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Abstract 

For-profit companies’ primary goal – ceteris paribus – is to earn money. This has been the dominant 
assumption for the majority of previous literature that has focused on the maximization of wealth 
and profit. At first sight, corporate philanthropy seems like the direct opposite of maximizing 
profits as companies are giving away money to philanthropic causes. As such, this study sets out to 
examine why companies are participating in corporate philanthropy.  
 
Private philanthropy has been a popular topic of interest for academics, but the field of corporate 
philanthropy is less examined and ambiguous. Based on an abductive and retroductive approach, 
this study examines how corporate philanthropy relates to corporate social responsibility – along 
with whether the altruistic motives that have been discovered within the field of private 
philanthropy are applicable to corporate philanthropy or whether more business-related motives are 
dominant. The study focuses on Danmarks Indsamling and considers how companies’ sizes affect 
the decision making and the motives for making donations based on the assumption that smaller 
companies resemble private donors while larger companies are business-oriented.  
 
The critical realistic study interviews 12 decision makers who were involved in a donation to 
Danmarks Indsamling in 2018: seven micro, small or medium-sized companies and five large 
companies. The findings indicate that corporate philanthropy is not integrated into a company’s 
core business activities independent of size; on the other hand, a company’s size does affect the 
decision-making process for corporate social responsibility – but not for corporate philanthropy. 
Corporate philanthropy is based on intuitive reasoning for both SMEs and large companies.  
 
The study rejects that for-profit companies act in ways that maximize wealth and profits regarding 
corporate philanthropy, as several other causal mechanisms are identified:  
 
SMEs’ motives for making donations to Danmarks Indsamling are mainly twofold: 1) they want to 
help other people and 2) they want to give employees a sense of satisfaction and pride.  
 
Large companies make donations due to similar employee benefits, but they are additionally 
influenced by the expectation that large companies should support philanthropic causes since they 
earn a lot of money. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Philanthropy is in essence meant to be a positive act of helping other people in the form of donations. 

But research in the field of private philanthropy has discovered that individuals do not simply donate 

money to help other people (Harbaugh, 1998; Cain, Dana & Newman, 2014). Individuals also receive 

other kinds of benefits from philanthropy and it can be a means to achieve personal goals (Kataria & 

Regner, 2014). When there is found various reasons for private philanthropy, how does it then relate 

to corporate philanthropy (hereinafter referred to as “CP”)? CP has not been researched to the same 

extent as private philanthropy (Gautier & Pache, 2015; Liket & Simaens, 2015) and it calls for more 

research on the field to uncover the various and ambiguous motives for the act. It raises the questions 

whether companies donate money to help other people or whether there are other more business-

related motives behind the act. Is it an act of compassion or is the notion true that the business of 

business is business (Friedman, 1970)?  

 

CP occurs when a company decides to donate money or other offerings to a charity or a social cause1. 

It used to be the traditional way of performing corporate social responsibility (hereinafter referred to 

as “CSR”) initiatives for companies during the early stages of CSR in the 1950s and 1960s (Frederick, 

2008), but CSR has advanced since then and become a more important area for businesses due to 

increased media coverage and public attention. CP still seems to be a common activity for businesses 

to participate in even though more novel or innovative CSR initiatives and activities have been 

developed; however, confusion and uncertainty still surround the topic despite of its age (Gautier & 

Pache, 2015; Liket & Simaens, 2015). Gautier and Pache (2015) highlight some of all the confusion 

by asking the following questions: 

 

Is corporate philanthropy a charitable or a self-interested gesture? Is it a source of costs 

or profits for the company? Should it be aligned with or set apart from the core business? 

How does it differ from corporate social responsibility and other adjacent concepts? (p. 

343) 

 

Many of the questions are still unanswered today and some literature simply considers corporate 

philanthropy as “an outdated and ineffective approach to managing the firm’s relationships to 

                                                
1 In this study, philanthropy is referred to as money donations as discussed in section 1.5. 
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society” (Liket & Simaens, 2015, p. 286). If this is true should companies still participate in the act 

or is the money better spend in other corporate acts? 

 

When looking at it prosaically, the main activity in a for-profit business is buying and selling goods 

and services in exchange for money with the assumption that the main purpose is to make and keep 

as much money as possible. This is the foundation for the thinking of Friedman (1970), who suggests 

that a business is first and foremost socially responsible for maximizing profits to its shareholders. 

At first sight, CP is the exact opposite of this since a company would be giving money away. But 

why are companies doing it if it is against their nature and responsibility? If a for-profit business’ 

main purpose is making money to its stakeholders, how does CP fit into this picture and why would 

a business choose to donate money to philanthropy when it seems completely contradictory to the 

purpose of the business?  

 

This study sheds light on this contradiction by examining how donations are made in Danish 

businesses and why these businesses are giving money away. It also examines whether the size of a 

company affects the decision making. When a single individual in a company is making the decision 

to donate money to philanthropy and that individual is sole responsible for it, does the motivations 

resemble those from private donors or are there other more business-driven motives behind it. The 

study examines whether the size of a company influences how and why companies are making 

donations to philanthropy based on the assumption that a single individual is more likely to make the 

decision in micro, small and medium-sized companies (hereinafter referred to as “SME”) whereas 

more people are involved in the decision making in large companies (hereinafter referred to as “LC”). 

1.1 Purpose and significance of the study 

The study is made to benefit threefold for academics, corporate decision makers, and charities. For 

academics, the study aims to enlighten a topic that has caused much confusion for previous 

researchers by distinguishing CP in large companies from that in SMEs. Previous researchers have 

especially focused on CP in large companies and emphasized aspects of profit and utility-

maximization when explaining companies’ reasons for donating money to philanthropy (Porter & 

Kramer, 2002) while SMEs have generally been overlooked by researchers in the field of ethics and 

CP (Tilley, 2000). The study focuses on this gap in literature for explaining CP in SMEs while also 
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considering broader motives for participating in the activity by seeking to explain it based on multiple 

mechanisms including those of profit and utility-maximization. 

 

For corporate decision makers, the study seeks to help them understand the advantages and 

disadvantages of CP and help them see potential opportunities and threats, which may arise with the 

activity. It does not aim to increase or decrease companies’ participation in CP or evaluate whether it 

is morally or ethically right or wrong, but simply aims to enlighten the topic and make corporate 

decision makers aware of how and why they might engage in CP. 

 

For charities, corporate donations are often “critical to a nonprofit’s operating budgets, capital 

expenditures, and special projects, filling the gap between expenses and revenues from programs and 

contributions from individual donors” (Lee & Kotler, 2004, p. 144) and the study seeks to help 

charities understand why companies contribute to their social causes, which can help them develop 

meaningful relationships with their corporate donors and potentially enhance the amount and size of 

donations from current and potentially new corporate donors. 

1.2 Research statement 

The study sets out to examine how decisions regarding CP are made in SMEs relative to large 

companies. It asks the questions whether the motives for donating resemble those of private donors 

and whether it differs from those of larger companies. The following research statement is pursued: 

 

How and why did micro, small and medium-sized companies donate money to Danmarks Indsamling2 

in 2018? How does it compare to large companies’ donations and how does corporate philanthropy 

relate to a company’s other corporate social responsibility activities and initiatives? 

 

To examine the research statement, decision-making theory is applied to the field of CP. Literature 

has examined how decisions are made in organizations to a great extent; however, most literature – 

like literature in the field of CSR – has focused on describing decision making behavior in LCs and 

has neglected to consider the differences that might occur due to size (Jenkins, 2006). This is a matter 

of concern because LC theory cannot easily be applied to smaller companies (Liberman-Yaconi, 

                                                
2 Danmarks Indsamling is a Danish charity event. See section 1.4 for further description. 
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Hooper & Hutchings, 2010) because smaller companies differ in aspects such as resources, capacities, 

and processes. This study applies decision making models to the context of SMEs to examine how 

such companies make decisions about CP relative to LCs to highlight how SMEs potentially differ in 

their decision making.  

 

CSR is a popular area within academic literature in recent history; however, few researchers focus on 

CP and those who have focused on LCs and the economic factors that may be involved like Porter 

and Kramer (2002). This study approaches CP in a different way. It considers literature for private 

philanthropy and applies it to CP to make a comprehensive explanation as to why companies choose 

to donate money to philanthropy. 

1.3 Charity and corporate philanthropy 

According to Giving USA (2017) and Isobro and Deloitte (2017), the charity sector is an increasing 

industry with more and more money being donated each year. In 2016, the total amount of money 

donated to U.S. charities was approximately $390.05 billion, which was a 2.7 percent increase from 

the year before (Giving USA, 2017). In the U.K., NfpSynergy reports that the income in the charity 

sector is bigger than the income of separately UK universities and the automotive industry with 44 

million people donating to charity on a regular basis and a total of approximately £9 billion in 

donations every year (Saxton & Kanemura, 2015). Also, the Danish charity sector is increasing and 

the gross income for Danish charities increased by 24 percent from 2012 to 2016 (Isobro & Deloitte, 

2017). 

 

Charitable donations from individuals, foundations, and corporations all increased in the U.S. in 2016 

(Giving USA, 2017). When adjusted for inflation, individual donations increased by 2.6 percent, 

corporate foundations increased by 2.3 percent, and donations from foundations increased by 2.2 

percent (Giving USA, 2017). Even though corporate donations were the smallest source of donations, 

it had the second highest increase in the total amount of money donated from the year before. A 

similar trend is seen in Denmark where contributions, grants, and donations received from and 

rendered to other organizations increased by 547 percent from 2012 to 2016 with a 67 percent increase 

in donations from corporations to international humanitarian organizations within the same period 

(Isobro & Deloitte, 2017). The charity sector is anticipated to continue its growth and corporate 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 8 of 93  

donations are becoming a larger contributor to the sector. It calls for more attention on the matter in 

academic literature and charities should understand the motives behind corporate donations for them 

to improve corporate donors’ experiences, maximize donations, and fend off competition from other 

charities. 

1.4 Description of Danmarks Indsamling 

As mentioned in the research statement, the study takes point of departure in corporate donations to 

Danmarks Indsamling (hereinafter referred to as “DI”) in 2018. It focuses solely on this particular 

event because it functions as the constant variable, which allows a comparable examination of other 

related variables. In other words, the study focuses on a single charity event to make sure the 

companies’ motives do not differ based on factors that might be unique to a specific event. The 

conditions for each donation should be the same across the companies. DI is chosen because it is the 

biggest charitable event in Denmark. It is a yearly Danish event made by 12 humanitarian 

organizations and the Danish Broadcasting Corporation (“Organisationerne bag”, n.d.). The event has 

taken place every year since 2007 and seeks to help people in some of the world’s poorest countries. 

The event in 2018 supported homeless children in 12 different countries (“Fakta om Danmarks 

indsamling”, n.d.). 

 

The event is important for the involved charities due to the large sums of money that are donated to 

the event each year but also very relevant to corporations because of the high level of potential 

exposure and publicity that is associated with the event. Since its beginning in 2007, DKK 1 billion 

has been donated in total with approximately DKK 80 million in 2018 (“Danmarks indsamling 

runder”, n.d.). The event is broadcasted live by the Danish Broadcasting Corporation and had 462,000 

viewers for the most recent show – the most watched show had 1,032,000 viewers in 2012 (Harder, 

2018), which was about 18 percent of the Danish population at the time. 

 

DI accounts for four different ways of asking for donations from private individuals and one way 

from corporations (Unicef Danmark, 2014; Folkekirkens Nødhjælp, 2015; 2016; 2017). It asks 

private individuals to donate during the TV-show in the following ways: 1) text-messages or a phone 

calls, 2) a car lottery, 3) donations via the website, or 4) calls to the call center for large donations 

and to talk to celebrities and other volunteers (Folkekirkens Nødhjælp, 2017). For corporations, a 
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direct mail asking for donations is sent to the majority of large Danish companies about two months 

prior to the TV show (Folkekirkens Nødhjælp, 2017) along with two emails (see appendix A & B). 

 

DI offers different services in the form of marketing exposure and other benefits for companies based 

on six brackets of corporate donation sizes (“Markering af din virksomhed”, n.d.). Companies can 

see the benefits for each bracket on the website for DI along with an example of the difference each 

donation size makes for the beneficiaries of the social cause. The benefits include items such as email 

signatures, tickets to the event, TV exposure, and trips to Africa, Latin America, or Asia (“Markering 

af din virksomhed”, n.d.). The different size brackets and their benefits are illustrated with an 

explanatory picture in appendix C. 

1.5 Definition of corporations and corporate philanthropy 

The paper uses the words company, business, corporation, and enterprise without any specific 

distinction between the terms. All four terms refer in this paper to for-profit companies that sell some 

kind of goods or services. The paper does not consider how the company is structured, legally 

existing, or liable; the only distinction is that it refers to businesses that are for-profit and not non-

profit or state-owned.  

 

CP can generally consist of various different offerings. It can consist of nonmonetary donations such 

as products and services, providing technical expertise, and offering the use of equipment along with 

monetary donations such as cash donations. Nonmonetary forms of donations are typically called in-

kind donations in academic literature (Seifert, Morris & Bartkus, 2003). For the purpose of this paper, 

in-kind donations are not considered when discussing CP. The use of the word philanthropy refers to 

the act of giving money and excludes other voluntary donations such as time, skills, and goods. The 

reasons for excluding other donation types are because DI mainly seeks cash donations and because 

monetary donations are the most important source of revenue for charities (Giving USA, 2017). 

Monetary donations are considered the most important form of donations because charities would not 

be able to support its cause if this type of donations was absent (Beldad, Snip & van Hoof, 2014). 

Furthermore, there might be different motives for corporations to engage in different types of 

donations. The motives for donating time and labor might be different from the motives for donating 

money and the topic in question should be consistent in order to generate meaningful findings. 
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1.6 Definition of a company’s size 

Defining the size of a company is not as simple as it seems. There are a lot of different ways to 

approach the task such as by revenue, market share, capacity, or geographical territory. The methods 

are endless and there is typically more than one definition of how to categorize the size of an 

enterprise within the same economy (Kushnir, 2010). In the European Union, the European 

Commission makes the legal definition of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises. According to 

the European Commission (“What is an SME?”, n.d.), there are two factors that affect whether a 

company is defined as a micro, small or medium-sized company: 1) staff headcount and 2) turnover 

or balance sheet total. A company categorized as a micro enterprise has up to 10 employees and a 

turnover or balance sheet total of less than €2 million. A company categorized as small has up to 50 

employees and a turnover or balance sheet total of less than €10 million. A company categorized as 

medium has up to 250 employees and a turnover of less than €50 million or a balance sheet total of 

less than €43 million. Anything above this is categorized as a LC. 

 

Denmark is part of the European Union and adopts the definition from the European Commission. 

According to the Danish Financial Statements Act 3  (“Regnskabsklasser”, 2015), medium-sized 

companies can have up to 250 employees with a balance sheet total of less than DKK 156 million 

and a gross turnover of less than DKK 313 million and small-sized companies can have up to 50 

employees with a balance sheet total of less than DKK 44 million and a gross turnover of less than 

DKK 89 million. Besides staff headcount, turnover, and balance sheet total, the level of independence 

also influences the categorization of a company in Denmark since companies might need to include 

other companies’ data in the calculation if they are partners or part of a concern or group 

(“Brugervejledning til definitionen”, 2015; “Den nye definition”, 2016). In 2014, 75 percent of the 

micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in Denmark were independent (Jensen et al., 2016). 

 

This paper adopts the definition made by the European Commission but for the sake of simplicity it 

only defines the size of a company based on its staff headcount and not on turnover or balance sheet 

total. Defining size solely based on the number of employees is “the standard approach within 

management literature and considered a useful delineation” (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010, p. 71). 

                                                
3 Årsregnskabsloven in Danish. 
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Hence, a micro company is defined as up to 10 employees, a small company is defined as up to 50 

employees, a medium company is defined as up to 250 employees, and a LC has more than 250 

employees. When measuring the number of employees, only full-time employees are counted and not 

part-time, student workers or other types of non-full-time employees. 

 

One might ask why it is significant to differentiate between the sizes of companies and the answer is 

that size might have an effect on a company’s resources, capacities, and level of bureaucracy and 

thereby on CSR and CP. It might not matter in every situation and it is one of the questions that this 

study will enlighten. Moreover, it does not mirror the real world that academic literature focuses on 

LCs regarding decision making and CP when 99 percent of all Danish companies were categorized 

as either micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in 2016 and employed 65 percent of the Danish 

full-time workforce in 2014 (Jensen, Moltrup-Nielsen & Nielsen, 2016). This calls for more studies 

within the field of SMEs. 

1.7 Delimitations 

As mentioned earlier, the study does not look at other organizational types besides for-profit and it 

does not distinguish between the companies’ legal existences or liabilities. Neither does it distinguish 

between start-ups and non-start-ups because it assumes the rationality for donating money to 

philanthropy between these two types of organizations do not differ substantially. The study focuses 

exclusively on the size of the companies based on staff headcount. 

 

The study does not exclusively look at specific types of industries either. The industry might have an 

effect on the companies’ participations in CP (Gautier & Pache, 2015; Liket & Simaens, 2015); 

however, there is not a sufficient number of companies that donated to DI in 2018 from the same 

industry that were also willing to participate in this study. In general, the industries varied to a great 

extent for the corporate donors to DI in 2018 (see appendix E), which suggests the type of industry 

might have a smaller influence on this philanthropic event that one might originally think. 

 

The paper discusses CSR in its broad sense to examine how CP is perceived relative to CSR among 

the companies; however, CSR activities and initiatives besides philanthropy are not considered as it 
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would require a broader scope and it would not be possible to examine CP thoroughly to produce 

meaningful findings within the scope of this study. 

 

The study is geographically limited to include only companies that do business in Denmark; however, 

it does not consider the national geographical location and the potential effect hereof. Most of the 

participants have office locations near the cities of Copenhagen and Aarhus in Denmark due to 

convenience and the fact that the majority of corporate donors to DI in 2018 were from these two 

areas. Along with geography, the study does not consider demographic factors that could potentially 

affect the decision to participate in CP. The decision makers’ demographics such as age, gender, 

educational level, religious affiliation, and economic status are not considered. 

 

Lastly, the study focuses on explaining the reasons and motives for participating in philanthropy 

based on an objective standpoint. It does not consider DI’s marketing and fundraising methods in the 

way they approach the companies and the decision makers by persuasive messages. The study does 

not consider how decision makers might be affected and persuaded by these messages and it does not 

aim to give DI and other charities a comprehensive guide as to how they should approach companies 

in the future with relevant and convincing messages. The study merely serves to provide a deeper 

understanding and explanation for CP. 
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2.0 Literature review 

The literature review is divided into four parts: CSR, CP, decision making, and private philanthropy. 

The review takes point of departure in literature for SMEs and includes other literature when relevant. 

Firstly, CSR is discussed to set the scene for CP. The meaning of CSR is identified followed by an 

outline of what it entails. Secondly, CP is discussed to understand the practice and the reasons and 

motives behind it. Thirdly, decision-making theory is included to elaborate on how decisions for CP 

are made to examine whether these have an influence on philanthropy and finally, private 

philanthropy is discussed to add another perspective on CP and understand the various reasons and 

motives corporations might have when making donations. 

2.1 Definitions of corporate social responsibility 

There are many definitions of CSR. They all address the topic in different ways yet all of them are 

closely related (Dahlsrud, 2008). The biggest difference between the definitions is whether legal 

requirements are seen as part of CSR or whether CSR should be voluntary. According to the European 

Commission (“Corporate social responsibility”, n.d.), CSR is defined as “the responsibility of 

enterprises for their impact on society”. The Commission further mentions two ways for companies 

to be socially responsible: 1) by following the law and 2) by “integrating social, environmental, 

ethical, consumer, and human rights concerns into their business strategy and operations” (“Corporate 

social responsibility”, n.d.). They accept actions set by legal requirements to be part of CSR. Lee and 

Kotler (2004) disagree and use a slightly different interpretation of the term. They define CSR as “a 

commitment to improve community well-being through discretionary business practices and 

contributions of corporate resources” (Lee & Kotler, 2004, p. 3). By including the word 

‘discretionary’, they emphasize that CSR should be voluntary and challenge the definition made by 

the European Commission. In the Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility, Frederick 

(2008) adopts a similar definition to Lee and Kotler (2004) and emphasizes that CSR should be a 

deliberate and conscious choice with the goal of achieving “a balance between the economic 

operations and the society’s aspirations and requirements for community welfare” (p. 2). The aspects 

of deliberation and consciousness are similar to the aspect of discretion in Lee and Kotler’s (2004) 

definition. Also, the Danish Chamber of Commerce emphasizes that CSR should be a voluntary effort 
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and integrated into the business strategy and plan to have the biggest positive effect (“Hvad er CSR?”, 

n.d.). 

2.2 Corporate social responsibility in academic literature 

CSR has mostly been researched in relation to LCs while CSR in smaller companies has generally 

been neglected (Vyakarnam, Bailey, Myers & Burnett, 1997; Tilley, 2000). Tilley (2000) points out 

that researchers are more inclined to studying LCs because more information is available and LCs 

have “a higher public profile which generates more interest in the theories and research about large 

firms and their corporate social responsibility” (p. 32). Unfortunately, CSR research based on LCs 

cannot easily be applied to SMEs due to different motivations, challenges, and types of engagement 

(Morsing & Perrini, 2009). Literature suggests that there are some key differences between large and 

small companies regarding their approaches to CSR. Perrini, Russo and Tencati (2007) suggest that 

an increase in company size causes more formal CSR strategies, which indicates that CSR initiatives 

in SMEs might be based on less strategic decision making than in LCs. Accordingly, Murillo and 

Lozano (2006) found that SMEs’ approaches to CSR are typically determined by the values of the 

founding director, which indicates a more intuitive and personal approach to CSR than in LCs. 

 

Literature suggests that companies make decisions regarding CSR due to a lot of different reasons 

based on different perspectives; for instance, it can be to create a competitive advantage or to address 

customer wants (Fairfield, Harmon & Behson, 2011). Basu and Palazzo (2008) categorize reasons 

found in academic literature in three different groups: 1) performance drivers: to boost performance 

via social and environmental investments, 2) stakeholder drivers: to meet specific demands by 

external stakeholders regarding sustainable practices, and 3) motivation drivers: to fulfill intrinsic 

motivations based on ethics and morals or to fulfill extrinsic motivations such as enhancing corporate 

reputation. Fairfield et al. (2011) confirm the three main types of reasons for performing CSR made 

by Basu and Palazzo (2008) and point out some of the strongest drivers for making sustainable 

decisions as “[…] spurring innovation and growth, enhancing reputation and image, avoiding 

regulatory entanglements, and attracting and retaining top talent” (p. 16). From the business-driven 

perspective, Lee and Kotler (2004) describe the benefits of CSR as the following: 1) increased sales 

and market share, 2) strengthened brand positioning, 3) enhanced corporate image, 4) increased 

ability to attract, motivate, and retain employees, 5) decreased operating costs, and 6) increased 
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appeal to investors and financial analysts. Much literature discusses the economic aspects of CSR 

and CP and whether it is wise from a financial perspective for companies to participate in CP (Porter 

& Kramer, 2002; Gautier & Pache, 2015; Szöcs, Schlegelmilch, Rusch & Shamma, 2016; Hategan 

& Curea-Pitorac, 2017); however, no one seems to have clear answer and Spence and Rutherfoord 

(2001) call for moving away from the notion that small business owners and managers are profit-

driven. Jenkins (2006) supports this view as he found that financial benefits might not be the main 

reason for CSR activities in small companies since they consider social values as well as financial 

values when conducting business. 

 

CSR is a rather broad term that spurs a lot of confusion and uncertainty, which might be due to the 

many different activities and initiatives that CSR covers. Lee and Kotler (2004) identify six major 

types of initiatives that comprise most CSR activities. The six initiatives are: 1) cause promotions, 2) 

cause-related marketing, 3) corporate social marketing, 4) corporate philanthropy, 5) community 

volunteering, and 6) socially responsible business practices. A brief description of each initiative is 

given based on Lee and Kotler’s (2004) definitions. 

 

Corporate cause promotions are when a company offers some of its resources to a social cause in 

order to increase awareness and concern for the specific cause. It can be done by including 

information about the social cause in advertisements or in a product’s packaging. Cause-related 

marketing occurs when a company offers to donate a certain percentage of revenues based on product 

sales. It is typically applied to a specific product and a specific charity for a certain period of time. 

Corporate social marketing is similar to corporate cause promotions as it is a corporate-funded 

campaign promoting a social cause. The difference is that corporate social marketing focuses on 

causing a particular desired behavior and not simply on creating awareness. Corporate philanthropy 

is a direct contribution or donation to a social cause or charity by a company. Community volunteering 

occurs when employees or other people related to a company are encouraged by a company to 

volunteer their time to support a certain social cause. Lastly, socially responsible business practices 

include a company’s adoption and performance of practices and investments that support social 

causes. Such practices may consist of altering internal procedures and policies related to product 

offerings, manufacturing, and employment to be more CSR friendly along with allowing consumers 

and investors external access to information (Lee & Kotler, 2004).  
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These brief summaries show how vastly different CSR initiatives can be and hints at the many 

potential reasons behind a particular initiative. Lee and Kotler (2004) identified these categorizations 

14 years ago and it is very likely that even more categories can be identified today due to the quick 

development and novel interpretations of CSR and that the categories can consist of more activities 

today than it did then. It is a large topic filled with ambiguity that arises due to the various definitions 

of CSR, as mentioned earlier, which allow a vast range of interpretations. Each CSR activity may be 

performed due to vastly different reasons depending on the specific situation and in order to research 

CSR properly, one would have to limit the study because CSR in its entirety is simply too broad to 

identify and make sense of. 

2.3 Corporate philanthropy 

The topic for this study is CP, which refers to a direct contribution or donation to a social cause or 

charity by a company (Lee & Kotler, 2004). Frederick (2008) considers CP to be the earliest kind of 

CSR initiative dating back to the 1950s and the 1960s. Since then, literature suggests that the initiative 

has developed in several ways. First of all, corporations seem to choose a specific social cause for 

continuous donations along with developing more long-term relationships with a particular non-

profit; thereby companies have moved away from donating money to many different charities at 

separated occurrences (Lee & Kotler, 2004). CP has also expanded to include offerings besides cash 

donations, also called in-kind donations, such as donating products and services, providing technical 

expertise, and offering the use of equipment (Seifert et al., 2003). Additionally, corporations 

increasingly involve their employees in the “decision making regarding the prioritization and 

selection of recipients for philanthropic programs” (Lee & Kotler. 2004, p. 145). However, according 

to Liket and Simaens (2015), academic literature still struggles with understanding the concept 

completely since there is a lack of knowledge on the motivations, objectives, types, and outcomes for 

CP despite of its age. 

 

At first sight, CP seems to contradict the practices of successful business practices since a company 

would be giving away money (Gautier & Pache, 2015) but literature suggests that there can be some 

potential benefits of the activity. The perceived benefits of CP include increased brand image, respect, 

and goodwill along with a stronger desired brand position (Lee & Kotler, 2004). From an economical 

point of view, Porter and Kramer (2002) argue that CP should create more than simply goodwill. 
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Companies involved in philanthropy should create economic benefits by performing context-focused 

philanthropy (Porter & Kramer, 2002). The context-focused approach to philanthropy emphasizes 

that a company should make money donations to organizations within its competitive context to 

strengthen its own field and thereby the company itself (Porter & Kramer, 2002). This way of looking 

at CSR is rooted in Basu and Palazzo’s (2008) group of performance drivers that seeks to boost 

performance via social and environmental investments. Other literature does not suggest that such a 

context-focused approach to philanthropy is common, yet it is suggested that financial benefits can 

still be an outcome of it. Plewnia and Guenther (2017) found that CP has a positive effect on financial 

performance; especially cash donations, which generates more business benefits than in-kind 

donations. Similarly, Hategan and Curea-Pitorac (2017) suggest a positive correlation between 

charitable contributions, business performance, and market value in Romanian companies. On the 

other hand, Smith (2012) found no positive relationship between CP and a company’s performance 

but suggests that it might be able to create a competitive advantage. 

 

A potential concern for CP is that the company needs to make an effort in finding and selecting a 

charity with a strong reputation that is easy to work with and will assure that the contributions are 

used effectively for the social cause (Lee & Kotler, 2004). Moreover, the results of philanthropy are 

less visible and clear compared to other CSR initiatives as a company typically does not create any 

awareness or knowledge of its donations, which is naturally generated in other forms of CSR 

initiatives (Lee & Kotler, 2004). Additionally, outcomes and results of CP are often difficult to track 

and measure (Lee & Kotler, 2004). 

 

The rationality behind CP seems to move along a spectrum with altruistic motives at one end and 

profit motives at the other (Gautier & Pache, 2015). Gautier and Pache (2015) classify motivational 

drivers for CP within three levels: individual, firm, and sector. These resemble the three levels made 

by Liket & Simaens (2015) called individual, organizational, and institutional. On the individual 

level, Gautier and Pache (2015) say drivers include 1) profit maximization, 2) utility maximization – 

to gain approval and respect or to seek power, status, and prestige, and 3) ethical motives. According 

to Smith (2012), the overall reason for CP in LCs is due to personal interests and aspirations and not 

financial performance; thereby, he minimizes the importance of profit maximization as a motive for 

CP that Porter and Kramer (2002) highlight. Similarly, Werbel and Carter (2003) suggest that a 

CEO’s connection/membership to a non-profit organization affects his or her company’s decision to 
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donate money to charity along with the selection of the particular charity, which indicates that 

personal experiences matter and not only business purposes. At the firm/organizational level, Gautier 

and Pache (2015) argue that drivers comprised of a company’s characteristics such as resources, 

advertising expenditures, ownership structure, board membership, and executive networks affect the 

company’s desire and willingness to participate in CP. For instance, Seifert et al. (2003) found that 

companies with more cash available contributed more to philanthropy while other studies similarly 

found that companies that spend more on advertising or research and development also contribute 

more to philanthropy (Smith, 2012). On the sector-level, CP may also vary from industry to industry, 

which is affected by industry structure, consumer orientation, environmental or social externalities, 

and the fiscal environment (Gautier & Pache, 2015). The sector-level is omitted from further 

examination due to the scope of the study. 

2.4 Decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

As mentioned above as firm-level drivers, different company characteristics affect how and why a 

company makes decisions regarding CSR activities and initiatives. The size of a company is identified 

to be a vital characteristic in the matter as smaller companies have very different motivations for 

being involved with CSR compared to LCs (Udayasankar, 2008). In the following section, literature 

within the field of corporate decision making is covered to obtain a better understanding of how SMEs 

make decisions regarding CSR relative to LCs. 

 

Decision making entails certain steps that the decision maker has to go through such as “intelligence 

gathering, direction setting, uncovering alternatives, selecting a course of action, and 

implementation” (Nutt, 2007, p. 604). In SMEs, a single individual or a small group of people often 

make the decision opposed to LCs where multiple people are involved in the decision-making process 

(Jansen, Curşeu, Vermeulen, Geurts & Gibcus, 2013). By having more people available, LCs can 

gather, process, and interpret information to a much bigger extent (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). 

According to Child (1973), an increase in size for a company brings more complexity, formalization, 

and decentralization. In contrast, decision making in smaller companies is “more centralized, less 

formalized, and less complex than in large firms” (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010, p. 74). The same 

applies for decision making regarding CSR initiatives according to Perrini et al. (2007). Spence 

(2007) emphasizes that SMEs are different from LCs in their CSR-related decision making because 
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they do not have any official codes of conduct for CSR and because they can typically spend their 

money the way they want since they are not responsible to any shareholders to maximize profits. 

Moreover, since decisions are made by one or a few individuals in SMEs, decisions tend to be based 

more on the decision maker’s own experiences, values, and knowledge (Jansen et al., 2013) causing 

the decision to be influenced by personal limitations and biases (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). For 

instance, Lawrence, Collins, Pavlovich and Arunachalam (2006) found that the manager’s personal 

values influence the CSR initiatives and activities to a great extent in SMEs in New Zealand. In 

general, literature agrees that decision making is very different in SMEs relative to LCs due to 

different structures, resources, and capabilities and suggests the same applies to decision making 

regarding CSR as well. 

 

Historically, five decision making models have been dominant in academic literature: 1) the rational 

process, 2) the bounded-rational process, 3) the incremental process, 4) the intuitive process, and 5) 

the garbage can process (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). Additionally, decision making has also been 

considered from a political perspective, which suggests that individuals make use of political tactics 

to influence the decision making (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992). This perspective is considered to be 

less significant in SMEs (Brouthers, Andriessen & Nicolaes, 1998) because only one or a few 

individuals are involved in the decision making; thus, eliminating the need for political tactics. 

2.4.1 The rational process 

The rational process is based on Max Weber’s perception of rationality, which assumes a decision 

maker has unlimited information available and seeks one optimal solution that focuses on profit- or 

utility-maximization (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). It is based on the assumption that human beings 

are perfectly rational and has some kind of purpose (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992). The rational 

process model is based on decision making in LCs and Liberman-Yaconi et al. (2010) argues that 

“managerial processes in small- and micro-firms cannot be understood in the light of general models 

developed for larger organizations” (p. 76). The topic of rationality in SMEs has especially been 

researched within the field of pricing decisions, which find no clear evidence of profit- or utility-

maximization within these companies. Greenbank (1999) finds that pricing decisions in micro-sized 

companies is not a result of the economic man that seeks profit-maximization, but it is instead based 

on a combination of the individual, social, and economic context. Similarly, the findings of Curran, 

Jarvis, Kitching and Lightfoot (1997) emphasize that pricing decisions in small-sized companies are 
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not only based on economic rationality but it is also influenced by non-economic norms and values. 

These findings indicate that decision making in SMEs is not based on perfect rational thinking. 

Brouthers et al. (1998) confirm this as they find that small-sized companies tend not to base key 

activities on rational thought but on personal desires and backgrounds. 

2.4.2 The bounded-rational process 

The rational model received criticism from researchers and the bounded-rational process is an 

iteration of the notion of perfect rationality. Bounded rationality perceives human beings as only 

partial rational. It takes limitations of time, resources, and information into consideration (Liberman-

Yaconi et al., 2010) and proposes that decisions can be made for reasons other than profit 

maximization (Cyert, Herbert & Throw, 1956). Objectives of a particular decision might even be 

discovered during the process and not necessarily be a prerequisite prior to the process (Eisenhardt 

& Zbaracki, 1992) as it would be according to perfect rationality. Opposed to the rational model, 

decisions are made to satisfice rather than to optimize (Mintzberg, Raisinghani & Théorêt, 1976; 

Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992; Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010) meaning that solutions are made to 

satisfy the lowest requirement rather than be absolute perfect. This was introduced by Herbert A. 

Simon in 1956 and termed satisficing, which is a combination of the two words: satisfy and suffice. 

The assumption is that the last efforts of achieving perfection take more time and are less rewarding 

than the previous efforts. Furthermore, bounded rationality considers the decision-making process 

more as a cycle than a linear progression and emphasizes that stages in the decision making are 

repeated and overlapping (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992). Literature suggests that this model might 

explain decision-making behavior in SMEs better than the rational process since these decision 

makers show signs of satisficing along with considering multiple objectives in addition to profit 

maximization (Jarvis, Curran, Kitching & Lightfoot, 2000; Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). 

2.4.3 The incremental process 

The incremental process is based on the decision-making process that Lindblom (1959) calls for 

“successive limited comparisons” (p. 27). In the Science of ‘Muddling Through’, Lindblom (1959) 

explains how making successive limited comparisons are different from the rational process. He 

argues that in complex situations, decisions are not made based on rationality and long-term 

commitment by determining objectives at first and then finding means to achieve them; instead, 

decisions are made as a continuous sequence – one step at a time – based on a limited search for 
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information and without clarifying objectives beforehand (Lindblom, 1959). The incremental process 

considers it impossible to include all relevant and important information in the decision-making 

process due to the limitations of “human intellectual capacities” and “available information” 

(Lindblom, 1959, p. 30) similar to bounded-rational process. To cope with these limitations, the 

decision maker needs to simplify the problem, which is partly done by making small decisions at a 

time instead of all decisions at once. Decisions are in the end based on a selection of a few alternatives 

and the benefits that come about for each alternative solution versus the other. Lindblom (1959) 

illustrates it accordingly: 

 

[…] X4 promises [the decision maker] somewhat more of f5 than does Y, while Y 

promises him somewhat more of g than does X. In choosing between them, he is in fact 

offered the alternative of a marginal or incremental amount of f at the expense of a 

marginal or incremental amount of g. The only values that are relevant to his choice are 

these increments by which the two [solutions] differ […].  (p. 29) 

 

Originally, Lindblom suggested that small decisions could be reversed or remedied as another benefit 

of the incremental process; however, Pal (2011) points out that it might not always be easy to reverse 

or remedy a decision once it is made even though it is only a small decision. The incremental process 

is similar to the bounded-rational processes in the way it evaluates each alternative carefully based 

on the concept of satisficing. Liberman-Yaconi et al. (2010) places the model within the process of 

bounded rationality; however, it is considered as a separate process in this paper due to its distinctive 

character and step-by-step nature, which the bounded-rational process does not necessarily follow. 

2.4.4 The intuitive process 

Opposed to the three earlier processes, the intuitive process suggests decisions are made quickly 

without any extensive reasoning or effort (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). The use of intuition within 

organizations has been a popular subject among academic researchers, but there has not been a 

general agreement of what the term exactly involves. Mitchell, Friga and Mitchell (2005) point out 

that many different definitions of intuition have been used ranging from “a cognitive conclusion that 

is based on previous experience and emotional inputs” to “a decision-making process that cannot be 

                                                
4 X and Y represent two alternative solutions. 
5 f and g represent two alternative outcomes. 
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expressed in words” (p. 656). These two definitions vary greatly in their types of scope and they are 

simply two of many different definitions Mitchell et al. (2005) point out in research literature. In 

Making Sense out of Intuition, Behling and Eckel (1991) distinguish between six different 

conceptualizations of intuition: 1) a paranormal power/sixth sense, 2) a personal trait that some 

people possess while others do not, 3) an unconscious process contrary to an “analysis at the 

conscious level” (p. 48), 4) a set of actions that decision makers use, 5) distilled experience where 

repeated behavior leads to a certain action without the need for further analysis, and 6) a residual 

category, which covers any decision or any part of a decision that is not clearly a result of “systematic, 

conscious data gathering and analysis” (p. 50). It is unclear how one ends up making decisions based 

on intuition; however, it is a general belief that some sort of antecedent is necessary to make a 

successful decision based on intuition. Antecedents might stem from sources such as experiences, 

practices, knowledge, training, observations, or simply the unconsciousness (Mitchell et al., 2005). 

 

The intuitive process is most prominent in the field of entrepreneurship and micro and small-sized 

companies. According to McCarthy (2003), scholars in the field of entrepreneurship have found that 

entrepreneurs act on “instinct, intuition and impulse” (pp. 327-328) while Brouthers et al. (1998) 

discovered that “when it comes to making strategic decisions, the small firm managers in [their] study 

tended to ignore the information gathered and the analyses performed, relying instead on their 

intuition” (p. 136). In McCarthy’s (2003) findings, one type of an entrepreneur is characterized as 

visionary, creative and intuitive as this type does not prioritize planning but base his or her business 

on ideas, visions, and intuitions. Jocumsen (2004) confirms in his study that decision makers in small 

businesses “make extensive use of gut feel and intuition” (p. 670). On the other hand, Francioni, 

Musso and Cioppo (2015) question that decision makers in small companies only follow their 

intuition and find that “the level of rationality [involved in decision making] increases if the level of 

education or risk attitude increases” (p. 2240). Similarly, McCarthy (2003) also suggests that an 

intuitive approach to decision making may be due to a non-business background. Literature suggests 

that the intuitive process might be more relevant when studying decision-making behavior in SMEs 

than the rational and the bounded-rational model, but the process is involved with a lot of uncertainty 

and ambiguity due to difficulties in comprehending and identifying intuition. 
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2.4.5 The garbage can process 

The garbage can process considers decision making in unstable and ambiguous environments and 

perceives organizations mainly as anarchies (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992). According to Cohen, 

March and Olsen (1972), there are three main principles in this model: 1) individuals and 

organizations have “a variety of inconsistent and ill-defined preferences” (p. 1), 2) individuals have 

limited knowledge of underlying causes and cause-and-effect relationships and as a consequence they 

practice trial-and-error procedures, and 3) participants in a certain decision-making process fluctuate 

and change over time. Based on these three principles, decisions are regarded as “a random 

confluence of events” (Eisenhardt & Zbaracki, 1992, p. 28) causing decisions to be made simply 

because of timing and luck with no clear beginning or ending. Organizations are perceived as 

anarchies as they make decisions without “consistent, shared goals” (Cohen et al., 1972, p. 1) and 

decisions are affected by how employees are working on certain decisions and not on others. Cohen 

et al. (1972) use the metaphor of a garbage can because problems and solutions are dumped into an 

organization like a garbage can. The processing and production of solutions then depend on “the mix 

of cans available, on the labels attached to the alternative cans, on what garbage is currently produced, 

and on the speed with which garbage is collected and removed from the scene” (Cohen et al., 1972, 

p. 2). This is influenced by the number of employees in a company and therefore size might have a 

clear effect on how decisions are made according to the garbage can model. In this view, decisions 

are “outcome[s] or interpretation[s] of several relatively independent streams within an organization” 

(Cohen et al., 1972, p. 2-3) causing them to be a result of timing and luck. The garbage can process 

is yet to make its contribution to SMEs’ decision making and little research has focused on the process 

and its relevance to SMEs. 

2.5 Motives for private philanthropy 

Literature points out that decisions in SMEs are typically made by one or a few individuals who are 

affected by their own personal experiences, values, and desires (Liberman-Yaconi et al., 2010). The 

motivations for participating in CP seem to be placed on a spectrum ranging from altruistic motives 

to financial motives (Gautier & Pache, 2015) and the rest of the literature review focuses on private 

individuals’ reasons and motives for participating in philanthropy to understand the altruistic and 

personal aspects of the matter.  
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Based on the perception of homo economicus, it does not make economic sense for individuals to 

give their money to charity similar to how it does not make economic sense for corporations to do 

the same. Homo economicus is based on the thoughts of perfect rationality and believes human 

decision making is perfectly rational based on unlimited information and stable preferences (Taffler, 

Spence & Eshraghi, 2017). This is also coined the economic man. The economic man maximizes 

utility as a consumer and maximizes profit as a producer with the single goal of seeking increasing 

wealth (Taffler et al., 2017; Oleksenko, 2017). The imaginary character has been used in vast 

economic models such as game theory (Oleksenko, 2017); however, it has also been criticized by 

academics. Gerschlager (2005) points out that the theory behind the economic man does not consider 

competition that might hinder perfect rationality and maximization of wealth while unlimited 

information is rarely the case. Moreover, information might be asymmetric between two parties of an 

exchange (Gerschlager, 2005) and one party might not be capable of or interested in considering all 

relevant information before making a decision. Based on the economic man, where does it leave us 

in terms of philanthropy; would it even exist if everyone acted as the economic man? Individuals are 

predictably not able to either maximize utility or profit when donating money to philanthropy. 

Individuals are in principle doing the complete opposite of what the economic man suggests: they are 

actually decreasing their wealth in terms of money. 

 

In the Nature of Man, Jensen and Meckling (1994) explain human behavior and human decision 

making by including additional values other than maximizing utility and health. Non-materialistic 

values are included as well in order to understand human behavior in areas other than profit 

maximization. According to Jensen and Meckling (1994), human behavior is a response to 

opportunities that are presented by the environment. Decisions are thereby based on values such as 

money, which the economic man emphasizes, but also on non-materialistic values: 

 

[Individuals] respond creatively to the opportunities the environment presents to them, 

and they work to loosen constraints that prevent them from doing what they wish to do. 

They care about not only money, but almost everything – respect, honor, power, love, 

and the welfare of others. (Jensen & Meckling, 1994, p. 35) 
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According to Jensen and Meckling (1994), the resourceful, evaluate, maximizing model – also called 

REMM – is best suited to understand the rational part of human behavior. The REMM makes four 

postulates about human behavior: 

 

The first postulate is that all individuals care about something. It can be wealth, honor, or something 

as ordinary as music. It does not matter what it is, but everyone cares about something. Jensen and 

Meckling (1994) also argue that everyone is willing to exchange a small amount of something for a 

bigger amount of something different. This is the second postulate, which assumes that each 

individual’s wants are unlimited. One prefers more of something positive rather than less of it and 

one will always want more of it. A want cannot be satisfied whether it is a material good or a non-

material good. The third postulate is that each individual is a maximizer. Individuals will always seek 

to satisfy their needs, but they are limited by constraints such as time, money, and knowledge. Instead 

of satisfying a need completely, individuals will satisfy it to the extent that the costs do not outweigh 

the benefits. It is the same term used in the process of bounded-rationality (see section 2.4.2). The 

fourth and final postulate is that individuals are resourceful. They are able to see and respond to 

changes in the environment. Opportunities might be limited at a given time, but individuals are able 

to learn about new ones along with creating opportunities themselves based on creative and 

resourceful activities (Jensen & Meckling, 1994).  

 

Wartiovaara (2010) uses REMM to understand why an individual would donate money to 

philanthropy and finds that both material and non-material sources of value are created from the 

donation for both the donor and others and thereby, he finds that both economic and non-economic 

motives for philanthropy might occur.  

2.5.1 Altruism 

Early literature focuses on pure altruism as the main reason for people to donate money to 

philanthropy. Pure altruism occurs when people simply donate money because they believe in the 

charity’s cause and want to help the charity carry out its work (Andreoni, 1989; Cain et al., 2014). In 

other words, the individual is concerned for the well-being of the charity’s beneficiaries (Ribar & 

Wilhelm, 2002). Smith (2008) argues that altruism is “a part of human nature” and it is “an innate 

part of what it means to be human” (p. 56) and he refers to the act of love called agape, which is a 

self-sacrificing kind of love where the one who benefits is the recipient and not the giver. According 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 26 of 93  

to Smith (2008), religions such as Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, and Hinduism accept altruism and 

agape and treat philanthropy as an ethical component of human behavior. However, researchers have 

questioned the possibility of pure altruism and argue that no donation is purely altruistic because 

individuals either receive a sense of satisfaction or other benefits from a donation (Andreoni, 1990; 

Harbaugh, 1998). 

2.5.2 Warm glow giving 

In economic literature, Andreoni (1989; 1990) challenges the notion that people donate money to 

philanthropy solely based on pure altruistic motives and proposes a new term called impure altruism. 

Impure altruism suggests that donations are never only made out of the concern for others. They are 

also made due to selfish motives. One of such selfish motives has been termed warm glow giving 

because it gives the donor a positive feeling of warm glow (Andreoni, 1989). It refers to the situation 

where “internal satisfaction […] comes from the act of giving” (Harbaugh, 1998, p. 272). To translate 

it into laymen terms: individuals donate money because it makes them feel good about themselves. 

It creates an emotional benefit. The level of emotional benefit is affected by the perceived motives 

beforehand. According to Becchetti, Corrado and Conzo (2016), performing activities that benefit 

other people based on altruistic motives increase life satisfaction while less altruistic motives give a 

lower level of satisfaction. They find that the benefits of a donation are closely related to the types of 

motivations held prior to the donation. The donor receives more satisfaction if the philanthropic act 

is perceived to be made based on more altruistic motives. According to Carlson and Zaki (2018), the 

same is true for how people perceive the philanthropy of others: people perceive true altruism to be 

when a feeling of satisfaction is a consequence of a good deed while it is perceived to be less altruistic 

if the good deed was done to achieve a feeling of satisfaction. 

2.5.3 Other-oriented vs. self-oriented motives 

Literature distinguishes between two types of motives for philanthropy: other-oriented and self-

oriented. Other-oriented behavior refers to motives that benefit other people while self-oriented 

behavior refers to motives that benefit the donor. For instance, pure altruism is an other-oriented 

motive while warm glow giving is a self-oriented motive. Cain et al. (2014) summarize the 

explanations for giving behavior given across social and natural sciences. He places altruistic motives 

within other-oriented behavior as it occurs when the donor believes in and wants to support a social 

cause for the benefit of others. Other-oriented behavior also includes when an act is done due to 
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evolutionary reasons in which people help their local group or kin to benefit – and survive – even if 

it is at the expense of the individual (Cain et al., 2014). Additionally, Cain et al. (2014) mention 

“‘one-shot’ giving” (p. 509), which refers to an act of giving without any obvious benefits to the 

giver. Without any obvious benefits, Cain et al. (2014) hypothesize that it must be due to altruistic 

motives as well and thereby be other-oriented. On the other hand, self-oriented behavior might consist 

of 1) the expectation of reciprocity in which the donor increases the likelihood of getting something 

in return in the future, 2) an increase in reputation in which the donor achieves a higher social status 

or is perceived as more attractive, or 3) an increase in self-image in which the donor creates a 

favorable self-impression. As a shortcoming, Cain et al. (2014) summarize these explanations based 

on all kinds of giving behavior and not only philanthropy.  

 

Kataria and Regner (2014) confirm the aspect of reputational benefits in philanthropy as they find 

that people donate money to philanthropy because they want to achieve a higher and more favorable 

status within a social environment. In this regard, philanthropy functions as a way to achieve a higher 

status and social approval because it allows people to show generosity, which is a favorable trait in 

social groups. Due to the same reasons, studies show that the amount of money donated increases 

when a donation is made in a public setting compared to a private setting (Alpizar, Carlsson & 

Johansson-Stenman, 2008; Ariely, Bracha & Meier, 2009). According to Glazer and Konrad (1996), 

individuals want other people to know about their donations; however, Kataria and Regner (2014) 

warn that publicity incentives given by the charity should not be too salient because individuals want 

to convince themselves that they are “motivated by noble reasons and not a desire to signal and gain 

higher status” (p. 509). Similar to seeking a higher status, Harbaugh (1998) emphasizes that 

philanthropy is a way for individuals to gain prestige. People desire prestige because it serves as “a 

signal of wealth or reliability” (p. 272), which in turn can bring new income or business opportunities. 

These explanations are for donors who are actively willing to participate in philanthropy; however, 

Cain et al., (2014) also suggest that some giving behavior is performed due to social pressures and 

expectations. 

2.5.4 Giving or giving in 

Recent literature has divided donors into two categories: those who willingly donate money and those 

who donate money due to social pressures and expectations. Cain et al. (2014) label these two 

categories giving and giving in. Giving happens due to other and self-oriented behavior as discussed 
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above whereas giving in happens when donations are made even though the donor would rather have 

avoided it. This is also termed reluctant altruism by Lazear, Malmendier and Weber (2012), who 

suggest that some individuals avoid environments where giving is possible. Cain et al. (2014) describe 

it the following way: 

 

Individuals who give will not avoid – and may even seek out – opportunities to help 

because they get something from helping (e.g., positive feelings, reputational benefits). 

By contrast, individuals who give in will avoid contexts that provide the opportunity to 

help so that they do not feel obliged to do so. (p. 506) 

 

Reluctant altruism adds another layer of reasons why individuals are donating money to philanthropy. 

It can be due to their own free will or it can be because of other situational factors such as social 

pressures, comparisons, and expectations. 

2.5.5 Additional conditions for private philanthropy 

Other-oriented and self-oriented behaviors are the two main categories for philanthropic motives. 

Moral obligation – an aspect of giving in as discussed above, belief in the charity’s social cause, trust 

in the charity, and the charity’s reputation are additional determinants that might affect whether an 

individual chooses to make a donation or not – along with to what particular charity (Beldad et al., 

2014). 

 

According to Beldad et al. (2014), an individual’s decision to donate in a given situation is affected 

by his or her sense of moral obligation. A high moral obligation would lead to ethical and self-

sacrificing behavior (Beldad et al., 2014). Additionally, a high belief in the charity’s social cause 

helps the individual in selecting the particular charity to donate to. An individual will choose the 

charity that has a cause that he or she believes in or is committed to the most based on the individual’s 

“political ideology, religious conviction, and stand on social issues” (Beldad et al., 2014, p. 147). 

However, moral obligation and a belief in the social is not generally sufficient as donations will most 

often only occur if the individual trusts the charity as well. The individual needs to trust that the 

money is used for the specified social cause and not on something else. Beldad et al. (2014) says that 

trust is an important aspect since “donors are not often sufficiently informed of the ways charitable 

organizations use financial contributions [which] signifies that the former can only trust that the latter 
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will deal with those contributions ethically and honestly” (Beldad et al., 2014, p. 147). Finally, a good 

reputation of a charity can help the individual in his or her decision-making process because it signals 

that the charity can be trusted. Charities with a positive reputation have an advantage in attracting 

donors compared to less favorable charities (Beldad et al., 2014). 
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3.0 Methodology 

3.1 Philosophy of science: a critical realistic approach 

The approach to and the underlying assumptions for the study are based on the perspectives of critical 

realism. Using the approach of critical realism allows the study to focus on multiple mechanisms 

when researching why corporations participate in philanthropy. According to O’Mahoney and 

Vincent (2014), finding multiple causes for an event is appropriate due to the perceived complexity 

in reality and assigning a single mechanism to be the cause for an event would not be sufficient.  

Reality in critical realism is complex because it is divided into three different levels: 1) the real world 

2) the actual events, and 3) the observed events (Benton & Craib, 2001). Critical realism believes it 

is through these three levels of reality that we understand the natural and the social world. It is the 

same thought of an objective reality that appears in positivism and direct realism; however, unlike 

these other philosophies of science critical realism distinguishes between the objective reality and 

humans’ interactions with it (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). It does not assume “simple ‘one-

to-one’ links between beliefs and reality” (Benton, 2004, p. 221) but presumes that humans interact 

with a version of the objective reality. In other words, humans experience versions of the objective 

reality and in turn these versions can either mirror reality or distort it depending on the situation 

(Saunders et al., 2012). These multiple perceptions of reality are why reality is seen as complex within 

critical realism, but it also allows the studying of complex phenomena such as CP and CSR. A lot of 

ambiguity and uncertainty is involved with these two topics and critical realism allows the researcher 

to be open to new understandings and meanings from the social actors’ points of view. It would be 

inappropriate to aim at providing unambiguous and accurate understandings with a clear cause-and-

effect relationship such as a positivist view would promise (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

because several mechanisms might affect the act of CP. Critical realism rejects the notion of universal 

causal laws (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2012) and seeks to find several causal explanations for an event 

instead.  

 

Furthermore, critical realism also recognizes the influence of contexts. Pawson and Tilley use the 

equation “mechanisms + context = outcome” as a description of the critical realistic position (as cited 

in Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2012, p. 156). It emphasizes that causal mechanisms are not fixed but 

changing from one context to another. According to O’Mahoney and Vincent’s (2014) view of critical 
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realism, reality is a complex and open system where the social world is affected in various unexpected 

ways and to make sense of it, one has to create rich explanations considering the broader contexts of 

the environment. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to use a closed systems approach to causality 

such as the use of variance theory and predetermined variables. Considering this, the study uses an 

abductive approach to reasoning instead of a deductive or inductive approach since it allows the study 

of multiple mechanisms and the consideration of contexts during the analysis. This is explained more 

in section 3.2. The aim is not to provide a single explanation for CP but to examine the multiple 

mechanisms that might affect the event based on the particular context. Assigning a single cause to 

the event would be fallible and against the belief of critical realism. It also means that an explanation 

for CP in this particular context does not necessarily mean that the same explanation can be used in 

any other context. The context is categorized by the size of the organization in this study as it is 

assumed that size has the biggest influence on the motives and reasons for participating in CP. Size 

also affects other organizational aspects such as resources, capabilities, structures, and procedures, 

which might have an effect on the participants’ motives for CP. 

 

Critical realism combines the best of positivism, constructionism, and postmodernism as it does not 

presume the existence of cause-and-effect relationships that apply to any given scenario like 

positivism, but it still presumes that cause-and-effect relationships exist within certain contexts unlike 

constructionism and postmodernism (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2012). Therefore, it is a useful approach 

for explaining causality in ambiguous contexts like CP and decision making in SMEs. 

 

Besides the complexity of the topic and the influence of contexts, the perception of the mind in 

relation to reality is another applicable trait of critical realism to the field of CSR. Critical realism 

perceives mental processes as equally important as physical behaviors, where other philosophical 

stances would only consider one of the aspects (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2012). It would be 

inappropriate only to consider one of these regarding CP because the act is equally important as the 

mental processes that precede and supersede a donation when examining the motives for it. CSR is a 

highly ethical and moral act and mental processes are assumed to affect it more than the act itself. 

The study examines the mental processes at the levels of the actual and the observed events, which 

in turn gives an explanation for the objective reality (O’Mahoney and Vincent, 2014). The focus is 

on CP and CSR from the decision makers’ perspectives and the researcher’s role for the study is 

objective with the aim of minimizing biases as best as possible (Saunders et al., 2016). The 
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minimization of biases is appropriate in this context to understand CP and CSR in order to create 

explanations for the ‘why’ and the ‘how’ based on the decision makers’ points of view; thus, the 

purpose is not interpretivist to create new interpretations of social worlds and contexts (Saunders et 

al., 2016) but to explain CP based on the participant’s perceptions. 

 

A critical realist view was deemed most appropriate to examine the topic of CP due to the high level 

of uncertainty involved with the topic, the high influence of contexts, and the importance of 

individuals’ perceptions. The study seeks to explain – and not to find a silver bullet such as a universal 

causal law. Finding a silver bullet would not be possible due to the many causal mechanisms involved. 

CP is simply too opinionated, and the context is too significant and important for the activity. It would 

be inappropriate to go looking for a silver bullet as other epistemological stances would do.  

 

With this in mind, the disadvantage of a critical realistic approach is the notion that findings can be 

difficult to replicate and validate across contexts causing generalization to be limited. Furthermore, 

there is no easy answer to the research statement in the form of a single mechanism that explains the 

cause-and-effect relationship. Instead, several mechanisms are considered and used as an explanation 

making it important for future researchers to evaluate whether or not the findings are appropriate to 

reuse in other contexts (Dobson, Myles & Jackson, 2007). 

3.2 An abductive and retroductive approach to the research statement 

To examine the research statement in accordance with critical realism, abduction and retroduction are 

used as the two methods of reasoning. The two approaches are sometimes treated as one under the 

name of abduction. Abduction is used first followed by retroduction in accordance with Fletcher’s 

(2017) use of the two methods in her critical realistic study. A combined abductive and retroductive 

approach is chosen above a deductive or inductive approach due to the inclusion of theory during the 

analysis and the type of cause-and-effect relationship (O’Mahoney & Vincent, 2014) thereby 

allowing the analysis to give a more comprehensive picture of the reality and the social world. 

  

Abduction involves the creation of explanations for activities by social actors rooted in the social 

actors’ own language and sense making (Blaikie, 2004). The process entails two main stages: 1) 

describing the activity and making sense of it from the perspective of the social actors and 2) 
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developing concepts and themes based on the descriptions that function as an explanation for the 

activity (Blaikie, 2004). The key difference between abduction and the more original approaches of 

deduction and induction is the ability to move back and forth between data and theory in an iterative 

process (Saunders et al., 2016). Compared to the other two approaches, the abductive process does 

not move in a linear direction from A to B or the other way around without any interference with 

external information. Instead, it is a circular movement from A to B and back again including external 

information in the process to make the best possible explanation for the event. According to Tavory 

and Timmermans (2014), this allows the researcher to construct theory without falling into predefined 

conceptual boxes, as researchers otherwise would if they were to follow the approaches of induction 

or deduction: 

 

[…] [Abductive] research is recursively moving back and forth between a set of 

observations and a theoretical generalization. The act of analyzing data requires that we 

pitch our observations in relation to other potential cases, both within and outside of our 

field. As these potential cases are then checked against other experiences, we amend 

them and generalize anew, thereby creating more potentials, ad infinitum. (Tavory & 

Timmermans, 2014, p. 4) 

 

A literature review was completed before gathering of data to understand previous theoretical 

explanations in the field. It serves as a way to understand mechanisms in the field and the contexts 

identified by previous researchers along with getting a sense of current gaps in the literature. Gaps 

consist of under-researched areas with limited knowledge, which allows this study to improve the 

knowledge within those gaps with appropriate data collection and analysis. It is found that SMEs are 

a relatively under-researched field regarding CP and – to some extent – also decision making. Since 

there are no well-established theories in the field already, the study is not able to strengthen any 

previous theories with an inductive approach or hypothesize about any specific mechanism with a 

deductive approach (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014). Instead, an abductive approach is more 

appropriate, as abduction is “a creative inferential process aimed at producing new hypotheses and 

theories based on surprising research evidence” (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014, p. 5). Thus, the aim 

of the study is to develop a new explanation for the corporations’ participation in CP – a field without 

any extensive prior knowledge and conceptual theories. 
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Additionally, abduction is deemed the most relevant approach since it is used to “discover why people 

do what they do by uncovering largely tacit, mutual knowledge and the symbolic meanings, motives, 

and rules that provide the orientations for their actions (Blaikie, 2004, p. 1). In the same way, the 

study aims at understanding why people and corporations participate in CP, which requires the 

iterative use of observations in the form of interviews and previous theories within the same field 

along with related fields to make new explanations for the behavior. 

 

Subsequent to abduction, retroduction is used to make context-specific explanations about CP. 

Similar to the abductive approach, retroduction combines empirical data and previous theoretical 

concepts to identify causal explanations for a phenomenon (Reed, 2009). It is used as a subsequent 

step in the analysis to rethink the phenomenon based on context-specific factors with a similar goal 

to how Fletcher (2017) defines retroduction: “[…] to identify the necessary contextual conditions for 

a particular causal mechanism to take effect and to result in the empirical trends observed” (p. 189). 

The aim of the analysis is thereby not to simply understand why SMEs and LCs participate in CP in 

isolation – the aim is also to identify similarities and differences between the two types of 

organizational sizes regarding CP. Furthermore, Fletcher (2017) says, “a key outcome of successful 

retroduction is to modify, support, or reject existing theories to provide the most accurate explanation 

of reality” (p. 190). During this process, the analysis moves back and forth between the empirical 

data and theory to enlighten previous theory and find new explanations based on the context. The 

retroductive process in this study ends with the formulation of an explanation for the phenomenon 

within each context based on multiple mechanisms.  

 

The approach is structured accordingly: 1) observing previous literature about philanthropy and 

decision making, 2) gathering data by conducting interviews with relevant decision makers, 3) 

analyzing the empirical data by identifying common themes within the data and considering those 

according to previous theories and by comparing the two different contexts with each other, and 

finally, 4) making the best possible explanation for the context-specific events based on multiple 

mechanisms. 
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3.3 A qualitative approach 

“Interviews probably represent the commonest method of social research” (Smith & Elger, 2014, p. 

109) and this study is no different. Interviews are the best way to examine the research statement as 

they allow the collection of subjective interpretations by social actors. This is important within critical 

realism because the philosophy of science studies how reality is perceived and experienced by such 

social actors (O’Mahoney & Vincent, 2014). The objective is to acquire descriptions from decision 

makers who were involved in a corporate donation to DI in 2018 to understand their experiences with 

and perceptions of CP and thereby uncover their understanding of their companies’ behaviors and 

their motives. 

 

CSR is an area subject to a lot of confusion among practitioners both academically and professionally, 

as mentioned earlier. The confusion is caused by a lack of knowledge in the area because reasons for 

and outcomes of CSR are unclear and influenced by subjective individual opinions. The area is not 

like other organizational areas such as marketing or sales because it does not have established 

measurable goals. For instance, in marketing one can measure awareness and exposure and in sales 

one can measure revenue and number of customers, but in CSR one does not have a common 

denominator for a goal that is socially agreed upon. There is no easily measurable outcome for the 

practice and therefore the reasons for performing it becomes blurred and subjective especially 

because it is an area affected by ethical and moral opinions. The qualitative approach is most 

appropriate for uncovering the multiple mechanisms that might affect CSR and CP because it puts 

emphasis on understanding CSR based on the participants’ experiences and interpretations. It helps 

understanding the ‘why’ and the ‘how’ in CSR and CP in ways that a quantitative approach would 

not be able to do. The qualitative approach helps doing so because it concentrates on understanding 

the human mind without any predetermined variables. The purpose is not to find a universal cause-

and-effect relationship. Instead, the purpose is to examine and find causal mechanisms in an area that 

is unclear, ambiguous, and subject to different opinions. It would be inappropriate if the data 

collection was restricted preemptively and it would prevent the discovery of unexpected and new 

mechanisms and themes. The qualitative approach allows for a greater level of detail in the data 

collection and the analysis, which may help make sense of the complexity that surrounds the area of 

CSR and the different interpretations that the interviewees might have of CP. 
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On the other hand, there are also some disadvantages of the qualitative approach. It is influenced by 

the researcher’s subjectivity, which might affect the data collection if the researcher values some 

aspects over others. Since this study uses semi-structured interviews as discussed in the next section, 

the interviewer’s subjectivity is a potential shortcoming as he affects the direction of the interview. 

The direction can be affected too much by what the interviewer feels is important and not by what is 

actually important for the interviewee. A further disadvantage is that the data is based on the 

interviewees’ memories of philanthropy and their experiences might have been different when they 

were in the process of making a donation to DI compared to now, which is several months after. 

Furthermore, the analysis can also be influenced by the subjectivity of the researcher because one 

tends to search for information that corresponds with a current hypothesis or belief, which is called a 

confirmation bias (Stone & Wood, 2018). 

3.3.1 Semi-structured interviews 

The purpose of the study is to determine the ‘why’ and the ‘how’ for CP and semi-structured 

interviews allow this since it is a way to examine the relationship between various variables 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). By using a semi-structured approach, key questions were 

determined beforehand while the interviews were allowed to take their own path. Key questions were 

planned prior to the interviews to make sure the interviews stayed within the field of research and to 

make it possible to compare each interview to one another. According to Kvale (2008b), comparison 

is easier if the wording and sequence of questions are standardized for all interviews. However, the 

sequence of the questions was loosely based on the path of the interview because the free flow of 

descriptions was prioritized over the ease of comparison. The semi-structure allowed more 

comprehensive descriptions of the topic relative to fully structured interviews since each interview 

was allowed its own path. This contributed to a more rich and diverse amount of data. It also allowed 

the interviewer to ask probing questions and get into more details with relevant aspects that might 

vary in each interview. According to Saunders et al. (2009), semi-structured interviews provide the 

opportunity to ask probing questions and thereby “add significance and depth to the data” (p. 324), 

which helps explaining the ‘why’ and the ‘how’ for each particular context. 

3.3.2 Sources of meaning in face-to-face interviews 

Meaning is typically conveyed in two different forms during an interview: 1) explicit communication 

and 2) implicit communication (Kvale, 2008a). Explicit communication consists of the words 
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expressed by the interviewee as well as the interviewer. This type of communication is the most 

common, obvious, and clearest way of expressing meaning, but sometimes meaning is also expressed 

implicitly such as facial expressions, body gestures, and messages between the lines. The interviews 

were conducted face-to-face, which enabled the interviewer to pick up on such implicit messages and 

cues. Moreover, by conducting semi-structured interviews instead of fully structured interviews, the 

interviewer was able to observe implicit communication and respond to it with a new question to get 

a clearer answer. 

 

During the interviews, the interviewer made use of certain strategies to gain a deeper understanding 

of the interviewees’ experiences. The interviewee was asked to clarify or elaborate on certain topics 

if the interviewer felt the interviewee had more to say about it, which is called probing. Other 

strategies suggested by Lichtman (2013) were used as well such as raising an eyebrow, repeating 

words said by the interviewee, and using other verbal cues like ‘huh?’ that calls for an answer without 

any obvious question. At the same time, the interviewer was conscious about not saying anything 

after asking a question to allow time for the interviewee to speak whilst also subtly forcing the 

interviewee to speak. In theory but not completely in practice – the interviewer admits it was not 

always easy to be silent and unwillingly reformulated a question sometimes if the interviewee looked 

confused or hesitated to answer. According to Smith and Elger (2014), using such strategies described 

above is part of an ethnographic interview within critical realism where meaning making becomes a 

joint process based on the interviewer’s ability to “facilitating a dialogue, and pursuing the interview 

agenda in a flexible manner which takes account of the interviewee’s responses” (p. 115). 

3.3.3 The approach to interviews and the exclusion of prior assumptions 

Interviewing within critical realism is regarded different dependent on the researcher; it ranges from 

a more passive interviewer to an active interviewer, who takes part in the meaning making or where 

“the subject matter of the interview is the researcher’s theory rather than the informant’s ‘thought and 

deeds’” (Smith & Elger, 2014, p. 117). This study takes a more passive approach to interviewing and 

conducts – as mentioned above – what Smith and Elger (2014) call an ethnographic interview. 

According to Hammersley and Atkinson, the qualitative ethnographic interview is “an active process 

of listening and asking probing questions to gather ‘insider accounts’ (as cited in Smith & Elger, 

2014, p.114). With this approach, the interviewer ignores and disregards theory and any hypothesized 

explanations prior to the interviews with the aim of understanding the interviewees’ points of view 
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without the influence of set perceptions and assumptions. Kvale (2008a) calls this qualified naïvité 

indicating that the interviewer should be open to new and unexpected meanings along with being 

“curious, sensitive to what is said – as well as to what is not said – and critical of his or her own 

presuppositions and hypotheses during the interview” (p. 12). 

3.3.4 Conduction of interviews 

Each interview consisted of a small introduction that would serve to explain the purpose of the 

interview, gain permission for recording, ensure the rights of anonymity, establish a time limit, and 

ease the interviewee into the interview. The interviewee was eased into talking by asking general 

factual questions that were easy to answer to begin with followed by a grand tour question (Lichtman, 

2013). The grand tour question was asked since it encourages the interviewee to talk at length about 

a general topic (Lichtman, 2013). It varied from interview to interview based on a situational 

assessment from the interviewer and consisted of questions such as describing a normal day at work, 

the company, or the interviewee’s perception of CSR. Another way to ease the interviewee into the 

interview and make him or her comfortable was to create an environment where sharing felt natural 

for the interviewee. This was done by conducting the interview in an environment familiar to the 

interviewee. Saunders et al. (2009) emphasize that the location should be convenient and comfortable 

for the interviewee without likely disturbances. Since the topic was relevant to the interviewees’ jobs, 

the majority of the interviews were conducted at their workplaces either in private meeting rooms or 

their own offices. Interviews were done in private settings to avoid any external disturbance and 

potential social pressures from other people. It is taken into account that conducting the interviews at 

their workplaces could have a potential negative bias on their answers since they may answer 

according to their company’s and employer’s liking and not according to their own opinions and 

beliefs. However, this was not perceived to be a general problem. 

 

One interview took place outside of the interviewee’s workplace at a coffee house due to the 

convenience for the interviewee. A coffee house is not the most suitable location due to potential high 

levels of noise and distraction, but it was decided to go through with the interview since it was the 

only possibility due to time and geographical constraints on behalf of the interviewee. It was 

conducted in the morning to avoid busy hours. Fortunately, the coffee house had a quiet room away 

from the entrance and the kitchen and no excessive noise interfered with the recording. Only one 
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other person was in the room during the interview, but it is believed the other person did not have any 

significant impact on the interview and the interviewee’s answers. 

 

Kvale (2008c) emphasizes that interviewees can feel a sense of emptiness after an interview because 

they give a lot of information without receiving any in return. Therefore, each interview ended by 

asking if the interviewee had any questions while ensuring that they could contact the interviewer at 

any time over the phone or via email with any future questions. The interviewees were also asked 

whether they were interested in a small report of the findings, so they could see how their answers 

were used. All but two were interested in receiving the report. After each interview ended, the 

interviewer took time to write down initial thoughts about the process and content of the interview. 

This was done as soon as possible after the interview to make sure the interviewer had the clearest 

recollection. 

 

To avoid any errors in the transcription, the interviews were not transcribed. The original recordings 

were regarded to best resemble the data and the analysis was based on those recordings by listening 

to them several times. The interviews were conducted in Danish because the interviewees were 

Danish. If the interviews were conducted in English, the interviewees might have felt less comfortable 

with sharing their thoughts and feelings while they also might not have been able to communicate 

freely and properly. Quotes used in this paper from the interviews are translated from the Danish 

recording to English as best as possible to avoid any loss in translation. 

3.4 Participating companies and interviewees 

3.4.1 Preliminary categorization  

The study sets out to interview people from companies that donated money to DI in 2018. The 

companies were found on the website for DI, which offered a list of companies that supported the 

event with more than DKK 10,000 in 2018 (“Tak til virksomheder”, n.d.). Before the companies were 

contacted for interviews, they were categorized based on size and industry in order to interview 

companies within similar contexts. 

 

The size of the company was determined based on the website proff.dk, which is an index of Danish 

companies with general information such as staff count. The sizes are simply estimations and they 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 40 of 93  

may vary from the actual sizes of the companies. It was used in this study as an initial categorization 

and the actual size of each interviewed company was verified during the interviews. Size was 

categorized according to the size categorizations based on staff count, as mentioned earlier. Proff.dk 

lists a company’s staff count based on specific ranges. One of these is an estimated staff count of 200-

499. Such companies were categorized as large since the range covered more of the categorization 

for large-sized companies – above 250 employees – than the range for medium-sized companies – 50 

to 250 employees. When a size was not provided by proff.dk, it was determined based on the number 

of employees shown on the company’s website when possible. 

 

The industry of each company was also determined based on proff.dk but in most cases a Google 

search was performed as well to get a better understanding of the company’s offerings and thereby 

make a more accurate categorization. The industry categorization is a subjective evaluation and 

difficult to determine in many occurrences because many of the companies have different product 

and service offerings and are involved in multiple industries at the same time. For the sake of 

simplicity, the aim was to make as broad categorizations as possible to avoid significant inaccuracies. 

Again, at this point the purpose was only to give an idea of the industry, which was then determined 

more accurately during the interviews. 

 

In a few situations, companies were not listed on proff.dk or shown in Google searches for their 

names. If this was the case, the size and industry of the company were left blank and labeled as (not 

set). See appendix D and E for an overview of the companies categorized respectively according to 

size and industry. 

3.4.2 Interview process 

12 interviews were conducted. Seven of those were with SMEs and five were with LCs. The industries 

varied but with larger groupings related to the fields of logistics, information technology, and 

consulting. The number of interviews was not set prior to the interview stage but evaluated after each 

interview. It was decided not to conduct any more interviews when the data collection seemed to be 

large enough to make generalized findings while still small enough to make a thorough in-depth 

analysis. 
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All interviews were scheduled via an email correspondence and to assure that the individual was 

involved in the decision making, each interviewee was informed beforehand that the interview 

questions would take point of departure in the company’s donation to DI in 2018. The interviewees 

were further informed that no preparation was needed for the interview. In one occurrence – the Large 

Bank – the interviewees asked for the interview questions beforehand, which was then sent to them. 

The interview with the Large Bank was also the only one that was not conducted one-on-one. The 

Large Bank asked to bring two people for the interview to make sure that they were able to answer 

all the questions about both CSR and CP as their knowledge varied based on their positions in the 

company. This was allowed by the researcher. 

 

The longest recording is 50:47 minutes while the shortest is 13:38 minutes. The rest of the interviews 

ranged from 25 to 46 minutes with the majority being more than 31 minutes. Interviews were arranged 

so that they would not take up more than an hour of the interviewee’s time. Within this hour is also 

considered time before and after the actual recording of the interview to make room for small talk 

and other preparations such as coffee runs. By allowing time for small talk before and after, the 

interviewee was eased into talking while allowing views to be conveyed that would not have been 

shared otherwise during the recording. 

 

The shortest interview is a deviation, but it was decided to include it in the study anyway. The short 

duration was due to a reluctance to speak freely and in-depth about the topic from the side of the 

interviewee as he showed little interest herein. Short and quick answers made it difficult for the 

interviewer to ask probing questions while the interviewer was careful about not annoying the 

interviewee by asking too many questions. A reluctance to talk about the topic is shown in the request 

for anonymity and the rejection of receiving a small report about the findings. It was decided to 

include it in the study because it did bring informative and valuable insights about the topic from a 

different perspective. This interview was conducted as the third one in the process and the interviewer 

decided to change some questions and adding others to the interview guide for the following 

interviews to avoid a repetition of a short interview. The interview guide was altered without making 

the first two interviews irrelevant or redundant in the study.  

 

Key information for each Interview is highlighted in figure 1 and a description of each company is 

provided in figure 2.  
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Com-
pany 
name 

Anony
mous 

# of 
inter-
viewees 

# of 
fulltime 
employees 

Size 
categoriz
ation 

Position of 
inter-
viewees 

Name of 
interviewees 

Recorded 
duration of 
interview 

Place of 
interview 

Industry Donatio
n size in 
DKK 

Trafikstil No 1 1 Micro CEO Erik 
Gersdorff 
Stilling 

25:25 Interview-
ee’s home, 
which is 
also his 
office 

Logistics 
and 
transportati
on 

10,000 

Wakie-
Wakie 

No 1 6 Micro CEO Sverre 
Dueholm 

32:49 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Mobile 
applica-
tions 

20,019 

Genau 
And 
More 

No 1 16 Small Head of 
Relations & 
Communicat
ions 

Susan 
Wiesenberg 

36:35 Coffee 
house 

Pharma-
ceuticals 
and medico 

10,000 

Small 
Consul-
tancy 

Yes 1 16 Small Director/ 
Head of 
Consultants 

 31:47 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Consulting 11,600 

Lector No 1 30 Small CEO Tue Villum 
Sørensen 

41:48 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

IT services 10,000 

Q-Park No 1 170 
(including 
part-time) 

Medium Salesperson 
as well as 
CSR 
responsible 

Cecilie 
Bødker 
Clausen 

28:15 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Parking 
and 
transportati
on 

25,000 

Medium 
Logistics 

Yes 1 200 Medium Head of 
Sales 

 13:38 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Logistics 10,000 

SDC No 1 600 Large CFO Henrik 
Buchholt 
Bach 

28:49 Meeting at 
his office 

IT services 20,000 

LB 
Forsik-
ring 

No 1 650 Large CSR Chef Mikkel 
Klausen 

50:47 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Financial 
services/ 
Insurance 

100,000 

Large 
Textile 
Service 

Yes 1 1,400 Large Head of CSR  45:31 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Services 
and textiles 

50,000 

Jysk No 1 9,000 (Jysk 
Nordic) 

Large Communicat
ions and 
CSR 
Director 

Rune 
Jungberg 
Pedersen 

36:43 Meeting in 
his office 

Retail 1,000,00
0 

Large 
Bank 

Yes 2 19,700 Large Communicat
ions 
Consultant 
and former 
Head of the 
Bank’s 
Foundation 

 45:04 Meeting 
room at the 
company’s 
offices 

Finance 100,000 

Figure 1: Overview of interviewees 
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Company name Company description 

Trafikstil Consulting entrepreneur company specialized in road traffic safety and traffic planning 

WakieWakie An alarm clock that plays small podcasts 

Genau And More Consultancy for companies that produce and deliver medicine. Consulting includes 
project management, management consulting, validation, and training. 

Small Consultancy Consulting specialized in business and IT architecture.  

Lector IT consulting. Developing and implementing strategic IT-solutions. 

Q-Park Operator of parking garages and supervision of private parking areas 

Medium Logistics Provides third-party logistics such as warehousing and transportation  

SDC Provides IT platforms for online banking 

LB Forsikring Provides insurances specialized to teachers and pedagogues 

Large Textile Service Letting and cleaning textiles such as clothes and linen to businesses 

Jysk Retail chain selling household goods and specialized in beds 

Large Bank Provides banking and other types of services to private individuals as well as businesses  

Figure 2: Company descriptions of interviewees 

 

The interviewees asking for anonymity are named according to their size and industry instead of the 

companies’ real names and the names of the interviewees are left blank. In the analysis, interviews 

are referred to by the name of the company and not by the name of the interviewee for the convenience 

of the reader. 

 

The interview with WakieWakie has been excluded from the analysis because the interviewee said 

that the organization did not donate money to DI in 2018 or any other charities and organizations. 

The donation shown from the company on DI’s website was a project that allowed other people to 

donate via the company’s app and not a corporate donation. 

3.5 Analytical approach 

The analysis of the interviews was structured in accordance with the thoughts of critical realism. 

According to Fletcher (2017), critical realism involves the search for demi-regularities during the 

analysis. A search for demi-regularities means identifying tendencies through qualitative data coding 

(Fletcher, 2017). The main point is not to find universal causal laws but to find trends and broken 

patterns in the data. By focusing on trends and patterns, the findings serve as an explanation for the 

particular context. As mentioned earlier, finding universal causal laws are not the objective because 
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critical realism suggests that the social world is ever changing as a consequence of overlapping events 

and altering social actors (Fletcher, 2017) thereby making universal causal laws obsolete. Instead, the 

aim of a critical realistic analysis is “to find the best explanation of reality through engagement with 

existing (fallible) theories about the reality” (Fletcher, 2017, p. 186). 

 

Grounded theory has been a common way of approaching analysis in critical realism (Kempster & 

Perry, 2014), which is primarily an inductive method of systematical analysis (Fletcher, 2017). 

However, Fletcher (2017) argues that such an analysis avoids the consideration of previous theories 

during the analytical process and she emphasizes that previous theory should play an integral part of 

the analysis in critical realism so that new experiences from social actors can challenge previous 

theory. This study uses an approach between the two views and analyzes the data according to 

grounded theory but includes previous theory in the analysis as well. 

 

By analyzing themes in the data based on grounded theory, the approach moves from “units of 

meaning, to the development of clusters of meaning and finally to the emergence of themes” 

(Kempster & Perry, 2014, p. 100). The first process involves finding units of meaning, which are 

specific to one interview and consist of relevant quotes on the subject matter. The next step is 

developing clusters of meaning based on the units of meaning. It involves finding relevant overall 

topics in which the quotes bring meaning. The final step involves an iterative process going from 

units to clusters for each interview while comparing central themes across interviews. In order to 

apply Fletcher’s thoughts of critical realism and the abductive approach thoroughly, a dynamic and 

iterative process also occurs between the units, clusters and themes of meaning, and relevant external 

information (Kempster & Perry, 2014; Fletcher, 2017). The themes of meaning are similar to those 

Fletcher (2017) calls demi-regularities (see above). External information is reconsidered in terms of 

its accuracy in explaining the studied social world and the objective reality. Previous theory is either 

deemed accurate or non-accurate as an explanation for this context while more accurate themes are 

developed when a novel explanation is needed or paramount. The process of re-describing data into 

concepts and themes as described above is in alignment with the abductive approach in critical realism 

(Fletcher, 2017). According to O’Mahoney and Vincent (2014), abduction is a way of understanding 

a sequence of causation that leads to an observed pattern of events that “involved combining 

observations, often in tandem with theory identified in the literature review, to produce the most 
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plausible explanation of the mechanisms that caused the event” (p. 17). The process is applied in four 

areas as illustrated in figure 3. 

 

  Topic 

  CSR-related  

Decision-making  

Corporate 

Philanthropy 

C
on

te
xt

 

SM
Es

 Area A Area B 

La
rg

e 
C

om
pa

ni
es

 

Area C Area D 

Figure 3: Summary of analytical approach 

 

According to Fletcher (2017), the final step in the critical realistic analysis is called retroduction. 

Retroduction is about identifying the contextual factors and their impact on the events in order to gain 

a deeper understanding of the various relationships between the observed patterns and contexts 

(O’Mahoney & Vincent, 2014). During this process, the four areas illustrated above are compared to 

one another to identify different and similar mechanisms and themes across contexts in a comparative 

analysis. According to Ackroyd (2009), a comparative analysis allows a more fully clarification of 

the various mechanisms at play and the range of which these mechanisms vary from context to 

context. It helps clarifying whether an explanation for a phenomenon is due to a particular mechanism 

or due to a particular context (Ackroyd, 2009). 

 

Regarding the conclusion to the analysis, the aim is to produce the best possible explanation for the 

phenomenon with a clarification of the multiple mechanisms at play in the particular context 

(O’Mahoney & Vincent, 2014). According to critical realists, all explanations are treated as imperfect 

and potentially fallible since one explanation cannot explain the phenomenon in every context; 
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however, some explanations are considered more accurate than others (Fletcher, 2017) and the aim 

then becomes to make the most accurate explanation possible for the phenomenon based on a 

scientifically valid approach. 

4.0 Analysis and discussion 

4.1 Preliminary categorization of corporate donations 

There were 602 companies in total that donated more than DKK 10,000 to DI in 2018 (“Tak til 

virksomheder”, n.d.). All together they donated DKK 25,366,496 (see appendix D). Micro-sized 

companies were the biggest size category with 38 percent of the companies. The second biggest 

category was small-sized companies with about 30 percent while medium-sized and LCs each 

accounted for about 14 percent of the companies. On the other hand, the size category containing LCs 

contributed the most in terms of total value. The LCs donated DKK 13,924,181 all together equal to 

55 percent of the total value of all corporate donations above DKK 10,000. Similarly, SMEs 

contributed with 44 percent of the total donation value together. The difference is perceived to be a 

reflection of money available since LCs supposedly have more money available to donate than SMEs 

and therefore a few LCs are able to donate more money than the many SMEs similar to the findings 

of Buchholtz, Amason and Rutherford (1999) and Seifert et al. (2003). Moreover, there are more 

SMEs than LCs in Denmark (Jensen et al., 2016), which may the reason why more SMEs donated to 

the event than LCs; there are simply more to give. The reasons for donating are further examined in 

the following sections. Statistics for each size categorization can be seen in figure 4. 

 
Size category Number of 

companies 

% total 

companies 

Sum of donations 

in DKK 

% of sum of 

donations 

Average 

donation 

size in DKK 

Micro 229 38.04% 4,990,114 19.67% 21,791 

Small 179 29.73% 4,292,778 16.92% 23,982 

Medium 83 13.73% 1,806,553 7.12% 21,766 

Total for SMEs 491 81.50% 11,089,445 43.71% 22,585 

Large 87 14.45% 13,924,181 54.89% 160,048 

(not set) 24 3.99% 352,870 1.39% 14,703 

Total 602 100% 25,366,496 100% 42,137 
Figure 4: Summary of corporate donations to Danmarks Indsamling in 2018 based on size 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 47 of 93  

 

The 602 companies were also divided into industry categories. 60 industry categories were identified 

in total (See appendix E for comprehensive statistics for each category type). 10 of them only contain 

a single company while the biggest category contains 30 companies. The five categories containing 

the most companies are: finance (30), IT (28), consulting (26), entrepreneurship (26), and real estate 

(25). The five categories contributing the most to the overall sum of donations are: pharmaceuticals 

(15.25%), foundations (14.72%), toys (5.72%), furniture (4.91%), and entertainment (4.34%) whilst 

the categories with the five largest average sums of donations are: jewelry (DKK 278,860), 

foundations (DKK 266,786), toys (DKK 207,100), pharmaceuticals (DKK 184,213), and furniture 

(DKK 113,237). The industry categorization does not indicate any clear relationships between the 

donations and the type of industries. 

4.2 Decision making regarding corporate philanthropy 

This section discusses how decisions are made regarding CP. It considers the relationship between 

CP’s and CSR along with how it is integrated into the businesses followed by a thorough analysis of 

the participants’ decision making regarding philanthropy relative to the particular contexts. 

4.2.1 Perception and considerations of CSR 

CSR has many definitions – as mentioned in section 2.1 – and interviewees also have multiple 

interpretations of the topic and what it involves. The biggest difference can be seen in the way 

interviewees talk about CSR activities and whether they include involuntary CSR activities such as 

legal requirements. Among the SMEs, two of six interviewees include involuntary activities as part 

of their CSR: Lector and the Small Consultancy. These CSR activities are more important than 

voluntary CSR activities for the two companies because they have to abide to particular requirements 

and communicate that they do so in order to attract and bid for certain clients and tasks. Lector 

mentions that CSR is more a reaction to the clients than it is an action from the company (Sørensen, 

personal communication, May 31, 2018). It is unknown whether the four other companies have 

similar requirements when they are attracting new clients and tasks; however, they do not consider it 

as part of their CSR activities. 

 

Regarding the LCs, legal requirements and regulations are generally more important and play a bigger 

part of their considerations for CSR. All but one of the LCs – LB Forsikring – mention legal 
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regulations as part of CSR. Complying with particular regulations and protocols is a significant aspect 

of CSR for the LCs because the Danish Governemnt has recently imposed a law saying that certain 

companies have to account for their CSR annually (“Lovgivning”, n.d.). It highlights the confusion 

surrounding CSR when the Danish Chamber of Commerce says CSR should be discretionary (Hvad 

er CSR?”, n.d.) while the Danish government makes it a legal requirement to account for CSR and 

thereby potentially changes the focus from voluntary activities to regulatory compliance. 

4.2.2 Integration of corporate philanthropy into CSR 

Only one of the SMEs has a specific strategy for their CSR operations, which is Q-Park. The three 

small-sized companies mention CSR in their employee handbook, but they do not have a specific 

strategy, and the micro-sized company has nothing planned or written regarding CSR. It is different 

for the LCs. Four out of the five LCs have a strategy for CSR and the fifth one is currently developing 

it. Size seems to be the relevant factor for this difference. SMEs do not have the required resources 

for having a specific strategy. Q-Park is a medium-sized company and has a lot more employees than 

the rest of the SMEs, so they are the exception with more resources available than the other SMEs. 

For instance, Clausen was specifically hired as an intern to develop the CSR strategy and the smaller 

companies might not have the same level of resources to do the same. The exception with Q-Park 

could also be due to the type of consumer orientation that the company faces because they receive a 

lot of complaints from consumers causing CSR to be more important for them. 

 

A common theme among the SMEs that do not have a CSR strategy is that CSR is not significant to 

their business operations and it is not a legal requirement. Lector says CSR is a supporting aspect of 

the business and the Small Consultancy agrees by saying that a “[CSR strategy] would be driven by 

someone outside saying that you have to do it because it would now be a legal requirement” (Head 

of Consultants, personal communication, June 6, 2018). In fact, in the case of the LC SDC their CSR 

strategy was made because it became a legal requirement to include CSR in the annual report and 

they thought they might as well make a strategy at the same time. These findings show that having a 

CSR strategy is highly influenced by size when CSR is not otherwise significant to the business. Size 

matters because companies are legally required to account for their CSR when they reach a certain 

number of employees6 (“Lovgivning”, n.d.). Size is also mentioned by the SMEs as the main factor 

for not having a CSR strategy. Lector says: 

                                                
6 In 2018, companies with more than 250 employees are subject to this law (Nygaard, n.d.). 
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The reason [for not having more attention to CSR] is our size, I would mean. […] I have 

a fair number of sales tasks besides my role as CEO. Our managers are executives as 

well as responsible for management. […] It means those features – supporting features 

like HR or if we should have a CSR manager – we are simply not big enough to have 

those. Off course you could always prioritize them, but we have prioritized not to have 

them. (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018) 

 

Regarding CP and a CSR strategy, all of the LCs that have a CSR strategy mention philanthropy as 

something that falls outside the scope of the strategy. Either philanthropy only plays a small part in 

the strategy or it is not part of it at all; especially the donations to DI are considered to be separate 

from the participants’ CSR strategies. The CSR strategies focus on the business operations and 

aspects such as employee satisfaction, environmental impact, and spillage of resources. It seems to 

be more difficult for the participants to draw a relevant parallel between their business operations and 

philanthropy. Jysk explains it as two types of CSR: an old and a new one: 

 

CSR is two different things. The one thing is what I usually call old CSR – without 

saying there is anything wrong with it – but it is typically donating money to different 

causes. Years ago, this was CSR where you donated some money and then you were – 

I was about to say – a good human being or a good company – and that was CSR. Today 

CSR is more associated with the core business and it is about commodities and 

employees’ well-being […] The biggest part of the CSR strategy is CSR regarding the 

core business. (Pedersen, personal communication, June 4, 2018) 

 

According to Jysk, CSR relevant to the business is more important due to the importance of 

regulations that the company has to comply with and because they have the ability to make a bigger 

social impact with this type of CSR than with philanthropy. For the Large Textile Service, 

philanthropy is even less significant according to the Head of CSR: 

 

For us social responsibility is a thing about local change. You can say these money 

donations are something completely different because we see CSR as something where 

we have an impact with the business. We have an [environmental] impact every time 
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we wash clothes […] this is where we wish to mitigate our impact. Principally, we don’t 

really do that by donating money – we don’t do that at all by donating money actually. 

We just put our name on something that shows some kind of benevolence and it is not 

because we don’t think it is a good cause, we just think we can do it better elsewhere 

by firstly mitigate where we have an impact ourselves. (Head of CSR, personal 

communication, June 18, 2018) 

 

Also, one of the interviewees from the Large Bank emphasizes the importance of integrated CSR 

activities relative to philanthropy: 

 

Our approach to CSR […] is not driven by philanthropy; it is driven by being able to 

impact positively. […] Of course, you can always just write a check, but it is about 

using your core competences and using them to do a difference in this way. It is a lot 

more sustainable. (Communications Consultant, personal communication, June 14, 

2018) 

 

The general findings about CP and CSR in LCs support the previous literature that views CP as an 

independent act separate from CSR (Chen, Pattern & Roberts, 2008; Halme & Laurila, 2009). The 

findings also suggest that decision makers in LCs perceive CP as inferior to more integrated CSR 

activities similar to the thoughts of Halme and Laurila (2009), who place philanthropy outside the 

scope of the core business. The odd man out in these findings is LB Forsikring. Firstly, it is the only 

LC that does not currently have a CSR strategy. Secondly, the company mentions that for them 

philanthropy is the biggest CSR initiative unlike the other LCs. The CSR Chef says that the CSR 

strategy that they are about to make will focus on philanthropy but connect it more to the business by 

for instance donating money to traffic safety to lower accidents, which may then benefit the company 

business-wise as an insurance company: 

 

LB Forening has given money to charitable purposes and they have considered this their 

CSR work, but they haven’t aligned it with insurance, they haven’t aligned it with the 

business and they haven’t looked at the business’ internal structure in relation to 

creating value that reaches beyond the core business. (Klausen, personal 

communication, June 6, 2018) 
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The case of LB Forsikring shows that it is possible for companies to integrate philanthropy with the 

business in certain situations. It is assumed that especially the type of business determines whether a 

company chooses this path. LB Forsikring sells insurance, so they do not have an obvious impact on 

the environment via their supply chain or products and services; instead philanthropy seems like an 

easy CSR initiative to participate in. It compares to the SMEs’ approaches to CSR where philanthropy 

is significant because it requires less resources and is easily manageable. When disregarding LB 

Forsikring, the general findings indicate there is a big difference between CP in LCs compared to 

SMEs regarding its importance and integration. 

 

All of the SMEs describe philanthropy as a major part of their CSR activities and it is basically limited 

to philanthropy for four of them - Genau and more, the Small Consultancy, Trafikstil, and Medium 

Logistics. Lector also has employment schemes for students and disadvantaged people while Q-Park 

estimates that about 50 percent of their CSR activities consist of philanthropy. The Small Consultancy 

emphasizes structure and the type of the business to be the biggest influence on the type of CSR 

activities that they are involved in: 

 

[…] The company’s structure and type… I have been in large companies where it is 

more natural to make more employee-related events that are more CSR conscious with 

a lot of people. But all of our consultants are located all over Denmark and it is not easy 

in that way to do something [other than philanthropy]. (personal communication, June 

6, 2018) 

 

In accordance, Trafikstil is the smallest company and the CEO does not mention any other CSR 

activities besides philanthropy presumably because his company is not large enough. He does not 

have any employees to take care of or the need and the resources to initiate other CSR activities. The 

only other CSR concern, he mentions, is an awareness of CO2 emissions when driving to work-

related places. It is believed he mentions this because he can control his CO2 emissions easily without 

any additional costs. Similarly, the small-sized companies mention employee satisfaction and student 

employment because it is something they have control over and can manage with a certain level of 

ease without using too many resources. 
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These findings indicate that philanthropy is more important for SMEs than for LCs. LCs are involved 

in other CSR activities besides philanthropy – activities that they perceive as more significant for 

their businesses. They also pay more attention to involuntary activities and use more resources on 

complying and communicating the compliance with regulations to stakeholders. SMEs are not legally 

required to communicate their CSR and they do not have the resources or the need to be involved 

with additional CSR activities causing philanthropy to be their main way of doing CSR. 

4.2.3 The garbage can process 

Within the SMEs, CSR is approached similar to the garbage can process. The process involves three 

main principles: 1) inconsistent and ill-defined preferences, 2) limited knowledge of cause-and-effect 

relationships, and 3) change of participants over time (Cohen et al., 1972), which are relatively 

applicable in this context except for the last one. Participants do not change over time except for the 

case of Genau and more7. It is actually the exact opposite; the participants stay the same. The two 

other principles are more relevant because the decision makers have a lot of other tasks than CSR 

causing the anarchy, which is central to the garbage can process, to consist of an overflow of tasks. 

For instance, the decision makers in Q-park and Medium Logistics are both salespeople who have to 

consider CSR tasks besides their regular tasks. Thus, when it comes to CSR, these participants do not 

know cause and effect to the same extent as in their regular fields. They do not know the exact 

advantages and disadvantages of CSR and philanthropy, which is evident in the way that none of 

them follow up on their donations and the omission of goals for philanthropy. Moreover, they do not 

have clearly defined preferences for CSR. Even Q-Park’s preferences for philanthropy are ill-defined 

despite of having a CSR strategy addressing the topic causing it to be more or less based on personal 

judgements. 

 

To use the metaphor of the garbage can, the SMEs have a limited amount of garbage cans. In 

Trafikstil, there is only one garbage can because there is only one employee. Therefore, all of the 

garbage is thrown into the same garbage can. The CEO then has to prioritize all of the garbage causing 

CSR to be put on hold or dealt with quickly and in an easy manner – like philanthropy – because he 

lacks knowledge of CSR and because there is other garbage, which is more important for the business. 

Similar to when the CEO from Lector says he has “a fair number of sales tasks besides [his] role as 

CEO“ (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018) that he has to prioritize over CSR. 

                                                
7 Genau and more has recently hired more people to be involved with CSR. 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 53 of 93  

 

For the LCs – except from SDC – the case is different. Most of these companies have people working 

specifically on CSR and most of the interviewees from these companies are responsible for the CSR. 

Therefore, they have enough garbage cans and employees have a sufficient amount of recourses to 

consider preferences and cause-and-effect relationships. The same kind of anarchy does not exist. 

The exception is SDC. This company approaches CSR similar to the SMEs. The interviewee from 

SDC, who is the CFO, expresses the same kind of multitasking as the interviewees from the SMEs. 

He is responsible for areas such as HR, legal, procurement, and CSR besides his financial tasks as 

the CFO. Regarding CSR, he says, “I have a handy man role regarding communication. So, it’s 

everything from website to intranet to whatever it might be that is relevant to CSR or CR” (Bach, 

personal communication, June 14, 2018). SDC does not prioritize philanthropy and CSR because it 

is considered as secondary and inferior to other business tasks causing their decision making 

regarding the topic to be similar the garbage can model. 

4.2.4 Intuitive decision making 

The main finding is that CP for both SMEs and LCs is more or less based on intuitive decision 

making. All of the six SMEs show signs of the intuitive decision-making process in the way that 

philanthropy is chosen due to personal experiences and preferences without any systematic and 

conscious considerations. All of the LCs also show signs of intuitive decision making; especially 

regarding the donation to DI. 

 

The Head of Relations & Communications from Genau and more describes the intuitive process when 

she says, “our company is very value-driven and very driven by the [CEO], who he is and the things 

he represents […] [Corporate philanthropy] is a Henrik-initiative 8 ” (Wiesenberg, personal 

communication, May 22, 2018). It shows the importance the CEO has regarding philanthropy due to 

certain personal traits that he possesses. Wiesenberg also says that the CEO is the only one involved 

in the decision making for DI as far as she knows. Similarly, Medium Logistics says “[philanthropy] 

is based very much on what we feel and DI is something everyone can relate to, which is also why it 

is a success. It is a gut feeling” (Head of Sales, personal communication, May 24, 2018). In this case, 

it is not intuitive in the way that only one individual makes the decision, but it is intuitive in the way 

that it is based on a gut feeling. Within the theory of intuition, this is called an unconscious process 

                                                
8 Henrik is the name of the company’s CEO 
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(Behling & Eckel, 1991) and it emphasizes that the decision is made without any extensive 

considerations or analyses. Trafikstil also emphasizes the use of intuition and gut feeling in the 

donation to DI: 

 

[The first donation to Danmarks Indsamling] was actually not until the evening when it 

was on TV that I made the final decision and I thought ‘now I’m doing it’ […] – impulse 

is also a lot to say since I had been considering it – but it was not until then I thought 

‘now I’m doing it’. (Stilling, personal communication, May 25, 2018) 

 

Regarding other kinds of philanthropy, Lector and the Small Consultancy show their reliance on 

personal experiences in the way Lector donates to the Danish Cancer Society because of the CEO’s 

personal experiences with cancer and the Small Consultancy donates to other causes because some 

of the managers have been affected by them personally as well. Another sign of how CP is influenced 

by personal judgement is the notion that five of the six decision makers in the SMEs donate money 

to philanthropy privately as well. For Trafikstil, there is a direct connection, since the CEO donates 

money to Red Cross both privately and corporately. This supports Werbel and Carter’s (2003) finding 

that a CEO’s private connection to a charity affects his or her company’s CP. The findings indicate 

that SMEs make donations to philanthropy based on the intuitive process and decisions are especially 

affected by the decision makers’ personal experiences and gut feelings. 

 

The intuitive process is also evident for the LCs regarding CP even though most of them have a CSR 

strategy. It is intuitive because they perceive philanthropy as being outside the scope of CSR. Thus, 

they do not have the same systematic and conscious considerations for philanthropy as for other types 

of CSR. Jysk made the original donation to DI due to a similar personal judgement from their CEO 

as Genau and more. The Communications and CSR Director from Jysk says the CEO made the 

original decision to donate to the event and they have kept doing it ever since. It is a common theme 

among both the SMEs and the LCs that donations to DI are based on previous donations. For instance, 

the Small Consultancy does not discuss their donations to DI anymore because it has become a 

tradition. Similarly, the former Head of the Bank’s Foundation from the Large Bank says: 

 

Specifically [Danmarks Indsamling] is one we have supported for several years, which 

is appointed by the board of directors in advance as one of the things we want to support. 
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Knæk Cancer, as I also mentioned, and Danmarks Indsamling – we have supported 

these for many years. Therefore, the decision process is actually not very extensive. 

(Former Head of the Bank’s Foundation, personal communication, June 14, 2018) 

 

Behling and Eckel (1991) call this type of reasoning within intuitive decision making for distilled 

experience, where certain behavior is repeated without further analysis or considerations. All of the 

interviewees imply some sort of distilled experience regarding their donations to DI and their answers 

to why they are donating are more often than not because they have done so previously. Even Q-Park 

that has a strategy addressing their philanthropy does not reconsider their donations to DI. The CSR 

responsible says, “it has been a tradition that Q-Park supports Danmarks Indsamling. Our Director 

thought at that time that Danmarks Indsamling was a really good idea and he has some privileges, of 

course, as director to say that we should continue it” (Clausen, personal communication, June 20, 

2018). 

4.2.5 The incremental process 

Lector and Q-Park are different from the other SMEs’ regarding decision making about CP because 

they have meetings where they discuss their participation in philanthropy. The CEO from Lector says, 

“there is a kind of – I wouldn’t say democracy but – we involve people and make a broadly-based 

decision on what we do and what we don’t do” (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018). 

In the other companies the decisions are more or less made individually. Lector has made steps to aid 

in the decision making such as setting a budget for philanthropy and discusses the type of social cause 

that they want to support based on inquiries from charities. Similarly, Q-Park also has a budget for 

its philanthropy and discusses what kind of social causes to support during meetings.  

 

The type of decision-making process made by Lector and Q-Park is in close resemblance to the 

incremental model as they make decisions one step at a time in a continuous sequence based on 

certain criteria. The incremental model gives the two companies more control over their decisions 

and simplifies the decision-making process, which is useful since CP is a complex and ambiguous 

field. The two companies do not have a definitive goal for philanthropy or the resources to consider 

all relevant information, so this type of decision making allows them to make small decisions at a 

time considering certain information. The process also gives them the freedom of not having to 

reconsider whether they should participate in philanthropy every time or whether another CSR 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 56 of 93  

activity would be better because they have already set a budget for philanthropy and thereby 

predetermined to participate in it. LB Forsikring is the only LC that shows similar signs of such 

incremental behavior. They also have certain criteria for their donations along with quarterly meetings 

where they discuss philanthropy. The other LCs do not have any specific budgets for philanthropy 

nor do they have meetings specifically discussing it; instead, they focus their efforts on other CSR 

activities and initiatives. 

4.2.6 Bounded rationality 

Aspects of bounded rationality are present for both Q-Park and Lector in their incrementally 

influenced approaches to philanthropy. However, the two companies also differ as Lector is more 

influenced by the intuitive process while Q-Park is more influenced by the bounded-rational process. 

Q-Park is the only SME that shows significant signs of bounded rationality in its decision making 

regarding philanthropy. First of all, the company has appointed a group consisting of six members 

who meet twice a year to discuss the topic. Within this group, the CSR responsible says they “talk 

about what [they] should support within three areas and evaluate on what has happened, what [they] 

can do better, something [they] should focus on, good initiatives and everything” (Clausen, personal 

communication, June 20, 2018). The group is appointed in resemblance to the garbage can model 

with people in different positions: two traffic wardens, one from sales, one from accounting, the CEO 

and the CSR responsible. The aspects of bounded rationality occur because they consider, prepare, 

and evaluate CSR activities as an explicit and conscious process. Furthermore, the CSR responsible 

developed the company’s CSR strategy and its approach to philanthropy based on a rational process 

that included two surveys from suppliers and employees. This indicates that a lot of thought and effort 

went into their approach to CSR and philanthropy. It is not perfect rational because Clausen did not 

consider all relevant information since it would require too many resources and be virtually 

impossible. Instead, the process was bounded rational and a question of satisficing. The decision was 

made consciously based on analysis and reflection within the limitations of time, resources, and 

information with the aim of making the best possible solution.  

 

Jysk, the Large Textile Service, and the Large Bank share the same rational process regarding CSR 

but not philanthropy. The three companies have specific bureaucratic processes in place for their CSR 

initiatives to make sure all relevant information is considered before a decision based on the available 

resources. Philanthropy is viewed as something separate from this in the same way it is considered 
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separately from their CSR strategies. Philanthropy is based on intuition and tradition as discussed 

earlier. As an example of a rational approach to CSR, the Large Textile Service shows clear signs of 

bounded rationality and satisficing when the Head of CSR describes the process of making the CSR 

strategy: 

 

I present the next three year-long CSR strategy to my boss who is the CEO of [company 

name omitted]. The executive board makes their strategy proposal and then we start 

combining it and figure out what is realistic. In my CSR strategy, I might have to 

disregard between 25 to 50 percent of the initiatives that I have made or pause them. 

[…] We get the budget limitations and then we begin figuring out what is realistic to 

carry out within the next three years. We have milestones over the next three years, so 

we are able to regulate […] so we don’t – two months before the strategy should be met 

– figure out we missed it. (Head of CSR, personal communication, June 18, 2018) 

 

SDC is the only LC that does not suggest any significant signs of rational thinking regarding CSR at 

all. The company does not have any systematic or conscious process prior to CSR-related decisions 

and makes this type of decisions similar to the SMEs. The fifth LC, LB Forsikring, has a similar 

approach to Q-Park’s. These are the only two companies that express that rational thinking is used 

specifically regarding philanthropy. LB Forsikring has an even more elaborate approach than Q-Park. 

The CSR Chef says that he has used ten months on identifying and mapping out areas relevant for 

their philanthropic efforts and he is also the only one among the interviewees, who mentions a 

rational-thought process prior to the donation to DI: 

 

A presentation was made by me, our communications and marketing director, and our 

CEO, who went to our chairman, who went to the board of directors who made the 

decision. So, all in all about ten people have been involved and approved that it would 

be a good idea. (Klausen, personal communication, June 6, 2018) 

 

In the quote above, Klausen talks specifically about the donation to DI in 2018 and says that several 

people were involved in it and had to approve it. No other interviewee mentions multiple approvals 

for DI besides the one of the CEO. An additional indication of rationality regarding philanthropy can 

be identified in the way LB Forsikring has established objectives for its philanthropy to make sure 
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the company benefits from the act. Klausen says, “we have now made structures and a strategy for 

how we are donating – to what causes and what we want to achieve. It means it is easier for us when 

we know what we want to do and achieve” (personal communication, June 6, 2018). He also says 

that they have established a scoring tool that considers “each project in relation to each other and 

assesses them based on six criteria” (Klausen, personal communication, June 6, 2018). The scoring 

tool indicates how much time and effort the company has put into this type of CSR and indicates an 

elaborate and conscious process that is rooted in the thoughts of bounded rationality unlike any of the 

other participating companies. It suggests that CP can be approached by systematic and conscious 

thinking if it is considered significant and important enough for the business.  

4.2.7 Philanthropic decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

First of all, findings regarding decision making indicate a positive relationship between establishing 

a CSR strategy and the size of a company. The bigger a company is, the more likely it is to have a 

CSR strategy. For the SMEs, a CSR strategy is not necessary because it does not have a direct effect 

on their core businesses. Therefore, it is perceived as a supplement to the business and not prioritized 

because it would require resources in terms of time, money, and manpower that are better used 

elsewhere. For the LCs, a CSR strategy is not necessarily significant to their businesses either, but 

the CSR strategy functions as a way of complying with regulations since a law says that they have to 

account for CSR annually. But CP is not considered a significant or integral part of the CSR strategy. 

The CSR strategy focuses on other CSR activities and initiatives that are closer related to the business 

operations because these types of initiatives are more relevant to the legal requirement and because 

they are perceived to have a bigger positive social impact. Not only does size have an effect on 

whether a company has a CSR strategy; size also affects the particular approach to CSR – whether it 

is rational or intuitive. A CSR strategy and the type of approach are assumed to go hand in hand 

because developing a strategy automatically creates more rational processes. In this situation, the 

findings indicate that SMEs tend to approach CSR similar to the garbage can process while LCs use 

a more rational approach because CSR is considered more relevant and significant to the business by 

the LCs and because they have more resources to focus on the area. 

 

In general, SMEs approach CP via a process similar to the garbage can and the intuitive process. They 

do not have sufficient resources to allow an individual only to focus on philanthropy and CSR, which 

causes donations to be made by decision makers who have a lot of other tasks and responsibilities. It 
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is most often the CEO who makes the decision to donate to DI and the interviewees imply that those 

donations are based on intuition and tradition. This is no different for the LCs. One might assume 

that they would not make decisions based on intuitive decision making due to more resources and 

strategic purposes; however, the study finds that CP is intuitive for LCs as well. Typically, the CEO 

has made the original decision to donate to DI based on personal judgement and succeeding donations 

are a matter of tradition and distilled experience. This suggests that there is no clear relationship 

between organizational size and CP. SMEs and LCs all approach it intuitively, which supports the 

findings of Buchholtz et al.’s (1999) that managerial discretion and values affect CP.  

 

According to Smith (1994), companies should make strategic use of philanthropy to gain “a powerful 

competitive edge”; however, these findings suggest that Danish companies do not act in such a way; 

neither small nor LCs. Companies shy away from philanthropy and focus on other CSR activities that 

they believe are more significant. Danish companies may be different than the American companies 

Smith (1994) focuses on or it may be that CSR has developed throughout the years and there are 

better alternative approaches to CSR today; potentially causing CP to be irrelevant, insignificant, or 

outdated for LCs. 

4.3 Motives for corporate philanthropy in SMEs and large companies 

4.3.1 Conditions of efficiency and trustworthiness 

The interviews indicate that two conditions should be met by a charity before a donation is made: 1) 

efficient use of the money and 2) trustworthiness. When asked about donating money to DI in 

particular, the Small Consultancy says that they  do not want to be associated with something that do 

not use its money properly” (Head of Consultants, personal communication, June 6, 2018) and 

similarly, Genau and more says they “have a clear perception that [the money] goes to these very 

good purposes” (Wiesenberg, personal communication, May 22, 2018) for DI. The two companies 

give the impression that it is not the type of social cause DI supports but the set-up and its 

trustworthiness that are important when deciding to donate to the event. As long as a charity is “well-

organized and transparent” (Wiesenberg, personal communication, May 22, 2018), the social cause 

matters less to these corporate donors. Lector has an identical view on the importance of efficiency 

as seen in the CEO’s anecdote: 
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I believe [the inquiry] came by regular mail actually so I contacted [Danmarks 

Indsamling] and wrote that I thought it was strange that they used money on paper and 

postage and other things when they have our contact information from earlier, so it 

would be efficient for them and for us and actually cheaper if they contacted us via 

email. Because again, when you are a charity I think you have an obligation to make 

sure most of the money goes to the social cause and to use as little as possible on postage 

and IT systems and such things. (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018) 

 

The LCs share the same concerns for efficiency and trustworthiness. The Communications and CSR 

Director from Jysk says that his biggest concern about CP is being associated with something negative 

because it is difficult to know where the money actually ends up. SDC and the Large Bank value DI’s 

trustworthiness as well because they do not want to be associated with something that could affect 

them negatively in the media either. The conditions of efficient use of funds and trustworthiness seem 

to go hand in hand. If you are perceived to use the money efficiently, then you are also trusted and 

the other way around if you are trusted, then you are also perceived to be efficient. This is one of the 

main reasons for donating particularly to DI instead of other charities because the event has 

established itself as credible and trustworthy with the help of a show on national TV.  

 

The aspect of trustworthiness affects the decision-making process as well. If the charity is perceived 

as trustworthy, the decision makers do not have to use resources on researching the charity beforehand 

and thereby the process becomes easier and faster. Trustworthiness also affects the type of decision-

making process. A high level of trustworthiness allows the companies to skip some stages in the 

decision-making process and establish the charity’s credibility faster, which is useful when the 

decision is based on a fast and intuitive approach and only given very few resources. Thereby, the 

decision makers may arrive at a decision faster and they do not have to spend resources on researching 

whether the charity uses the donation efficiently and responsibly. This is an advantage for the large 

charities that are well-known. According to Lector, it is easier to donate money to the bigger events 

because it requires less explaining to both internal and external stakeholders. Regarding DI, the 

donation is automatically justified by the TV show and the large number of other companies that 

donate to the event as well. Genau and more and LB Forsikring also mention that donating to DI is 

automatically justified, which allows everyone to donate to the event without any further explanation. 

The notion of justification indicates that the decision makers believe that they first of all should act 
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in ways that are beneficial to the business. Money should not simply be given to philanthropic causes, 

but philanthropy should be able to be justified in regard to the business to avoid being considered as 

irresponsible and unwise. This reflects the thoughts of Friedman (1970) and the economic man that 

money should be used wisely with business and economic purposes as the main objective. 

4.3.2 Altruism 

A central topic in the research of private philanthropy has been altruism and findings in this study 

indicate that this is also a relevant aspect for corporate philanthropic endeavors. Five of the six SMEs 

showed a great emphasis on altruistic motives. Genau and more is the extreme example of someone 

who considers altruism as the key motive. The Head of Relations & Communications says, “when 

you earn money you have an obligation to support those in need” (Wiesenberg, personal 

communication, May 22, 2018) and emphasizes that their donation is not due to any communicative 

or marketing reasons. Trafikstil also donates to philanthropy to help unfortunate people. The CEO 

says, “I want to signal a view of humanity [with my donation] where we should help those who need 

it. Help in the way that you are able to […]” (Stilling, personal communication, May 25, 2018). For 

Lector and the Small Consultancy, the altruistic motives are conveyed less explicitly and instead 

expressed during the discussion of other aspects of philanthropy. The CEO at Lector implies it when 

discussing why they prioritize giving money to charities instead of sponsorships and says: 

 

Charities do something for resolving some bigger problems in the world and helping 

where there is a need. A sports club that wants a sponsor for its kit isn’t really in need. 

It is nice and perhaps good exposure for the company but the other one [donating to 

charity] makes a bigger difference – we believe. (Sørensen, personal communication, 

May 31, 2018) 

 

Sørensen expresses in the quote above that the altruistic motive of helping other people is more 

important than other more business-related motives similar to the other SMEs. On the other hand, in 

the LCs the decision makers do not emphasize altruism to the same extent. Only two of the 

interviewees from the LCs explicitly mention a desire to help other people: the Communications 

Consultant at the Large Bank says, “it is about supporting those who are weak or vulnerable in some 

sort of way” (Communications Consultant, personal communication, June 14, 2018) and the 

Communications and CSR Director at Jysk says, “like the most of my colleagues I’m happy that I’m 
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employed in a company that also chooses to […] help some people that have a difficult time” 

(Pedersen, personal communication, June 4, 2018). On the contrary, two decision makers from the 

LCs reject the notion of altruism. The Head of CSR at the Large Textile Service says, “I am not 

annoyed or ashamed about [the donation to Danmarks Indsamling], but it is not something I highlight 

either and say I’m super proud of it” (Head of CSR, personal communication, June 18, 2018) and the 

CSR Chef at LB Forsikring says, “it is not because we think we have made a huge difference [by 

donating to Danmarks Indsamling], we are not so gullible” (Klausen, personal communication, June 

6, 2018). The CSR Chef at LB Forsikring also emphasizes that they should get something out of a 

donation business-wise as the only interviewee. These findings indicate that altruistic motives are 

more significant for the SMEs when deciding to donate money to philanthropy than for the LCs that 

tend to donate for reasons other than benefiting the social cause and helping other people. 

 

A common theme among the six interviews from the SMEs is that earning money is a prerequisite 

for CP. CP is not seen as an activity that has a direct effect on the performance of a company by the 

decision makers corresponding to the findings of Seifert et al. (2003). Therefore, philanthropy is one 

of the first expenses that the decision makers would remove if their company were not making any 

profits. The Small Consultancy says: 

 

It is the question of wanting [to donate] and also earning money. If we didn’t earn 

money or had a different problem, it would be some of those expenses that you would 

look at for cutting. But as long as we earn money we would also like to support some 

good social causes. (Head of Consultants, personal communication, June 6, 2018) 

 

She expresses altruistic motives of wanting to support social causes to help the beneficiaries, but it is 

only as long as the company earns money. The positive relationship between earning money and CP 

supports studies that find that financial factors influence decisions regarding CP (Hategan & Curea-

Pitorac, 2017) and that a company’s resources have a positive effect on philanthropy (Buchholtz et 

al., 1999; Seifert et al., 2003). 

 

The findings of altruistic motives indicate that decision makers in SMEs do not act like the economic 

man regarding CP. The decision makers are aware that they need profits to be able to give away 

money; however, they mention no concern for maximizing wealth or profits through philanthropic 
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activities. Philanthropy is more a consequence of the two. Regarding the economic aspects of tax 

deductions, only one interviewee says that it had an influence on the decision. The CEO at Trafikstil 

says tax deductions were relevant because it was a question of whether he should donate privately or 

corporately. This could indicate that taxes might be more important for companies with only one 

employee because the boundary between the private individual and the company is not very 

significant. The rest of the companies do not mention tax deduction to be a relevant factor and three 

of them explicitly deny its influence. This shows that the decision makers – except for the one in the 

micro-sized company – do not act according to the economic man in this regard either. Jensen and 

Meckling’s (1994) explanation for human behavior in the Nature of Man may be more suitable for 

describing CP as they include non-materialistic values as potential motives for a particular behavior. 

In this situation, it seems like the welfare of others is a significant concern when deciding whether to 

participate in philanthropy for SMEs. But the same conclusion cannot be drawn for the LCs as 

altruistic motives were not significant for three of the five LCs. Whether these companies act like the 

economic man, whose only concern is to maximize wealth and profits, depends on what other motives 

they have for donating money to DI, which is determined in the following sections. 

4.3.3 Impure altruism and the threat of greenwashing 

The importance of altruism in SMEs can also be deduced from the interviewees’ considerations of 

impure altruism. Four of the SMEs mention that their donations can become impure if it is for the 

wrong reasons. Communicating and advertising the donation externally is especially a concern among 

the interviewees from the SMEs. Genau and more says, “[communicating a donation] becomes a bit 

nauseating because it easily seems like we are saying: ‘look at what we have done’. And it shouldn’t 

be for other people that you do this. You should do this because you actually want to” (Wiesenberg, 

personal communication, May 22, 2018). Similarly, Q-Park says, “if we began to advertise [on 

Facebook] for all the CSR we do then [people would say:] ‘they think they are so good’” (Clausen, 

personal communication, June 20, 2018). The interviewees seem to think that there is a trade-off 

between altruism and the level of external communication/advertising a company performs regarding 

a donation: the more a company communicates the donation to external stakeholders, the less 

altruistic the donation becomes. They want their philanthropic donations to be perceived as altruistic 

both by external stakeholders and themselves and they are therefore resistant to communicating it 

externally. These concerns are not only about the level of external communication, but also other 

motives can minimize the level of altruism. If other motives than altruism are dominant, it is reflected 
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badly upon the donation; thereby making it better or worse than donations from other companies – 

not because of the size of the donation – but because of the reasons and motives behind it. Regarding 

the communicative benefits of DI in particular, the SMEs generally perceive these as more acceptable 

than other kinds of external communication because it is not communicated by themselves but by a 

third party. For instance, the CEO at Trafikstil acknowledges that the benefits of TV exposure affected 

his decision and says: 

 

It was surely a reason to get the name on TV and that was also a part of my 

considerations the first time around. Is that petty or is it ok? Is it ok for me that you 

don’t just donate because you want to but also because there is some advertising in it? 

I am ok with that. But the first time I had the reflection, do I think [it’s ok]? It is 

something different from [donating] as a private individual where you don’t signal it to 

anyone. (Stilling, personal communication, May 25, 2018) 

 

However, both Trafikstil and Genau and more agree that they would not donate to DI if the event and 

the TV show become too “flashy” (Wiesenberg, personal communication, May 22, 2018) or too 

commercialized. If the altruistic motives disappear, they would not participate in the philanthropic 

event. The same concern is not implied by the decision makers in the LCs nor do they reflect on a 

trade-off between altruism and external communication. It is assumed that the LCs do not mind 

donating money out of impure reasons because altruism is not significant to their motives and they 

do not expect to be perceived as altruistic. They are more concerned with how the company is 

perceived relative to how socially responsible they are. This concern is rooted in the concept of 

greenwashing, which involves misleading consumers to think that a company is more 

environmentally friendly than it actually is (“Greenwashing”, n.d.). The biggest concern for the 

decision makers in the LCs is that CP is associated with negative aspects similar to greenwashing. In 

other words, they are afraid philanthropy can be perceived as an easy way of sprinkling the positive 

aspects of CSR onto a business without actually doing something. The same concern is addressed by 

the SMEs as well, but the decision makers in the SMEs and the LCs have different opinions about 

whether CP is mostly beneficial or a type of greenwashing. 

 

The decision makers in the LCs are very concerned about the association with greenwashing and they 

generally perceive philanthropy as an easy way of doing CSR. All of the interviewees from the LCs 
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mention the disadvantages of philanthropy as a way of buying goodwill without actively doing 

something, but their acceptance of it is different. Jysk accepts this view of CP but does not see 

anything wrong with it. The Communications and CSR Director says “you can definitely also find 

those that say it is a nice cheap way to buy pardon. Then you don’t have to do anything, you just have 

to give some money. That’s one way to look at it” (Pedersen, personal communication, June 4, 2018). 

In contrast, the Large Textile Service perceives it negatively and says that they want to avoid 

philanthropy in the future because the Head of CSR associates it with the negative aspects of 

greenwashing and believes they can use the money better elsewhere. She says: 

 

We just put our name on something that shows some kind of benevolence [with 

philanthropy] and it is not because we don’t think it is a good cause, we just think we 

can do it better elsewhere by firstly mitigate where we have an impact ourselves. (Head 

of CSR, personal communication, June 18, 2018) 

 

On the other hand, the SMEs generally accept the aspects of greenwashing and believe that it is better 

to do something than nothing. Lector recognizes the aspects of greenwashing but says the benefits 

outweigh the risks: 

 

There is an element of buying pardon now when you don’t use so much time [on CSR] 

– there are other people who uses all their time on this. You can say – we have chosen 

to use our work time to work with something commercially and we can then help in that 

way by [donating money]. I think there is a certain satisfaction to it. It is also an 

acknowledgement of those people who uses all their working hours on social causes 

with or without payment. (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018) 

 

The SMEs do not have the same means as the LCs to approach CSR in ways that are not associated 

with greenwashing to the same extent such as integrating it into the business. To compensate, Q-Park 

and Genau and more believe that philanthropy should be integrated as best as possible into the 

business, which then strengthens the credibility of the donation and makes it perceived as more 

altruistic. For instance, Genau and more donates money to social causes that are relevant to their 

particular industry – pharmaceuticals – such as the Danish Cancer Society, diabetes, and other health 
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purposes relevant to pharmaceuticals. This could be one way of limiting the risks of associating CP 

with greenwashing.  

 

It is a common theme among both the SMEs and the LCs that the decision makers perceive 

philanthropy as an ‘easy’ CSR activity that allows a company to buy some goodwill without actually 

changing or improving their business operations and impact on society. In general, the LCs are not 

concerned about being perceived as less altruistic, but they are concerned about being negatively 

associated with greenwashing. The SMEs do not have the same means to focus on other CSR 

activities less associated with greenwashing and participate in philanthropy based on the belief that 

it is better to do something than nothing at all. They balance this act with a trade-off between altruism 

and external communication to avoid the risks of being associated with negative aspects such as 

greenwashing. 

4.3.4 Self-oriented motives 

The study draws a parallel between self-oriented motives for private philanthropy and self-oriented 

motives for CP. In contrast to altruistic motives, the self-oriented motives differ from the private 

donor to the corporate donor, but it is believed the motives fall under the same category as they are 

all self-oriented in the sense that they benefit the donor. 

4.3.4.1 Philanthropy for external use in the SMEs 

The SMEs differ in terms of how much importance they give to the advertising aspects of DI and 

how much they communicate the donation to their external stakeholders. Medium Logistics is the 

company that prioritizes external aspects the most. The medium-sized company communicated the 

donation externally and the Head of Sales says that DI is primarily for branding and networking 

purposes. This is the only SME that did not prioritize altruistic motives. The rest of the SMEs are less 

confident in their external use of the event. Trafikstil agrees that DI offers some advertising incentives 

and branding was part of the motives for donating money to the even, but the CEO says that it did 

not increase the amount of work the company has. Trafikstil did not communicate the donation 

externally himself, but it was the opportunity to get the company’s name on TV that was attractive 

for the company. Lector shares the same considerations about the opportunity of TV exposure and 

the CEO says that they also communicated the donation externally on Facebook and with the use of 

diplomas and other material such as email signatures that was offered by DI. Sørensen says, “it is 
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perhaps some of the more visible charity events, which means they have a broad [exposure] – they 

affect a lot of people and people know they take place and that there are TV shows connected to 

them” (personal communication, May 31, 2018). Similar to Lector, Genau and more also 

communicated the donation externally. They communicated it on LinkedIn. But contradictory to the 

CEO at Lector, the Head of Relations & Communications at Genau and more disagrees with the 

decision to communicate it externally and emphasizes that it would not happen again if it is her 

decision. She says the donation is not due to advertising or PR reasons and it should not be used like 

it. She also considers the exposure on TV to be irrelevant for their considerations for donating. Q-

Park and the Small Consultancy together with Trafikstil, did not communicate the donation externally 

but the CSR responsible at Q-Park expresses different reasons for not doing so than the one Genau 

and more mentions. The CSR responsible at Q-Park says: 

 

I think we could definitely win some more contracts and deals based on it, but it will 

also cost us because we have a lot of users who are just mad at us, so it is this balancing 

act: where are the resources and what do we want to spend time on defending. (Clausen, 

personal communication, June 20, 2018) 

 

To summarize the use and perception of external communication among the SMEs, three companies 

express that TV exposure is an important factor – Trafikstil, Lector, and Q-Park, three companies 

communicated the donation externally – Lector, Genau and more, and Medium Logistics, and two 

companies do not value communicating the donation to external stakeholders – the Small 

Consultancy and Genau and more. Regarding TV exposure, only three of the companies express that 

they take it into consideration; however, when looking at the sizes of the donations, all six of the 

companies donated DKK 10,000 or more. DKK 10,000 is the minimum requirement set by DI to be 

shown on TV and it could indicate that TV exposure had a bigger influence on the decision making 

than the interviewees believe or are willing to express. 

 

Based on these interviews, it is not possible to conclude anything generalizing about the external use 

of donations to DI because external usage and perception vary among these SMEs. It seems like the 

external use of a donation is very much a question of personal opinion and type of customer 

orientation. The overall observation is that the ethical dilemma in using a donation for business 

purposes is very important for these decision makers. If they do not believe it is ethical responsible, 
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they will not use it externally; but if they believe their ethical approach can be defended, they will 

use it. It is consistent with the high level of attention that they give to altruistic motives and their 

concern for impure motives becoming too dominant. 

4.3.4.2 Philanthropy for external use in the large companies 

While external communication varies among the SMEs, the general finding among the LCs is that 

donations to DI are not mainly used for external purposes even though two of the LCs communicated 

it externally. Jysk communicated it on its website and LB Forsikring communicated it on Facebook. 

The common belief among four of the LCs is that they do not make donations to DI due to external 

incentives. The Large Bank explains it by the way they have separated donations from sponsorships: 

 

[…] Sponsorships are – there is something in return – you either get your name on 

clothes or in sports arenas or wherever you sponsor whereas [for Danmarks Indsamling] 

there is a [TV banner], but it is a way they tell you that you have donated – and the 

internal communication that’s it. It is just – or not just – but it is a donation where we 

don’t expect anything in return per say. […] There is not a communication effort behind 

it. (Head of the Bank’s Foundation, personal communication, June 14, 2018) 

 

Jysk and the Large Textile Service say that they do not donate to DI due to commercial efforts either 

similar to the Large Bank. The Communications and CSR Director at Jysk says that external 

incentives are a positive aspect of DI, especially the TV exposure, but it is not the main reason for 

their donation: 

 

[Philanthropy] is something we do – not because it is a secret, you can see it on our 

website and we are on the screen for Danmarks Indsamling. It is not because we don’t 

want to [be on TV]. People are allowed to know about it, but it is not because we make 

a lot of effort [communicating the donation]. (Pedersen, personal communication, June 

4, 2018) 

 

SDC considers external incentives to be beneficial similar to Jysk but the company also considers 

those external benefits as more important than the three aforementioned companies. Despite of not 

communicating the donation externally either, the CFO at SDC implies that marketing incentives 
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played a small role in the decision making as the donation helps enhancing the company’s brand 

image. Especially the opportunity for TV exposure is important for SDC.  

 

Again, LB Forsikring is the odd man out among these five LCs. The CSR Chef at LB Forsikring is 

the only one who greatly emphasizes that the company should get something in return from a donation 

to DI and philanthropy in general. The CSR Chef says that TV exposure was the main reason for 

donating exactly DKK 100,000 because it allowed them to be mentioned on TV in addition to the TV 

banner. He emphasizes that a donation to philanthropy should be “activated” meaning that efforts 

should be made to utilize the donation for the benefits of the business. In the following quote, he 

discusses a hypothetical donation to a project that shows his position on CP including the donation 

to DI: 

 

Why is it relevant for other people that I have done so – how do I create the connection 

that makes it relevant for them – it requires something more, it requires something 

communicative and marketing-related – it requires some sort of effort that makes it 

relevant. It costs money and it takes time. You should always remember when you have 

a good project: how do you activate it and what will it cost you to activate it. (Klausen, 

personal communication, June 6, 2018) 

 

LB Forsikring’s CSR activities mostly consist of philanthropy and it is therefore important for them 

that it has a positive effect on the business and that external stakeholders are aware that they perform 

CSR. Thus, LB Forsikring communicates philanthropy to a greater extent than Jysk, the Large Textile 

Service, and the Large Bank as they would rather communicate other types of CSR activities because 

these are more relevant and unique to their businesses and have a bigger social impact. DI might also 

be too popular and too common for the LCs to communicate a donation to it because it does not help 

them stand out since most other LCs donate to it as well. The general finding is that external benefits 

of philanthropy are perceived as positive outcomes by the LCs, but such benefits are not the main 

motives for making a donation to DI. It is only LB Forsikring that emphasizes such benefits and the 

importance of external communication. 
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4.3.4.3 Philanthropy for internal use and the aspect of warm glow giving 

All of the five SMEs communicated the donation to DI to their employees via emails and four of the 

five emphasize the opportunity for employees to watch it on TV. The aspect of TV exposure is more 

important for the SMEs regarding internal use than the opportunity to create awareness for external 

stakeholders. Genau and more says, “it is incredible important that the employees know that we are 

doing this and why we are doing this. I hope they are feeling proud to be in a company that values 

giving something back [to society]” (Wiesenberg, personal communication, May 22, 2018). Lector 

has similar considerations and says: 

 

I know that for some employees – they also think it’s funny when we are mentioned on 

TV. Even though it is just a banner that runs all night with all sorts of companies. I think 

it gives them the impression or some sort of pride by representing a company that also 

thinks about [social causes]. (Sørensen, personal communication, May 31, 2018) 

 

The only company among the SMEs that does not emphasize the same benefits of employee 

satisfaction and pride is Medium Logistics. The company was also the only SME that prioritized 

external benefits and it seems their motives are based on external incentives rather than internal 

incentives, which is the exception rather than the norm among these SMEs. 

 

The LCs share the same considerations as the majority of the SMEs. They generally emphasize the 

importance of employee satisfaction and pride when donating to DI. Three of the five LCs 

communicated the donation via their intranet while Jysk and the Large Textile Service did not 

communicate it internally at all. Despite of the variance in internal communication, all of the five 

companies express that TV exposure to their employees was a significant motive. SDC emphasized 

employee benefits the least but the CFO mentions that it played a role in the decision making. The 

four other interviewees emphasize the importance of making employees feel proud of their companies 

by donating to DI. The overall belief is that employees would rather work for a company that supports 

philanthropic causes than a company that does not. 

 

Employee satisfaction and pride in this regard can be compared to the theory of warm glow giving 

for private philanthropy because it gives a sense of compassion and benevolence for the employees 

similar to the warm feeling received by private donors. Warm glow giving refers to when “internal 
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satisfaction […] comes from the act of giving” (Harbaugh, 1998, p. 272). It has only been applied to 

the field of private philanthropy in previous research (see section 2.5.2), but it seems to be applicable 

to CP as well. The theory is predominantly seen as a self-oriented motive in private philanthropy; 

however, it has features similar to other-oriented motives in CP because decision makers believe a 

donation gives warm glow to their employees and not only to themselves. The interviewees actually 

seem to believe that employees receive more internal satisfaction from a corporate donation than they 

do themselves. The CSR responsible at Q-Park is one of the interviewees who emphasizes the 

importance of employee satisfaction and says: 

 

It is important for us to have human compassion and to talk about CSR and have 

something to be proud of when you go around and write fees. Sometimes it can be a 

tough day and they should know they do it for a good cause too besides everything else 

[…] Every time [Danmarks Indsamling is on TV] we have a Facebook group for 

employees and people take pictures of the screen and write that they are proud to be 

part of something that makes a difference. (Clausen, personal communication, June 20, 

2018) 

 

The interviews indicate that employee benefits are the overall motive for making a donation to DI 

across company sizes; especially due to the opportunity for employees to watch it on TV at home 

with their families. The donations are meant to give employees a sense of pride, satisfaction, and joy. 

4.3.5 Expectations for large companies and giving in 

The other side to CP is that some of the LCs might not have any particular motives for a donation to 

DI; they simply engage in philanthropy because it is expected of them. The Communications and 

CSR Director at Jysk addresses this situation and says, “I think people have an expectation – I do 

myself – to other companies that when you are a large company and earn relatively much money then 

you are also supporting some charitable causes” (Pedersen, personal communication, June 4, 2018). 

This is identical to the terms giving and giving in by Cain et al. (2014) regarding private philanthropy 

that stress that some people give donations due to social pressure and other social dynamics. Since 

LCs earn a lot of money, people expect that they also help the society in ways such as philanthropy. 

If this is the norm then decision makers will not require any other particular motives for donating to 

DI. In fact, it might be the opposite and the LCs will need specific motives not to participate in 
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philanthropy. The interviewees indicate that this might be the case for the LCs because they do not 

give any elaborate explanation for the activity. They say that the donation to DI is tradition and that 

the employees benefit from it, but it is unclear whether employee benefits are a motive or an outcome 

of the donation. None of them specifically say it is the reason for the donation. The notion that the 

LCs are giving in instead of giving is signified in their lack of altruistic motives, as one might believe 

to be emphasized in philanthropy; especially when they do not emphasize other motives either. The 

LCs do not necessarily need a reason for donating to DI but they would need a reason for not doing 

so when they have done it the previous years. The head of CSR at the Large Textile Service addresses 

this issue when she discusses why she expects they will not donate to the event next year: 

 

There is a communication effort behind telling [the employees] why they would not see 

[the company’s name on TV] to tell them what else we do. Why is it a reasonable 

decision [not to donate]? […] We believe we can do it better. We believe we can make 

them even more proud by sharing this [CSR] report with them and show them what they 

are a part of. (Head of CSR, personal communication, June 18, 2018) 

 

The aspect of giving in is the big difference between the SMEs and the LCs because the expectations 

derive from the size of the companies and the increased publicity and profits that comes with it. SMEs 

participate in philanthropy exclusively because they want to – they are giving – whereas LCs are 

socially expected to donate money to DI and thereby more affected by giving in. 

4.3.6 Motives for corporate philanthropy in SMEs relative to large companies 

The study finds that philanthropy is more important for SMEs than for LCs in terms of significance 

and emotional investment. It does not mean that LCs participate less in philanthropy, but they 

prioritize other CSR activities more because these are more significant and relevant for their 

businesses. The findings indicate that CP is difficult to integrate into the business; thus, it remains a 

supplement to the business and not prioritized for larger companies. SMEs do not have the same 

option to focus on other CSR activities due to their limited resources and philanthropy is a way for 

them to perform CSR. 

 

The findings indicate that SMEs consider similar altruistic motives as private individuals. The desire 

to help other people is very important for these decision makers and business purposes are only 
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considered secondary to this. SMEs do not want to prioritize business purposes because they do not 

want to be perceived as less altruistic. This is the biggest difference between the SMEs and the LCs 

as the LCs do not have the same concerns for being perceived as not altruistic. Instead, the LCs have 

a high concern for being associated with greenwashing regarding CP. 

 

The findings suggest that employee benefits are the main reason for donating money to DI for both 

SMEs and LCs. The opportunity for employees to watch the event on TV and see their company’s 

name is valued highly among the decision makers because it gives a warm feeling for the employees 

along with a feeling of pride. The potential benefits of such feelings for the employees are unknown. 

Whether the purpose is to spread joy, improve work ethics, or attract new talent is unclear. 

 

When looking at how the companies use their donations to DI externally, the SMEs generally use 

them more than the LCs. It is assumed that SMEs communicate their donations externally to a higher 

extent because philanthropy is one of their only CSR activities. It is a way for them to stand out from 

other SMEs whereas it does not help LCs stand out from other LCs. Moreover, LCs are socially 

expected to donate to the event and it is not very beneficial or satisfying to communicate an act that 

is expected of them. Donations to DI from LCs might be caused by a social expectancy and not by 

any particular motives for the well-being of the beneficiaries or the employees. A summary of the 

explanations for donating money to DI is illustrated in figure 5. 
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 SMEs Large companies 

Corporate philanthropy relative to CSR   

Philanthropy’s significance to CSR: High Low 

Integration of philanthropy into the business: Low Low 

Perceived threat of being seen as impure: High Low 

Perceived threat of being associated with 

greenwashing: 
Low High 

Decision making   

Importance of CEO: High High 

Importance of past experiences: High High 

Criteria for charity   

Importance of trustworthiness: High High 

Importance of efficient use of donations: High High 

Benefits 

Helping the social cause: High Medium 

Enhancing employees’ satisfaction and morale: High High 

Commercial and marketing efforts: Medium Low 

Social expectation to donate: Low High 

Importance of tax deductions: Low Low 

Figure 5: Summary of motives and conditions regarding donations to Danmarks Indsamling based on size category 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The study identifies how and why SMEs and LCs made a monetary donation to DI in 2018 using a 

critical realistic approach with the aim of discovering the best possible explanation for the event based 

on multiple mechanisms with a concern for the context. The study finds that Danish SMEs donated 

to DI because of altruistic motives and perceived employee benefits. They have a natural desire to 

help other people when they have the means for it and DI is due to the TV show a good opportunity 

for them to give employees a sense of pride and satisfaction. The LCs donated to the event because 

of the same perceived employee benefits but also because they are socially expected to do so. The 

LCs do not need a justification for donating to the event, but they would need a justification not to 

donate if they have done so previously. The findings indicate that the motive of publicity and external 

communication does not have the significance that one might expect for a TV show that is watched 

by a lot of people in Denmark. External TV exposure is a positive outcome for both the SMEs and 

the LCs, but it is not why they donate to the event.  

 

These findings support that small business owners are not profit driven (Spence & Rutherfoord, 2001; 

Jenkins, 2006) but CP is performed mainly based on motivational drivers and slightly on stakeholder 

drivers (Basu & Palazzo, 2008) for both SMEs and LCs. The study finds that ethical motives are 

dominant with little evidence for motives regarding profit and utility maximization. Thereby, it rejects 

that decision makers act like the economic man that focus on wealth and profits and the study 

challenges the economic and performance driven views of CP by Porter and Kramer (2002) and Lee 

and Kotler (2004). 

 

Furthermore, the study finds that organizational size does not influence the type of decision-making 

process prior to a donation. Decisions are mostly made and affected by the CEO or a few individuals 

despite of organizational size. Additionally, past behavior has a major influence on CP and if 

companies donate one year it seems difficult for them not to make a donation again the following 

year because they would need a justification for not doing so. These findings contradict the general 

perception that decision making in LCs is more complex, formal, and decentralized than in SMEs 

(Child, 1973; Spence, 2007; Jansen et al., 2013) and indicate that not all types of decision making 

evolve with the size of a company. However, decision making regarding CSR in general does evolve 

with the size of a company. SMEs’ approaches to CSR is similar to the garbage can process due to 
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limited resources and little significance to the core business whereas LCs are more rational in their 

approaches to CSR because they have more resources, they are more in the public eye, and they are 

required to comply with certain legal conditions, which in turn makes CSR more relevant and 

significant. The study supports that CSR is more formal and rational in LCs compared to SMEs 

(Murillo and Lozano, 2006; Perrini et al., 2007).  

 

The study indicates that CP is a more integral and significant part of SMEs’ approaches to CSR 

because it is easy and does not require a lot of resources while it is only a small part of LCs’ 

approaches to CSR. In the LCs CSR strategies tend not to include CP – instead they focus on other 

CSR activities that are more relevant, significant, and unique to their business operations. A single-

minded focus on CP and communication hereof might create the risk of being associated with 

negative aspects such as greenwashing. The findings support previous studies that suggest there is a 

weak link between CP and CSR (Chen et al., 2008; Halme & Laurila, 2009) and rejects that CP is an 

integral part of CSR that it is used for strategic purposes (Carroll, 1991; Porter & Kramer, 2002; 

Smith, 2012). 

5.1 Limitations and future research 

There are some limitations to the study and future research should focus on certain under-researched 

topics of CP and decision making in SMEs. The study focuses on decision makers’ experiences with 

CP and is therefore not able to determine whether employees actually receive a warm internal feeling 

from donations as the decision makers tend to believe. Actual employee benefits of CP from the 

perceptions of the employees would need further examination. Moreover, the study only focuses on 

one type of philanthropic event that has a higher level of publicity than other events and future 

research should examine whether these findings are true for other philanthropic events and contexts 

as well. Additionally, future studies should examine industry-specific and market-specific factors that 

might influence CP since motivations might differ across industries – banks might make donations 

due to different reasons than supermarkets and B2B companies might make donations due to different 

reasons than B2C companies. Lastly, future research should also focus on micro-sized companies 

with only one employee since this study suggests that Trafikstil is different from the rest of SMEs in 

some respects as the CEO is the only one who considers tax deductions as a relevant factor while 

employee benefits cannot be a significant motive compared to the other companies. 
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As a concluding remark, the paper serves as a helping hand for academics, corporate decision makers, 

and charities. Academics may use it for enlightenment within the fields of CP and decision making 

in SMEs, which in previous literature has been neglected. Corporate decision makers may use it for 

knowledge on how and why they participate in philanthropy compared to other companies to discover 

potential differences and similarities, which they may benefit from when making future decisions 

regarding philanthropy. Lastly, charities may use it to better understand their corporate donors, how 

to approach them, and how to communicate to them to improve the donor experience. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A  

– Email A sent to corporations before the event in 2018 by Danmarks Indsamling 
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Appendix B  

– Email B sent to corporations before the event in 2018 by Danmarks Indsamling 
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Appendix C  

- Benefits for companies based on donation sizes 

 
Figure 6: Exposure and benefits for companies based on donation sizes. Retrieved from 

https://www.danmarksindsamling.dk/content/uploads/2017/10/markeringafvirksomheditrappen2018.pdf

Her kan I se, hvordan I kan blive en del af indsamlingen. Til selve TV-showet vælger DR 
– baseret på en konkret redaktionel vurdering – at lave redaktionelle indslag om donationer 
til Danmarks Indsamling. Store donationer er typisk interessante at fremhæve. Der kan fx

være tale om et forproduceret indslag med bidragsgiveren eller en repræsentant fra virksom-
heden, der bliver inviteret ind til at deltage i showet. Det kan også blive vurderet redaktionelt 
at vise indslag fra et besøg ude i verden – eller en anden form for redaktionel omtale.

Dansk Folkehjælp kan 
give juridisk bistand til 
66 gadebørn, så de kan 
blive genforenet med 

deres familier i Somalia.

SOS Børnebyerne 
kan i Somaliland give 
1.000 udsatte familier 

20 kg. såsæd til at 
dyrke afgrøder.

Røde Kors 
kan give 40.000 l. 

rent  drikkevand til 
børn, der er på fl ugt 

fra krigen i Sydsudan.

Læger uden Grænser 
kan lønne en læge, 

der er udsendt
for første gang, 

i 2.000 timer.

Red Barnet
kan give 20.000 

syriske fl ygtninge-
familier i Libanon et

måltid mad.

DET KAN PENGENE BLANDT ANDET BRUGES TIL: 

Fra 10.000 kr. crawl med navn og bidrag.

Fra 500.000 kr. deltagelse i ektern virksom-
hedskampagne. (Vist eksempel fra 2017)

E-mail signatur: Lad jeres medarbejdere 
vise omverden, at I støtter.

Fra 50.000 kr. crawl med logo, navn og bidrag.

DANSK ERHVERVSLIV STÅR SAMMEN OM HELE DANMARKS INDSAMLING LØRDAG DEN 3. FEBRUAR PÅ DR1

 Op til 9.999 kr 10.000-49.999 kr. 50.000-99.999 kr. 100.000-249.999 kr. 250.000-499.999 kr. Mindst 500.000 kr.

Rejse til Afrika, Latinamerika eller Asien: 
Besøg et projekt ude i verden. Her opleves, hvordan 
pengene fra Danmarks Indsamling gør stor nytte.

✔

NYHED! Ekstern erhvervskampagne: Annoncer i
Børsen, webbannere på borsen.dk, LinkedIn 
omtaler samt reklamespot bl.a. vist på website, 
SoMe og i show. Est. mediaværdi min. 200.000 kr.

✔

TV-show spot: DR vurderer redaktionelt, hvordan 
donationer behandles i showet. Store donationer 
er typisk interessante af fremhæve.

✔ ✔

NYHED! SoMe: Fotos og skabelon-tekster til 
virksomhedens egne SoMe-kanaler. ✔ ✔ ✔

Omtale i showet: DR vurderer redaktionelt, 
hvordan donationer omtales undervejs i showet ✔

Billetter: Vær med backstage til showet  sammen 
med andre fra dansk erhvervsliv og få et unikt ind-
blik i kulisserne bag DRs afvikling af live-showet.

2 stk. 4 stk. 8 stk.

Annonce i Børsen: Virksomhedslogo vises i fælles 
avisannonce for Danmarks Indsamling. ✔ ✔ ✔

DR Tekst-TV: Virksomhedens navn 
og bidrag vises på DR Tekst-TV. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Crawl: Virksomhedens navn og bidrag vises på 
crawl på tv-skærmen under showet. ✔

Kommunikationspakke: Brug af fx. kerne-
fortælling, pressemeddelelse, e-mail signatur, 
billeder, tekster, skabeloner mm. altsammen til 
at downloade direkte fra hjemmesiden. 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

WWW: Kreditering af virksomheden på Danmarks 
Indsamlings hjemmeside. ✔ ✔

E-mail signatur: Lad jeres medarbejdere vise 
omverden, at I støtter. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Logo vises på crawl med
virksomhedens navn og bidrag

Logo vises på crawl med
virksomhedens navn og bidrag

Logo vises på crawl med
virksomhedens navn og bidrag

Logo vises på crawl med
virksomhedens navn og bidrag

Visning af virksomhedslogo Visning af virksomhedslogo
Udvidet markering 

inkl. logo og kort tekst

✚ ✚ ✚ ✚

✚ ✚ ✚

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

✔ ✔ ✔

Danmarks 12 største humanitære organisationer og DR samler ind sammen med resten af Danmark til 12 konkrete projekter i udviklingslande over hele verden

Jess Rønholt Stausholm, 
programchef hos TDC Group, 
sammen med sine døtre Clara 
og Lilja og deres venner

Årets Danmarks Indsamling handler om børn. De 159 millioner børn, som 
verden over lider af fejl- eller underernæring. Børn, der ikke har kræfter til at 
gå i skole eller lege, fordi de mangler energi. Børn, der bliver hårdt ramt af 
sygdomme, fordi de ikke har noget at stå imod med. Den stille sultkatastofe 
medfører hvert år, at fl ere end 3 millioner børn dør.

Skal din virksomhed også være med, når dansk erhvervsliv står sammen 
om at bekæmpe sult blandt børn i nogle af verdens fattigeste lande? 
TILMELD DIN VIRKSOMHED PÅ DANMARKSINDSAMLING.DK/VIRKSOMHEDER

INTET BARN MÅ SULTE 
DERFOR STØTTER TDC GROUP DANMARKS INDSAMLING

Fra 250.000 kr. markering 
fx. som et show-spot. 
(Vist eksempel fra 2017)

Fra 100.000 kr. 
deltagelse i fælles 
logoannonce i Børsen.

DANSK ERHVERVSLIV STÅR SAMMEN OM DANMARKS INDSAMLING
Skal jeres virksomhed også nå at være med?

Ring 70 10 52 52 i morgen aften fra kl. 19 og giv jeres bidrag.

Danmarks 12 største humanitære organisationer og DR samler ind sammen med resten af Danmark til 12 konkrete projekter i udviklingslande over hele verden
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Appendix D  

– Size categories for preliminary categorization of corporate donations to Danmarks Indsamling in 
2018 
 

SIZE 
CATEGORY 

NUMBER OF 
COMPANIES 

% OF TOTAL 
COMPANIES 

SUM OF 
DONATIONS 
IN DKK 

% OF SUM OF 
DONATIONS 

AVERAGE 
DONATION SIZE 
IN DKK 

(NOT SET) 21 3.51% 352,870 1.39% 14,703 
MICRO 229 38.23% 4,990,114 19.67% 21,791 
SMALL 179 29.88% 4,292,778 16.92% 23,982 
MEDIUM 84 14.02% 1,831,553 7.22% 21,804 
LARGE 86 14.36% 13,899,181 54.79% 163,520 
GRAND 
TOTAL 

599 100.00% 25,366,496 100.00% 42,207 

Figure 7: Summary of corporate donations to Danmarks Indsamling in 2018 based on size 



Corporate philanthropy and CSR-related decision making in SMEs relative to large companies 

 92 of 93  

Appendix E  

– Industry categories for preliminary categorization of corporate donations to Danmarks Indsamling 
in 2018 
 

INDUSTRY CATEGORY NUMBER OF 
COMPANIES 

% OF TOTAL 
COMPANIES 

SUM OF 
DONATIONS 
IN DKK 

% OF SUM 
OF 
DONATIONS 

AVERAGE 
DONATION 
SIZE IN 
DKK 

ACCOUNTING 10 1.67% 689,363 2.72% 68,936 
AGRICULTURE 11 1.84% 120,000 0.47% 10,909 
AQUACULTURE 3 0.50% 125,000 0.49% 41,667 
ARCHITECTURE 9 1.50% 144,690 0.57% 16,077 
ART 2 0.33% 115,000 0.45% 57,500 
AUTOMOBILE 7 1.17% 102,000 0.40% 14,571 
BLOGGING 1 0.17% 33,528 0.13% 33,528 
CARPENTRY 16 2.67% 174,558 0.69% 10,910 
CHEMICAL 1 0.17% 100,000 0.39% 100,000 
CLEANING 4 0.67% 96,111 0.38% 24,028 
CLOTHING 13 2.17% 342,500 1.35% 26,346 
CONSTRUCTION 
EQUIPMENT 

13 2.17% 1,056,991 4.17% 81,307 

CONSULTING 26 4.34% 413,715 1.63% 15,912 
COSMETICS 1 0.17% 10,000 0.04% 10,000 
DEMOLITION 1 0.17% 50,000 0.20% 50,000 
DENTAL CARE 6 1.00% 66,966 0.26% 11,161 
EDUCATION 21 3.51% 559,687 2.21% 26,652 
EL ENTREPRENEURSHIP 10 1.67% 119,222 0.47% 11,922 
ELECTRONICS 11 1.84% 310,000 1.22% 28,182 
ENERGY 13 2.17% 630,000 2.48% 48,462 
ENGINEERING 15 2.50% 226,086 0.89% 15,072 
ENTERTAINMENT 10 1.67% 1,101,763 4.34% 110,176 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 26 4.34% 504,611 1.99% 19,408 
FINANCE 30 5.01% 989,594 3.90% 34,124 
FOOD AND BEVERAGES 21 3.51% 739,200 2.91% 35,200 
FOUNDATION 14 2.34% 3,735,000 14.72% 266,786 
FUNERAL SERVICES 2 0.33% 20,000 0.08% 10,000 
FURNITURE 11 1.84% 1,245,602 4.91% 113,237 
GARBAGE DISPOSAL 3 0.50% 49,000 0.19% 16,333 
GARDENING 4 0.67% 65,203 0.26% 16,301 
HEALTH CARE 24 4.01% 260,233 1.03% 10,843 
HOLDING 17 2.84% 810,000 3.19% 47,647 
HOME CARE 1 0.17% 10,500 0.04% 10,500 
HOSPITALITY 10 1.67% 107,694 0.42% 10,769 
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HOUSE APPLIANCES 9 1.50% 325,008 1.28% 36,112 
INSURANCE 5 0.83% 295,800 1.17% 59,160 
IT 28 4.67% 505,094 1.99% 18,039 
JEWELRY 2 0.33% 557,720 2.20% 278,860 
LAW FIRM 12 2.00% 265,001 1.04% 22,083 
LEASING 1 0.17% 10,000 0.04% 10,000 
LOCKSMITH 1 0.17% 10,000 0.04% 10,000 
LOGISTICS 14 2.34% 226,600 0.89% 16,186 
MACHINERY 22 3.67% 547,101 2.16% 24,868 
MANUFACTURING 11 1.84% 226,488 0.89% 20,590 
MIX 1 0.17% 11,000 0.04% 11,000 
OFFICE APPLIANCES 1 0.17% 10,000 0.04% 10,000 
PHARMACEUTICALS 21 3.51% 3,868,471 15.25% 184,213 
PHOTOGRAPHY 3 0.50% 85,000 0.34% 28,333 
PLUMBING 9 1.50% 112,000 0.44% 12,444 
POLITICS 2 0.33% 70,810 0.28% 35,405 
PRIVATE 2 0.33% 20,000 0.08% 10,000 
PRODUCTION 13 2.17% 168,342 0.66% 12,949 
REAL ESTATE 25 4.17% 469,500 1.85% 18,780 
RECRUITMENT 2 0.33% 106,037 0.42% 53,019 
SECURITY 1 0.17% 15,000 0.06% 15,000 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 4 0.67% 223,000 0.88% 55,750 
TOYS 7 1.17% 1,449,700 5.72% 207,100 
TRADE-UNION 11 1.84% 272,050 1.07% 24,732 
TRAVEL 7 1.17% 92,345 0.36% 13,192 
UNION 18 3.01% 270,612 1.07% 15,034 
(NOT SET) 3 0.00% 30,000 0.12% 10,000 
GRAND TOTAL 602 100.00% 25,366,496 100.00% 42,207 

Figure 8: Summary of corporate donations to Danmarks Indsamling in 2018 based on industry 


