monsanto adopts a significantly defensive approach towards issues management with 

no proactive effort put into preventing stakeholder-issues.  In terms of crisis-management, the 

organization is solely focused on limiting potential negative effects of the issues, by pushing them 

aside as untrue, or attempting to shift the debate away from Monsanto’s role. In connection with 

environmental impact, Monsanto’s launch of several sustainability initiatives, and participations in 

sustainability councils in recent years, still has not managed to affect the frequency of issues 

negatively related to their environmental impact. 

Basu and Palazzo’s CSR-Character 

In the following analysis-section how Monsanto manages their CSR will be analyzed, as devised by 

Basu and Palazzo’s CSR-model. 

Identity orientation 

How an organization sees itself, is an influent part of how it chooses to interact with others. In the 

case of Monsanto, the company acts fully in line with the negative public image, centered on 

profit-making above all, as Monsanto’s predominantly adopt is the individualistic approach to 

identity orientation.  

In line with the key-characteristics when adopting an individualistic identity orientation; pursuing 

self-interests and the liberty to act as one sees fit, Monsanto signals this identity orientation in the 

phrasing on their homepage, as well as in their Progress reports. More specifically, on especially 

Monsanto’s homepage the company often refer to themselves and their products as industry-

leading, fully in line with Basu and Palazzo’s individualistic identity orientation; “We do this with 

our leading seed brands… We also produce the leading in-the-seed trait technologies for farmers”. 

(http://www.monsanto.com/whoweare/pages/default.aspx) This focus on tending to self-interests 

above all is illustrated in the aforementioned section on Monsanto’s website referred to as “Myths 

about Monsanto”, through phrasing and the general discourse used. As examples of this focus on 

tending to their own self-interest, a statement regarding Monsanto’s alleged obstruction of critical 

research of their products, from Monsanto’s company blog serves; “On occasion, these 
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researchers have come to conclusions with which we do not agree. Their conclusions have been 

published and we continue to work with and supply seed for their research. In other words, 

Monsanto does not inhibit scientists from investigation their products, but they instead choose to 

disagree with their findings if these are not to their liking. Ultimately, in the whole “myths about 

Monsanto” section, the questions about Monsanto section, and in general in all of their 

communications, the company does not at any point acknowledge any wrongdoing on their part. 

Paradoxically, this lack of addressing criticism highly contrasts Monsanto’s own statement 

regarding their stance on acknowledging criticism, in the myths about Monsanto section; “While 

Monsanto certainly isn’t above criticism”.(//www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/myths-about-

monsanto.aspx) 

In spite of the dominant use of individualistic approach, Monsanto signals a will to adopt a more 

relational approach to identity orientation, and in that regard a more involving approach to 

stakeholders. Monsanto has in their recent communications, especially on their website, signaled 

a more involving approach especially in terms of stakeholder engagements. “This process built 

upon and enhanced our ongoing stakeholder engagement efforts and is helping define our 

business strategy” Additionally, as examples of the relational approach, the following statement 

from Monsanto’s progress report 2013 illustrates this co-operative attitude, and signals a self-

image as a company close to its stakeholders: “It’s important that we listen to all of our 

stakeholders and consider what we learn in our decision-making processes. Increasing our level of 

listening and engagement can also help us communicate more effectively who we are, what we do 

and what these innovations can mean for our ever-growing world. This is further backed up by 

earlier mentioned statement on Monsanto’s allegedly adopting a new stakeholder-strategy. 

However, as no such change is actually noticeable three years after Monsanto stated this 

proclaimed change of mind, this seems more like a case of empty promises rather than an actual 

change in identity orientation.  
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Legitimacy 

The way an organization attempts to obtain legitimacy for its actions, is quite telling for how an 

organization sees its own identity. In the case of Monsanto, the company balances between 

attempting to obtain legitimacy primarily through the pragmatic and cognitive approaches.  

Monsanto has a history of launching massive advertising campaigns, in order to promote the 

company’s operations or products, fully in line with a pragmatic approach. The goal of the 

campaigns, centered on Monsanto products, is to obtain legitimacy for their products. This is 

carried out by promoting them as safe and non-harmful, as opposed to the often mentioned 

unhealthy and hazardous labels given by its critics. In recent years, Monsanto has chosen to focus 

mainly on how they, according to the company, improve the world for especially farmers, but also 

consumers. Monsanto defines what they see as the achievements to strive for; “protect our 

natural resources, fight hunger, improve nutrition and provide economic benefits to everyone 

involved in an improved system of agriculture.” (Food and Water watch report, page 12) All in all, 

Monsanto quite often makes use of the pragmatic approach, in terms of obtaining legitimacy, 

through massive advertising, spending $279 million dollars, in 2009-2011 alone.  

In connection with using cognitive legitimacy for obtaining knowledge of the expectations of their 

stakeholders, this is acknowledge by Monsanto and is according to the organization a focus-point; 

“Understanding the requirements and perspective of the stakeholders across the value chain will 

help Monsanto prepare for risks and manage opportunities and allows us to better serve the needs 

of the end consumer.” (Mosanto CSR-report 2012, page 7) Monsanto propose their most recent 

strategy in terms of stakeholder-interaction, an allegedly increased focus on stakeholder-

involvement:  “We’ve included new stakeholder-input into our analysis, with more focus on the 

voice of the consumer. We are also working to better understand and identify not only what the 

important issues are, but also where and how these issues impact our global business and 

stakeholders.”  

These viewpoints line up well with Monsanto using their CSR-efforts as a tool for gaining 

legitimacy, such as the establishing of their Honeybee health coalition and parts of their efforts 

and in terms of water usage. According to Monsanto their reason for participating in the initiative 

is founded upon stakeholder interests; “As a company solely focused on agriculture, we recognize 
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the importance of bees to both our business and growers. We are committed to supporting honey 

bee health and researching solutions for these complex issues” 

(htttp://www.monsanto.com/improvingagriculture/pages/honey-bee-health.aspx)Furthermore, parts 

of their water environmental-focus on reducing water-usage, can be determined as attempts to 

gain cognitive legitimacy, thorough honoring stakeholder-expectations or stakeholder requests. 

More specifically, this is exemplified in the case of Monsanto assisting a local school in India. 

According to Monsanto, their reason for providing school in India with the access to clean water 

was from a request from the community; “Villagers, school authorities and members of local 

organizations approached Monsanto Aurangabad to help support school infrastructure needs and 

provide clean drinking water. Our team developed a plan to help” (Monsanto Spring progress report 

2013, page 23) Finally, in terms of possible moral legitimacy, which is established through 

involvement with stakeholders, Monsanto has as mentioned only just recently, in 20111, allegedly 

engaged in actual stakeholder engagements beyond customers, employees and business-partners. 

However, due to the lack of presented results; it can be disregarded as an approach to legitimacy 

used by the organization. Therefore, no moral legitimacy is established through co-operating with 

stakeholders, leaving Monsanto’s strategy in terms of gaining legitimacy, focused solely on 

obtaining pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy. 

Justification 

When looking at how Monsanto justifies their actions, reflecting on their CSR-initiatives and 

overall CSR-strategy, the organization primarily makes use of scientific-and legal justification, and 

to a minor degree economic implications. 

In terms of scientific justification, Monsanto often make use of other companies who share the 

same viewpoints as the company, on especially the safety of GMO seeds.  More specifically, 

Monsanto make use of several external firms or experts, as attempts from the company to prove 

their products are safe, and that the public resistance towards GMO’s is based on fear rather than 

on facts. As examples of this justification, the aforementioned section on the company’s website 

referred to as; “Just plain false”, is dedicated to justifying Monsanto actions, as a response to what 

they refer to as untrue criticism. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/myths-about-

monsanto.aspx) One of issues Monsanto brings up, is the criticism they face regarding the safety of 
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GMO crops and that they are untested. Monsanto argues that; “GMO crops have been tested more 

than any crop in the history of agriculture” and that “Each GMO Crop undergoes many years of 

research, fields trials and internal reviews before we submit it to regulatory agencies worldwide for 

assessment and approval” What makes this justification scientific though, is Monsanto backing up 

their claims with the following quote, mentioning numerous organizations who endorse GMO 

crops;  “Royal Society (UK), National Academy of Sciences (USA), WHO, Food and Agriculture 

Organization (UN), The European Commission and The American Medical Association.” 

(http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/Pages/testing-of-gm-foods.aspx) Monsanto adopts the same 

scientific justification when defending their actions, on a blog entry on the company’s website 

concerning the safety of their Roundup herbicide. This entry mentions links to third-party reviews 

on both GMO’s as well as glyphosate, naming reports carried out by organizations such as; AMA, 

USPA,  and WHO. (http://monsantoblog.com/2012/09/24/reviews-and-studies-on-glyphosate-and-gm-

food/) Regarding the alleged link between the rise of GMO cotton in India, and a matching suicide-

rate in the region amongst Indian farmers, Monsanto adopts the same scientific justification; 

“Research indicates multiple societal issues, are contributing to an unacceptably frequent 

occurrence of farmer suicides in India”, and: “Despite claims by those who oppose GMO crops, 

research also demonstrates there is no link between Indian farmer suicides and the planting of 

GMO Cotton”. Furthermore, these statements are backed up by a plethora of links to studies on 

the particular subject, conducted by the International Food Policy Research Institute and The 

Council for Social development, to name a few. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/india-

farmer-suicides.aspx) 

In addition to the scientific justification Monsanto practices, the organization occasionally makes 

use of legal arguments when faced with criticism. These instances are mainly connected to 

criticism of their GMO-crops, used as means for justifying that their products are legally safe, and 

in connection with Monsanto defending their lawsuits against farmers. Monsanto refers to the 

case of France, among other European countries, and their ban of a specific corn-hybrid, as illegal, 

due to the ban being overturned in the French Supreme Court; “Politicians in several countries 

have taken decisions to illegally ban the planning of MON810 Corn hybrids.” 

(http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/mon810-background-information.aspx). Regarding 

farmer-lawsuits, Monsanto additionally attempts to justify these lawsuits with the following 
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statements from the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York; “There was no cause 

or controversy in the matter, because Monsanto had not taken any action or even suggested 

taking any action against any of the plaintiffs.”  (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/gm-

seed-accidentally-in-farmers-fields.aspx) 

Finally, after covering the scientific- and legal justification, Monsanto also justifies their actions 

with how these might affect them financially. This is evident in cases such as justifying their anti-

GMO labeling stance, and as justification for the company’s non-transparent and very single-

minded stance towards information-sharing. More specifically, in connection with the GMO-

labeling bill in California, Monsanto justifies their anti-labeling stance, as based on not wanting to 

compromise the consumer’s confidence in GMO-products. Supporting this continued non-labeling 

of foods containing GMO products, is of course financially in the interest of Monsanto, due to a 

decrease in sales for their main consumers, the farmers, would lead to a revenue decrease for 

Monsanto as well. According to Monsanto; “Food companies see Proposition 37 as threatening 

the public’s confidence in the safety of their products. “,  and “We oppose current initiative to 

mandate labeling ingredients developed form GM seeds in the absence of any demonstrated risks. 

Such mandatory labeling could imply that food products containing these ingredients are somehow 

inferior to their conventional or organic counterparts” 

(http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/food-labeling.aspx) In other words, Monsanto is 

anxious regarding labeling-GM foods due to potential economic implications for the organization, 

due to this most likely resulting in a decrease in sales for the company’s main consumers – 

illustrated by the company’s massive donation of $8.1 million dollars to the vote-no movement. 

(http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/11/02/prop-37-donors-revealed-f_n_2065789.html) 

Transparency 

When touching upon the concept of transparency, this can either be balanced, where the 

disclosed/share both favorable and unfavorable information, or biased where only the favorable 

information is being disclosed. In the case of Monsanto, the company adopts a strongly biased 

approach to transparency, in spite of claiming the opposite. According to Monsanto itself “While 

Monsanto certainly isn’t above criticism, we have identified incorrect information that- after being 

repeated numerous times in different articles and online communities – has now evolved into 
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“myths” about what we do, what we stand for as a company, and how we view our impacts on the 

world”. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/issues-and-answers.aspx) This statement 

seems to sum up Monsanto’s view on their approach to transparency quite well, the organization 

claims to be transparent however it does not, in any circumstance, actually mention anything non-

favorable information, without pushing it aside as “evil gossip” or “internet rumors”. The company 

only addresses criticism from others, in order to blatantly denounce it afterwards, as untrue or 

unimportant.  

As the first example of how Monsanto only disclose favorable information, and thereby adopts a 

biased approach towards transparency, is the fact that the company has not mentioned the 

current lawsuit placed against them by Brazilian farmers in any communications. (See page 46 of 

this thesis) In spite of this case going on for years, and its potential large financial impact, 

Monsanto does not mention it anywhere on their website, where they carefully address all sorts 

of minor issues, nor in their published reports. Additionally, another example of Monsanto’s 

biased approach to transparency is the organization’s choice of not addressing their involvement, 

in what publicly has been referred to as “The Monsanto protection act” directly. Monsanto does 

not mention what caused the stir in the public, the fact that Monsanto, with the help of Senator 

Roy Blunt, assisted in writing the actual bill, they instead focus on distancing themselves from the 

public naming of the bill: “Virtually none of the people protesting actually read the provision itself. 

Those who did found a surprise: it contains no reference to Monsanto, protection of Monsanto, or 

benefit to Monsanto”. (http://www.monsanto.com/newsviews/pages/statement-regarding-farmers-

assurance-provisions.aspx) Furthermore, they propose their view on the bill, without addressing 

what caused the criticism: “As we understand it, the point of the Farmer Assurance Provision is to 

strike a careful balance allowing farmers to continue to play and cultivate their crops subject to 

appropriate environmental safeguards, when USDA conducts any necessary further environmental 

reviews.” (Ibid)  Summed up, Monsanto adopts a very biased non-transparent approach to how 

they address the Farmer Assurance Provision, they only highlight their own viewpoints and 

neglects focusing on what caused the most uproar: that the company assisted in writing a bill 

which, and if that particular part had not been removed later on, would mean, as described by Roy 

Blunt; ““What it says is if you plant a crop that is legal to plant when you plant it, you get to 

harvest it,” Followed by; “But it is only a one-year protection in that bill.”” 
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(http://www.nydailynews.com/news/national/food-oversight-curbs-spending-bill-outrage-article-

1.1298967) Finally, this lack of transparency is also addressed by the CSR-centered website 

triplepundit.com, in their statements on how Monsanto reports their CSR in an article from 2011. 

“The biggest elephant in the room of this report was the fact that those business practices which 

cause the activists so much grief went largely unmentioned.” And furthermore followed up by; “ 

CSR reports are at best transparency documents, and it’s difficult to trust a report that ignores 

negativities and lauds positive impacts, including framing certain unsustainable practices as 

“responsible,” like increasing yields through monoculture. 

(http://www.triplepundit.com/2011/01/monsanto-csr-2010/) This statement, even though the 

statement is a few years old, still perfectly sums up Monsanto’s biased approach to transparency 

and reporting. 

Posture 

In regard to posture, Monsanto, fully in line with its stance on transparency, mainly adopts a 

defensive posture, where they refuse to accept feedback from others, unless these benefit their 

stance on a given subject. As the first example of Monsanto’s defensive posture is their stance 

towards pesticides’ role in the decrease of the Monarch butterfly, as briefly mentioned earlier, is 

presented. In the case of the Monarch butterfly, this particular rare species has declined in 

numbers in the US in recent years, mainly due to the occurrence of the animals’ natural habitat, 

the milkweed plant, decreasing. According to several sources, as cited by National Geographic, 

herbicides are the main culprit. “Although illegal deforestation and severe weather have 

contributed to the decline, research done by the World Wildlife Fund Mexico and the Monarch 

Butterfly Biosphere Reserve suggests that the overwhelming concern is U.S. farms' large-scale use 

of herbicides that destroy milkweed.”  

(http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2014/08/140819-monarch-butterfly-milkweed-

environment-ecology-science/) Monsanto chose to mention this issue briefly in their blog, 

however they do so in a very non-transparent and biased way; “While scientists are trying to 

determine how each of these factors is contributing to the decline and how to fix it, recent news 

coverage has focused heavily on farmers’ usage of herbicides like glyphosate to reduce weeds 

(including milkweed populations) in their fields. Minimizing the presence of weeds in a crop is very 
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important in having productive farmland” and,  “we’re eager to join efforts to help rebuild 

monarch habitat along the migration path by joining with conservationists, agronomists, weed 

scientists, crop associations and farmers to look at ways to increase milkweed populations on the 

agricultural landscape“ Summed up, Monsanto recognized their role in the diminishing of the 

milkweed population, however in the same context they emphasize that the reduction of weeds, 

including milkweed, is of crucial importance for farmers. So, in the same instance as they claim 

minor responsibility for the decrease of butterflies, they on the other hand shift the focus away 

from this fact, towards them voluntarily engaging in rebuilding habitats - through other paths than 

reducing the use of herbicides, which would be an obvious first step in the right direction. 

In regards to adopting a tentative posture, Monsanto proclaims an increased focus on being 

tentative as opposed to defensive. This ambition to be more open and embrace feedback can be 

seen in the following quote on co-operation; “We acknowledge that Monsanto, acting alone, 

cannot accomplish these goals ….  We are also committed to working with partners, new and 

already established, who offer diverse capabilities to address the daunting challenges.” (Monsanto 

CSR-report 2012, page 26) And in the CEO’s opening statement in the same report; “I welcome 

your feedback and critical-thinking about the issues central to the agriculture industry and meeting 

the demands of our growing planet. Together, I’m convinced we can help farmers achieve more 

and help all of us and our world in the process.” (Ibid, page 4) In spite of these promises Monsanto 

has not changed their general posture towards a more tentative approach. The company still turns 

to adopting a defensive posture when faced with any criticism, as seen in connection with their 

response to recent issues, as covered in the earlier issues-management analysis section.  

Consistency 

Monsanto has, as a result of a very business-focused corporate culture, developed a very 

consistent approach to CSR-initiatives and activities. The corporation primarily either launches 

environmental focused initiatives, typically focused on water-usage, or philanthropic donations, 

aimed at stakeholder communities and on launching CSR-initiatives as a way of handling 

stakeholder-expectations or criticism.  

When looking at for instance the organization’s consistency in philanthropy, Monsanto is very 

consistent in their philanthropic donations and initiatives, where the majority of these are aimed 
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at benefitting either the farmer directly, or the rural communities they live in. As examples of 

these initiatives Monsanto launched farming initiatives in Italy, the Aquatek project, (Monsanto 

Spring progress report 2013) in China, the Jilin Project focused at establishing a demonstration park, 

functioning as a center for farmers, (Monsanto fund report, page 4) and on improving the 

agricultural knowledge and access to water throughout lower Asia. In other words, Monsanto is 

consistent in instrumentally using its philanthropy for improving stakeholder relationships, often 

as a form of crisis-management after criticism or worries from the stakeholders in question. 

Another aspect of consistency can be seen when looking at Monsanto’s overall CSR-initiatives, and 

more specifically in how the majority of these are aimed at tending to stakeholder-relationships 

above anything else. A part from areas of their overall water efficiency focus, CSR-initiatives such 

as; The Honeybee Health Coalition, Their Water Efficient Maize for Africa project (WEMA) and 

their Beachell-Borlaug International Scholars Program, offering fellowships for Ph.D. students who 

study rice and wheat breeding - (Monsanto CSR-report 2012, page 80) are all CSR-initiatives 

focused on tending to either the company’s stakeholders, or improve Monsanto’s revenue 

through partnerships.  

Commitment 

In terms of determining whether Monsanto adopts an instrumental commitment to CSR, where 

the company sees CSR as a tool designed for reacting against external pressure, or adopts a 

normative morally based commitment to CSR, a clearly instrumental commitment is evident. More 

specifically, as seen in the whole analysis-section covering Monsanto, the organization is very 

instrumentally focused when it comes to CSR-initiatives as well as stakeholder-management. 

Numerous of Monsanto’s CSR-initiatives are used as tools for reacting against external pressure, 

counting initiatives such as; The Honeybee Health Coalition, the Haiti-donations, the WEMA 

project and its efforts in India. In terms of the Honeybee Health Coalition, this was established as 

an instrument for reacting to external pressure regarding the organization’s insecticides role in the 

diminishing of honeybees. (http://www.honeycolony.com/article/what-is-monsanto-doing-to-our-

bees/) In regards to their involvement in WEMA, this is another example of their instrumentally 

commitment to CSR, answering external stakeholder pressure and involving themselves in what 

seems as charitable, morally fueled CSR-Initiatives. As mentioned earlier, Monsanto sees this 
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project as a potential way of securing access to the African market, (http://www.aatf-

africa.org/userfiles/wema-newhope-ug.pdf) while in the same way attending to South-African 

criticism regarding the organization only being profit-minded and dishonest. 

(http://www.globalresearch.ca/monsanto-ad-banned-in-south-africa-due-to-deceptive-gmo-

messaging/5375221) In the case of Haiti, Monsanto was accused of adopting a similar strategy as 

with the WEMA-project, instrumentally committing CSR-initiatives, in this case relief in the sense 

of seeds to Haitian farmers. Finally in the case of India, where Monsanto as a result of receiving 

significant criticism regarding the rapid raise in suicides in rural India, established several local 

sustainability initiatives.  

Ultimately, the majority of Monsanto’s CSR-initiatives can easily be linked to instrumental 

commitment as a reaction towards external pressure, from especially external stakeholders, which 

thereby fully in correspondence with an instrumental commitment to CSR.  

Conclusion Research Question 1 

CSR-pyramid  

The organization does well in terms of being profitable, as a result of a large market-share and a 

large patent-portfolio, in accordance with the financial expectations of society. Oppositely, 

Monsanto manages the ethical and legal expectations to a far less acceptable extent, which more 

than justifies the public’s criticism. In terms of the legal expectations, Monsanto is often seen 

balancing on the edge of acting illegally and is involved in numerous lawsuits. Regarding their 

management of the ethical expectations of society, Monsanto’s business-practices and especially 

its aggressive stance towards pursuing possible breeches of patent-rights, by even small-time 

farmers, greatly overshadows the ethical aspects of Monsanto’s few environmental initiatives. 

Monsanto is concluded as an organization which manages their ethical responsibility, only when it 

is self-beneficial. The organization adopts a similar instrumental stance towards philanthropy, by 

primarily utilizing cash -donations through especially the Monsanto fund.  

In conclusion, Monsanto manage their CSR in accordance with the public’s negative perspective of 

the company to a considerably large degree; massively focusing on profitmaking above anything 

else, going beyond legal norms if it sees fit, scarcely acting ethically right and only doing so when it 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    59 
 

is to their own advantage, and finally seeing philanthropy as business investments, rather than 

purely good-willed societal assistance.  

Stakeholder Management 

In terms of Freemans’ stakeholder management approaches, Monsanto manages employees 

acceptably, focusing on both employee- safety and employee-recognition, which they are well-

recognized for externally. However, it has been concluded that they either do not address very 

much significance to customers and suppliers as stakeholders, by deliberately choosing not to tend 

to these stakeholder-relationships in situations where these are not beneficial for Monsanto. This 

strategy is a classic example of a company using an instrumental approach towards stakeholder-

management. In regards to local communities and NGO’s, Monsanto instrumentally uses its 

philanthropy for tending to stakeholder-relationships in the local-communities where the 

company operates. However, the company follows the same stakeholder approach as to 

customers and suppliers, in connection with NGO-relations, only tending to these stakeholders if 

they have instrumental potential.   

Furthermore, Monsanto follows the same instrumental approach towards regulative stakeholders, 

governments and local lawmakers. Monsanto actively tends to these stakeholder-relationships, in 

especially the US, as these relationships have tremendous instrumental potential. Not all of the 

countries which Monsanto operates in, have equally well-tended stakeholder-relationship with the 

organization. Fully in line with the instrumental approach, Monsanto is concluded as not trying to 

tend to these relationships, but instead simply choosing to place their focus elsewhere, when 

countries are against their Pro-GMO agenda.  

In conclusion, Monsanto adopt a clear instrumental approach towards stakeholders, only tending 

to these if they have instrumental potential towards influencing the company’s profitability – fully 

in accordance the criticism of the organization as uninterested in stakeholders, unless these have 

instrumental potential. 

Processes of Social Responsiveness  

Monsanto’s approach to issues management has been concluded as primarily based on an 

instrumental and defensive approach, fully in accordance with the perspective of the public. They 
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either manage issues by making cash-donations affecting the affiliated stakeholders, or through 

their Issues and Answers webpage, where they either reject the issues or argument defensively 

against the viewpoints, often even without directly addressing the content of the arguments of 

the critics, resulting in insufficient crisis management – exemplified by the numerous issues 

Monsanto is involved in. In terms of environmental impact, it has been concluded that the 

organization focus on sustainable initiatives, are futile in terms of limiting their numerous issues 

linked to their environmental impact. 

In regards to Monsanto’s management of CSR as managerial process, the organization’s defensive 

and instrumental approach to issues management, as opposed to being proactive and open-

minded, is concluded as being in accordance with the critics perspective of Monsanto. 

CSR-Dimensions of the Sensemaking Process 

Monsanto acts in accordance with their negative public image, centered on profit-making above 

ethical and legal considerations. Monsanto primarily adopts an individualistic approach to identity, 

signaled especially in their discourse-choices. Monsanto’s justification is, no matter which of the 

justification types they use, a consistent defensive use of justification. The company adopts a 

biased and defensive approach to transparency, in spite of claiming the opposite in numerous 

cases. Monsanto claims to be transparent however they do not, in any circumstances, actually 

mention anything non-favorable information, without pushing it aside as “evil gossip” or “internet 

rumors”. The organization only addresses criticism from others, in order to blatantly denounce it 

afterwards, as untrue or unimportant. In regard to posture, Monsanto, fully in line with its stance 

on transparency, adopts a defensive posture, where they refuse to accept feedback from others, 

unless these benefit their stance on a given subject. As a result of a very business-focused 

corporate culture, Monsanto developed a very consistent approach to CSR-initiatives and 

activities, by using philanthropic donations aimed at stakeholder communities, and on launching 

CSR-initiatives as a way of handling stakeholder-expectations or criticism. Finally, a clearly 

instrumental handling of commitment is evident, in terms of CSR-commitment. 

The organization’s CSR-character is ultimately concluded as a; Non-transparent, biased and 

defensive, instrumentally committed and instrumental consistent CSR-character, which again 

highly justifies the public image and criticism of the organization. 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    61 
 

Analysis - Research Question 2 

In order to established whether Novozymes is right, in stating that Monsanto shares the same 

mindset and values, in terms of handling their CSR and general ethical considerations in the way 

the organizations conduct business, a similar analytic approach towards CSR-aspects used in the 

previous section, will be used for conducting a comparable analysis for Novozymes. Finally, this 

will be supplemented by a section covering the CSR-communication strategies for both companies. 

The CSR-Pyramid 

The Financial Expectations 

Novozymes does very well financially and has done so in a while, in line with Monsanto. According 

to their 2013 company report, Novozymes generated total sales of DKK 1,2 Billion and EBIT of DKK 

2,90 Billion in 2013, up by 5 and 6 % from the previous year, leading to a net profit of 2.2 billion 

DKK  - up by 9 % from the previous year. In terms of total sales, these have increased consequently 

since 2009, from 8,5 Billion DKK to the mentioned 1,3 Billion 2013 (Novozymes Report 2013, page 

37) These increases in profits and total sales are a result of Novozymes’ massive market-share on 

the enzyme market, which has increased in 2013; “With an estimated 48% share of the global 

enzyme market in 2013, we strengthened our position as the world’s leading producer of industrial 

enzymes”  The company’s product-portfolio is broad, containing enzymes used for laundry and 

dishwashing detergents, biofuels, agriculture, food and beverages, biopharmaceuticals, 

wastewater, textiles and pulp & paper.(Ibid page 12) Aside from the detergent market, another 

market where Novozymes has high hopes for the future is the biofuels market.  The company has 

been investing widely in 2nd generation biofuels in recent years, which by the use of enzymes 

generates biofuel from crop-waste. (http://www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/2220541/novozymes-

and-beta-renewables-join-forces-in-boost-to-second-generation-biofuels) Ultimately, Novozymes does 

well financially, and with projects such as the BioAg-Alliance and their first-mover status on the 2nd 

generation biofuel market, the future equally looks promising financially. 

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/news/news-archive/Pages/World%E2%80%99s-first-advanced-

biofuels-facility-opens.aspx)  
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The Legal Expectations  

Turning the attention to the legal expectations, Novozymes generally acts within the boundaries of 

the law, with the exceptions of a groundwater contamination lawsuit in the US, and patent-

litigations between Novozymes and Danisco. In connection with the groundwater contamination 

incident, this case is pending a final conclusion from the US courts, in spite of the five years passed 

since it was reported. This case concerned elevated nitrate-levels which were found in the 

groundwater around a Novozymes site in Franklinton, North Carolina. According to Novozymes, a 

verdict is still in the making, due to the data still being processed; “Subsequent measurements 

were submitted to the authorities in early 2008, but no conclusion has been reached as the data 

are still under review by the authorities.” (Novozymes Report 2013, Page 44) Novozymes has 

additionally been involved in a US patent lawsuit, against Danisco, which according to the lawsuit 

has infringed a Novozymes patent. Ultimately, Danisco lost the lawsuit in 2011; “In 2011 a jury in 

the US District Court for the Western District of Wisconsin found Novozymes’ US Patent No. 

7,713,723 valid and infringed by Danisco and ordered Danisco to pay damages.” 

(http://cleantechies.com/2014/04/16/danisco-novozymes-continue-spar-patents) However, this was 

not the end of the case, as on May 5 2012, the US District Court for the Western District of 

Wisconsin, overturned the jury’s verdict. In 2013 the US Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit 

voted against the Novozymes, leading to the most recent development in the case, which 

currently is an appeal pending from Novozymes. (Novozymes Report 2013, Page 113) All in all, in 

connection with the legal expectations of society, the organization has only been involved in one 

lawsuit of a significant size, the patent-dispute with Danisco, which Novozymes, oppositely of 

Monsanto, choose to address openly in their CSR-report. Considering the scale of Novozymes 

operations, resulting only in one major lawsuit since 2008, Novozymes handles the legal 

expectations of society, well. 

Ethical Expectations 

Turning the attention to how Novozymes manages its ethical responsibility, this particular area is a 

key focal point for the organization, where especially the level of integrated sustainability stands 

out as extraordinary. Areas such as transparency, a will to involve the whole supply chain in 

sustainability and finally a general product-portfolio aimed at utilizing the world’s resources more 
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effectively, all contribute to Novozymes’ well-rounded management of this aspect. As an example 

of this meta-approach to sustainability, the following quote highlights their view; “Our focus on 

sustainability gives us a competitive advantage as more consumers look for sustainability as a 

differentiator.” (Novozymes report 2013, page 15)  Additionally, in order to reach the very peak of 

sustainability, Novozymes has actual annual goals aimed at obtaining various sustainability 

awards, in respectable rankings including; Dow-jones Sustainability index and RobecoSAM’s rating. 

(http://report2013.novozymes.com/strategy--performance/expectations-for-2014/goto/1B058A17-D03D-4564-

94CD-DE2157814291) 

As mentioned earlier, one of the parts which highlight their focus on doing what’s ethically right is; 

their involvement of the whole supply chain and additionally customers, in their sustainable 

mindset. Regarding the organization’s supply-chain, Novozymes has set a target of; “a full 100 % 

adherence to our supplier program for commercial, quality and sustainability performance by 

2015.” (http://www.novozymes.com/en/investor/financial-

reports/Documents/2014_1_Q42013_CompanyAnnouncement_FINAL_EN.pdf, page 10)   

In terms of spreading their sustainable mindset to customers, Novozymes have ambitions for 

these, in terms of inclusion in the company’s sustainable efforts. More specifically by setting a 

target for decreasing their customers’ CO2 emissions Novozymes; “aim to help our customers 

make better use of the world’s resources and reduce their products’ environmental footprint across 

their life cycle (Novozymes report 2013). In 2013, Novozymes estimated that customers saved 52 

million tons of CO2, through use of the company’s products, and has for 2014 set a target for a 

reduction of 56 million tons. This ambition of spreading their sustainable focus to customers, is 

carried ought through providing sustainable solutions to business challenges, counting; cost 

savings - through reduction of raw material-usage and material efficiency through Novozymes bio 

solutions, better sustainable business practices- sharing their knowledge of sustainability on how 

these can pursue sustainable business themselves, and finally the advice in terms of reducing CO2 

emissions through the use of Novozymes products.  

Furthermore, the level of transparency the organization adopts is an additional example of how 

Novozymes does what’s ethically right. This transparency is illustrated by an article from 2011, 

covering how Novozymes was awarded best communicator for the 2nd consecutive year, based on 

surveys from business-journalists conducted by the Danish analysis-institute Aalund. 

(http://www.business.dk/ledelse/novozymes-er-bedst-til-kommunikation) Novozymes was also 
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rewarded with a placement on the 100 most ethical companies list in both 2008 and 2009, as a 

result of ; ““Novozymes has proven to be one of the world leaders in upholding high ethical 

standards, making it a true standout in its industry, especially as unethical business actions and 

decisions grab headlines each day” (http://www.novozymes.com/en/news/news-

archive/Pages/45319.aspx) In terms of transparency Novozymes practices full transparency , even 

when it’s not in the company’s interest, as opposed to Monsanto. More specifically, the 

organization highlights aspects which are not beneficial for the company such as; their use of 

animals testing, the company mentioning their patent-twists and the old case of groundwater 

pollution in the US, which is still unresolved. In regards to animal testing, which is used in 

connection with their activities in Agriculture and Feed business, (Novozymes report 2013, page 112) 

Novozymes take several precautions towards minimizing the use of animals and potential 

suffering; “Ethical considerations and animal welfare are given a high priority at Novozymes and 

severe suffering is never accepted.” In connection with these test-animals, the organization has 

also established a supervising committee, the Scientific Ethics Committee, which has to review and 

approve every use of experimental animals (Ibid)   

In regards to the potential ethical nature of the company’s CSR-initiatives, Novozymes are actively 

engaging in projects all over the world, with particular focus on good corporate-citizenship and 

additionally participate in numerous ethically-founded partnerships. Novozymes participates in 

various partnerships such as; “the World Business Council on Sustainable Development (WBCSD), 

the UN Global Compact (UNGC) Leaders’ Summit 2013 and the U.N.-led Sustainable Energy for All 

(SE4All) initiative” - which are all focused on developing sustainable solutions globally, 

underlining Novozymes’ sustainable and ethically founded focus. As examples of ethical corporate 

citizenship efforts Novozymes is involved in the Clean Star Mozambique-initiative. This initiative 

focus on local’s replacing coal-fueled stoves in Mozambique with bioethanol ones. Additionally, 

villagers were taught how to make second generation biofuel crops, severely reducing their 

carbon emissions. (http://www.novozymes.com/en/news/news-archive/Pages/novozymes-pioneers-

food%E2%80%93energy-venture-in-Africa.aspx) However in connection with this initiative, and their 

projects regarding bio-fuels in general, Novozymes has a vested interest in promoting the usage of 

biofuels globally. This is the case due to Novozymes producing enzymes for converting biomass 

into bio-fuels more effectively. As stated by the organization themselves; “Sales to this industry 
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may also be affected by the ongoing debate on whether the use of agricultural resources for 

energy production is sustainable. However, Novozymes has tried to address this concern by 

developing technology that can convert biomass, not primary grain, into fermentable sugars, 

allowing each region of the world to utilize its own natural endowments to produce cleaner, 

renewable biofuels and bio plastics.” (Novozymes bribery folder, page 20) 

In terms of the organization’s ethical responsibility, Novozymes stay true to their ethically well-

founded course throughout all of the company’s operations. More specifically, how the company 

integrates sustainability in the core of their business, how they attempt to teach this sustainability 

to their surroundings, their complete transparency and engagement in global initiatives and 

committees - highlight their very well-rounded handling of the ethical expectations society has 

towards them.  

Philanthropic Responsibility  

When looking at how Novozymes handle their philanthropic responsibility, this is primarily carried 

out through corporate citizenship activities, as opposed to Monsanto cash donations. In regard to 

cash donations and philanthropy, this issue is addressed in the company handbook, where the 

company’s stance on charity donations is stated; “…when we occasionally donate to charities, we 

always make certain that the recipients feel no obligation to purchase products from us.” 

(Novozymes bribery folder, page 26) Followed by a supplementing statement; “When we give money 

to charity, we do so to support a good cause and to extend people’s knowledge of Novozymes. 

However, we never make charitable contributions in order to make the recipient buy our products.” 

(Ibid page 29) This stance on direct cash donations and philanthropy is highlighted quite 

concretely on their website, covering impacts and measurements; “It is Novozymes' overall 

ambition to ensure that the majority of Novozymes' contributions are made in the form of 

corporate citizenship activities (as compared to mere business sponsorships for instance).” 

(http://novozymes.com/en/about-us/vision-and-values/corporate-

citizenship/impact/Pages/default.aspx) Regarding philanthropy, Novozymes, according to their 

website, has a strategy in line with the United Nations 2015 Millennium Development Goals. 

focused on two specific principles; “Universal education (goal 2) by helping communities gain 

access to educational facilities and contributing to increase their qualifications within science” and 



Cand.Ling.Merc  Copenhagen Business School, 2014   Master’s Thesis 

A Thesis by:                                                        Jonas Rusborg Frederiksen    66 
 

“Environmental sustainability (goal 7) by enhancing our communities’ awareness of environmental 

responsibility”. (http://novozymes.com/en/about-us/vision-and-values/corporate-

citizenship/supporting-millennium-development-goals/Pages/default.aspx) This strategy is split into 

three areas of engagements; local goodwill activities, business sponsorships and corporate 

citizenship. The size-breakdown of this split is constantly measured, in order to keep track on the 

organization’s progress and focus; “We measure the spending split between business sponsorships, 

corporate citizenship activities and local goodwill activities (non-business related and not within 

the scope for corporate citizenship). Going forward, the target is to increase the number of 

corporate citizenship activities.” In 2013, corporate citizenship accounted for 60 %, and is as 

mentioned expected to grow in the future. The primary way this aspect is handled, is through 

Novozymes corporate citizenship strategy, referred to as Citizymes. This project is focused on 

sharing knowledge of science and environmental responsibility, focusing on the communities 

which Novozymes operates in globally. According to the organization, they reached 36000 people 

in 2013, up 10000 from the year before primarily due to increased activities in the US, from all 

over the world, in projects in India, South Africa, China and Denmark. 

(http://novozymes.com/en/about-us/vision-and-values/corporate-citizenship/examples-community-

engagement/Pages/default.aspx) Novozymes organized innovation competitions in China, where 

students from several universities were presented with the task of coming up with ways to 

applicate enzymes in the food industry (Novozymes Report 2013, page 135). In India Novozymes 

hosted a similar competition named Voice for Biotech. In connection with Africa, Novozymes’ 

focus on girls, women and gender equality. Ultimately, Novozymes handle the philanthropic 

expectations of society quite well, by focusing their efforts on actively engaging with communities 

through a large corporate citizenship effort, as opposed to Monsanto’s numerous money-

donations. 

Stakeholder Management 

Turning the attention to stakeholder engagements, the organization adopts a very transparent and 

involving strategy towards stakeholders– fully in line with a normative stakeholder approach. This 

stance towards overall stakeholder management is illustrated in the following statement; “... 

Therefore, a priority for Novozymes is to understand stakeholders and live up to their expectations. 

To do this, Novozymes engages with stakeholders across the value chain, from customers to 
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suppliers to retailers, policymakers and investors” (Novozymes report 2013, page 63) Novozymes 

engaged with a wide array of stakeholders in 2013, described by themselves in the following 

manner; “Novozymes engaged in a series of advocacy activities both at corporate and regional 

level across the value chain, such as multi-stakeholder forums, and with customers, suppliers and 

local communities.” (Ibid, page 124) 

Novozymes engages with supply-chain stakeholders, employees, customers and suppliers in a very 

involving manner, both locally as well as globally.  In connection with employees as stakeholders, 

Novozymes focuses on managing these through several initiatives; setting annual targets for 

employee satisfaction, employee turnover rate, absence and minimizing sickness/injuries. This 

ambition to take care of their employees, in order to make sure they perform optimally, is 

recognized by Novozymes in the following manner; “Novozymes’ success is dependent on its 

employees’ satisfaction and motivation in their daily work. Therefore, we have set several targets 

related to the well-being, rights and development of our employees” (Ibid, page 47) In order to 

maintain and build upon this satisfaction and motivation, Novozymes keep track of how attractive 

the workplace is, in the view the employees, through; “an annual People’s Opinion survey 

measuring, amongst other indicators, employee satisfaction and motivation” (Ibid, page 45) Tied 

together with this annual employee survey, the Novozymes’ management  have complementing 

annual targets, in terms of this employee satisfaction, which with the 2013 result of 77  out of 100, 

exceeded the 75 out of 100 target. (Ibid) In connection with this employee-satisfaction, 

Novozymes provides various benefits for employees, counting; “Generous vacation and holiday 

time, Medical and dental insurance, Pension and retirement benefits, Tuition reimbursement and 

skills enhancement, Disability and life insurance and Wellness programs, health-club membership 

or on-site fitness centers. Ultimately, Novozymes adopts a very active approach towards 

employees, as the company recognizes their instrumental potential; they however go beyond the 

efforts of Monsanto in that area, emphasizing employee satisfaction, constantly measuring and 

collecting employee-opinions, and having managerial targets for it.  

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/careers/job-benefits/Pages/Your-benefits.aspx) 

When looking at relationships between Novozymes, its suppliers and customers, these are tended 

to very thoroughly. This is based upon a normative approach through involvement and knowledge-

sharing in regards to sustainability, diametrically opposite of Monsanto. In terms of supplier-
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relationships, the company’s focus is on collaboration, through sustainability initiatives and 

actively engaging with all suppliers. As an example of these relationships, Novozymes hosted an 

event in 2013, referred to as Supplier Innovation Day, where suppliers were invited to discuss how 

to improve; “current packaging and filling equipment solutions”, in order for Novozymes to reduce 

packaging materials, in line with the company’s sustainability focus. (Novozymes report 2013, page 

136) Novozymes has very close relationships with customers, through close co-operations and full-

transparency, fully in line with the normative approach. These stakeholder-relationships are 

managed through initiatives such as the Sustainability Consortium (TSC) , where Novozymes 

partners up with several customers,  P&G, Clorox, Cargill, PepsiCo to name a few, in order to 

establish a joined organization focused on; “ TSC was formed as an organization to promote the 

sustainability of products, consumption and supply chains  and to shape requirements”. 

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/best-sustainable-practices/how-to-engage-

stakeholders/supplier-engagement/Pages/default.aspx)  Due to its knowledge and experience with 

sustainability, Novozymes actively assists its customers in improving their sustainability, which as 

mentioned earlier in the thesis, has resulted in their customers significantly reducing CO2 

emissions, water use and in replacing hazardous chemicals. In Novozymes’ words; “Our innovative 

solutions allow our customers to make valid green claims by enabling them to save water, reduce 

CO2 or replace harsh chemicals” (Novozymes report 2013, page 136) Additional examples of 

Novozymes close relationships with their customers, is the examples of their co-operations with 

Harboe and P & G, and furthermore with a customer of their customers, Wal-mart.  

In connection with their co-operations with Harboe, Novozymes combined marketing efforts with 

the Danish brewery, in promoting and planning the release of their Ondea Pro enzyme, used in the 

process of brewing beer. (http://novozymes.com/en/sustainability/best-sustainable-practices/how-to-

engage-stakeholders/customer-engagement/Pages/default.aspx) Looking at the case of Wal-Mart, 

Novozymes pushes their stakeholder management even further, by co-operating with the link 

beyond their customers, in the form of these stakeholders’ customers. This took place at a 

conference in the US, hosted by Wal-Mart, where Novozymes, as keynote speakers, promoted 

sustainable practices and knowledge to the suppliers of Walmart.  (Ibid) 

In regards to how Novozymes manages stakeholders based in the communities the organization 

operates in, in terms of local stakeholders and NGO’s, a similar transparent and involving strategy 
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is used. As earlier mentioned in the thesis, Novozymes puts a significant amount of effort into 

acting as a good corporate citizen, which to a large degree, benefits especially local residents. As 

an overall guideline, Novozymes strives after molding their local stakeholder-initiatives with the 

UN Millennium Development goals (http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/). This is carried out 

primarily through the organization’s corporate-citizenship program, Citizymes, in which they 

actively engage with local stakeholders, and involve these in the organization’s ways of catalyzing 

sustainability. Through this program, Novozymes engaged with 36.000 students in 2013, all in 

areas where the organization operates. Another aspect which briefly has been touched upon 

earlier is Novozymes involvement in The Cleanstar Mozambique initiative. This engagement with 

local communities in Mozambique, has  as opposed to Novozymes general stakeholder strategy 

instrumental potential, as the biofuels needed to fuel the stoves, is an area of business where the 

organization operates.(http://report2012.novozymes.com/menu/the-novozymes-report-

2012/supplementary/ungc-communication-on-progress/engaging-and-taking-

action/q/reaching%20out/Page/0/phone/False#anc0FE7665D-D0FF-444C-9690-FAEA134071C9) Apart 

from through their Citizymes and Cleanstar Mozambique programs, Novozymes engages regionally 

with stakeholders by participating in local training programs, primarily in UNGC initiatives. As 

examples of these engagements; Novozymes organized a training program in India, for other 

UNGC members, concerning “Sustainability and Corporate Governance”, and organized the China 

Summit on climate in 2013, which included having 50 guests, including academics, journalists and 

students, visiting Novozymes’ Chinese Facility. (Novozymes 2013 report, page 135) In terms of how 

the organization manages its stakeholder responsibilities to NGO’s, this is carried out with 

Novozymes’ usual normative approach. This is the case as the organization engages actively with 

regional NGO’s, as well global organizations such as the WWF and UN. As an example, Novozymes 

engages with WWF on strategically mapping sustainability, and plead the cause of reducing CO2 

emissions in order to “pave the way for a green economy.” 

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/best-sustainable-practices/how-to-engage-

stakeholders/engagement-with-NGOs/Pages/default.aspx. and 

(http://borsen.dk/nyheder/oekonomi/artikel/1/154108/opraab_fra_novozymes_og_wwf.html) 

Turning the attention to regulatory stakeholders, Novozymes adopts a less involving management 

strategy, as opposed to the one used by Monsanto. This is especially evident in terms of lobbying 
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and attempts of influencing political decisions. According to Novozymes, the organization has a 

management-standard which defines business practices with regulatory stakeholders. The 

organization’s overall approach towards complying with regulatory stakeholders is highly 

prioritized, effectuated through constant monitoring of relevant legislation. This complying 

management-approach is tied closely together with the industry which Novozymes operates in, 

due to the transparency needed in connection with enzyme-production and to; “create 

transparent legal systems for enzymes and to lobby for a broad acceptance of biotechnology and 

contained use of GM enzymes.” (http://www.novozymes.com/en/about-us/quality-and-supplier-

management/registration/Pages/default.aspx)As examples of how these stakeholders are managed 

by Novozymes, the organization has co-operated with regulatory parties in China, due to the 

issues in the country in connection with patents and plagiarism. More specifically, “In 2013, we 

worked continuously on securing patent rights in China, as we have seen an increasing risk in 

enforcing intellectual property rights in the Chinese legal system. In addition to securing valuable 

patents, Novozymes has increased surveillance of the Chinese market, in collaboration with 

relevant legal advisors, in order to react quickly and efficiently against patent infringement.” 

(Novozymes 2013 report, page 20) Additionally, in terms of using regulatory stakeholder influence to 

benefit the organization’s processes, Novozymes proclaims a very strict stance towards the 

tendency of influencing the political process, as opposed to Monsanto. This stance is described by 

the organization in their bribery folder; “We must always behave responsibly in the course of 

running our business. We strive to use sound arguments to express our points of view effectively. 

Accordingly, we do not give economic support to political parties.” (Bribery folder, page 27) The 

reason for adopting this stance, and not financially attempt to influence regulatory stakeholder-

relations, is accordingly presented as; “For Novozymes it is a matter of principle that we argue with 

words rather than money when we are trying to get our views across to political parties.” (Ibid, 

page 28)  

Finally, Novozymes adopts a very involving and active stakeholder management strategy in how 

they manage stakeholders, adopting a clearly normative approach to stakeholder-management. 

This includes close co-operations with employees, with a focus on keeping these satisfied and 

motivated, customers, by involving and teaching them about sustainability and finally suppliers, in 

order to co-operatively focus on sustainability. In terms of NGO’s and local communal residents, 
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no matter if these have potential of being an instrumental asset to the organization or not, these 

are managed normatively, through an extensive focus on being a good corporate citizen, 

participating in numerous sustainability partnerships as well as through active engagement. 

Novozymes manages regulatory stakeholders normatively, based on an ethical principle of 

compliance, rather than actively attempting to influence the political process in their favor, as it 

often the case especially in the US market. This furthermore underlines their normative approach 

to stakeholder management, diametrically opposed to the instrumental approach adopted by 

Monsanto. 

Processes of Social Responsiveness  

When looking at how Novozymes manage issues management, the amount of issues the 

organization is faced with is remarkably small. This is the case due to Novozymes’ strategy and 

stance towards pro-active issues management, originating from their management-systems; 

“Novozymes’ management systems are set up to seek growth and development opportunities, 

while at the same time mitigating risk and ensuring compliance with rules and regulations in the 

environmental, social and financial areas.”  (Novozymes-report 2013, page 62) This management of 

potential risks and issues is effectuated through an ongoing extensive value-chain analysis, which 

identifies potential trends and developments able to influence the organization. Once these are 

identified, the organization; “mitigates the risks in many different ways and at many different 

levels. Some risks can be mitigated through behavior and others through processes and 

procedures, while some risks require specifications.” (Ibid, page 64)   In other words, through 

extensive focus on identifying potential risks, from especially stakeholders, the organization pro-

actively works to identify possible issues and risks, before these turns into issues which need crisis-

management. The reason for this focus on the using stakeholder engagements, as a key part of 

identifying risks and trends, is described by the organization as; “This enables Novozymes to spot 

trends that are relevant to its business and stakeholders, and to seek deeper engagement with 

those stakeholders most material to the business.” (Ibid, page 65) An example of this approach, and 

how it is effectuated in connection with possible issues, is exemplified in terms of Novozymes and 

their approach to patents in China. Their overall approach to patent protection is based on active 

monitoring of competitors’ activities, in order to ensure no violations on their part, backed up by 

safeguard-procedures regarding infringements of their own patents. In connection with their 
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operations in China, the organization however has determined a need for defending their 

intellectual property; “as we have seen an increasing risk in enforcing intellectual property rights in 

the Chinese legal system… Novozymes has increased surveillance of the Chinese market, in 

collaboration with relevant legal advisors, in order to react quickly and efficiently against patent 

infringement” (Ibid, page 22) Novozymes has in other words, determined and identified a potential 

risk in their patents being stolen in China, and have chosen to actively engage with local 

lawmakers, in order to cooperate on how proactively handle potential intellectual property thefts.   

In spite of the organization actively trying to resolve possible issues and risks proactively, its 

involvement in producing enzymes for the production of bio-fuels has been met with some 

criticism. Novozymes adopted a logical and understanding argumentation, in order to respond to 

the criticism. The main argument of the critics was that the growth of crops, with the sole purpose 

of producing bio-fuels, actually resulted in larger CO2 emissions compared to the petrol it is 

produced to substitute. (http://www.business.dk/detailhandel/novozymes-kritik-gavner-kun-den-

kulsorte-olie) Novozymes handle this criticism objectively, by primarily arguing that their products 

are not to be confused with first generation bio-fuel crops, which are produced from the crops 

itself. The organization argues that criticizing bio-fuels will only benefit the oil-industry, and 

instead urges legislators to focus on setting larger targets and quotas for 2nd generation bio-fuel, 

which Novozymes products create. The crucial difference between 1st and 2nd generation biofuels 

is that; 2nd gen bio-fuel is produced from the excess bio-mass from crop-production, and not the 

crops itself as 1st generation bio-fuel did, which fueled the initial NGO-criticism.  Therefore 

promoting 2nd generation bio-fuels will not assist in driving up the prices on crops as proclaimed, 

since it is produced from excess bio-mass, which otherwise is not utilized and left to rot on the 

fields. Ultimately, this example highlights Novozymes approach to issues management, in a case 

where their proactive stance does not uncover issues in the making, the organization addresses 

the criticism and arguments their point of view towards it. Comparing this to Monsanto’s issues 

management, Novozymes proactive stance towards issues management is diametrically opposed 

to Monsanto’s aggressively defensive, superficial, ante-active approach to issues management. 

 

When it comes to environmental impact, this particular aspect of issues management is so deeply 

embedded in the organization values in terms of sustainability. This is illustrated by the numerous 

awards obtained, and the general organizational discourse taken when it comes to sustainability 
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and caring for the environment. The enzymes the organization produces, are exactly aimed at 

providing sustainable solutions for customers, through the use of bio-tech solutions such as; 

“sourcing raw materials from sustainable sources, minimizing water and energy use and replacing 

harsh chemicals with biologically derived alternatives.”  

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/benefits-for-the-customers/how-biotech-helps-produce-

more-with-less/Pages/default.aspx) 

According to Novozymes, the organization puts significant emphasis into this area by having a 

strategy focused on; “Cleaner environment has long been a part of Novozymes' core strategy. We 

continuously strive to minimize the environmental footprint of our operations and that of our 

suppliers and customers, through focus on energy, CO2, and water efficiency”. 

(http://www.novozymes.com/en/investor/sustainability-investment-facts/Pages/environment-and-

climate.aspx)  The organization effectuates this ambition of a cleaner environment through;” 

reducing CO2 emissions and to increasingly being part of the solution to the world’s climate change 

problems. Novozymes' climate strategy incorporates assessment of the complete life cycle of our 

products from the extraction of raw materials to the use of our products.” (Ibid) Additionally, this 

focus on reducing their environmental footprints is reflected in Novozymes climate strategy which 

consists of four principles; 

 Supplier perspective: We will reduce our carbon footprint and our sensitivity to changes in 

energy and GHG emission markets. Visit the interactive platform outlining initiatives in our 

own production, and with respect to customers and suppliers: Reducing our environmental 

footprint.  

 Customer perspective: We will increase the energy-saving potential of our technology to 

increase customers’ demand for our products.  

 Society perspective: We will position our application of biotechnology as a key to energy 

efficiency and reduction of GHG emissions.  

 The Novozymes perspective: We will strive for a continuous improvement in our energy and 

CO2 efficiency in a Novozymes perspective worldwide.  (Ibid) 

As a specific example of initiatives, illustrating the organization’s efforts in terms of limiting its 

environmental footprints; is their focus on sharing their Life-cycle Assessments, LCA,  with 

customers. In connection with the LCA Novozymes successfully shares this sustainability-tool with 

its customers, as a key element of how they assist these in reducing CO2 emissions. To be more 
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specific, applying LCA to customers’ products has in numerous cases resulted in several 

sustainable practices such as; “Textile enzymes save water and energy in the production process, 

Bio energy enzymes reduce use of fossil fuels, household care enzymes lower laundry wash 

temperature and feed enzymes save animal feed and phosphate.” 

(http://www.fibre2fashion.com/sustainability-plus/novozymes/green-initiative.asp) 

 

In conclusion, Novozymes has managed to reduce the amount of issues and risks raised by 

stakeholders, by adopting a proactive approach towards issues management. This enables the 

organization to identify possible risks early, and has a result of this not really had to react to issues 

beside the case of 1st generation bio-fuels criticism. The organization managed this issue, by 

adopting a calm argumentative strategy, simply counter-arguing what they saw as misplaced 

criticism, due to Novozymes at the time produced enzymes for 2nd generation bio-fuels. In terms 

of environmental impact, Novozymes are handling this aspect very well, as no environmental 

issues have been pointed out by stakeholders. This is a result of their holistic approach to 

integrated sustainability, reducing both their own environmental footprints, as well as additionally 

the footprints of their customers. 

CSR-Communication 

In order to further analyze whether Novozymes and Monsanto are as similar as Novozymes states, 

the following section will cover how the organizations communicate their CSR-efforts. This is 

carried out through an analysis of how the two companies communicate their CSR-efforts to 

stakeholders, based on their CSR-reporting and Morsing and Schultz’s three CSR-communication 

strategies. Some degree of a Stakeholder-information strategy would always be expected, in 

especially company reports, since they serve as reporting tool. However the difference between 

the two organizations’ approaches to using this communication-strategy, and even more evident, 

the difference between the level of adopting a stakeholder-involvement communication-strategy, 

really highlights two different companies with two very different communication-agendas. 

In the case of Monsanto, based on their company reports, the organization adopts a strategy 

primarily dominated by the stakeholder-information strategy - fully in line with how it performed 

in relations to the first research question, which concluded their CSR-efforts as being 

predominantly self-beneficial. When looking at Monsanto overall approach to communicating 
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their CSR-efforts to stakeholders, this is carried out through primarily publishing various reports 

and statements, blogs and articles on their webpage. More specifically, the facts that; Monsanto 

only started formal stakeholder-engagements and communications as late as 2011, the company 

consistently adopts a defensive and biased posture in terms of criticism and finally does not 

actually mention any feedback from, and interaction with, trustworthy stakeholders - all highlights 

a CSR-communication strategy dominated by the stakeholder-information approach. 

Paradoxically, Monsanto, as mentioned, address their communication strategy in the opening 

paragraphs of their 2013 spring report, proclaiming a stakeholder-response approach. Throughout 

their communications, Monsanto keep trying to communicate a change in their stakeholder 

management, as opposed to what they are constantly criticized for, towards being transparent 

and engaging. “Transparency is essential and we know that all of our stakeholders, particularly 

consumers, want Monsanto to show up, engage with them more and share information. We are 

committed to providing answers to questions and engaging in ongoing dialogue with all 

stakeholders.” (Monsanto spring progress report 2013, page 6) and; “We’re continuing to listen to and 

engage with stakeholders with a goal of strengthening relationships, understanding concerns and 

collecting and acting on new ideas for sustainably feeding the world.” (Ibid, page 6) The initial part 

of the statement seems in line with a stakeholder-response strategy, as it signals a will to listen to 

the stakeholders. However, when taking a deeper look, the fact that Monsanto, in spite of 

constantly communicating that they actually do care about their stakeholders, actually only 

manages to present two stakeholder-examples in their 2013 spring progress report, does on the 

contrary prove no actual change. The lack of change becomes even more evident, as both of these 

examples seem rather untrustworthy. The first stakeholder-example is an Italian farmer, who can 

be considered as biased due to him gaining free technology from Monsanto, who is flanked by a 

large amount of facts and numbers, turning a potential stakeholder-response communication 

situation - into a case of stakeholder information. The second stakeholder-example is of villager of 

an Indian village, who Monsanto does not even know the name of, but still found relevant enough 

to implement in their official CSR-communications. This obviously, does not provide any believable 

example of actual stakeholder-responsive communications (Ibid, Page 23)  

When looking at another of the other major CSR-communication distribution platform, the 

organization’s website blog, the same CSR-communication strategy is even more evident. Their 
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company blog is one of the main ways they address stakeholder-criticism. The approach they 

choose however, is as concluded in the Basu and Palazzo section, either defending stakeholder-

criticism by discrediting the arguments as unproven or glorifying company CSR-efforts, again both 

aimed at informing stakeholders of the attractiveness of the organization – fully in line with the 

stakeholder information approach. As examples of this use of a stakeholder-information strategy, 

their communication on the issue of Argentina and pesticide problems, as covered in the issues-

management section, their stance toward food-labeling and the state of GMO crops in Africa, all 

from the Monsantoblog.com, can be mentioned. In connection with their article covering GMO’s 

in Africa, Monsanto adopts a similar defensive strategy towards this area, after initially actually 

being objective towards the issue, by ending the following quote, covering an African scientist’s 

statements, unnecessarily defensive; “He’s been working on a variety of projects on the role of 

biotechnology in sustainable agriculture and climate change mitigation in developing countries, 

with a special focus on Ghana, Nigeria, South Africa and Swaziland. And no, Monsanto did not pay 

for his research. ”. (http://monsantoblog.com/2012/08/16/the-safety-of-gm-crops-the-case-of-africa/) 

In this case Monsanto demonstrates this overall stakeholder-information communication strategy, 

by signaling their view of stakeholders as either opponents or allies, by apparently seeing a need 

for underlining that they have not paid this scientist’s research, either as opposed to normally or 

as opposed to critics’ opinions.  (Ibid) 

In spite of Monsanto claiming that they involve stakeholders in their CSR-communications, there 

are no examples of such practices. On the contrary, their communications are either focused on 

designing an appealing message to stakeholders or defending the organization towards critics - 

fully in line with adopting a stakeholder-information approach. This approach is furthermore 

illustrated by the fact that Monsanto waited as long until 2011, before making the initial steps 

towards formalizing a stakeholder-engagement strategy, which as mentioned earlier still today 

awaits official presentation - underlines the fact that Monsanto sees stakeholder as someone who 

needs to be informed how and when the organization sees fit. 

Turning the focus unto Novozymes, the organization addresses their CSR-communications strategy 

in the following matter, signaling a similar strategy as how Monsanto claimed they were 

communication with stakeholders: “Your stakeholders are essential to your current and future 
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successes. That is why you must engage with your stakeholders, and create an organizational 

setup that integrates their concerns into strategic decision-

making.”(http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/best-sustainable-practices/how-to-engage-

stakeholders/Pages/default.aspx) As opposed to Monsanto, Novozymes mention specific examples 

of how they engage in communications with stakeholders, through initiatives such as The Supplier 

Innovation Day 2013, the Household Care Sustainability Summit, actively involving and 

communicating employees through the People’s Opinion survey, participating in COP-Peer review 

process, and finally adopting a very different approach to GRI-reporting1 compared to Monsanto. 

By actively engaging with its stakeholders at the supplier innovation day 2013, Novozymes honor 

their ambitions of engagement and communications, by using stakeholder-involvement as 

communication-strategy. This supplier innovation day underlines the choice of stakeholder-

involvement as CSR-communication strategy, due to the focus of this communication-initiative, 

where the organization actively involves stakeholders into suggesting corporate actions; “the 

overall theme was packaging and consequently current and potential new suppliers were invited to 

discuss how to improve Novozymes ’current packaging and filling equipment solutions.” 

(Novozymes-report 2013, page 136) Another example of how Novozymes actively involve 

stakeholders into providing inputs on their corporate actions; is the hosting of the biennial 

Household Care Sustainability summit. This summit consisted of several of the household 

industry’s top business and sustainability minds, as Novozymes puts it, which was gathered; “to 

share experience and pragmatic ideas for achieving true, systematic sustainability”, again in line 

with the stakeholder-involvement strategy’s view on stakeholder-roles. (Ibid, page 42) 

The most evident use of this CSR-communication approach is through Novozymes participation 

and communication, in regards to their Communication on Progress peer review process, COP 

from here on, and furthermore how different they address the GRI-reporting initiatives compared 

to Monsanto.  In connection with the Communication on Progress peer-reviews, which Novozymes 

has been involved in for years, the organization through this involvement of stakeholders has 

“gained inspiration and constructive feedback on both its approach to sustainability and its 

reporting structure” (http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/communication-on-

progress/Pages/default.aspx) What furthermore emphasizes the use of a stakeholder-involvement 

                                                           
1
 Global Reporting Initiative - https://www.globalreporting.org/Pages/default.aspx 
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communication strategy is that; Novozymes comments and embraces the negative feedback 

provided by the participants, thereby not only listening to suggestions from stakeholders, but 

actually implementing and embracing these . More specifically, in the 2013 peer-review the peers 

addressed two issues which could be improved upon in future reporting; making the COP easier 

for the reader and further elaborating of the challenges and dilemmas of the UNGC principles. 

Novozymes responded to these stakeholder suggestions, in accordance with a stakeholder-

involving communication strategy, by embracing these for their next report; “In the COP report 

2014, we will aim to make the context for our performance more obvious to the reader, “and 

“Furthermore, we will continue our aim towards displaying a transparent and open picture of 

Novozymes by including more examples of dilemmas and challenges in relation to the 10 UNGC 

principles.” (http://www.novozymes.com/en/sustainability/communication-on-progress/Pages/Peer-

review-of-COP-2013.aspx)  

When looking at how the companies communicate in connection their GRI-reporting, Novozymes 

again adopts a very different approach than Monsanto. Where Monsanto simply referred to page 

numbers, Novozymes choose a more elaborate approach both in connection with the indicators 

they report on, but also the ones they are not reporting on. As an example of this approach, 

Novozymes has the same answer to the indicator as Monsanto, in the case of EN2-indicator, but 

adopts a much more elaborate communication approach” Percentage of materials used that are 

recycled input materials. This indicator is not relevant as recycled input materials are not an option 

for Novozymes.” (Novozymes report 2013, Page 167) as opposed to Monsanto’s answer simply 

stating “Non-disclosed”. (Monsanto CSR-report 2012, page 145) Additionally, a clear example of how 

the two companies adopt different communication-approaches is the difference between how 

they choose to address the GR-indicator covering Anti-competitive behavior. This indicator covers 

the outcomes of legal actions for anti-competitive behavior (S07), and the number on non-

compliance incidents (PR4). These strategic communication-choices; the choice of full 

transparency against the choice of disclosure, are clear examples of how different the companies 

see stakeholder-communications. This is the case due to both companies being involved in patent-

lawsuits and non-compliance incidents with regulators, and actually would have something to 

report on this indicator. Novozymes choose the full-transparency angle in both cases, in line with 

the stakeholder-involvement CSR-communication approach, as opposed to Monsanto who 
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chooses their non-transparent standard answer; non-disclosed. These choices results in one 

organization signaling a will to be transparent, capturing Novozymes’ stakeholder involvement 

communication-approach, and the other a focus on only designing an appealing corporate-

identity, fully in accordance with Monsanto’s and their dominant stakeholder-information 

strategy.  

Conclusion Research Question 2 

CSR-Pyramid 

When comparing how Monsanto and Novozymes and honor their societal expectations, as devised 

by Carrol, the only common approach and management strategy is in regards to  honoring the 

economical expectations of society; by being profitable. In regards to the legal expectations, 

Monsanto differentiates itself from Novozymes, in terms of the amount of legal breaches, in terms 

of lawsuits, and Novozymes additionally adopts a transparent stance towards discussing their 

patent-lawsuits, as opposed to Monsanto’s defensive approach. Where the two organizations 

really differentiate, is their approach towards honoring the ethical expectations of society. As 

concluded in the first research-question, Monsanto’s general business-practices and especially its 

aggressive stance towards pursuing possible breeches of patent-rights, by even small-time 

farmers, the instrumental nature of their CSR-initiatives and finally their biased and non-

transparent communication style - all results in the company not honoring the ethical expectations 

of the society well, fully in accordance with the public’s view of Monsanto. Novozymes on the 

other hand, act in compliance with the ethical societal expectations. This is concluded based on 

their integrated sustainability, focus on spreading this sustainability to their surroundings, their 

complete transparency and finally their engagement in global initiatives and committees, all 

highlights their very well-rounded handling of the ethical expectations of society.  

Ultimately, Novozymes adopt an ethical approach towards doing business, whereas Monsanto 

rarely do anything, which is not self-beneficially motivated. This difference is furthermore 

illustrated in terms of their approaches to philanthropy. Monsanto utilize strategic donations to 

use their philanthropy instrumentally, whereas Novozymes solely engages in corporate-citizenship 

efforts, focused on enlightenment with-no strings attached, as opposed to using cash donations as 
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a business-strategy.  Ultimately, Novozymes and Monsanto have been concluded as quite 

different, in terms of managing societal expectations where Novozymes focus their efforts on 

acting ethically right, Monsanto clearly prioritizes profits and only honors the other expectations, 

in cases when this is beneficial for the company financially. 

Stakeholder Management 

In terms of stakeholder-engagements a pattern similar to the one identified in connection with 

honoring societal CSR-expectations, is again the conclusion. Novozymes is concluded as being very 

transparent and involving, towards both internal as well as external stakeholders, through close 

co-operations with customers, employees, suppliers, NGO’s and local residents, which has been 

concluded as a normative approach to stakeholder-management. As opposed to Novozymes, 

Monsanto sees stakeholders as someone who only should be tended to, if these have any 

potential influence on financial performance - clearly in accordance with the instrumental 

stakeholder approach. This is illustrated by their non-existent stakeholder strategy and their lack 

of progress in implementing one – demonstrating an instrumental approach towards stakeholder- 

management, diametrically opposed to Novozymes’ normative approach. 

Processes of Social Responsiveness  

Regarding CSR as managerial process, the organizations have been concluded as being very 

different in connection with issues management, adopting a proactive approach versus a 

defensive and non-active one. Novozymes manages to keep the amount of stakeholder-expressed 

issues almost non-existent, through a proactive and involving approach, whereas Monsanto as a 

result of adopting a defensive and reluctant approach, are faced with numerous stakeholder 

issues. In terms of environment impact the difference between the two companies, has been 

concluded as especially evident. Both companies have been concluded as focusing on being 

sustainable, however as Monsanto’s products have multiple negative effects on the environment 

and its fauna, their water-reduction usage does not, in any way, compensate for their destructive 

actions. 
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CSR-Communication Strategy 

As a definitive conclusion to this aspect of the research question, regarding the similarity of the 

two companies’ CSR communication-strategies, Monsanto and Novozymes adopt very different 

approaches towards CSR-communication – Novozymes adopts a stakeholder involvement 

communication-approach, as opposed to Monsanto’s stakeholder information strategy, focused 

designing an appealing corporate-identity, fully in accordance with a dominant stakeholder-

information strategy.  

In spite of Monsanto trying to picture their stakeholder-communications as stakeholder-

responsive or at times even stakeholder-involving, what is concluded from their CSR-

communications is a stakeholder-information strategy. Their strategy is solely focused on 

informing stakeholders of Monsanto’s attractiveness and on arguing how well the company 

performs in terms of CSR. This is carried out by either defending stakeholder-criticism, by 

discrediting the arguments as unproven or by glorifying company CSR-efforts. As opposed to 

Monsanto, Novozymes engage in actual communications with stakeholders, actively seeking and 

considering their feedback, through stakeholder-initiatives hosted by or held at Novozymes 

headquarters, and thereby adopts stakeholder-involvement as communication-strategy. 
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Final Thesis Conclusion 

As the overall conclusion to the first research question, Monsanto, from a CSR-perspective, acts in 

accordance with its critics’ view of the company to a significantly large extent.  This is concluded as 

Monsanto; manage their CSR-expectations, adopt a clear instrumental approach towards 

stakeholders, adopt a defensive and instrumental approach to issues management and finally is 

identified as a; Non-transparent, biased and defensive, instrumentally committed and 

instrumental consistent CSR-character - All fully in accordance with the public’s negative image of 

the company. 

As an overall conclusion to the second research question, the similarities between the two 

companies are significantly fewer than the differences. This is the case in regards to all of the 

analyzed aspects, where the only similarity between the companies is in being profitable, and to a 

lesser extent having sustainable initiatives. However, Monsanto’s inferior management of the CSR-

pyramid’s legal and ethical expectations, their stakeholder-approach, their issues-management 

and CSR-communication strategies, are all diametrically opposite of Novozymes’ appraised and 

ethically founded management of these areas. 

Ultimately, this thesis has concluded that the two companies are remarkably different in actions 

and mindsets, which, from a CSR-perspective, truly results in an unusual alliance. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 - Monsanto Criticism Quotations 

 The Complete History of Monsanto, “The World’s Most Evil Corporation” 

“Not content to simply rest upon its throne of destruction, it remains focused on newer, more 

scientifically innovative ways to harm the planet and its people.” and “Research into the name 

itself reveals it to be latin, meaning “my saint,” which may explain why critics often refer to it 

as “Mon-Satan.” Even more conspiratorially interesting is that free masons and other esoteric 

societies assigned numbers to each letter in our latin-based alphabet system in a six system. 

Under that number system, what might Monsanto add up to? Why, of course 6-6-6!” 

(http://www.globalresearch.ca/the-complete-history-of-monsanto-the-worlds-most-evil-

corporation/5387964) 

 Whoismonsanto.com 

“In connection with product presentation - and it’s most significant product to date; Lies, 

Factual Distortions and Omissions.” And “What we have are products that hurt us, tactics to 

deceive us, and a list of unknowns.  At any cost, how can this be good?  How is it possible that 

this is anything other than old-fashioned control and greed?” 

 (http://whoismonsanto.com/) 

 The Evil of Monsanto and GMOs Explained: Bad Technology, Endless Greed and the 

Destruction of Humanity 

“In their quest for profit at any cost, they violate the basic tenets of virtue. They betray 

humanity. They destroy life. They malign Mother Nature herself, and in doing so, they threaten 

the very future of sustainable life on our planet.” And “When Monsanto's GMO seeds blow into 

the fields of farmers who are trying to avoid growing GMOs, Monsanto uses its patent "rights" 

to sue the farmers and claim they "stole" Monsanto property!” 

(http://www.naturalnews.com/037289_monsanto_corporations_ethics.html#ixzz3Hi1tUE

D9) 
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 Monsanto’s Harvest of Fear 

"I don't know of [another] company that chooses to sue its own customer base," Joseph 

Mendelson of the Center for Food Safety told Vanity Fair Magazine." And “investigators will 

say, “Monsanto knows that you are saving Roundup Ready seeds, and if you don’t sign these 

information-release forms, Monsanto is going to come after you and take your farm or take 

you for all you’re worth.” Investigators will sometimes show a farmer a photo of himself 

coming out of a store, to let him know he is being 

followed.” (http://www.vanityfair.com/politics/features/2008/05/monsanto200805)  

 “Monsanto voted world’s most evil corporation year after year for good reasons” 

“A recent paper on Roundup linked it to obesity, diabetes, cancer, heart disease, multiple 

sclerosis, anorexia, autism, Parkinson’s, Alzheimer’s, aggression and depression, because it 

cuts off certain metabolic pathways, it kills gut bacteria, it disrupts the digestive channels, and 

it might even create leaky gut. Monsanto has said, “Oh, it’s as safe as table salt, you can drink 

it.” Well don’t drink it. It turns out to be one of the more toxic chemicals in the environment 

than we’ve ever seen. “And “… so instead of withdrawing the corn, Monsanto covered it up by 

rewriting the study, which was no surprise to us who have caught them red-handed over and 

over again. So not only are they planning to replace nature, they’re planning to risk the health 

of all those who eat. And also release it into the environment, where the self-propagating 

pollution of the gene pool can affect the ecosystem for all time by changing that gene pool. So 

that’s why Monsanto has been continuously voted as the most evil company on the planet year 

after year, with stiff competition” 

 (http://rt.com/op-edge/monsanto-technique-ruins-evolution-016/) 

 

 Monsanto Named 2013's 'Most Evil Corporation' In New Poll 
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"The answer, I suspect, is that Monsanto behaves like an evil corporation that pretends to be 

angelic," Adams wrote. "The Monsanto website is an orgy of touchy-feely corporate spin that 

tries to position the company as the savior of life on planet Earth." 

(http://www.ibtimes.com/monsanto-named-2013s-most-evil-corporation-new-poll-1300217) 

 The Seeds Of Suicide: How Monsanto Destroys Farming 

“Monsanto’s seed monopolies, the destruction of alternatives, the collection of super profits in the 

form of royalties, and the increasing vulnerability of monocultures have created a context for debt, 

suicides and agrarian distress which is driving the farmers’ suicide epidemic in India. This systemic 

control has been intensified with Bt cotton. That is why most suicides are in the cotton belt.” 

http://www.globalresearch.ca/the-seeds-of-suicide-how-monsanto-destroys-farming/5329947 

Appendix 2 

”Konklusionen er, at det, der får Novozymes’ medarbejdere i Bagsværd til at stå op om morgenen, 

er det samme som det, der hiver Monsantos medarbejdere i St. Louis ud af sengen nemlig at finde 

bæredygtige løsninger på den stigende efterspørgsel efter såvel globale fødevarer som mere kemi 

og mere energi.” 

»Også når det handler om, hvad der driver forretninger, tænker vi ens. Det handler om at være 

videnskabeligt funderet. Om at tage teknologier i anvendelse, så snart de er klar til brug. Det er 

vigtigt at have den samme filosofi, når man skal arbejde sammen, og vi passer virkelig godt 

sammen.  

(http://www.business.dk/medico/her-er-fortaellingen-om-en-usandsynlig-alliance) 
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Appendix 3 

 

(http://www.realagriculture.com/2013/12/audio-monsanto-novozymes-to-create-the-bioag-

alliance/) 

Appendix 4 

CSR magazine – 2014 Top 100  
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