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Abstract 
This study sought to test whether the proposed relationship between corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) and organisational attractiveness is moderated by industry type, specifically the organisation 

operating within a controversial industry. In doing so, this study also tested for the fundamental 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, as well as the relationship between 

industry type and organisational attractiveness. Further, this study assessed the applicability of three 

theoretical frameworks for explaining the underlying mechanisms of the proposed relationship 

between CSR and organisational attractiveness, and whether the applicability changed when the 

organisation operated within a controversial industry. In order to test these hypotheses, this study 

implemented a mixed-method research design. Questionnaires was used to quantifiably test for the 

proposed relationships while semi-structured interviews were utilised in order to further explore the 

proposed relationships in order to assess the applicability of the explanatory frameworks. This 

quantitative data provided support for a strong, statistically significant relationship industry type and 

organisational attractiveness. However, the quantitative findings of this did not find support for the 

organisation engaging in CSR leading to higher organisational attractiveness ratings. Further, the 

quantitative data analysis did not find that the organisation operating within a controversial industry 

significantly moderated the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. 

The qualitative data provided support for the applicability of social identity theory (SIT) and person-

organisation (P-O) fit as possible explanatory models for the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, across industries. The qualitative data did not provide support for the 

applicability of signalling theory as a possible explanatory model for the proposed relationship. These 

findings do not support the current consensus of the body of literature investigating the proposed 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. The findings do suggest that 

organisations operating within controversial industries are less attractive as place of employment but 

do not support the industry type moderating the proposed relationship. As such, these results would 

indicate that organisations, regardless of operating in a non-controversial or controversial industry, 

do not become more attractive as place of employment from engaging in CSR. It is recommended 

that further studies are conducted to provide more comprehensive conclusions about the effect of 

CSR on organisational attractiveness and the degree to which industry type moderates this proposed 

relationship. 
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1. Introduction 
This section will briefly contextualise the environment in which this research is occurring. The 

relevant literary concepts, corporate social responsibility, organisational attractiveness, and 

controversial industries will be introduced. The development of these concepts, as well as the 

concepts’ empirical and academic significance, will then be presented. Lastly, the possible 

contributions of this research to this domain of enquiry will be discussed.  

 

One of the key challenges for organisations in the twenty-first century is talent management (Keller 

& Meaney, 2017). The exact definition of what talented workers are varies significantly both within 

and between the academic and practitioner realms (Gallardo-Gallardo, Dries, & González-Cruz, 

2013), however it is commonly understood as “above-average ability for a specific function or range 

or functions” (Gallardo-Gallardo, Dries, & González-Cruz, 2013, p. 293). This competitive landscape 

for attracting, engaging, and retaining a talented workforce is affecting companies all over the world. 

The shortage of talented workers is becoming increasingly pronounced across advanced economies 

in the world, where demographic trends are causing the supply of labour to shrink (Dobbs, et al., 

2012). The significance of this socioeconomic trend is evidenced by a 2012 study, which projected 

employers in North America and Europe will demand between 16 to 18 million more tertiary-

educated employees than will be available in 2020 (Dobbs, et al., 2012). Despite executives 

understanding the value and scarcity of talented workers, a 2017 survey revealed that, of the sampled 

Fortune 500 executives, 82% did not believe that they were hiring highly talented employees and, for 

the percentage that did, only 7% believed they would be able to retain those talented employees 

(Keller & Meaney, 2017). With studies having found evidence suggesting that talented employees 

have significantly higher productivity ratings when compared with their average counterparts 

(Aguinis & O’Boyle Jr., 2012; Keller & Meaney, 2017), the benefits of recruiting talented workers 

for organisations have been emphasised. In order to remain successful, it is imperative that 

organisations react accordingly to the predicted shortage of highly skilled employees, as an 

organisation’s ability to recruit, manage, and retain highly skilled employees has been suggested to 

be a critical determinant of organisational success (Gallardo-Gallardo, Dries, & González-Cruz, 

2013). Concurrently, academic community intensified its investigation of organisational 

attractiveness, as well as adjacent constructs such as employer branding (Slåtten, Lien, & Svenkerud, 

2019). In particular, significant research on antecedents, mediating, and moderating variables 

affecting organisational attractiveness has been conducted, with the findings suggesting that a vast 
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array of variables impact the attractiveness of an organisation as a place of employment (Aiman-

Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001; Chapman, 

Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005).  

 

The scope and efficacy of recruitment strategies similarly varies significantly (Keller & Meaney, 

2017). Recent academic developments found evidence suggesting that prospective employees hold a 

more favourable predisposition towards organisations that incorporate social responsibility agendas 

into their business model than organisations that do not (Albinger & Freeman, 2000; Backhaus, Stone, 

& Heiner, 2002; Greening & Turban, 2000). Mounting evidence is suggesting that employees are 

expecting more than just financial returns from their place of employment (Keller & Meaney, 2017). 

Thereby, with the predicted increasing shortage of highly skilled labour, and prospective employees’ 

preference for organisations that do not solely focus on financial incentives, it is increasingly relevant 

for organisations to consider engaging in socially responsible initiatives as a means of attracting 

highly skilled talent.  

 

The increased prevalence of social responsibility amongst organisations is evidenced by the United 

Nations (UN) contributing to the institutionalisation of two independent international sustainability 

standards organisations, the UN Global Compact and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The UN 

Global Compact advocates organisational adoption of ten principles, which were conceived as 

meeting the fundamental responsibilities of an organisation, in the domains of human rights, labour, 

environment, and anti-corruption, to society at large (United Nations Global Compact, 2010). As of 

March 2020, more than 13,000 organisations worldwide have pledged to adhere to the principles set 

forth by the UN Global Compact (United Nations Global Compact, 2018). By comparison, the GRI 

established a formalised framework that helps organisations effectively report their impact on 

sustainability issues (Laasch & Conaway, 2016). The significant portion of organisations 

implementing corporate responsibility reporting emphasises the perceived importance of the 

publication of organisations’ corporate responsibility efforts as relevant information for stakeholders 

(KPMG, 2017). Important to note is that the global increase in corporate responsibility reporting has, 

in part, been driven by regulatory changes, which impose more stringent requirements on the 

reporting of corporate responsibility-related activities (KPMG, 2017). These regulatory changes may 

compel organisations to allocate more resources towards socially responsible behaviours, due to it 

forcing greater organisational transparency regarding non-financial information. The increased ease 
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of comparison between organisational on non-financial attributes might pose as an opportunity for 

organisations to leverage their engagement in socially responsible activities to achieve favourable 

organisational outcomes.  

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has experienced significant increased recognition within the 

academic community, with the number of CSR-related studies having doubled between 1990-2005 

(Glavas & Aguinis, 2012). This research has found evidence suggesting CSR is associated with 

numerous organisational outcomes, ranging from corporate reputation (Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 

2016), to corporate financial performance (Peloza, 2009; Rynes, et al., 2003). In spite of the vastly 

intensified research efforts, inconsistencies and discrepancies prevail within the literature. 

Researchers investigating the hypothesised relationship between CSR and corporate financial 

performance have found consequential variation in the results of their studies, with positive 

correlations (Peloza, 2009; Rynes, et al., 2003), neutral correlations (Siegel & Mcwilliams, 2000), 

and negative correlations (Ferris & Wright, 1997) all being found. CSR, and its potential impact on 

stakeholder groups, has received significant attention from the academic community (Glavas & 

Aguinis, 2012), with researchers having posited that the attitudes and behaviours of stakeholders may 

provide insight into the hypothesised relationship between CSR and corporate financial performance 

(Chaudhary, 2017). Within this stream of literature, employees, potential and actual, have received 

little attention compared to other stakeholder groups in the literature (Glavas & Aguinis, 2012), 

despite employees being constituents of the organisation. As such, there is a dearth of evidence for 

CSR’s potential impact on the employee stakeholder group but it has been suggested that it can be 

associated with beneficial organisational outcomes, such as increasing the attractiveness of the 

organisation.  

 

Since its conception, organisational attractiveness has been studied extensively in a recruitment 

context (Slåtten, Lien, & Svenkerud, 2019), with researchers findings a wide array of variables, 

including applicant characteristics, recruiter friendliness, organisation size, and location to be 

predictors of organisational attractiveness (Turban & Keon, 1993; Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 

2001; Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001; Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & 

Jones, 2005; Gomes & Neves, 2011). Researchers have posited that potential employees are 

increasingly expecting more than tangible benefits of organisations and that these expectations often 

include behavioural elements and intrinsic psychological mechanisms (Chaudhary, 2017), such as an 
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alignment of values between the organisation and the potential applicant (Kim & Park, 2011). Within 

this stream of study, researchers have found CSR to be an antecedent of organisational attractiveness 

(Greening & Turban, 2000; Turban & Greening, 1997). The proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness has been extensively researched, with numerous studies corroborating 

the findings first put forth by Turban & Greening, suggesting the existence of a positive relationship 

between these two concepts (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; 

Kim & Park, 2011; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 2016; 

Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018). However, not all studies have reported findings supporting 

the relationship (Catano & Hines, 2016).  

 

Certain industries, due to changing societal opinions, have been ascribed negative corporate 

reputations, with organisations operating within these industries being affected by negative 

predispositions, due to political pressures, social taboos and widespread moral disputes (Cai, Jo, & 

Pan, 2012). In the academic literature, such industries have been collectively classified as 

‘controversial’ industries, with academics conceptualising organisations within these industries as 

being firms whose “products, services or concepts that for reasons of delicacy, decency, morality, or 

even fear, elicit reactions of distaste, disgust, offence or outrage when mentioned or when openly 

presented” (Wilson & West, 1981, p. 92). This classification of industries has been operationalised 

to include adult entertainment, alcohol, biotech, cement, gambling, nuclear energy, oil, tobacco, and 

weapons (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012; Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-

Soriano, 2012). The body of literature investigating CSR within controversial industries is 

undeveloped, with d few studies having examined CSR’s role as an antecedent of organisational 

outcomes within controversial industries (De Roeck & Delobbe, 2012; Du & Vieira, 2012; Fatma, 

Khan, & Rahman, 2019; Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006). Moreover, mixed results and the 

absence of replication have caused this domain of enquiry to lack generalizable conclusions. As such, 

an in-depth understanding of whether controversial firms should engage in CSR initiatives is lacking 

(Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012; Yousafzai, 2012).  

 

This study aims to authenticate the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness and investigate whether the organisation operating within a controversial industry 

moderates this relationship. Further, this study seeks to explain the existence of the proposed 

relationship, through the use of relevant theoretical frameworks, to foster a more meaningful 
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understanding of its underlying mechanisms. The study also sets out to test whether the relevant 

explanatory models change when organisation is operating within a controversial industry. This study 

aims to aid in the development of the current literary gaps existing within the domain of enquiries 

concerning the underdeveloped area of CSR and employee related outcomes (Glavas & Aguinis, 

2012), as well as the undeveloped literary field concerned with CSR within controversial industries 

and the subsequent stakeholder and organisational behaviours and outcomes (Lindgren, Maon, Reast, 

& De-Soriano, 2012). 
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2. Literature Review 
This section will review the existing bodies of literature pertaining to organisational attractiveness, 

CSR, the two concepts’ proposed relationship, and controversial industries. Following the individual 

reviews of these domains of enquiry, the hypotheses of this study will be outlined. 

 

2.1 Organisational Attractiveness 

Originally studied in an exploration of its perceived instrumentality within recruitment (Vroom, 

1966), organisational attractiveness has been a construct that has consistently held the interest of 

researchers, especially in times of labour scarcity (Turban & Keon, 1993; Turban & Greening, 1997; 

Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001; Bohlmann, Krumbholz, & Zacher, 2018). 

Initially, attraction, when contextualised to organisations, was conceptualised as a simple, one 

dimensional construct, with measuring scales containing a single item (Singh, 1975). However, as 

the domain of enquiry matured, the concept’s complexity has increased and several, largely 

overlapping, conceptualisations have emerged. Consensus on a singular definition of organisational 

attractiveness has yet to be reached within the body of literature, with researchers having defined the 

concept differently according to their own perspectives (Simpson & Aprim, 2018).   

 

Broadly, organisational attractiveness has been conceptualised as the organisational aspects and 

attributes influencing potential employees’ perception and assessment of organisations in the 

employment selection process (Turban & Keon, 1993). According to Turban & Greening (1997), 

organisational attractiveness is primarily viewed as a tool to ensure positive organisational perception 

by potential employees and job seekers. Organisational attractiveness has been modelled as being 

constructed of three unique components, namely general attractiveness, intention to pursue, and 

company prestige (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). Turban (2001) defined organisational 

attractiveness as “an immediate objective of recruitment” (Turban, 2001, p. 294), suggesting that 

organisational attractiveness is a construct especially relevant in a recruitment context. Smith, 

Wokutch, Harrington & Dennis (2004) defined the concept as “favourable beliefs and intentions to 

act” (Smith, Wokutch, Harrington, & Dennis, 2004, p. 89), implying the concept’s utility not being 

confined to a recruitment context. This study will adopt Simpson & Aprim’s (2018) definition as its 

operationalisation of  organisational attractiveness, with the authors positing that the concept is “an 

implicit force that moves a prospective employee to decide to work for one organisation over another 

based on some explicit activities of that organisation, or based on certain characteristics the 
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organisation exhibits”  (Simpson & Aprim, 2018, p. 3). This study will also draw upon literature 

pertaining to employer attractiveness to in order to strengthen this review. This is deemed appropriate 

as employer attractiveness is an adjacent field that shares the same foundations as organisational 

attractiveness within the literature, as well as it being commonly drawn from by researchers when 

studying attractiveness within organisational contexts (Bakanauskiene, Bendaravičienė, & 

Barkauskė, 2017).  

 

2.1.1 Impact on Organisational Outcomes 

Research investigating the possible relationship between organisational attractiveness and 

organisational outcomes is severely lacking. Slåtten, Lien, & Svenkerud’s (2019) study posited that 

organisational attractiveness would affect organisational outcomes. The study found there to be a 

statistically significant positive correlation between organisational attractiveness and employee 

engagement and the quality of the service provided (Slåtten, Lien, & Svenkerud, 2019). Moreover, a 

statistically significant negative relation was found between attraction and turnover rates (Slåtten, 

Lien, & Svenkerud, 2019). However, constructs similar to organisational attractiveness, such as 

employer branding, have somewhat more attention in as possible antecedents of organisational 

outcomes. Similarly to organisational attractiveness, employer branding has also been conceptualised 

as a predictor of job pursuit intentions and outcomes, with both constructs draw from the same 

foundations within the recruitment literature (Jiang & Iles, 2003). Moreover, researchers commonly 

draw from the literature in both fields when studying either construct (Jiang & Iles, 2003). Due to the 

literature pertaining to organisational attractiveness and potential organisational outcomes being 

underdeveloped, this study deemed it appropriate to draw from research in the employer branding 

field in order to strengthen the generalisability of the results.  

 

As with organisational attractiveness, the literature pertaining to employer branding and corporate 

performance variables is scarce (Robertson & Khatibi, 2013). Robertson & Khatibi (2013) posited 

that the strength of the employer brand was positively related to both internal and external 

organisational productivity outcomes. This study found the relationship to be statistically significant, 

consequently arguing that employer branding, a concept mostly studied and utilised in a recruitment 

context, might hold the capacity to yield performance results as part of a larger strategic context 

(Robertson & Khatibi, 2013). A 2011 study tested the relationship between four facets of employer 

brand image and three organisational variables, namely job satisfaction, organisational commitment, 
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and intention to quit (Priyadarshi, 2011). The study found that different facets of the employer brand  

were significantly related to all three variables, supporting the claim that employer branding can be 

used in a wider corporate performance context than solely recruiting (Priyadarshi, 2011). Similarly, 

a 2011 study tested the direct effect of employer branding as an antecedent to organisational 

commitment and found a positive relation, however, not a statistically significant one (Vaijayanthi, 

Roy, Shreenivasan, & Srivathsan, 2011).  

 

Thus, despite the literature examining organisational attractiveness and organisational outcomes 

being scarce, evidence from the employer branding literature might serve as an indicator of how 

organisational attractiveness might potentially relate to various concepts. Though, the literature on 

employer branding is also relatively scarce, studies suggest that employer branding, and perhaps 

organisational attractiveness, might serve as more than solely a recruitment function, as the constructs 

might impact multiple organisational performance outcomes.  

 

2.1.2 Antecedents of Organisational Attractiveness 

A vast number of factors have been found to predict organisational attractiveness, with researchers 

having categorised the various antecedents into four groups: job-related factors, factors concerning 

the organisational attributes and image of the organisation, recruiter-related factors, and factors 

concerning individual expectations and personal preferences (Turban & Keon, 1993; Aiman-Smith, 

Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001; Chapman, Uggerslev, 

Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005; Gomes & Neves, 2011). Turban & Keon (1993), investigating 

whether personality traits and individual characteristics moderated the relationship between 

organisational attributes and organisational attractiveness, found that the desirability of various 

organisational attributes such as reward structure, centralisation, and organisation size, were strongly 

correlated with certain personality characteristics, including self-esteem and need for achievement. 

Goltz & Giannantonio’s (1995) study found that a recruiter’s attitude was correlated with the 

inferences applicants made about organisaitonal attributes, which subsequently mediated the relation 

between recruiter friendliness and organisational attractiveness. Similarly, Turban, Forret, & 

Hendrickson (1998) found that recruiter behaviours indirectly influenced organisational 

attractiveness through the applicant’s perception of job and organisational attributes. Not 

surprinsingly, both studies found that a positive attitude displayed by recrutiers influenced 

perceptions about the organisation positively, thus also indirectly positively influencing 
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organisational attractiveness (Goltz & Giannantonio, 1995; Turban, Forret, & Hendrickson, 1998). 

These early studies all displayed that organisational attributes, actual or perceived, is a predictor of 

organisational attractiveness, with recruiter attitudes mediating this relationship. Further, it was 

shown that the prospective employee’s personality characteristics moderated the relationship between 

organisational attributes and organisational attractiveness.  

 

Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert (2001) investigated the relationship between four 

organisational attributes, namely organisational size, geographical dispersion, pay structure, and 

decision-making structure, and organisational attractiveness The results of this study suggest a 

negative relationship between the variables and organisational attractiveness with the exception of 

the decision-making structure, where a positive relationship between decentralisation and 

organisational attractiveness was found (Lievens, Decaesteker, Coetsier, & Geirnaert, 2001). 

Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones’ (2005) study reported that the organisational 

attributes with the most significant impact on organisational attractiveness were perceived work 

environment and organisational image. Moreover, attributes such as pay, location, size, familiarity, 

and hours were also found to have a significant effect on organisational attractiveness (Chapman, 

Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005). Besides organisational attributes, the study found that 

organisational attractiveness was predicted by recruiter behaviours, perceptions of the recruiting 

process, perceived fit, and hiring expectancies, however, not by recruiter demographics nor perceived 

alternatives (Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005). A 2001 study focussed on pay, 

promotion, lay off policy, and ecological rating as possible antecedents of both job pursuit intentions 

and attractiveness (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001). Findings revealed that the strongest 

predictor of attractiveness was ecological rating, however, the strongest predictor of job pursuit 

intensions was pay (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001).  

 

As such, a variety of organisational attributes have been investigated as potential antecedents of 

organisational attractiveness, ranging from specific job-related variables, to more broad 

organisational attributes and variables. In addition, one study found evidence that the antecedent 

ecological ratings serve as a strong predictor of organisational attractiveness (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, 

& Cable, 2001), supporting the idea that prospective employees would prefer to work for 

organisations that engage in ethically and socially responsible behaviour (Turban & Greening, 1997; 

Greening & Turban, 2000). Since CSR is defined as a construct which encompasses both ethical and 
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social responsibility (Carroll, 1979), the study of CSR as an antecedent of organisational 

attractiveness has received extensive study.  

 

2.2 Corporate Social Responsibility 

As noted by researchers in the field, the origins of the socially-oriented corporation has a long history 

and it has been contended in the literature that it can be traced as far back as to ancient Roman laws 

(Agudelo, Jóhannsdóttir, & Davídsdóttir, 2019). However, this literature review will limit its focus 

to the ‘modern era’, as defined by Carroll (1999), conceptualisation and definition of Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR). According to Joo, Moon, and Choi (2016), CSR has received a variety of 

definitions throughout its conceptual evolution, with unique perspectives on the nebulous concept 

emerging. In his review of the literature, Dahlsrud identified thirty-seven different definitions of CSR, 

with him stating that his study did not capture them all (Dahlsrud, 2008). Therefore, numerous 

definitions with differing emphases and focuses will be discussed in order to facilitate a more 

comprehensive review of the nuance existing within the concept and its meaning.   

 

2.2.1 The Responsible Enterprise 

Howard Bowen has been stated to be the “Father of Corporate Social Responsibility” (Carroll, 1999, 

p. 270) due to seminal contribution to the field of research. Bowen’s (1953) Social Responsibilities 

of a Businessman has been argued to mark the beginning of the modern period of literature on this 

domain of enquiry (Carroll, 1999). In his work, Bowen (1953) provides an early definition for what 

social responsibility could entail for businessmen, positing that it “refers to the obligations of 

businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which 

are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society” (Bowen, 1953, p. 6).  

 

Harold Johnson presented several definitions of social responsibility, which had emerged in the early 

stages of the modern era of CSR’s conceptual evolution, in his 1971 work, Business in Contemporary 

Society: Framework and Issues. Each of these definitions had differing underlying assumption about 

what constituted social responsibility (Johnson, 1971). One definition conceptualised social 

responsibility as the pursuit of socioeconomic goals through the incorporation of social norms within 

the modus operandi, asserting “A socially responsible firm is one whose managerial staff balances a 

multiplicity of interests. Instead of striving only for larger profits for its stockholder, a responsible 

enterprise also takes into account employees, suppliers, dealers, local communities, and the nation” 
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(Johnson, 1971, p. 50). Another defined social responsibility as a long-run profit maximization tool, 

stating “Social responsibility states that businesses carry out social programs to add profits to their 

organization” (Johnson, 1971, p. 54). A third perspective on social responsibility argued that it was a 

utility maximization tool, contending that “social responsibility assumes that the prime motivation of 

the business firm is utility maximization; the enterprise seeks multiple goals rather than only 

maximum profits” (Johnson, 1971, p. 59). The final conceptualisation posits that social responsibility 

is just one of many corporate goals that has prescribed importance within the enterprise, with Johnson 

(1971) saying “lexicographic utility theory suggests that strongly profit-motivated firms may engage 

in socially responsible behaviour. Once they attain their profit targets, they act as if social 

responsibility were an important goal – even though it isn’t” (Johnson, 1971, p. 75). Although these 

definitions appear contradictory due to their differing assumptions and perspectives on the 

conceptualisation of CSR, Johnson (1971) concluded that these definitions are practically 

complementary ways of viewing the same reality (Carroll, 1999).  

 

Henry Manne proposed three criterion that he believed must be satisfied for a business expenditure 

or activity to defined as socially responsible action in the 1972 work, The Modern Corporation and 

Social Responsibility. He asserted that “marginal returns to the corporation are less than the returns 

available from some alternative expenditure,…purely voluntary, and…an actual corporate 

expenditure rather than a conduit for individual largesse”” (Manne & Wallich, 1972, p. 2). As noted 

by the author, it may prove difficult to ascertain whether an expenditure was made with “real 

charitable intent” or only claimed to (Manne & Wallich, 1972, p. 3). Further, it was noted by Carroll 

(1999) that business expenditures are likely to have multiple motives as well as it being difficult to 

determine whether business activities are voluntary or not (Carroll, 1999). This makes it a difficult 

definition to apply appropriately.   

 

2.2.2 Carroll’s Pyramid of CSR 

In 1979, Carroll contributed his own definition of CSR to the literature, stating: “The social 

responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations 

that society has of organizations at a given point in time” (Carroll, 1979, p. 500). In 1983, Carroll 

elaborated on this definition, stating that “CSR involves the conduct of a business so that it is 

economically profitable, law abiding, ethical and socially supportive” (Carroll, 1983, p. 604). In 1991, 

Carroll further developed his definition stating that, the previously included, four categories of 
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different types of social responsibility “might be depicted as a pyramid” (Carroll, 1991, p. 40). In this 

pyramid, the economic category acts as the base with the legal, ethical, and philanthropic (changed 

from discretionary from earlier renditions of his definition) categories following. By Carroll’s own 

definition the lower two tranches of responsibilities, economic and legal, are required by society, the 

next tranche, ethical, is expected by society, and the upper level, philanthropic, is desired by society 

(Carroll, 2016). Carroll noted that “business should not fulfil these in sequential fashion but…each is 

to be fulfilled at all times” (Carroll, 1999, p. 289). However, in his later work, Carroll stated that “the 

infrastructure of CSR is built upon the premise of an economically sound…business” (Carroll, 2016, 

p. 4), suggesting that, without the lower levels achieving the lower tranches, the upper levels are less 

able to be fulfilled. Carroll’s conceptualisation of CSR has received wide recognition, with it having 

been stated that “Carroll’s CSR pyramid is probably the most well-known model of CSR” (Visser, 

2006). This definition ultimately helps to create an infrastructure that characterises the nature of 

businesses’ responsibilities to the society (Carroll, 2016).  

 

In this model, economic responsibilities refer to firms’ responsibility to the society that permits their 

existence (Carroll, 2016). Societal expectations dictate that firms need to produce and sell goods and 

services that the society needs and desires, necessitating firms’ abilities to sustain themselves and 

operate profitably (Carroll, 2016). Legal responsibilities constitute to the minimal established ground 

rules firms are expected to operate within (Carroll, 2016). This category largely refers to the law and 

regulations established by lawmakers that firms are expected to comply with as a condition of their 

continued operation (Carroll, 2016). Ethical responsibilities refer to the expectation society holds for 

firms to operate in an ethical fashion that goes beyond what is required by laws and regulations 

(Carroll, 2016). This means that firms conduct their affairs in “fair” ways even when laws or 

regulations do not dictate such courses of action (Carroll, 2016). Philanthropic responsibilities 

comprise of firms’ voluntary activities that are guided by their desire to participate in social activities 

that are not mandated, required by law, or generally expected by society at large in order for 

organisations to be operating in an ethical fashion (Carroll, 2016).  

 

It was noted by Carroll that the development of this four-part construct of CSR and his pyramidal 

depiction of it assumed the existence of the corporation within an American-type capitalistic society 

(Carroll, 2016). Researchers have hypothesised that it would be necessary to reconfigure the pyramid 

based on the size of the business as well as the conditions of the country in which the firm is operating 
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(Carroll, 2016). Crane & Matten (2007) argued that, although each level of CSR depicted in Carroll’s 

model have significance, there exists an inequity in their relative importance and differences in the 

way in which the levels are connected in European nations (Carroll, 2016).  

 

2.2.3 Voluntary Philanthropy 

Dahlsrud (2008) investigated the theoretical conceptualisations of CSR and sought to establish the 

commonalities that these definitions shared. Dahlsrud (2008) found that, according to his research, 

the most frequently used definition of CSR is “A concept whereby companies integrate social and 

environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders 

on a voluntary basis” (Commission of the European Communities, 2001). This definition included 

all five dimensions identified by Dahlsrud as constituting CSR, namely environmental, social, 

economic, stakeholder, and voluntariness (Dahlsrud, 2008).  

 

However, despite these potential differences in the focus and terminology used to define the CSR,  

Joo, Moon, and Choi (2016) argued that there is a general consensus that the concept “consists of an 

organization’s voluntary behaviors related to paying attention to and fulfilling responsibilities to 

multiple stakeholders who exists at various levels: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic” (Joo, 

Moon, & Choi, 2016, p. 1270). Further, an analysis of the most used CSR definitions found that, 

ultimately, there is a large degree of congruency between them (Dahlsrud, 2008). Interestingly, 

Carroll noted that “virtually all definitions incorporate… corporate philanthropy as a part of CSR and 

many observers equate CSR with philanthropy only and do not factor in these other categories of 

responsibility” (Carroll, 2016, p. 2). So, while each identified dimension may bare significance for 

researchers, it could be interpreted that, for the wider public, CSR is largely synonymous with 

corporate activities and behaviours that, in some way, are seen to work towards the betterment of 

societal conditions, while not being required or expected by society at large.  

 

The literature review section examining the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness will draw upon research from an alternative, but intrinsically related, concept, 

Corporate Social Performance (CSP). As noted by Carroll (1999), this was primarily a recasting of 

the core concerns of CSR into an alternative concept in the “ever-present quest to discover ‘truth’” 

(Carroll, 1999, p. 284). Further, with studies investigating this relationship also using these concepts 
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interchangeably, it was deemed appropriate to include research studying the relationship between 

CSP and organisational attractiveness in the review.  

 

2.3 CSR and Organisational Attractiveness 

Prompted by scholarly suggestion that Corporate Social Performance (CSP) influenced 

organisational image, which in turn was proposed to affect the quantity and quality of potential 

applicants, Turban & Greening (1997) investigated the relationship between organisations’ CSP and 

their reputation and attractiveness as potential places of employment. This was the first study 

examining this proposed relationship, with the results indicating an association between ratings of 

organisations’ CSP and the their reputation and attractiveness at an organisational level (Turban & 

Greening, 1997). Since the publication of Turban and Greening’s seminal work, this area of research 

has received substantial attention from researchers seeking to further conceptualise and categorise the 

nuances of the relationship.  

 

In a subsequent paper, Greening & Turban (2000) sought to validate their earlier findings and further 

develop the academic understanding of the proposed relationship. The study investigated the 

relationship at an individual level, inspecting whether firms’ CSP can determine applicants’ attraction 

to a firm (Greening & Turban, 2000). This study offered additional support for the proposed 

relationship, with the results suggesting that prospective job applicants are more likely to pursue jobs 

from firms with higher CSP ratings than firms with lower CSP ratings (Greening & Turban, 2000). 

The proposed relationship between firms’ increasing the scope of their activities to encompass more 

sustainable and socially responsible practices, be it defined as CSP, CSR, CSB (corporate sustainable 

business), etc. in the literature,  and organisational attractiveness has since been corroborated by 

numerous studies (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; Kim & 

Park, 2011; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 2016; 

Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018).  

 

However, the proposed relationship has not received unanimous support. Contrary to much of the 

literature on the subject, Catano & Hines (2016) found evidence indicating that the inclusion of 

information on firms’ CSR practices in job advertisements did not produce higher organisational 

attractiveness ratings compared to the control for millennial job seekers. They did find that, in 

conjunction with the addition of information pertaining to organisations’ status as a psychologically 
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healthy workplace (PHW), there was seen to be a significant positive effect on the attractiveness of 

the firm for the prospective millennial employees (Catano & Hines, 2016). This could perhaps be 

explained by the sample population, with the focus of Catano & Hines (2016) study being on the 

millennial workforce, with that demographic potentially being distrustful of the authenticity of 

organisations’ publication of their CSR practices. However, work by Klimkiewicz & Oltra (2017), 

which sought to examine whether millennial job seekers’ attitudes towards CSR influences CSR-

based employer attractiveness, found evidence supporting the proposed relationship, with the 

sampled job seeking millennials finding firms engaged in CSR more attractive as potential employers 

(Klimkiewicz & Oltra, 2017). On sum, it cannot be definitively stated that proposed relationship is 

categorical in nature. Nonetheless, during the lifetime of this body of literature, a deeper, more 

nuanced understanding of the proposed relationship has been developed. Taken together, it was 

expected that organisations engaging in CSR would generate higher organisational attractiveness 

ratings amongst prospective employees: 

 

Hypothesis 1: The organisation engaging in CSR will be positively related to organisational 

attractiveness. 

 

 
Model 1: Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility and Organisational Attractiveness. 

 

2.3.1 Contextuality of the Proposed Relationship  

Following Turban & Greening’s work, Albinger & Freeman (2000) sought to confirm the findings 

and further the understanding of the degree to which firms’ socially responsible activities determined 

organisational attractiveness. Their study investigated whether the proposed advantage that CSP 

granted firms in attracting higher quantity and quality of human resources was dependent on the 

magnitude of job choices possessed by the job seeking population (Albinger & Freeman, 2000). The 

results offer a more complex understanding of the proposed relationship, with the study finding that 

firms’ CSP was positively related to employer attractiveness for job seekers with high levels of job 

choice but that it was not related for populations with low levels of job choice (Albinger & Freeman, 

2000). The explanatory theoretical importance of CSR for firms was furthered by Branco & 

CSR Organisational 
Attractiveness
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Rodrigues (2006), who argued that the resource-based perspectives (RBP) could be useful in 

understanding why firms should engage in CSR activities and disclosure. They state that the 

contribution that CSR may have on financial performance is primarily related to qualitative factors, 

such as employee morale or corporate reputation (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006). RBP places an 

emphasis on the importance of specific intangible resources, such as reputation, as they are difficult 

to imitate and substitute. By their contention the external benefits of CSR are related to its effect on 

corporate reputation (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006). The authors argue that this enhanced reputation 

may improve relations with external stakeholders, as well as attracting better employees (Branco & 

Rodrigues, 2006). With recruitment of knowledge and high potential workers, who are likely to 

possess significant levels of job choice, being of increasing strategic importance to firms (Vaiman, 

Scullion, & Collings, 2012), knowledge regarding the antecedents of organisational attractiveness is 

increasingly relevant for firms so that they are able to effectively target and attract the prospective 

employees that they want. 

 

Further, Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner (2002) pursued the further development of the proposed 

relationship, examining job seekers’ perceptions of the importance of CSP throughout the job choice 

process and exploring the relevance of different CSP dimensions for job seekers when assessing 

employer attractiveness. The study results suggest that firms’ CSP is important throughout the job-

search process but that it is especially important when job seekers are considering whether to accept 

a job offer (Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002).  

 

The CSR policy and initiatives that an organisation is implementing is not the only employment factor 

that prospective employees evaluate when determining the organisational attractiveness. Therefore, 

it was important to uncover whether CSR, and other frameworks of socially responsible corporate 

activities, affect organisational attractiveness outside of a vacuum, when other employment factors 

affecting job seeker choices are accounted for. Lis (2018) argued that the current literature on the 

proposed relationship, which has primarily studied the effect of CSR on organisational attractiveness 

in isolation, was too simplistic, as it does not take into account the nimiety of factors ultimately 

affecting job seekers choosing of employer. Lis (2018) therefore set out to test the effect of realistic 

trade-off decisions on the proposed relationship. The study found further evidence supporting the 

importance of CSR to prospective employees, with it having a larger effect on organisational 

attractiveness than the other factors included in the study, namely remuneration, location, and 
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intellectual challenge (Lis, 2018). Earlier, Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable (2001) had examined the 

relationship by investigating the relative importance of four factors on organisational attractiveness. 

Their study found that firms’ ecological rating, which, as noted by the authors, is a prominent 

component of CSP, acted as the best predictor of organisational attractiveness for prospective 

employees, compared to remuneration, promotion, and lay-off policy (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 

2001). 

 

2.3.2 Different Dimensions of CSR and Organisational Attractiveness 

As previously noted, CSR, and similar models conceptualising firms’ involvement in activities 

outside of their immediate purview, are typically constructed of several dimensions. It was deemed 

important in the literature to establish the varying effects that these categorical dimensions have on 

organisational outcomes. Work by Bauer & Aiman-Smith (1996) studied the effect of firms’ 

ecological stance on prospective employees’ attractiveness ratings of the organisations. Their study 

was an early contributor to the body of literature supporting the hypothesis that a relationship between 

an environmental dimension of social responsibility and organisational attractiveness existed, as they 

found that firms with a positive ecological stance were rated as more attractive by job seekers (Bauer 

& Aiman-Smith, 1996). This stream of investigation was further developed by Backhaus, Stone, & 

Heiner (2002), whose study found that certain dimensions of CSP had more significance for job 

seeker when affecting organisational attractiveness. Specifically, they found that employee relations, 

product issues, environment, diversity, and community relations to be significantly more relevant and 

important to job seekers than other CSP dimensions (Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002). Lis (2012) 

furthered this stream of investigation, with the author setting out to identify the relative importance 

of four CSR dimensions, product, diversity, environment, and employee relations, on organisational 

attractiveness for prospective employees in the job-seeking process. The study reported a significant 

correlation between four CSR dimensions and perceived organisational attractiveness (Lis, 2012). Of 

note, there was substantial variance in the impact these dimensions had on organisational 

attractiveness, with diversity and employee relations being reported as having the largest effect sizes 

(Lis, 2012). Continuing this stream, it can be important to distinguish between different CSR 

dimensions, such as categorising between external and internal CSR practices. Story, Castanheira, & 

Hartig (2016) explored this, finding that prospective employees’ perceptions of internal CSR 

practices were directly related to organisational attractiveness (Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016). 

This this was not the case for external CSR practices, which were only related to organisational 



 21 

attractiveness through the mediating role of organisational reputation (Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 

2016). Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman (2018) found that the publication of philanthropic and 

environmental CSR information had significantly larger effects on global CSR perceptions, which in 

turn was found to affect organisational attractiveness, than the advertising of economic and legal CSR 

information (Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018). In totality, this stream of literature establishes 

that not all dimensions of CSR, or related concepts, have the equally powerful effects on 

organisational attractiveness for prospective employees.  

 

2.3.3 Mediating and Moderating Factors 

Investigating the mediating factors through which CSR affects organisational attractiveness was 

another prominent stream of study. Kim & Park (2011) delved deeper into the proposed relationship, 

exploring whether CSR performances affect person-organisation (P-O) fit, organisational 

attractiveness, and intention to apply among potential job seekers. The study found that firm 

commitment to CSR was positively correlated with organisational attractiveness and intention to 

apply, and that potential job seekers’ would prefer to work for companies with good CSR programs 

than those with poor CSR programs (Kim & Park, 2011). Additionally, it was noted by the authors 

that P-O fit appeared to serve as a mediator between CSR performances and organisational 

attractiveness (Kim & Park, 2011), adding further nuance to the proposed relationship. Gully et al. 

(2013) furthered this stream, proposing a mediated moderation model which projected that firms’ 

social and environmental responsibility (SER) recruitment messages would differentially affect 

person-organisation fit, organisational attractiveness, and job pursuit intentions depending on 

prospective employees’ desire to have a significant impact through their work (DSIW). Of importance 

to the review of this literature, the study found that the interaction of SER recruitment messages and 

DSIW significantly predicted organisational attractiveness, although this moderation effect greatly 

reduced upon the entry of person-organisation effect (Gully, Phillips, Castellano, Han, & Kim, 2013). 

Interesting to note is that, for job seekers with low DSIW, recruitment messages with a high amount 

of SER content led to a decrease in the organisational attractiveness of the associated firm (Gully, 

Phillips, Castellano, Han, & Kim, 2013). Joo, Moon, & Choi (2016) investigated the mediating role 

of perceived overall organisational justice and the moderating effect of self- and other-centred 

motives in the proposed relationship. Interestingly, contrary to the study hypotheses, the indirect 

effect of CSR on organisational attractiveness through perceived overall justice was only significant 

for job applicants who attribute self-centred motives to firms’ CSR practices (Joo, Moon, & Choi, 
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2016). As noted by the authors, how job applicants interpret firms’ CSR motives can have an 

influence on how they ultimately perceive firms’ CSR and its consequences (Joo, Moon, & Choi, 

2016). Therefore, developing a deeper understanding of the underlying mechanisms through which 

the proposed relationship exists is essential.  

 

2.3.4 Explanatory Models 

2.3.4.1 Signalling Theory 

In his seminal work, Spence (1973) demonstrated how prospective employees might engage in 

behaviours to reduce informational asymmetries that could affect the prospective employer’s 

selection ability through the use of ‘signals’ (Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011). Per Spence’s 

(1973) definition, ‘signals’ refers to “observable characteristics attached to the individual that are 

subject to manipulation by him” (Spence, 1973, p. 357). Spence’s observations culminated in 

signalling theory, whose principal concern is the reduction of informational asymmetry between two 

parties (Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011).  

 

Intrinsically linked to the concept of ‘signals’ is ‘quality’. ‘Quality’ refers to “the underlying, 

unobservable ability of the signaller to fulfil the needs or demands of an outsider observing the signal” 

(Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011, p.43). Essentially, ‘quality’ refers to the characteristic 

that the signaller possesses that will meet the requirements of the receiver and that the signaller is 

therefore attempting to ‘signal’ to the receiver.  

 

As noted in Rynes’s (1989) work, in the absence of perfect information, prospective employees may 

resort to interpreting recruitment messages as ‘signals’ concerning actual organisational attributes. 

Therefore, recruitment practices essentially serve a ‘signalling’ function that influences prospective 

employees’ pre-hire impression of the organisation and its associated characteristics (Rynes, 1989). 

These ‘signals’ have been modelled as serving a mediatory role between potential ‘qualities’ the 

organisation possesses and the overall attractiveness of the organisation (Rynes, 1989). 

 

In the domain of enquiry centred on the possible existence relationship between the socially 

responsible organisation and its attractiveness to prospective employees, signalling theory has been 

implemented as a possible underlying mechanism (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). Albeit 

implementing CSP as the independent variable, Jones, Willness, & Madey’s (2014) study 
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hypothesised that three signal-based mechanisms would mediate the relationship between two 

dimensions of CSP, organisation’s community involvement and pro-environmental practices, and 

employer attractiveness for job seeking populations. The study found evidence supporting the 

proposed signal-based mechanisms, expected employee treatment, job seekers’ anticipated pride 

from being affiliated with the organisation and prospective employee’s perceived value fit with the 

organisation, serving a mediatory function in the relationship between the two dimensions of CSP 

and organisational attractiveness (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). Jones, Willness, & Heller (2016) 

found supporting evidence for the use of signal-based mechanisms as explanatory factors for the 

proposed relationship. The study findings corroborated earlier evidence for “perceived value fit” and 

“expected employee treatment” (Jones, Willness, & Heller, 2016).  

 

It is important to note that, due to the informational asymmetry between the prospective employee 

and the organisation regarding the organisation’s actual characteristics, organisational representatives 

are allowed the opportunity to consciously manipulate information they provide prospective 

employees (Rynes, 1989). Consequently, organisational representatives may ‘signal’ a ‘quality’ that 

the organisation does not possess, or does not possess to the extent implied. This could lead to an 

inaccurate portrayal of the organisation in the mind of the prospective employee and potentially 

falsely inform their choices during the job-search process. Prospective employees’ awareness of this 

asymmetrical information problem has found support in the literature, with some job seekers 

reportedly finding organisations less attractive when promoting messages centred around their 

organisational CSR practices (Jones, Willness, & Heller, 2016). This was linked to cynicism 

regarding the actuality of the organisations’ purported CSR practices, as well as cynicism regarding 

the underlying motivation of the organisation in its pursuit of being more socially responsible (Jones, 

Willness, & Heller, 2016). Taken together, it was expected that an organisation engaging in CSR 

would send signals to prospective employees about organisational values and attributes: 

 

Hypothesis 2: An organisation engaging in CSR send positive signals to prospective employees about 

organisational values and attributes.  

 

2.3.4.2 Social Identity Theory 

Social identity is a concept that is defined as consisting of the aspects of an individual’s self-image 

that derive from the social group to which they perceive themselves as belonging (Tajfel & Turner, 
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1979). Social groups can be defined as sets of individuals who hold common social identifications or 

view themselves as members of the same social category (Stets & Burke, 2000). Social Identity 

Theory (SIT) is built upon this premise: that individuals define their own identities with regard to 

social groups and that such identifications work to bolster their self-identity (Teo, 2014). Tajfel and 

Turner’s (1979) argumentation for this model is based on several assumptions. Firstly, their model 

assumes that individuals strive for a positive self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Secondly, their 

model assumes that social groups, and membership of these groups, are associated with positive or 

negative value connotations (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thirdly, their model assumes that the evaluation 

of one’s own social group and membership of this group is determined with reference to specific 

other groups through social comparisons in terms of value-laden attributes and characteristics (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1979). Specifically, this theory became known as the ‘social identity theory of intergroup 

behaviour’ (Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004).  

 

The aforementioned classical conceptualisation of SIT can be contrasted to a later conceptualisation 

of the construct: ‘social identity theory of the group’ (Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004). This 

perspective, more commonly referred to as the self-categorisation theory (SCT), sets out precisely 

how social categorisation of self and others underpins social identification and the associated array 

of characteristically group and intergroup phenomena (Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004). 

Although distinctions exist between these theories, SIT and SCT are closely linked (Trepte & Loy, 

2017). As noted by Trepte & Loy (2017), most research does not specifically refer to either theory 

but rather refer to the overall paradigm of identity and intergroup behaviour.  

 

SIT was originally constructed by Tajfel in an attempt to explain intergroup conflict as a function of 

group-based self-definitions (Teo, 2014). However, according to Lis (2012), the scope of SIT can be 

extended and can therefore also be used to explain the positive link between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness. According to SIT, people will classify themselves into social categories on the basis 

of different characteristics, one of which is organisational membership (Lis, 2012). Hence, SIT 

suggests that employees’ self-concept will be influenced by their employers. In conjunction with the 

previously mentioned assumptions underlying SIT, prospective employees can therefore be presumed 

to seek employers with positive value connotations that, by being associated with the organisation, 

would enhance the prospective employees’ self-concept and provide them with a positive self-image. 

By extension, as socially responsible organisations tend to have positive reputations, it can be 
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assumed that by becoming a member of a socially responsible organisation, prospective employees 

would experience an improvement in their self-concept. Taken together, it was expected that an 

organisation engaging in CSR would lead to positive organisational value connotations in the eyes of 

prospective employees:  

 

Hypothesis 3: An organisation engaging in CSR will grant it positive organisational value 

connotations in the eyes of prospective employees. 

 

2.3.4.3 Person-Organisation Fit 

The Person-Organisation (P-O) fit framework has been subject to multiple inconsistent and imprecise 

conceptualisations and operationalisations (Kristof, 1996). Generally, researchers have defined P-O 

fit as the compatibility between individuals and organisations (Kristof, 1996). However, as noted by 

Kristof (1996), compatibility can be conceptualised in a variety of ways, which contributed to the 

conceptual inconsistencies existing in the literature.  

 

One conceptualisation of P-O fit is predicated on the needs-supplies and demands-abilities 

distinction. The needs-supplies perspective states that P-O fit occurs when an organisation satisfies 

an individuals’ needs, desires, or preferences (Kristof, 1996). Contrastingly, the demands-abilities 

perspective argues that P-O fit occurs when an individual has the abilities required to meet 

organisational demands (Kristof, 1996). Another conceptualisation of P-O fit is based on the 

supplementary and complementary fit distinction. Supplementary fit is argued to occur when a person 

possesses characteristics which are similar to other individuals in an environment (Kristof, 1996). 

Complementary fit occurs when a person’s characteristics ‘complete’ an environment and adds to it 

what the environment was missing (Kristof, 1996). Based on her review of the literature on this 

domain of enquiry, and an integration of the two aforementioned conceptualisations of P-O fit, Kristof 

(1996) defined P-O fit as “the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) 

at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, 

or (c) both” (Kristof, 1996, pp. 4-5). 

 

According to Kristof (1996), the literature on this domain of enquiry has primarily focussed on four 

operationalisations of P-O fit. One of the more frequently used operationalisations utilises the 

supplementary fit perspective and looks at the level of congruence between individual and 
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organisational values (Kristof, 1996). Value congruence is viewed as an essential type of P-O fit as 

values are a fundamental component of employee behaviour and are relatively resistant to change 

(Kristof, 1996). 

 

Meta-analytic evidence indicates that P-O fit is amongst the strongest predictors of recruiting 

outcomes (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). Several studies have found evidence suggesting greater 

levels of organisational attractiveness is achieved when people perceive a greater value fit between 

themselves and the organisation (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). Specific to the domain of enquiry 

centred on the socially responsible organisation and organisational attractiveness, several studies have 

shown support for the value fit mechanism (Kim & Park, 2011; Gully, Phillips, Castellano, Han, & 

Kim, 2013) 

 

A 2014 study by Jones, Willness, & Madey sought to develop a more comprehensive understanding 

of the underlying mechanisms through which firms’ social responsibility initiatives affects 

organisational attractiveness. The authors hypothesised that the perceived value fit between the 

participant and the organisation would mediate the relationship between two dimensions of CSP, 

organisations’ community involvement and pro-environmental practices, and employer attractiveness 

for job seeking populations (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). The study found evidence supporting 

perceived value fit as serving a mediatory function in the relationship between the organisation’s 

social responsibility initiatives and participants’ ratings of the attractiveness of the organisation 

(Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). These findings were later corroborated in a 2016 study by Jones, 

Willness, & Heller, which found further evidence supporting perceived value fit acting as a mediatory 

variable in the relationship between socially responsible activities and organisational attractiveness. 

 

However, this domain of enquiry has not received unanimous support for the postulation that greater 

value congruence leads to greater levels of organisational attractiveness (Bauer & Aiman-Smith, 

1996; Greening & Turban, 2000; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002). Jones, Willness, & Madey 

(2014) offer a possible explanation for this inconsistency in the literature; the studies that did not find 

evidence supporting the importance of value congruence were specifically “focused on environmental 

practices and assessed the fit mechanism using measures of environmental values or attitudes – 

measures that are known to be especially susceptible to socially desirable responding” (Jones, 
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Willness, & Madey, 2014, p. 386). Taken together, it was expected that Person-Organisation fit would 

mediate the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness: 

 

Hypothesis 4: Person-Organisation Fit mediates the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness. 

 

 
Model 2: Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility and Organisational Attractiveness mediated by Person-

Organisation Fit. 

 

2.4 Controversial Industries 

With the current state of the literature suggesting a positive relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, a currently underdeveloped part of the literature is the extent to which 

this relationships holds across industries (Slåtten, Lien, & Svenkerud, 2019). A number of industries 

have gained notoriety due to the inherent negative externalities arising from their operation and core 

business, with them being categorised as controversial industries. Controversial industries and 

organisations have been defined as “products, services or concepts that for reasons of delicacy, 

decency, morality, or even fear, elicit reactions of distaste, disgust, offence or outrage when 

mentioned or when openly presented” (Wilson & West, 1981, p. 92). Thus, controversial industries 

are often surrounded by social taboos, political pressures, and extensive moral debates (Cai, Jo, & 

Pan, 2012, p. 468). In the literature, controversial industries commonly include tobacco, alcohol, 

gambling, adult entertainment, as well as oil, nuclear, cement, biotech, and weapons (Aqueveque, 

Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012; Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012). Despite 

the World Health Organisation (WHO) stating CSR was an “inherent contradiction” to the tobacco 

industry (World Health Organisation, 2004, p. 2), empirical and theoretical evidence indicate public 

recognition that all organisations hold a place within society and therefore they all also hold 

responsibilities beyond profit maximisation (Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012). Thus, 

controversial industries are also expected uphold ethical standards and implement responsible 

practises (Yousafzai, 2012). As such, it was expected that an organisation operating within a 

controversial industry would be negatively related to organisational attractiveness: 

CSR Organisational 
AttractivenessPerson-Organisation Fit
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Hypothesis 5: The organisation operating within a controversial industry will be negatively related 

to organisational attractiveness.  

 

 
Model 3: Relationship between Industry Type (Controversial vs Non-Controversial) and Organisational Attractiveness. 

 

2.4.1 CSR and Organisational Outcomes in Controversial Industries  

Few organisational variables have been empirically tested in the context of CSR within controversial 

industries, such as firm risk (Hoje & Haejung, 2012), firm value (Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012), corporate 

reputation (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018), and organisational identification (De Roeck & 

Delobbe, 2012). The various results are largely inconsistent, with some indicating that CSR positively 

impacts organisational variables within controversial industries (Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012; Hoje & 

Haejung, 2012), and some indicating that CSR is ineffective within controversial industries, and thus 

cannot, and should not, be used in the same manner as within “normal” industries (Campbell, 2007; 

Hill, 2001; Palazzo & Ricther, 2005). These studies are rarely reconstructed for further validation, 

and thus very few generalizable conclusions can be drawn from the existing literature. Therefore, it 

is unknown whether controversial organisations can benefit from engaging in CSR initiatives  

(Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012; Yousafzai, 2012).  

 

According to Laczniak & Murphy (2007), organisations operating within controversial industries 

have a unique ethical obligation, due to the inherent negative impact that their business operation is 

perceived to have on society at large. A 2009 study found that the stock prices of organisations within 

alcohol, tobacco, and gambling industries experienced greater volatility, which the authors argued 

was a result of social norms being in conflict with investment into such industries (Hong & 

Kacperczyk, 2009). However, the results of a 2012 study investigating CSR’s impact on stock 

volatility as a measure of firm risk suggested an inverse relationship between CSR engagement and 

firm risk for controversial industries, thus suggesting that CSR might be associated with positive 

organisational outcomes, even within controversial industries (Hoje & Haejung, 2012). Moreover, 

the study found that, when comparing the relationship between CSR and firm risk between 

Industry Type Organisational 
Attractiveness
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organisations operating in controversial industries and those operating in non-controversial 

industries, the risk reduction effect of CSR was significantly larger for controversial firms. Similarly, 

another 2012 study investigated the relationship between CSR and firm value within controversial 

industries and found a positive correlation between the variables, with the authors concluding that 

organisations in these industries could gain legitimacy as socially responsible entities despite their 

inherent negative societal impact (Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012). Similarly, a 2012 paper studying whether 

CSR could be used to gain legitimacy within the online gambling industry, found that, despite firms 

not being able to reach the same “heights” of social responsibility as non-controversial firms, it was 

still possible to successfully gain legitimacy through organisational implementation of CSR 

initiatives (Yousafzai, 2012). These findings might be partially explained by research within the 

accounting field. Findings there suggest that stakeholders in controversial industries demand higher 

amounts of information, subsequently increasing the incentive for these firms to develop and disclose 

CSR reports (Grougiou, Dedoulis, & Leventis, 2016; Kilian & Hennigs, 2014), which in turn 

increases the likelihood of reaping the benefits of the given CSR practices. On sum, these studies 

suggest that CSR is relevant for organisations operating in controversial industries as studies have 

shown it possible for controversial firms to some extent reap certain benefits of CSR in relation to 

positive organisational outcomes. 

 

Contrarily, the postulation that organisations operating within controversial industries do not receive 

the same magnitude of benefits from engaging in CSR as organisations operating in non-controversial 

industries has been noted in the literature as well. Hill (2001) argues that controversial organisations 

engaging in CSR can be perceived as unethical and further alienate the organisations from society, 

thus having the opposite of the desired effect on organisational variables, such as reputation, risk, and 

value, which are usually positively associated with CSR engagement. Moreover, due to the inherent 

nature of controversial firms, the engagement in CSR is argued to be perceived as ingenuine, resulting 

in perceptions of illegitimacy (Campbell, 2007). Hoje & Haejung (2012) further argue “Controversial 

firms may neither have true intention of using CSR as long-term strategies to adapt their core 

business, nor using CSR as continuous efforts to reduce their negative impact and unfavourable public 

perception. Thus, the attempts by controversial industries to counter their sinfulness by CSR may 

backfire because the public and consumers see through this.” (Hoje & Haejung, 2012, p. 444). In a 

similar vein, a 2011 study found that the level of CSR engagement of two controversial industries, 

namely tobacco and nuclear, increased the cost of equity, in opposition of the decreased cost of equity 
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observed for the other industries studied (El Ghoul, Guedhami, Kwok, & Mishra, 2011), indicating a 

distinct difference in CSR’s effect within controversial and non-controversial industries.  

 

Thus, the literature indicates that despite controversial firms being inherently perceived as unethical, 

these firms might still be able to reap some of the established organisational benefits of CSR. 

However, the research also indicates that CSR efforts within controversial industries exist on a fine 

line balancing the associated positive benefits of CSR contra being perceived as ingenuine and 

subsequently generating the opposite effect of CSR. Taken together, it was expected that an 

organisation operating within a controversial would moderate the relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, leading to a lower effect size.  

 

Hypothesis 6: The organisation operating within a controversial industry will moderate the 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

 
Model 4: Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility and Organisational Attractiveness moderated by Industry 

Type (Controversial vs Non-Controversial).  

 

2.4.2 The Controversial CSR Pyramid 

The notion that CSR efforts within controversial industries might be a balancing act would lend 

support to Palazzo & Richter’s (2005) contention that tobacco companies are “fighting on a different 

Industry Type

CSR Organisational 
Attractiveness
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legitimacy battlefield. They are fighting for the mere right to exist.” (Palazzo & Ricther, 2005, p. 

396). In their paper, Palazzo & Richter (2005) propose a CSR model that is specifically catered to 

organisations operating within controversial industries, with it being similar in structure to the CSR 

pyramid proposed by Carroll (1991). Firstly, an instrumental level concerning an organisation’s 

ability to operate, i.e. deliver the product or service at a quality level acceptable to consumers. The 

second level, the transactional level, concerns the integrity of the corporation, thus whether the 

corporation manages to comply with legal and ethical obligations in a fair and transparent manner. 

Lastly, the transformative level concerns the organisation’s benevolence, i.e. its engagement in the 

common good and operations supporting the well-being of society beyond a self-interest. However, 

this transformative dimension is the dimension argued to often be perceived as “green-washing” and 

thus potentially backfire and further illegitimate the controversial organisation (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, 

& Duran, 2018, p. 224). This framework might help controversial organisations navigate the 

complicated landscape of engaging CSR, without being perceived as ingenuine and illegitimate.  

 

The literature from varying business-related domains of enquiry indicate that there is a significantly 

larger variance in the magnitude of the organisational outcomes derived from CSR when an 

organisation is operating within a controversial industry compared to when it is operating within a 

non-controversial industry (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018). Moreover, the research also 

suggests that this tendency of significant variation of results and outcomes is quite dissimilar from 

the studies done within regular industries (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018). Therefore, 

definitive conclusions about the potential relationship between CSR and organisational outcomes, 

within controversial industries, cannot be drawn. Nonetheless, as these organisations are arguably 

equally as involved with, as well as dependent on, a vast array of stakeholders, the uncovering the 

nuances of CSR in controversial industries is imperative for these industries to be able to optimise 

CSR efforts without being perceived as ingenuine or illegitimate by stakeholders.   

 

2.4.3 Stakeholder Outcomes  

Organisations within controversial industries, like organisations within non-controversial industries, 

are dependent on their employees to function. The procurement of talented employees is a crucial 

driver of success for organisations, regardless of industry (Waples & Brachle, 2019). Positive 

employee attitudes and behaviours have been found to improve productivity, save costs, and 

positively influence overall corporate financial performance (Gallup, 2017). Moreover, the costs 
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associated with attracting and retaining employees are a growing concern for organisations, with the 

cost of talent management and development continually growing (Dooney, 2015).  

 

In that vein, some researchers have set out to investigate employee, or potential employee, related 

variables, such as corporate reputation and organisational identification, specific to organisations 

operating within controversial industries. A study by Yoon et al. (2006) investigated the relationship 

between an organisation’s CSR policy and its image, focussed on organisations with negative 

reputations, namely tobacco and oil companies. The study found that CSR initiatives that fit an 

organisation’s core business (for instance tobacco companies supporting lung cancer foundations) 

draw more attention (Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006). However, the authors also reported 

that alignment between CSR policy and the organisation’s core business might lead to the sincerity 

of the CSR initiatives being called into question by stakeholders (Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 

2006). Therefore, such alignment might have a higher risk of backfiring, resulting in negative 

organisational outcomes rather than the desired positive outcomes (Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 

2006). Within the same stream of literature, a 2012 study investigated CSR’s relationship to corporate 

reputation for six oil companies (Du & Vieira, 2012). The study’s findings suggested that 

controversial organisations would benefit most from focusing their CSR initiatives on the mitigation 

of the direct negative externalities of their product or service, as opposed to supporting social 

responsibility through unrelated initiatives philanthropy (Du & Vieira, 2012). These findings 

corroborate the argument made in a conceptual paper by Palazzo & Richter (2005), as part of their 

CSR framework specifically for controversial firms. Building upon these findings, a 2018 study 

attempted to both verify the relationship between CSR and corporate reputation in controversial 

industries, as well as test for mediating variables (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018). The findings 

suggest that CSR positively impacts corporate reputation (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018). 

However, the study also provided support for the hypothesis that controversial organisations should 

engage in harm-reduction initiatives as opposed to philanthropic endeavours (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, 

& Duran, 2018). Moreover, the “legitimacy” of the initiatives and “situational scepticism” (the 

perception of the firms’ motives) were found to mediate the relationship (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & 

Duran, 2018).  

 

Furthering the vein of employee-related outcomes, a 2012 study, focussed on the oil industry, 

investigated the relationship between CSR and employees’ organisational identification through the 
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mediating variable organisational trust (De Roeck & Delobbe, 2012). The study found support for 

this hypothesis, with CSR being positively correlated with employees’ organisational identification, 

with organisational trust acting as a mediating variable (De Roeck & Delobbe, 2012). Extending this 

line of enquiry, a 2018 case study of a Korean casino investigated the relationship between CSR and 

organisational commitment with job satisfaction as a mediating variable (Youn, Lee, & Lee, 2018). 

The study found that the organisation’s CSR levels being perceived as higher positively affected 

organisational commitment with job satisfaction as a mediating variable (Youn, Lee, & Lee, 2018). 

Similarly, a 2019 study investigated the possible mediating and moderating variables for the 

relationship between CSR and organisational identification within the oil industry (Fatma, Khan, & 

Rahman, 2019). The study’s findings also suggested that the organisation being perceived as 

engaging in higher levels of CSR strengthened organisational identification through the mediating 

effects of perceived external prestige and perceived organisational support. Moreover, the study 

results suggested that this relationship directly contributed to strengthening employees’ 

organisational commitment (Fatma, Khan, & Rahman, 2019). Accordingly, these studies all suggest 

that CSR does have the potential to improve employee relationships within controversial industries 

(Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012).  

 

It remains unknown whether organisations within controversial industries can be perceived as 

sustainable, and subsequently reap the proposed organisational benefits of CSR. Nevertheless, despite 

inconsistent results, the body of literature suggests that CSR does hold the potential to yield positive 

organisational outcomes for organisations operating within controversial industries. However, the 

literature suggests that the method and type of CSR should be contextualised to the industry in order 

for the desired organisational outcomes to be achieved. 
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3. Methodology 
In this section the underlying assumptions of this study are presented and discussed. Subsequent 

methodical choices and procedures are outlined and justified. This section will adapt the ‘research 

onion’ model, as presented in Saunders et al.’s (2009) book ‘Research Methods for Business 

Students’ to form its structural framework.  

 

3.1 Research Paradigm 

A research paradigm has been conceptualised as “a network of basic, metaphysical assumptions 

underlying an area of academic inquiry” (Su, 2018, p.17). As stated by Su (2018), a research paradigm 

can be categorised along several dimensions, including its ontological and epistemological stance. 

Ontology is concerned with the nature of social entities, a central focus of which is “whether social 

entities can and should be considered objective entities that have a reality external to social actors, or 

whether they can and should be considered social constructions built up from the perceptions and 

actions of social actors” (Bryman, 2012, p.75). Epistemology is concerned with “what is (or should 

be) regarded as acceptable knowledge in a discipline” (Bryman, 2012, p.70). A positivist research 

paradigm forms the foundation for this study.  

 

According to Su (2018), positivist paradigms frequently emphasis an objectivist epistemology, which 

seeks to “explain and predict what happens in the social world by searching for regularities and causal 

relationships between its constituent elements” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979, p.5). An objectivist 

epistemological position is ultimately likely to advocate “the application of the methods of the natural 

sciences to the study of social reality and beyond” (Bryman, 2012, p.71). This epistemological 

position is often predicated on objectivism, an ontological position that assumes social entities should 

be considered objective entities that have a reality external to social actors (Su, 2018). Existing within 

a positivist paradigm, this study adopts objectivist ontological and epistemological positions.   

 

3.2 Research Approach  

Deductive theory represents the most common view of the nature of the relationship between theory 

and social research (Bryman, 2012). It involves the researcher deducing a hypothesis (or hypotheses) 

on the basis of the current state of the knowledge existing within the relevant body (or bodies) of 

literature. This hypothesis (or hypotheses) are subsequently placed under empirical scrutiny to test if 

it (or they) hold true. The consequent findings will contribute to the overall state of the body of 
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literature on the pertinent subject and, if relevant, aid in the revision of said literature and potential 

theoretical underpinnings. As positivist research tends to emphasise the identification and empirical 

testing of hypotheses in propositional form (Su, 2018), this study utilises a deductive approach to the 

relationship between theory and research.  

 

Based on a review of the literature investigating the relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness, as well as the inspection of theoretical models used to justify the existence of such a 

relationship, this study formulated preliminary hypotheses regarding the nature of the aforementioned 

relationship. These hypotheses were further developed by the inclusion of theory and literature from 

the ‘controversial’ industry body of literature. The examination of these two domains of enquiry 

jointly directed the formulation of the final research hypotheses. As necessitated by the deductive 

theory, such hypotheses must be tested.  

 

3.3 Research Design 

This study takes the form of explanatory research, as it sought to establish the causal, and possible 

interactive, relationship between a number of variables (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 

Specifically, the study aimed to establish the existence of a causal relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, with the company operating in a ‘controversial’ industry acting as a 

possible moderating factor. In addition, this study sought to further establish the possible existence 

of underlying mechanisms that may affect the proposed relationships. To this end, this study adopted 

a mixed-method research approach.  

 

3.3.1 Mixed-Method Research 

Johnson et al. (2007) defined mixed-methods research as “the type of research in which a researcher 

or team of researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches…for 

the broader purposes of breadth and depth of understanding and corroboration” (Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 123). As outlined by Schoonenboom & Johnson (2017), mixed-

methods design has several primary dimensions that must be considered before implementation. This 

study’s purpose for choosing to use a mixed-method research design was multifaceted. According to 

Greene et al.’s (1989) conceptual framework, which classifies five purposes for combining 

quantitative and qualitative research, the primary rationale for this study choosing to use a mixed-

method design was due to the methods’ “complementarity” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). 
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Greene et al. (1984) stated that complementarity “seeks elaboration, enhancement, illustration, 

clarification of the results from one method with the results from another” (Greene, Caracelli, & 

Graham, 1989, p. 259). This holds true for this study, as quantitative and qualitative research methods 

were combined to increase the meaningfulness and validity of the research constructs.  

 

3.3.1.1 Appropriateness of Mixed-Method Design 

This study utilised Greene et al.’s (1984) conceptual framework to ensure a suitable mixed-method 

design was used when accounting for the purpose for choosing to do mixed-method research. Based 

on their review of the literature suitable for their study, Greene et al. (1984) devised “recommended 

positions” for mixed-method designs, arguing that the purpose for choosing to utilise both 

quantitative and qualitative methods necessitates a correspondingly suitable mixed-method design 

(Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). The authors deconstructed mixed-method research designs into 

seven characteristics, generally existing on a continuum between two extremes, wherein each purpose 

would have their own “recommended position” on that specific characteristic’s continuum.  

 

The methods characteristic represents “the degree to which the qualitative and quantitative methods 

selected for a given study are similar to different from one another in form, assumptions, strengths, 

and limitations or biases” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.262). In this characteristic, a 

research paper with a “complementarity” purpose should have “different” methods. Through the 

pairing of scaled quantitative surveys with explorative semi-structured interviews, which work well 

together to mitigate possible limitations of the individual method, this study adopts the recommended 

position for this characteristic.  

 

The phenomena characteristic represents “the degree to which the qualitative and quantitative 

methods are intended to assess totally different phenomena or exactly the same phenomenon” 

(Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.262). Within this characteristic, there exists mid-range 

phenomena, which “occur when qualitative and quantitative methods overlap in their  intent, yet also 

capitalize on the strengths of one or both methods to secure additional information” (Greene, 

Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.262). For this characteristic, a research paper with a “complementarity” 

purpose can exist in a slight range, but close to the “same” pole. With the role of the explorative semi-

structured interviews being to investigate and elaborate upon the different dimensions of the 

phenomenon established by this study’s quantitative survey, this study is seen to adopt the 
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recommended position for this characteristic. Specifically, the quantitative data was used to 

investigate hypotheses 1, 5, and 6, whereas the qualitative data’s function was to investigate 

hypotheses 2, 3, and 4.  

 

The paradigm characteristic represents “the degree to which the different methods types are 

implemented within the same or different paradigms” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.263). 

For this characteristic, which is dichotomous in nature, the “complementarity” purpose exists at the 

“same” end of the continuum. As is discussed in detail in the research philosophy section of this 

paper, this study is grounded within a positivist paradigm, which is deemed suitable for both of the 

method types. Therefore, this study is situated in the recommended position for this characteristic.  

 

The status characteristic represents “the degree to which a study’s qualitative and quantitative 

methods have equally important or central roles vis-à-vis the study’s overall objectives” (Greene, 

Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.263). For this characteristic, the “complementarity” purpose exists at 

the “equal” pole of the spectrum. This study aimed to place each weight in the results of both the 

quantitative and qualitative aspects of the research in terms of the study’s overall objective, which 

was to establish and explain the proposed relationship. However, the qualitative and quantitative data 

serve different functions within this overall objective. Nonetheless, this study is positioned at the 

recommended position for this characteristic.  

 

The independence characteristic represents “the degree to which the qualitative and quantitative 

methods are conceptualized, designed, and implemented interactively or independently” (Greene, 

Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.263). For this characteristic, the “complementarity” purpose exists at 

the “interactive” side of the spectrum. This study’s qualitative method design and conduct was in-

part dependent on the results of the quantitative method results. In this way, this study can be seen to 

be situated at the recommended position for this characteristic.  

 

The timing characteristic represents “a given pair of methods is typically implemented concurrently 

or sequentially” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.263). The “complementarity” purpose 

suggests that, for this characteristic, the study’s methods should occur simultaneously. However, due 

to the interactive nature of this study, as previously noted, it was not possible to implement these 
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methods simultaneously. Therefore, for this characteristic, this study was not situated at the 

recommended position.  

 

The study characteristic is categorical and simply represents that the research either “encompassed 

one study or more than one study” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p.263). The 

“complementarity” purpose supposes that, for this characteristic, the recommended position is “one 

study”. This study is a singular study and therefore is situated at the recommended position.  

 

With the exemption of the timing characteristic, this study can, according to Greene et al.’s (1989) 

work, be seen to have appropriately implemented its mixed-method design in accordance with this 

study’s purpose for using mixed-methods, instead of solely utilising quantitative or qualitative 

methods.  

 

3.3.2 Research Strategies  

Research strategies describe how the researcher intends to carry out the work (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009). This study utilised both quantitative and qualitative data to investigate the study 

hypotheses. Surveys, in the form of a scaled questionnaire, were used to collective quantitative data 

and interviews, in the form of a semi-structured interview, were used to collect qualitative data.  

 

3.3.2.1 Quantitative Data - Questionnaire 

Quantitative research has been defined as “a research strategy that emphasises quantification in the 

collection and analysis of data” (Bryman, 2012, p. 78). Surveys are one of the most common 

quantitative research strategies for positivist research to utilise when taking a deductive approach to 

study the relationship between theory and social research (Su, 2018). This study employed the use of 

questionnaires to gather the desired quantitative data. Questionnaires have been defined as “all 

techniques of data collection in which each person is asked to respond to the same set of questions in 

a predetermined order” (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, p. 360), which therefore includes 

structured interviews. More specifically, this study applied self-administered, internet-based 

questionnaires. This type of questionnaire was decided upon as the study population was likely to be 

computer-literate individuals (postgraduate students), it allowed for a large sample size due to the 

ease of transmission of the questionnaires, it ensured that it was unlikely that there would be a possible 

distortion of respondent replies, and it required little temporal investment on the part of the researcher 
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(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). This questionnaire was constructed to obtain opinion data 

variables, which record how respondents feel about something or what they think they think about 

something (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009).  

 

3.3.2.1.1 Policy Capturing 

This study implemented a policy-capturing survey design to investigate three streams of enquiry. 

Firstly, to investigate whether prospective employees’ attraction to organisation was influenced by 

the organisation engaging in CSR. Secondly, to investigate whether prospective employees’ attraction 

to the organisation was influenced by the industry the organisation was stated to operate within. 

Thirdly, to investigate whether there was a two-way interaction between the two independent 

variables and the dependent variable. Policy-capturing is a method used to assess how decision 

makers use available information when making evaluative judgements (Karren & Barringer, 2002). 

It is a regression-based methodology which involves asking participants to make decisions, how 

attractive they find the organisation as a potential employer, in response to scenarios describing 

various levels of the explanatory factors, the organisations engaging in CSR or not and whether the 

organisation was said to operate in a controversial industry or not. The policy-capturing method has 

been used extensively in the literature investigating job choice decisions (Lis, 2012). 

 

The policy-capturing method has been said to decrease the likelihood of potential social desirability 

effects arising by indirectly assessing the importance of explanatory variables (Karren & Barringer, 

2002). This type of method allows participants to make overall judgements about multi-attribute 

scenarios, which is far more similar to actual decision problems (Karren & Barringer, 2002).  

However, due to this study using experimental policy-capturing design, this study elicited 

participants’ likely responses to the simulated scenarios rather than finding their actual responses. 

Further, another potential issue with the policy-capturing method is the use of simulated decision 

contexts and its effect on the external validity of results (Karren & Barringer, 2002).  

 

3.3.2.1.2 Between-Subjects 

A between-subjects study design was adopted by this study. It is a study design in which each 

participant is only exposed to one of the study scenarios (Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). This is 

in contrast to a within-subject design where participants are exposed to all of the study scenarios 

(Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). In a between-subjects design, causal estimates are obtained by 
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comparing the behaviour of those in one experimental condition with the behaviour of those in 

another experimental condition (Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). Participants in between-subject 

designs are, in comparison to within-subject designs, less susceptible to experiencing a demand effect 

(Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). A demand effect refers to the participants in the experiment 

interpreting the experimenter’s research intentions and adapting their behaviour accordingly 

(Charness, Gneezy, & Kuhn, 2012). 

 

3.3.2.2 Qualitative Data – Interviews 

Qualitative research has been defined as “a research strategy that usually emphasizes words rather 

than quantification in the collection and analysis of data” (Bryman, 2012, p.79). For the collection of 

the necessary qualitative data, this study utilised interviews, which have been defined as “purposeful 

discussion[s] between two or more people” (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, p.318). 

Specifically, this study employed non-standardised, semi-structured interviews. For this type of 

interview, researchers will have a general list of themes and questions that should be covered for the 

interview. However, the researchers maintain the ability to be flexible during the interview, removing 

or adding questions as they deem necessary (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). Due to the 

explanatory nature of this study, semi-structured interviews were chosen as they have often been used 

to further the understanding of relationships between variables (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 

This study implemented this type of semi-structured interview as one-to-one, internet-based 

interviews.  

 

As the positivism paradigm has, traditionally, been associated with quantitative research methods, 

whereas qualitative research methods have been associated with more subjectivist paradigms (Su, 

2018), the use of qualitative research methods may not seem applicable for a study founded on the 

positivism paradigm. However, as noted by Su (2018), the positivism paradigm and qualitative 

research methods can in fact coexist. It has been argued that the two can form a synergistic 

relationship, with qualitative research methods expanding the scope, as well as extending the depth, 

of positivist research (Su, 2018). Importantly, positivist qualitative research methods can readily be 

integrated with quantitative methods (Su, 2018). Ontologically, positivist qualitative research would 

also assume the existence of an objective, external reality that can be apprehended and summarized 

but with the addition that it may not be easily quantifiable (Su, 2018). Epistemologically, positivist 

qualitative research would also focus on searching for regularities and causal relationships between 
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different elements of the reality, and summarizing identified patterns into generalized findings, but 

through non-statistical means (Su, 2018). Therefore, the use of qualitative research methods in study 

based within a positivist paradigm is deemed appropriate.  

 

3.3.3 Research Choices 

3.3.3.1 Cross-Sectional  

This study utilises a cross-sectional approach in the gathering of primary data. In this type of study, 

a researcher will measure a specific phenomenon (or phenomena) at a specific time, instead of 

investigating the phenomenon (or phenomena) over a period of time (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 

2009).  

 

3.3.3.2 Study Population Delimitations 

The scope of this study was limited to postgraduate students studying at Copenhagen Business School 

(CBS). This delimitation was chosen as this study population was deemed the most relevant for the 

study, as this population was soon graduating and likely to be actively searching, or soon to be 

actively searching, for full-time employment. Nationality was not controlled for, which could have 

an influence on the specific applicability of the findings. As CBS is an international university, with 

3,984 of the total 19,708 student population being non-Danish students in 2018 (Copenhagen 

Business School, 2019), it is possible that a significant portion of the study population may have been 

non-Danish postgraduate students.  

 

3.3.3.3 Composition  

3.3.3.3.1 Questionnaire 

The online questionnaire was designed to establish the existence of the proposed relationship between 

CSR and organisational attractiveness, establish if a relationship existed between the organisation 

operating within a controversial industry and organisational attractiveness, and to test if these two 

independent variables interacted and led to a change in their relationship to organisational 

attractiveness. The online questionnaire consisted of a short description of a simulated company 

adapted to fit the condition (appendix I) and was followed by 17 questions (appendix II).  

 

For the questionnaire, the independent variables, CSR and the controversial industry, were 

manipulated in the short description in order to test the research hypotheses. The factors varied in two 
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stages (no mention/mention). Thus, this study employed a 2 X 2 design. The completely crossed 

design resulted in 4 conditions. These short descriptions of company profiles were adopted from a 

study by Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz (2006). Condition 1 referred to an organisation engaging 

in philanthropic CSR initiatives whilst operating within a controversial industry. Condition 2 referred 

to an organisation engaging in philanthropic CSR initiatives whilst operating within a non-

controversial industry. Condition 3 referred to an organisation not engaging in philanthropic CSR 

initiatives whilst operating within a controversial industry. Condition 4 referred to an organisation 

not engaging in philanthropic CSR initiatives whilst operating within a non-controversial industry.  

 

The first 15 questions of the survey measured the dependent variable, organisational attractiveness, 

and were identical across conditions. To complete the questionnaire, participants were required to 

answer the fifteen questions that comprise Highhouse et al.’s (2003) scale for measuring 

organisational attractiveness. The last 2 questions of the questionnaire were control questions, with 

the intent to gather simple demographic information, specifically participants’ sex and age.  

 

3.3.3.3.2 Interview  

The interview had an explanatory role in this study. Its primary function was to further develop the 

findings of the study questionnaire. In order to achieve this goal, the interviews were designed to 

cover six broad themes that are associated with the research questions (appendix III). Specifically, 

three of the themes were the proposed independent, dependent, and moderating variable from the 

questionnaire, CSR, organisational attractiveness, and the organisation operating within a 

controversial industry respectively. The following three themes were possible explanatory 

frameworks for the proposed relationships, specifically Person-Organisation Fit, Social Identity 

Theory, and Signalling Theory. As this was a semi-structured interview, the goal was not to cover set 

questions but rather to cover the broad themes. The questions associated with the explanatory 

frameworks were inspired by and, in some cases, adapted from earlier work centred upon this domain 

of enquiry.   

 

3.3.3.4 Measures 

3.3.3.4.1 Questionnaire 

This study applied Highhouse et al.’s (2003) framework in order to quantify and measure participants’ 

organisational attractiveness for the quantitative research method portion of the study. Highhouse et 



 43 

al.’s (2003) study aimed to examine the dimensionality of organisational attractiveness and model 

the relation of organisational attractiveness to the prediction of actual organisational pursuit 

behaviour. The authors note that the inability of attitudes to accurately predict actual behaviour has 

been a concern of social psychologists since the 1920s, with attitudes only influencing behaviour to 

the extent that they influence the intentions of the person to engage in that behaviour (Highhouse, 

Lievens, & Sinar, 2003).  

 

For general attractiveness, the authors designed items that addressed preliminary attitudes about the 

company as a potential place of employment (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). For intentions to 

pursue, the authors designed items that were explicitly focused on the behavioural intentions of the 

respondent regarding the company (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). For company prestige, the 

authors designed items that were focussed on the aspects of the company that were subject to social 

influence, such as reputation, popularity, and status (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). These items 

were adapted from earlier research studying organisational attractiveness. 

 

In their research, the authors found that the three components comprising organisational 

attractiveness (general attractiveness, intentions to pursue, and prestige) were independent 

components and that they could be reliably distinguished between (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 

2003). The authors subsequently compiled 15 total questionnaire items, with there being 5 items 

attributable to each of the three components (Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). It is noted by the 

author that, while their analyses indicate that three factors are the best representation of the items, 

there are some items that also have nonzero pattern coefficients on other factors than the one they are 

assumed to measure.  

 

3.3.3.4.2 Interview 

This study adopted and adapted items from prior research to establish the framework from which the 

themes could be assessed. For the person-organisation items, this study adopted the scales of Cable 

& Judge (1996) and Saks & Ashforth (1997) and adapted them into questions, making them open-

ended and suitable for a qualitative interview. The adaptation of these P-O scales into appropriate 

items for research has been done in prior research (Kim & Park, 2011).  
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For the items related to signalling theory, this study directly adopted questions from Jones et al. 

(2016) but also adapted questions from Jones et al. (2014) that were deemed appropriate by making 

them open-ended. 

 

Jones et al. (2016) linked anticipated pride, one of their hypothesised “signals” explaining the 

proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness and social identity theory. Items 

from Cable and Turban’s (2003) scale were used in Jones et al. (2016) to measure this concept. 

Therefore, this study adopted and adapted the aforementioned items from Cable and Turban (2003) 

to provide a guide for the items related to the social identity theory theme.  

 

3.3.3.5 Data Collection Procedure 

3.3.3.5.1 Questionnaire 

The questionnaires went live on SurveyMonkey on the 4th March 2020 and remained active for 14 

days, until the 18th March 2020. Each of the four unique questionnaires, each linked to a specific test 

condition, were each posted in the private Facebook groups of 2 CBS master programs. A serious 

challenge for this study was ensuring enough participants completed the questionnaires to ensure that 

the sample data was sufficient for analysis. Through the use of additional reminder posts with the link 

to the associated questionnaire, the decided-upon minimum of 50 participants per condition was met.  

 

3.3.3.5.2 Interview  

Participants for the interviews were recruited separately from the recruitment for the online survey. 

Posts were made in the various postgraduate Facebook groups. The interviews were held over Skype 

between the 5th April to the 12th April 2020. A one-hour time slot was allocated to each participant. 

All participants were informed that they could withdraw from the process at any time. A single 

interviewer conducted, and audio recorded, all interviews.  

 

3.3.3.6 Sample 

3.3.3.6.1 Questionnaire 

For the questionnaire, there were a total of 208 participants. The questionnaire managed to achieve a 

relatively equal amount of male and female participants across the total study population, 48.6% and 

51.4% respectively. However, the study population was not equally well distributed for the individual 

study conditions. In condition I, there were 52 total participants, consisting of 22 (40.3%) male and 
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30 (59.7%) female participants. In condition II, there were 52 total participants, comprised of 36 

(69.2%) male and 16 (30.8%) female participants. In condition III, there were 51 total participants, 

consisting of 21 (41.2%) male and 30 (58.8%) female participants. In condition IIII, there were 53 

total participants, consisting of 24 (45.3%) male and 29 (54.7%) female participants. The average age 

of total population sample was 25 (2sf). The average age per condition however also saw significant 

variation. In condition I, the average age of the participants was 24 (2sf). In condition II, the average 

age of the participants was 28 (2sf). In condition III, the average age of the participants was 24 (2sf). 

In condition IIII, the average age of the participants was 25 (2sf).  

 

3.3.3.6.2 Interview 

A total of 4 people participated in the interview portion of this study. Participant 1 identified as female 

and was 27 years old. Participant 2 identified as male and was 24 years old. Participant 3 identified 

as female and was 24 years old. Participant 4 identified as female and was 26 years old. Of the 

interview sample, 75% identified as female and 25% identified as male. The average age of the 

interview sample being 25 (2sf). Therefore, while the average age was similar between the 

questionnaire and interview samples, the interview sample did not have the same gender composition 

as the questionnaire sample.  

 

3.3.3.7 Data Analysis 

3.3.3.7.1 Questionnaire 

In order to analyse the quantitative data gathered from the questionnaires, the data was exported from 

SurveyMonkey, a software allowing for the exportation of the data into spreadsheets, to JMP, a 

statistical analysis program that this study used to test the various hypotheses. The quantitative data 

results were used in the testing of three of this study’s hypotheses, hypothesis 1, hypothesis 5, and 

hypothesis 6.  

 

In order to test the hypotheses, a two-way ANOVA was performed in JMP. A two-way ANOVA is 

designed to test the separate and combined effects of two or more variables on a measure of behaviour 

(Agresti, Franklin, & Klingenberg, 2017). The underlying assumptions of a two-way ANOVA are a) 

the dependent variable should be continuous, b) the independent variables should be categorical, c) 

samples should be independent, meaning that each sample should be drawn independently of each 

other, d) data variance should be the same in the different groups, and e) samples should be drawn 
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from normally distributed populations (Mackenzie, 2018). As such, these assumptions were 

consistent with the data gathered and analysed within this study.  

 

In this study, the independent variables were CSR engagement and industry, with the dependent 

variable being organisational attractiveness. Following this, the effect sizes of the proposed 

relationships were calculated from the least squares report generated by the two-way ANOVA within 

JMP. These analyses were also conducted while controlling for two possibly pertinent demographic 

variables, gender and age, to investigate whether these factors moderated any of the relationships.  

 

3.3.3.7.1 Interview  

The most common method of analysis used in qualitative research is thematic analysis (Guest, 

MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). Thematic analysis can be a tool for examining research questions 

concerning social actors’ experiences and perceptions, along with their associated behaviours and 

practices (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Moreover, thematic analyses allows for the exploration of 

phenomena, both explicit and implicit norms and behaviours, socially constructed meanings, and 

representations of meanings in social contexts (Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). As opposed to 

other qualitative data analysis tools, such as discourse analysing, interpretative phenomenological 

analysis, and grounded theory, thematic analysis should be understood as an plethora of analysis 

approaches rather than a singular technique (Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). Within this 

concept, different types of thematic analysis are supported by different philosophical underpinnings 

and conceptual foundations, as well as being different in their practical procedure.  

 

One of the strengths of thematic analysis is its ability to move beyond counting and examining 

individual words and phrases, but explore meaning in a larger, and possibly more implicit, context 

(Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). Another distinct advantage of thematic analysis is its inherent 

flexibility. Both in terms of the type of research philosophies, questions, and designs it can 

accommodate, as well as its various levels of incorporation of theories. However, this flexibility can 

at times make it difficult for researchers to extract and interpret meaning from the data without a 

theoretical framework as guidance. Moreover, the researcher should also be careful not to solely view 

the data in a theoretical vacuum, as this might prevent the discovery of certain nuances in the data 

outside the scope of the given theory (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012).  
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This study implemented thematic analysis in the examination of the qualitative data gathered. More 

specifically, this study utilised a template analysis. This choice was made in accordance with the 

study’s deductive position, as well as the ontological and epistemological foundations. Template 

analysis can largely be adopted within most research paradigms, as long as the researcher ensures a 

commitment to the philosophical position within the use of template analysis (King & Brooks, 2017). 

Template analysis utilises pre-existing themes, whilst being open to emerging ones, based on theories 

and thus attempts to deduct meaning from data guided by theory. This type of analysis also leverages 

the benefits that semi-structured interviews provide.  

 

The template analysis follows three steps; transcription, coding, and interpretation. The first step of 

the template analysis was to transcribe the interviews (appendix IIII). The data gathered from the 

interviews was then coded into themes, both pre-determined themes as well as novel themes that 

emerged during the interview process. In accordance with the template analysis guidelines, during 

the coding stage, the interviews were read numerous times in order for the analysists to become 

familiar with the data within (King & Brooks, 2017). The codes were gathered into the relevant 

themes and subthemes, after which the interpretation of the data began to be actualised. To ensure 

reliability of the interpretations, both analysists thematised and interpreted the data individually 

before sharing interpretations with each other.  
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4. Analyses 
This section will contain the various analyses carried out as part of this study. Part I of the section 

will display the quantitative data analyses, thereafter part II will detail the qualitative data analysis. 

Both sections will provide sub-conclusions in order to clarify the findings in relation to the different 

hypotheses.  

 

4.1 Quantitative Analysis 

This section will outline the findings of the quantitative analyses carried out in order to answer this 

study’s research questions. First, the descriptive statistics for the variables measured, as well as an 

assessment of the scale reliability through Cronbach’s alpha tests will be presented. Then, each 

hypothesis test and the subsequent results will be presented, explained, and commented upon.  

 

4.1.1 Test Assumptions 

The organisational attractiveness scale items were measured by a five-point Likert scale. The higher 

the numerical score, the greater the level of organisational attractiveness reported, with a score of 1 

indicating a low level of organisational attractiveness and 5 indicating a high level of organisational 

attractiveness.  This numerical measurement is in accordance with the design of the scale (Highhouse, 

Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). There have been varying reports on the acceptable values of Cronbach’s 

alpha, with values proposed ranging from 0.7 to 0.95 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Nonetheless, a 

maximum alpha value of 0.90 has been recommended, with values higher than 0.90 suggesting 

potential redundancies within the scale (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). As the alpha values found for 

this study’s individual conditions were generally 0.85 < α < 0.9, with the alpha for condition 3 barely 

exceeding the proposed maximum (0.9094), it is suggested that the use of this scale is appropriate for 

measuring the organisational attractiveness construct as it has an acceptable level of internal 

consistency. Therefore, the following analyses were carried out by using the mean of the participants’ 

organisational attractiveness rating to each individual scale item.  

 

4.1.2 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability 

The mean scores, standard deviations, minimum values, maximum values, as well Cronbach’s alpha 

values for each of the four conditions, and subsequent sub-scale dimensions, are presented in Table 

I. The four conditions of the study are as follows; condition 1 refers to an organisation operating in a 

controversial industry and engages in philanthropic CSR initiatives, condition 2 refers to an 
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organisation operating in a non-controversial industry and engages in philanthropic CSR initiatives, 

condition 3 refers to an organisation operating in a controversial industry and does not engage in 

philanthropic CSR initiatives, and condition 4 refers to an organisation operating in a non-

controversial industry and does not engage in philanthropic CSR initiatives. 

 

The results of the analysis show that the mean attractiveness ratings of the organisations presented 

were above average across all conditions. Nonetheless, there was significant variance in the level of 

organisational attractiveness reported across the four conditions, with the organisation in condition 1 

reported as having a mean attractiveness score of 2.803 whereas the organisation in condition 2 was 

reported as having a mean attractiveness score of 3.656. The standard deviations were similar within 

the same industry condition, as both of the regular industry conditions had a standard deviation of 

0.456 and 0.495, whereas the standard deviations for the controversial industry conditions were 

higher and more varied at 0.612 and 0.772, respectively. This indicates that the responses to the 

conditions, i.e. the organisational attractiveness rating of the fictitious companies, varied more within 

the controversial industry conditions than the regular industry conditions, suggesting a more 

dispersed and varying level of attraction towards firms operating within controversial industries.  

 

The Cronbach’s alpha values for each of the conditions were all far above an acceptable with values 

ranging from 0.8552 to 0.9094, thus indicating high internal scale reliability across the four conditions 

(Hulin, Netemeyer, & Cudeck, 2001).  

 

 
 

 

Variables mean SD minimum maximum Cronbach's alpha

Company A (condition 1)
4. Organisational attractiveness 2,803 0,612 1,6 4 0,8642

Company B (condition 2)
4. Organisational attractiveness 3,656 0,456 2,6 4,9 0,8611

Company C (condition 3)
4. Organisational attractiveness 2,999 0,772 1,5 4,7 0,9094

Company D (condition 4)
4. Organisational attractiveness 3,570 0,495 2,3 4,7 0,8552

Table I - Descriptive Statistics
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4.1.3 Hypotheses Testing 

To analyse the quantitative data and test the relevant study hypotheses, a two-way ANOVA was 

conducted. 

H1: CSR has a positive impact on organisational attractiveness 

The analysis of variance found that the organisation’s level of CSR engagement did not significantly 

predict the participants’ ratings of the simulated organisation’s attractiveness as a place of 

employment, with the analysis yielding a p-value of 0.5075 for this relationship. Further, the 

subsequent effect size analysis reported this relationship as having an eta squared, 𝜂", of 0.0016 (2sf). 

According to Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks, this effect size would not even be interpreted as small 

(𝜂"=0.01). As evidenced by Graph I, it appears that the organisation engaging CSR led to a lower 

mean organisational attractiveness rating. Although, as noted, this effect is weak and not statistically 

significant. Nonetheless, this study’s analysis of its quantitative data set did not provide support for 

hypothesis 1, that an increased level of CSR engagement by the organisation led to an increase in the 

reported attractiveness of the organisation. 

Graph I – CSR’s impact on organisational attractiveness 

 

The proposed relationship was also tested whilst controlling for gender and age. The study found that, 

with age and gender controlled for, the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness produced an F-value of 0.0697 and corresponding p-value of 0.7921. The effect size of 

the proposed relationship was calculated to be 0.0003. Thus results of this analysis found that CSR 
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did not serve as a statistically significant predictor of organisational attractiveness when controlling 

for age and gender. In addition, neither gender nor age were found to have any statistically significant 

predictive powers on organisational attractiveness. As such, the moderation effect was estimated not 

to be statistically significant from zero and thus yield no significant moderation (Fairchild & 

MacKinnon, 2009). In sum, the results of these analyses do not provide support for the proposed 

positive relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. Hypothesis 1 is therefore not 

supported.  

 

 
 

H2: Controversial industries are less organisationally attractive than “regular” industries 

The analysis of variance found that the industry in which the organisation operated did significantly 

predict the participants’ ratings of the simulated organisation’s attractiveness as a place of 

employment, with the analysis yielding a p-value of <0.001 for this relationship. Further, the 

subsequent effect size analysis reported this relationship as having an eta squared, 𝜂", of 0.26 (2sf). 

According to Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks, this effect size would be interpreted as large (𝜂"=0.14). 

As evidenced by Graph II, the organisation operating within a non-controversial industry led to a 

higher mean organisational attractiveness rating. Therefore, this study’s analysis of its quantitative 

data set did provide support for hypothesis 5, that the organisation operating within a controversial 

industry led to a decrease in the reported attractiveness of the organisation.  

 

This relationship was also tested when controlling for the demographic variables, gender and age. 

When controlling for these variables, the analysis resulted in an F-value of 0.2700 and a 

corresponding p-value of 0.6304 (Table II). The effect size for this relation was found to be 0.0010, 

indicating that the moderation effect is not statistically significant (Fairchild & MacKinnon, 2009). 

Effect sum of squares eta squared F value p value

CSR activity 0,1559 0,0016 0,4407 0,5075
   with control variables 0,0333 0,0003 0,0697 0,7921

Industry 26,3919 0,2644 74,5893 <,0001*
   with control variables 0,0963 0,0010 0,2700 0,6304

CSRxIndustry 1,0390 0,0104 2,9363 0,0881
   with control variables 0,0362 0,0004 0,1014 0,7505

Table II
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In sum, gender and age do not moderate the negative relation between controversial industries and 

organisational attractiveness.  

 

Graph II – Industry type’s impact on organisational attractiveness 

 

H3: Controversial industries have a moderating effect on the proposed relationship between 

CSR and organisational attractiveness 

The analysis of variance found that the interaction between the organisation’s industry and the 

organisation’s level of CSR engagement was not statistically significant, with the analysis yielding a 

p-value of 0.0881. Further, the subsequent effect size analysis reported this interaction as having an 

eta squared, 𝜂", of 0.0104 (2sf). According to Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks, this effect size would be 

interpreted as small (𝜂"=0.01). As evidenced by Graph III, it appears that, for the controversial 

industry condition, the organisation appears to be rated as more attractive when not engaging in CSR. 

This is in contrast to the non-controversial industry condition, where the organisation appears to be 

rated as more attractive when engaging in CSR. Although this would suggest that industry did 

moderate the relationship between the organisation’s level of CSR engagement and organisational 

attractiveness, this interaction was small and not found to be statistically significant. Therefore, this 

study’s analysis of its quantitative data set did not provide support for hypothesis 6, that the proposed 

relationship between the organisation’s level of CSR engagement and organisational attractiveness 

was moderated by the organisation’s industry.  
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Graph III – CSR’s and industry type’s impact on organisational attractiveness 

 

As part of the hypothesis-testing of H6, the control variables gender and age were used again. As can 

be seen in table II, the F-value found was 0.1014 and the corresponding p-value was 0.7505. 

Moreover, the effect size was found to be 0.0004. This indicates that neither gender nor age had a 

statistically significant effect on the relationship between CSR and industry type’s predictive powers 

on organisational attractiveness. In sum, neither gender nor age moderate the relation between CSR 

and organisational attractiveness moderated by industry type.   

 

In conclusion, this study did not find statistical support for hypothesis 1 and 6, i.e. a lack of support 

for the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, as well as with industry 

type as a moderating variable within the proposed relationship. However, this study did find statistical 

support for the hypothesised relationship between industry type and organisational attractiveness, 

where it was found that firms operating within controversial industries were significantly less 

attractive than those operating within regular industries. 
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4.2 Qualitative Analysis 

This section will outline the results of the thematic analysis conducted on the qualitative data 

gathered in the interview portion of this study. This section will briefly provide an overview of the 

most relevant themes that emerged during the analysis process. This section will then go on to discuss 

individual participant’s views on the individual themes in greater depth.  

 

During the analysis of the qualitative data set, a number of common topics of conversation emerged. 

Some of these were instigated by researchers in order for information relevant to this study being 

revealed while others emerged organically. The themes that were deemed most relevant to this study’s 

research question or that contributed to the development of a more comprehensive understanding of 

these concepts are discussed. Firstly, the findings related to CSR being a determinant of 

organisational attractiveness will be presented. The variables that potentially moderate CSR’s 

relationship with organisational attractiveness, will then be discussed. Following this, the meaning of 

controversial will be discussed and the findings related to its effect on organisational attractiveness, 

and its hypothesised moderating effect on the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness, will be considered. Then the findings relevant to the applicability of the three 

explanatory frameworks will be reviewed. Finally, conclusive remarks on the qualitative data and its 

relation to the study’s hypotheses will be made.  

 

4.2.1 Organisational Variables 

CSR as a direct determinant of Organisational Attractiveness 

When questioned “what makes an organisation attractive to you?”, the majority of respondents 

mentioned the organisation having a positive impact and/or the concept of sustainability would 

impact their evaluation of the organisation as a potential employer. Interviewee 1 describes how, for 

her, the degree to which an organisation pursues sustainable and socially responsible policies plays a 

significant role, stating “I think another aspect [that affects organisational attractiveness] I would rate 

higher is the sustainability of the business. Is it doing something to make something better? Not just 

[being] driven by the money goal essentially”. Interviewee 2 provided further evidence of the 

importance of sustainability and socially responsible activities in determining organisational 

attractiveness, saying “what is the company doing in terms of social initiatives?... what kind of things 

they’re doing in the world to make a positive impact? I guess those would be important”. This 

sentiment was echoed by interviewee 3 who mentioned the importance of the sustainability and the 
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job having a positive impact, as well as also stating that, for her, the job was not just about capital 

gain, asserting “I am really looking for a job within sustainability or a job that can make a positive 

impact. I want to have a job that’s not just about making money [but is] about contributing in a 

positive way to the world”. Contrastingly, when interviewee 4 was asked what makes an organisation 

attractive for her, CSR did not directly emerge as an antecedent, stating “the brand of an organisation 

is quite important”. Further, when later probed about the importance of an organisation incorporating 

CSR into its business activities, while reflecting on her previous job searches, interviewee 4 

answered, “As an applicant, it wasn’t that important… I didn’t think of it specifically”. Overall, when 

asked, the majority of interviewees disclosed that an organisation’s sustainability and social 

responsibility initiatives were an important consideration in determining the attractiveness of the 

organisation as a place of employment.  

 

CSR as an indirect determinant of Organisational Attractiveness 

Although CSR did not originally emerge as a direct antecedent of organisational attractiveness for 

interviewee 4, she did reflect on the possibility that an organisation’s CSR policies, specifically with 

reference to external, environmentally-oriented CSR activities, indirectly affects an organisation’s 

attractiveness rating for her, stating “Earlier on, I mentioned brand being particularly important to me 

when I was applying for a job. [If] the company has no CSR initiatives, the likelihood is it’s not going 

to be very well reflected in the industry and its brand might not look as appealing to applicants as it 

would otherwise”. This idea that an organisation’s implementation of CSR policies could potentially 

impact the organisation’s brand was supported by interviewee 2, who stated “a lot of companies 

definitely want to brand themselves as a very socially conscious, environmentally friendly company. 

Because that’s kind of the cool thing to do”. Interviewee 2 later reiterated this point, stating “I think 

just for people to associate that brand with the environment is still a positive impact [on organisational 

attractiveness]”. Although not using identical terminology to describe the phenomenon, comments 

by interviewee 3, when questioned about the organisational characteristics that constitute a positive 

corporate reputation, held a similar sentiment to the comments made by interviewees 2 and 4. She 

affirmed the importance of the organisation’s social responsibility practices in positively affecting an 

organisation’s brand and reputation, declaring “For me, it [the development of a positive 

organisational reputation] is definitely about contributing in a good way to the world”. Despite all 

participants not viewing CSR as a direct determinant of organisational attractiveness originally, when 
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given time to reflect, all interviewees did allude to an organisation’s sustainability and social 

responsibility practices having an effect on how attractive they evaluated a potential employer.  

 

Importance of internal and external CSR 

When discussing the determinants of organisational attractiveness, Interviewee 1 distinguished 

between environmental and employee-focussed CSR, commenting “Are they being environmentally 

conscious? And not necessarily only environmentally conscious but are they people conscious?”. 

Interviewee 1 further developed her opinion on this distinction, stating that, for her, these two types 

of CSR were not necessarily equally weighted, commenting “First [it’s more important] how the 

company treats me. Then it goes to what the company’s external practices [are]”. Interviewee 1 

provided examples of employee-focussed CSR initiatives that she believed would affect how 

attractive she would find an organisation, highlighting “work-life balance. It needs to be something 

that the company is focused on [making] feasible for people, to give room for other aspects of your 

life and time”. Although initially declaring an organisation’s CSR policies as not being a factor when 

determining organisational attractiveness, interviewee 4 did then go on to highlight the importance 

of an organisation’s employee-oriented CSR policies, stating “my interest in people was a bit more 

important [than environmentally-oriented CSR policies]. What did their employment practices [look 

like]? Which I guess can be covered under CSR because those are best practices in terms of people 

and people initiatives”. This provides evidence of interviewee 4 implicitly distinguishing between 

different types of CSR orientations, which, similar to interviewee 1, are not equally weighted, with 

there being an increased importance of the internal CSR initiatives in place at an organisation. 

Interviewee 4 later further emphasised the importance of internal, employee-focussed CSR initiatives 

for determining organisational attractiveness, stating “in order to attract the best talent, those things 

[employee initiatives] have to be in place. In some cases, I think that could be internal CSR, like what 

kind of internal initiatives do you have that are going to promote that [positive corporate culture] for 

your people?”. Further, while not directly classifying a distinction between external and internal CSR, 

and mostly referencing to CSR as external social and environmental concerns, interviewee 2 also 

implicitly referred to the importance of internal, employee-focussed CSR initiatives for determining 

the attractiveness of an organisation. Interviewee 2, using the same example provided by interviewee 

1, stated that “the attitude of the company towards work-life balance is also really important for me. 

I’d probably put that in second priority with the [overall] work environment”. Interviewee 2 places 

these internal measures as a higher priority than the external social responsibilities that the 
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organisation is involved with, saying “the third one would probably be… what is their [the 

company’s] kind of brand? Do I align with the brand? And I guess that relates more to kind of social 

responsibility like I was talking about before”. When conceptualising CSR, interviewee 3, similarly 

to interviewee 2, showed an inclination to use the term exclusively in reference to externally-oriented 

sustainability practices that an organisation implements. When asked how she weighted different 

CSR orientations, interviewee 3 informed, “I don’t weigh them. I think it’s good if they [the company] 

cover more aspects at once I would say. As I probably mentioned, the environment is the most 

important for me because that’s just the most essential part of what needs to be changed”. Therefore, 

although most of the participants showed an inclination to operationalise CSR as primarily referring 

to external, environmentally-oriented practices, internal, employee-oriented initiatives were most 

commonly referenced as being the more important “type” of corporate responsibility that an 

organisation could be involved with when looking to increase their attractiveness as a potential 

employer.   

 

Hierarchy of CSR orientations 

Interviewee 1 introduced the notion that, in her opinion, there should be a hierarchal order in which 

an organisation develops its CSR policy. Interviewee 1 states that an organisation’s initiatives should 

start internally, with employee-focused activities, before expanding outwards and beginning to 

incorporate external issues into its CSR policy, stating that “that’s where CSR, in my opinion, starts. 

It starts with the people [the organisation’s employees]. And then take it from the people to the 

environment. Then it starts local and then goes global”. When asked whether she would feel proud 

working for an organisation committed to promote CSR, interviewee 4 provided support for the 

assertion made by interviewee 1 that, for CSR to be perceived as meaningful the organisation’s 

implementation of its CSR initiatives should follow a staircase, hierarchical model, stating “I think 

that, in order to do anything externally, you should be championing your people and employing best 

practices internally first. Because I don’t think that there’s a lot to talk about externally if you’re not 

doing things internally first”. In the interviews with the other research participants, this notion of a 

hierarchical model of CSR initiatives being the way in which an organisation should implement its 

CSR policy did not emerge as a theme during their respective conversation. However, this topic was 

also not introduced during the interview, so interviewee 2 and 3’s views on whether CSR should 

follow a hierarchical order were not substantiated.  
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Contextuality of CSR 

Interviewee 1 described how, from her perspective, it was important that the CSR initiatives that an 

organisation implements are contextualised to the organisation and the industry within which it exists, 

“whatever CSR policies or goals are being implemented, need to be aligned with what the company 

does”. She later explained her reasoning, stating that organisations whose CSR policies are not 

aligned with their actual business activities make her question the authenticity of the organisation’s 

intentions for implementing such policies, prompting her to question, “are they just doing something 

to do something, or are they doing something they want to [in order to] make a difference as a 

corporation?”.  Offering an example, interviewee 1 stated “It can't just be "Oh, we do this once a year, 

donate this [money] to a water-based company [charity]”. But, if Evian did it, that would be making 

sense because they are within providing water. But would it make sense for a tech firm to do it? 

Unless it's tech solution-orientated, probably not. There I would be like, "why is the software 

company advertising this [CSR initiative]?"”. When questioned about the potential impact of 

external, ecologically-oriented CSR initiatives on organisational attractiveness, interviewee 4 held 

similar sentiments regarding the alignment between an organisation’s business activities and its 

potential CSR initiatives, “I think it would depend on the company. If you’re a mining business and 

you’re investing in re-planting trees that you’re essentially tearing down in order to do the work that 

you do, then maybe yes, that would matter… Obviously, this falls more into certain industries than 

others”. Interestingly, while discussing Apple and the intricacies of verifying the authenticity of an 

organisation’s CSR practices, interviewee 3 suggested that an organisation aligning its CSR practices 

to its core business may not be positive, “they generate so much electronic waste… they can do a lot 

of good transforming all they made and instead try to recycle it and that’s a good thing but it doesn’t 

change that their core business is creating the electronic waste. It’s simply just cleaning up after 

themselves as they should have done from the beginning”. This point by interviewee 3 proposes that 

a CSR initiative implemented by an organisation that seeks to rectify an “issue” that the organisation 

itself is creating, or facilitating, through its current modus operandi is not considered “true” CSR. 

This adds further nuance to the question of whether CSR that is contextualised to the organisation’s 

business concerns would be viewed more positively than CSR that is unrelated to the organisation’s 

core business operations by potential employees. It should be noted that the assumptions underlying 

the interviewees’ thoughts on topic do not appear to have been the same, with interviewee 1’s 

discussion not suggesting that the CSR initiatives are made contextual in order to correct a possible 

“issue” but rather just to be related to the organisation’s business. Conversely, interviewee 3 and 4 
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both discuss the topic under the premise that the CSR activities are correcting “a wrong” made by the 

company during its operation. Nonetheless, interviewees 3 and 4 provide different perspectives on 

the topic, in spite of the apparent similarity of their underlying assumptions. In sum, the contextuality 

of the CSR initiatives to the organisation and its operation is a consideration that may occur in 

prospective employees’ evaluation of the organisation’s initiatives. However, the outcome of an 

organisation’s CSR policies being closely aligned to the organisation’s field of operation is largely 

unknown, with interviewees providing different perspectives. Nonetheless, it may be an interesting 

topic for future literature to investigate.  

 

Distrust/Mistrust of CSR communications 

While discussing the importance of CSR activities for determining organisational attractiveness, 

interviewee 1 brought up the notion of not placing too much weight in the CSR-related material that 

an organisation communicates, “It is important to take that [corporate CSR-related communications] 

with a grain of salt”. This was specifically in reference to the potential disparity between what an 

organisation advertises on a global level and what it being implemented locally. Interviewee 3, after 

being provided with a definition of CSR to use as a springboard for further discussion, disclosed that 

she believes that a lot of organisations implement CSR policies as a way to strategically position 

themselves in the marketplace and develop a positive reputation and not because they necessarily 

want to make a positive difference, stating “I think actually it [CSR] is mostly used as a marketing 

tool, which I think is sad because I think there’s a lot of companies that actually want to do good… 

It just seems manipulative”. Later, when questioned regarding the effect of CSR disclosures from an 

organisation, interviewee 3 expanded her thoughts on the matter, continuing to reflect on believability 

of CSR communications, “I’m working within marketing communication, so I’m always a bit hesitant 

of taking what they [the company] write as the truth. It can be super easy to print a lot of bullshit on 

a website and just like state “we do this and we plant trees and we try to do good”. I am always like, 

I need to see some follow-through”. This was affirmed by interviewee 4 who, when asked about the 

possible effect of company disclosures on the perception of the work culture existing within an 

organisation, discussed the notion of a general mistrust of organisation’s CSR communications 

amongst potential employees, asserting “I’m inherently really sceptical when it comes to that kind of 

thing [corporate communications regarding CSR initiatives]. I’m probably not the best person to ask 

because I used to work in corporate communications and the whole point of corporate 

communications is to be an attractive company”. Interviewee 4 later reflected on her comments, 
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highlighting that, while this may the case for her due to her professional background and critical 

mindset, it may not hold true for other applicants, saying “I think people would say that, if a company 

over and over and over again talks about a commitment to something, you would expect a similar 

commitment… I could see why people might see that as being a possibility. Personally, I’m not a 

believer in it”. Unlike the other participants, when asked about the impact of company CSR 

disclosures, interviewee 2 posits that, by releasing communication on the subject, companies are more 

likely to actually be pursuing such policies, arguing “even if they’re just talking about it, there’s 

definitely a correlation. Like, if you plot the amount of talk that companies do and the amount of walk 

that companies [do], there’s definitely a correlation. So it [organisations’ CSR disclosures] definitely 

indicates some kind of potential positive values of the company”. However, interviewee 2 also 

concedes to the general mistrust surrounding such communications, as supposed by the other 

participants, acknowledging “for me it [organisations’ CSR disclosures] doesn’t hold too much 

weight. Again, it’s only a flag to look into. It’s like, okay, this company is probably a good company. 

Let me go and make sure it’s a good company”. In sum, it was suggested by all participants that an 

organisation’s CSR-related communications is not perceived as wholly credible. Nonetheless, it was 

acknowledged by two of the interviewees that there is possibly a correlation between the intensity 

and frequency of disclosures and the actuality of the organisation.  

 

Authenticity of CSR 

A significant point of concern for interviewee 3 was the authenticity of the CSR initiatives that 

organisations choose to implement. Interviewee 3 stated that, in her opinion, it’s of paramount 

importance that the CSR policy of an organisation authentically emerges rather than it being 

something that the organisation simply adopts, “I think it’s important that what you do is authentic 

and actually something you want to do and you can feel that the company is supporting”.  Interviewee 

3 noted that the intentions behind the CSR initiatives are essential to her and further stated that she 

believes organisations often do not have altruistic motives for engaging in CSR, “actually a person 

that is all about the intentions. It’s all about if you meant good by doing so. A lot of companies don’t 

mean good by doing [CSR]… but they simply just use it as a marketing tool”. This theme also 

emerged for interviewee 1 while discussing the alignment between the organisation’s business 

operations and its CSR policy, with her questioning the degree to which an organisation is engaging 

in CSR to avoid negative media coverage, “There you can then question, is it [the organisation’s CSR 

policy] fake, just to not be put into a media onslaught, or is it real?”. Interviewee 1 goes on to comment 
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that an organisation implementing CSR initiatives that are perceived as unauthentic would be a cause 

of concern, stating “It could definitely be a yellow to orange flag for me… That [unauthentic CSR 

policy] is for either media attention or social acceptance or credibility or prestige. That is trying to 

manipulate the situation rather than actually do something which is genuinely good”. This line-of-

thought proposes the question of whether the perceived authenticity of an organisation’s CSR 

initiatives is an important determinant of the effect that the associated CSR practices will have on the 

organisational attractiveness of a company as a potential place of employment.   

 

Voluntariness of CSR 

When presented with a definition of CSR, used to prompt further discussion on the topic, interviewee 

4 argued against certain aspects of the definition, specifically the degree to which companies are 

implementing CSR initiatives on a voluntary basis, saying “I think the term voluntary is quite 

interesting because that would suggest that a company will always engage in initiatives that are 

specific to social and environmental best practices. Whereas, a lot of the time I don’t necessarily think 

it’s voluntary, I think it’s expected and consequently, therefore it is done”. Interviewee 4 goes on to 

confirming that CSR holds less weight for her when evaluating organisations as potential employers 

as she believes that CSR initiatives are more or less expected of companies. Interviewee 3 also noted 

this point, stating that “If they say that they are concerned about CSR, they take the important 

necessary steps towards [implementing] CSR. It’s not always about, it’s not on a voluntary basis”. 

Interviewee 3 further acknowledges the perspective that organisations utilise CSR as a way in which 

to market themselves, and not necessarily because the organisations want to have a positive impact, 

“I think a lot of companies just use CSR as a way of marketing themselves to make it a more attractive 

employee work[place] for people seeking for jobs. I think that’s sad because I think it [CSR] has a 

really good and positive belief system behind it”. In sum, this theme did not emerge organically for 

all participants during the interview process and, as it was not directly related to this study’s research 

question, the researchers did not initiate this topic of questioning. Nonetheless, it prompts the 

consideration of prospective employee’s perspective on CSR initiatives being ‘voluntary’, and the 

subsequent effect that this will have on organisational outcomes.  

 

CSR as core business vs CSR as initiatives  

Interviewee 3 distinguished between organisations for whom sustainability is incorporated into their 

core business and organisations that simply implement CSR initiatives, as well as offering insights 
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into the subsequent potential effects that distinction would have on how an organisation’s CSR 

policies would be perceived. When asked how she would operationalise her view on sustainability 

and how to distinguish between organisations which pursue CSR voluntarily and organisations that 

implement CSR initiatives in order to strategically position themselves in the market, interviewee 3 

stated “it comes down to what they actually do. So it’s easy for a company that actually has a positive 

impact in the core business… it’s rather easy for them to use it [CSR] in an authentic way because 

it’s just their core business… Whereas companies, like Mærsk, that have both positive and negative 

parts of the business… it [CSR] is less credible… it’s less authentic because it’s not really their core 

business, so they’re just stating it [their CSR initiatives]… because it’s a way of trying to transform 

the business into something that it’s actually not [in the perception of external actors]”. Contrastingly, 

interviewee 4, when questioned about her perspective on sustainable business models, where CSR is 

incorporated into their core business, and offered the example of NGOs for these types of 

organisations, she did not show the same affinity for organisations that incorporate sustainability into 

their core business as interviewee 3, “I think that your heart can be in the right place. I don’t 

necessarily always think that your practices and the way that something unfolds will always align 

with the goal that you set out [to accomplish]”. Interviewee 4 goes on to provide examples of 

organisations whose core business was CSR-oriented not necessarily being as pristine as envisioned, 

asserting “NGOs are also widely known for nepotism and they’re known for various other scandals”. 

However, interviewee 4 does later argue that making organisations incorporate CSR into their core 

business is something that society should work towards, even if she has doubts about how natural it 

will be, saying “building CSR into business models, I do think is something we should strive towards 

as a society. And, as business develops, I think the growth in demand for that, by consumers, will see 

a push in industries to conform. But… I don’t always think that business and social advancement are 

two things that sit hand-in-hand because making money doesn’t always mean benefitting people and 

one will often outweigh the other when it comes to business”. In sum, it appears that there may be a 

difference in the way in which organisations that incorporate sustainability and corporate 

responsibility into their core business are perceived in comparison to organisations that pursue CSR 

initiatives by prospective employees. This may also prove to be an interesting area of investigation.  

 

Controversial – a nuanced concept 

While discussing the importance of CSR for organisations that may be deemed controversial, or 

operate within an industry that may be deemed controversial, interviewee 1 contended that “You 
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don’t have any organisation that is not controversial in one aspect or another”. The participant goes 

on to provide several examples of organisations that are not typically construed as being inherently 

controversial, arguing that they are in fact, in some way, controversial, “take an NGO or charities, 

they still have employees they have to pay they still have to plan an event that costs money. So all 

the money that goes into charities, how much of that actually goes to the cause and how much goes 

to keep the charity running? And is that not in itself controversial? Yes”. After being presented with 

a definition for controversial industries and organisations, the remaining participants had varying 

reactions. Interviewee 4 discussed the inherent nuance of the concept, stating “What may be deemed 

controversial industries in one place would be maybe not controversial in another… in my opinion, 

the controversial element of it [tobacco], as long as it’s legal, is very much a social construct and is 

very contextual. And I think that the only way we’re ever going to define controversial is going to be 

subject to interpretation”. Interviewee 3 supports interviewee 4’s view on the inherent subjectivity of 

the concept but does put forth the notion that it is the core business that decides whether an 

organisation is controversial, stating “I think it can be a lot of different things and it depends on how 

you look at it. It definitely is also a very personal opinion but controversial industries can be seen as 

[having] negative impacts in many ways, we talked about like the core business being an issue”. 

When asked how she would operationalise her thoughts on the matter when searching for a job, 

interviewee 3 stated that she would look at the negative impact that the organisation is having on the 

environmental and/or social landscape but would place a larger importance on the environmental 

consequences than the social consequences of the organisation’s core business, “I think it’s definitely 

having a negative impact on the environment and their surroundings… but it can also be on a social 

level…For me it’s a lot about the environment because that’s what I find most important”. 

Interviewee 2 also corroborates interviewee 4’s perspective, stating that controversial is dependent 

upon people and their views on the organisation, which was linked to the possible existence of 

misinformation on the topic and how that could influence people’s views. Moreover, he stated that 

he does not put a lot of importance into the reactions of others to certain companies, “it was hinging 

upon the reactions of people… I think there’s a lot of misinformation that’s present, especially on the 

internet… I actually don’t hold any importance on the way that people react to certain companies or 

hear about certain companies”. In sum, it is suggested by the interview participants that there exists 

a degree of ambiguity and subjectivity with regards to what constitutes ‘controversial’ in terms of 

industry or organisation, and that it is largely socially determined.  
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Disinclination to work for organisations in controversial industries 

Throughout the duration of her interview, and specifically whilst discussing the role that the 

controversial status of the industry within which the organisation operates could impact the 

attractiveness of the organisation as a place of employment, interviewee 1 was adamant that the 

controversy of the industry would not play a role in determining organisational attractiveness, “There 

is nowhere you won’t get an controversial incidents. When I’m job hunting it is [most important to 

look] at the company [not the industry]”. She later continues, acknowledging that industry would be 

likely to play a role for many but that it does not for her, “A lot of people will say the industry matters 

and be very against one industry or two industries and have moral complexities relating to it. But, for 

me, personally, no…it’s not about the industry but [rather] it comes down to the corporate 

responsibility of the individual organisation”. This would suggest that interviewee 1 does not show a 

disinclination to work for an organisation because it operates in a controversial industry.  

 

Throughout his interview, it became clear that, for him, contemplating whether working for an 

organisation operating in a controversial industry is not a simple or clear-cut matter. Interviewee 2 

argues that people will often not give organisations operating in controversial industries a fair chance 

and states that others’ reactions and opinions of an organisation or the industry within which it 

operates generally does not inform his decisions completely but rather tells him that there is 

something to investigate himself, “I don’t think that [avoiding controversial domains] makes them 

[the company] morally or ethically better. I don’t think that increase their standing in my eyes… I 

don’t really care as much of what people think about these companies... I just use those as maybe red 

flags to look into”. However, interviewee 2 does acknowledge that, while he may not judge others 

for the industry they worked in, he does not believe that others will offer the same courtesy, especially 

future employers, “I don’t want future employers to discard my applications [because I had worked 

for a controversial organisation previously]… what I’m trying to say is, if one company is kind of in 

people’s head “that’s the worst company of all time” [then I] probably wouldn’t work for that 

company, even if it’s my dream company because [of] the way it will impact my future prospects”. 

Interviewee 2 goes on to say that the controversy of the industry does not matter as much to him as 

his other priorities but that it, nonetheless, plays a significant role, “I don’t really care about the stigma 

as much as I do my other priorities… but when it comes to some companies, like with pay,… I have 

a floor with the controversy… there’s stigma associated with them… it would really be a dangerous 

decision to associate that [organisation] with myself… it would be a serious trade-off that I’d have to 
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make”. He concludes with a polarised example, arguing that he would accept a job from the most 

controversial company in the world if his other prerequisites were fulfilled but does not comment 

extensively on possible scenarios existing across the spectrum,  “I think what I’m saying is the other 

priorities would have to be perfect… there is a situation where I would work for that [the world’s 

most controversial] company and that’s if everything else was perfect… I wouldn’t let the way that 

other people see this company kind of stop me… If I could kind of validate it to myself, if I could 

rationalise it like very confidently and very sustainably, then I would not be opposed to working for 

those kinds of industries”. On sum, the general tone of the interview and interviewee 2’s comments 

on the matter suggest that, while he would not be closed off to the possibility of working for an 

organisation operating in a controversial industry, he would be disinclined to and would prefer not to 

have the stigma of the industry associated with him.  

 

Despite acknowledging the inherent subjectivity of the controversial industry definition interviewee 

3 was resolute in her belief that she would avoid working for an organisation in a controversial 

industry if she could, “If I could, I would not work within a controversial industry… I would so much 

rather work for something that contributes positively to the world than work for something that’s 

pulling it down”. This was based on the belief that she would feel bad about what her work was 

contributing to, assuming that controversial industries are likely to be controversial for a reason and 

thereby also likely to be contributing negatively to the global landscape in some manner, “my 

everyday job would be something that negatively influenced so many people even though that people 

would find it like fun, like alcohol…my job actually having so many negative consequences for 

people out there… I would feel so bad making money out of that”. Interviewee 3 concluded by stating 

that there is a scenario in which she would work for an organisation in a controversial industry - if 

she was working to help the organisation enact changes that would led to them having a positive 

impact but that, in most realistic scenarios, she would avoid working in such an organisation, “I would 

say that it comes back to what I would be doing for the company. If I would be working with those 

[positive CSR] changes, that would be great. But, if I would still [be] marketing alcohol, then I 

wouldn’t want to take the job, even though there’s parts of the business [that] is changing because 

my job would still be doing something bad in my belief system”. Interviewee 3’s perspective and 

comments on the subject suggest that it would be wholly undesirable for her to work for an 

organisation operating in a controversial industry, with her only being willing to seriously 

contemplate a job at such an organisation under severely favourable conditions.  
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Having worked for an organisation that operates in an industry that is classically construed as 

controversial, tobacco, interviewee 4 states that she would consider working for a controversial 

industry again, distinguishing between her identity and the industry within which she works, “I would 

consider working in a controversial industry again… there’s differentiating between what you’re 

choosing to take part in and how as a person that makes you reflect on your, what you would call, for 

some people, moral compass. For me, when I worked in tobacco, I didn’t view it as my having 

compromised morals. For me, it was a product that was sold legally. And that was bought willingly”. 

She follows up by arguing that she believes it to be unlikely that any individual identifies at an 

industry level, “quite frankly, I would find it surprising if anybody found that their personal values 

were reflected by the industry [that they worked in]”. However, interviewee 4 does go on to suggest 

that, although she did not, and would not, view herself, or assume that others, working in a 

controversial industry had compromised morals, other people might not view the situation in the same 

light, “people won’t [not associate your place of employment with your identity] because that’s just 

how your brain works. Your brain automatically makes assumptions. And one of those assumptions 

will be that you are aligned with whatever business you choose to associate with”. Interviewee 4 

states that she would be willing to work for an organisation operating in a controversial industry 

again, as she does not necessarily believe it reflects on her character. However, her later comments 

in the interview suggest that, while she might be willing to work for such an organisation, she might 

be somewhat disinclined to, as she recognises that other people may judge her based on the 

association and she does not want to be associated with that stigma. 

 

In sum, the comments by these participants suggest that, ceteris paribus, job seekers will generally be 

less inclined to work for an organisation operating in a controversial industry than an organisation 

operating in a non-controversial industry, possibly due to a misalignment between personal values 

and the perceived valence of the impact that the organisation’s core business has or due to a fear of 

being stigmatised due to working in such an industry. 

 

Controversial status moderating CSR and Organisational Attractiveness 

When asked if the industry within which an organisation engaging in CSR initiatives was located 

would have an effect on the attractiveness of said organisation as a potential employer, interviewee 1 

stated “No. A lot of people will view it differently. A lot of people will say the industry matters and 

be very against one industry or two industries and have moral complexities relating to it. But, for me, 
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personally, no…it’s not about the industry but [rather] it comes down to the corporate responsibility 

of the individual organisation”. For interviewee 1, rather than attractiveness being based on 

controversial reputation of the industry within which an organisation exists, it is based on the degree 

to which the individual organisation is willing to ensure that it is having a positive impact. Interviewee 

1 exemplifies this belief with the high street fashion brand Zara and the extent to which it is necessary 

that the organisation produces numerous cycles of clothes, something that she deems controversial, 

saying “If I could see that they would want to change up policies and move down to fewer seasons, 

as a first change, it would help [make the organisation more attractive] because it would give me a 

purpose for my job from a higher perspective”. Interviewee 1 furthered this point as, after 

contemplating two hypothetical tobacco organisational profiles, one which had the ideal role but the 

organisation did not implement initiatives to research and improve their impact on the world, while 

the other did not have the ideal role but the organisation did invest in researching alternative ways to 

improve their impact, “I’d be a lot more inclined to go with the company that is researching ways to 

improve or minimise the harmful effects of smoking”, suggesting the importance of CSR for 

controversial organisations in leading to greater organisational attractiveness.  

 

Following being asked whether she believed that it would be of benefit for an organisation that was 

situated in a controversial industry to engage in CSR initiatives, interviewee 3 affirmed that 

implementing CSR was universally a good decision, regardless of the industry, “I think that, no matter 

if you are in a controversial industry or not, you can always contribute in some positive ways. So, 

even if you have a really bad core business…it’s still positive to do good in other parts of the 

company”. However, interviewee 3 continued on to suggest that, for her, the authenticity of the 

policies are of paramount importance as a job seeker and therefore, despite CSR still being something 

that controversial organisations could invest in to increase their organisational attractiveness for 

potential employees, there would have to be a change in the orientation of the CSR policy for it to 

increase organisational attractiveness, “I think you can always do good but I think it’s important that 

what you do is authentic and actually something you want to do and you can feel that the company is 

supporting it… even if you’re doing something bad in the core business, you can always have a 

positive impact on the local community… like in a social aspect of it… you can help the employees 

where they need it… it still also has a positive impact that has nothing to do with the core business 

that’s bad but it’s still authentic”. It again becomes apparent that, from interviewee 3’s perspective, 

the controversial nature of the industry in which an organisation operates changes the way in which 
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CSR affects organisational attractiveness for her, “If I would be working with those [positive CSR] 

changes [within a controversial organisation], that would be great. But, if I would still [be] marketing 

alcohol, then I wouldn’t want to take the job, even though there’s parts of the business [that] is 

changing because my job would still be doing something bad in my belief system”. Interviewee 3 

goes from being willing to work indirectly with the management of the CSR initiatives within a non-

controversial organisation that is pursuing sustainable practices on a larger company basis, to having 

to work directly with the implementation and management of the CSR initiatives within a 

controversial organisation if she was to work there.  

 

After being asked if she would find an organisation operating in a controversial industry more 

attractive as a potential place of employment if it engaged in CSR, interviewee 4, who asserted that 

CSR was not a direct antecedent of organisational attractiveness for her, stated “I would actually say 

that, for a controversial business, it would be more important for them to display engagement in CSR 

that it would a non-controversial business, in my opinion”. Her rationale for CSR being more 

important for controversial organisations than non-controversial in determining organisational 

attractiveness is related to the perceived moral breach that occurs when being employed by a 

controversial organisation, with her stating “if I had to compromise on my morals or values, I would 

like to think that [despite] my personal compromise, I would still be able to make up for [it] in some 

way, shape, or form by saying the business still does something good… That’s not something that I 

think I would consciously like to admit but I could image that, subconsciously, that is what would 

happen, if I was looking at a controversial industry”. Interviewee 4 continues to expands on her 

rationale, arguing “it’s social desirability and probably also social acceptance in terms of, if I now 

have to tell somebody that I work in an industry that most people frown upon, I want them to not 

frown upon me and not judge me as a result [of working in that industry]”.  

 

Overall, it seems that it is partially suggested that the controversial status of the industry, within which 

the organisation pursuing CSR initiatives is operating, does, to some degree, moderate the way in 

which CSR affects organisational attractiveness. Interviewee 1 states that she does not believe that 

controversial vs. non-controversial industry matters for her when determining organisational 

attractiveness but states, when controlling for other variables, that it is rather about the individual 

organisation’s activities. Interviewee 3’s statements on the topic suggest that the organisation being 

in a controversial industry does change the way in which CSR relates to organisational attractiveness, 
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for her, although this is a somewhat more nuanced shift in the way in which these two concepts 

interact. Interviewee 4’s comments support the moderating effect of controversial industries on the 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, for her. However, a comprehensive 

conclusion cannot be made, and a thorough investigation of this interaction is necessary.  

 

4.2.2 Explanatory Frameworks 

Signalling Theory 

While speaking on her previous place of employment, interviewee 1 states that what organisations 

advertise is not always actualised and that it is therefore important to remain sceptical when assessing 

corporate CSR-oriented communications, “everything that is advertised on a global level is not what 

they’re doing locally, or implementing locally. It is important to take that [corporate CSR-related 

communications] with a grain of salt”. Interviewee 1 also asserts that job postings, and related 

communications, are ultimately sales speeches and not necessarily indicative of what’s actually 

happening, “They are sales speeches when you look at job postings”. Interviewee 1 does say that it 

is important to know whether the image of the organisation is one that she, the job seeker, likes before 

continuing to the pre-hire process and affirms the importance of corporate communications, “When 

you are then looking further at the company, you have to make up your mind prior to going into the 

interviews whether it’s a company you like the image [of]. Not image as in “oh, it’s prestigious” but 

what are they portrayed as when you read about them?”. Her statements throughout the interview 

suggest that, while it is important to have an idea of whether you like the organisation’s image, 

interviewee 1 does not place too much credibility on the organisation’s CSR communications in 

general, and also as signals about organisational values and attributes. 

 

When asked if organisational disclosures regarding their CSR policy and initiatives would inform 

him of what it was like to work there, interviewee 2 stated that he believed the sub-communication 

of those messages to be generally positive and suggestive of positive organisational characteristics 

that are aligned with his values, “the undertones, or like sub-communications, are definitely positive. 

It’s going to be a more liberal place… I would align with that and then would be more likely to enjoy 

working with them… it’s also indicative of how they carry out their business”. He goes on to say that, 

although communicating about it and actually doing it are two separate things, he believes that there 

is a correlation between the amount of talk and the amount of walk that an organisation does, “if you 

plot the amount of talk that companies do and the amount of walk that companies [do], there’s 
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definitely a correlation”. Interviewee 2 does conclude by asserting that, in spite of an organisation’s 

CSR communications emitting positive sub-communications about the organisation itself, the 

corporate messages do not hold too much weight for him and he merely uses them as a flag to 

investigate further, “for me it [their CSR communication] doesn’t hold too much weight… it’s only 

a flag to look into”. These comments showcase that, for interviewee 2, an organisation’s corporate 

messages regarding their CSR activities do signal positive organisational characteristics that increase 

the attractiveness of the organisation as a place of employment. However, interviewee 2 does note 

that he does not put too much weight into these communications. This partially supports the 

hypothesis that the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness is explained by 

signalling theory.  

 

While discussing how to ascertain whether an organisation is being authentic in its CSR disclosures, 

interviewee 3 stated that she believes many organisations are communicating things that don’t 

necessarily actually unfold within the organisation, suggesting a mistrust in the signalling power of 

disclosures, “I think a lot of companies have the risk of communicating something out to the public 

and then it’s just not what’s happening inside of the company’s four walls. And that can be really 

difficult to get a glimpse off… a company can be really good at communicating and not really 

following through”. Interviewee 3 continued on this stream, informing that she was working within 

marketing and was therefore hesitant to infer too much from the corporate communications of an 

organisation, “I’m working within marketing communication, so I’m always a bit hesitant of taking 

what they [the company] write as the truth. It can be super easy to print a lot of bullshit on a website 

and just like state “we do this and we plant trees and we try to do good”. I am always like, I need to 

see some follow-through”. Later, interviewee 3 asserts that, if your role is not directly related to the 

CSR policy and initiatives that the organisation is heralding, the CSR disclosures are generally, in 

her view, not signalling what it’s like to work at an organisation, “it’s not saying anything about how 

it is to work there”. Interviewee 3 states that it would be easier for her to analyse the corporate 

communications, as she is interested in the topic, suggesting a generally critical attitude to 

organisational communications that are CSR-oriented, “I think it’s easier for me to look through all 

the bullshit and see what they actually do because I also have a personal interest of looking into it”. 

Overall, it suggested that interviewee 3 does not grant much credence to corporate communications 

regarding their CSR policy and initiatives in general, and also not as being indicative of what it’s like 

to work for the organisation. Interviewee 3 does therefore not provide evidence supporting CSR’s 
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hypothesised function of sending positive signals to prospective employees about organisational 

values and attributes .  

 

After being asked about the possible indication that an organisation’s CSR disclosures could grant a 

job seeker about how it is to actually work for the organisation, interviewee 4 stated that she, similar 

to the other participants, is somewhat wary of the organisation’s communications as being indicative 

of the organisation itself, “I’m inherently really sceptical when it comes to that kind of thing 

[corporate communications regarding CSR initiatives]. I’m probably not the best person to ask 

because I used to work in corporate communications and the whole point of corporate 

communications is to be an attractive company”. Interviewee 4 continues, using the promotion of 

female rights to exemplify possible CSR initiatives, stating that she believes many might expect such 

CSR initiatives to lead to similar commitments and ideals unfolding within the organisation but that 

she herself does not, “You might think that, if they go around endorsing women’s right and essentially 

supporting symposiums on strong women today, or women in business or whatever, that narrative 

will also unfold within the business itself. So I could see why people might see that as being a 

possibility. Personally, I’m not a believer in it”. Her statements on the topic imply cynicism regarding 

the actuality of the corporate messages that an organisation communicates and how reflective such 

communications are of the inner-workings and culture of the organisation.  

 

Gathered from the interview participants’ comments, it became evident that there was a greater deal 

of doubt regarding the veracity of an organisation’s corporate CSR-oriented communications as being 

truthful and in any way being indicative of what it would actually be like to work for the organisation. 

Therefore, the notion that an organisation engaging in CSR send positive signals to prospective 

employees about organisational values and attributes was not supported.  

 

Social Identity Theory 

When searching for jobs, interviewee 1 states that she will specifically search for information on the 

organisation’s reputation as others will use it as a way to identify you as an individual, and that being 

associated with the organisation can suggest to others a lot about your personal value system, “I will 

be looking at the companies that I intend to apply for and their reputations because they will have a 

big impact on how people perceive you… it will become reflective of who you are presented as… it 

will also say a lot on what your personal opinions are”. Interviewee 1 continues, saying that it is 
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important that she is actually happy to discuss what her organisation does, both for her but also for 

society at large, “Where I work needs to be somewhere where I’m actually happy to talk about the 

company, my job, and what they’re doing. And why it’s good. Not just for me personally but also 

just in general”. From these statements, it is suggested that interviewee 1 will identify with the 

organisation for which she is employed and that it is important that she is proud of the organisation 

for the work that they do. Her final sentence of that comment, “Not just for me personally but also 

just in general”, implies that an organisation’s CSR policy and how the organisation’s impact on 

society at large will be a significant proponent of her attraction to an organisation as a place of 

employment. These comments, and her belief that CSR was an important factor in determining 

organisational attractiveness for her, suggest that an organisation engaging in CSR will grant it 

positive organisational value connotations in her eyes as a prospective employee. 

 

While discussing the importance of different components of organisational attractiveness for him, 

interviewee 2 states that his personal alignment with the organisation and its brand, specifically 

related to its CSR policy, is an important determinant of organisational attractiveness, “what is their 

kind of brand? Do I align with the brand? And I guess that relates more to kind of social 

responsibility”. After interviewer 2 commented that it seemed that it did not seem that he would not 

have to identify with an organisation to work there, interviewee 2 corrected him, stating that he would 

need to identify with an organisation to work for it, “No, I would have to, I would have to identify 

with it [the organisation] myself”. The importance of identifying with the organisation for interviewee 

2 is further supported by his assertion that it is very important to him when interviewer 1 asks “so the 

things that are very important for you when you’re looking for a job was to identify, to have the same 

values as your place of employment, to feel like you are part of something that you can be proud of?” 

and he replied “Yes, that’s very important for me”. These comments, in addition with the importance 

of an organisation’s CSR policy for interviewee 2 in determining organisational attractiveness, 

provide support for notion that an organisation engaging in CSR will grant it positive organisational 

value connotations for interviewee 2 as a prospective employee. 

  

When asked what would make an organisation an attractive place of employment for her, interviewee 

3 commented that the reputation of the organisation, specifically also the degree to which other people 

were aware of it, was an important factor, “the company’s reputation, is it a company I know, 

something I can put on my CV and people would be impressed by, is it acknowledgeable company”. 
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She continued, stating that, for her, a good reputation would constitute that getting a job there was 

impressive to others, suggesting that the organisation she worked for would bolster her self-identity, 

“it’s a bit difficult to get a job there and they have high expectations. So just getting a job there would 

be an achievement. So, in that way, I could use it in a positive way on my resume and people would 

be impressed by [me] just getting there job there”. Interviewee 3 affirmed this assertion, stating that 

her motivation for becoming employed at an organisation with a positive reputation would, in part, 

be due to it reflecting positively on her, “yeah, it would be a reflection of me”. Interviewee 3 later 

clarified on her specific job pursuit intentions, saying that she is, ideally, searching for work within a 

sustainable organisation, or searching for a job wherein she can have a positive impact, and that aligns 

with her previously established personal ideals, “I am really looking for a job within sustainability or 

a job that can make a positive impact”. Interviewee 3 goes onto saying that she would not work for 

an organisation that she wouldn’t want to be tell people about and therefore that she wouldn’t want 

to be associated with, “I would never work for a company that I would not feel comfortable telling 

people about”. She later revised this statement, clarifying that it is not necessarily the organisation 

itself, but rather what she is doing within the organisation that is important to her, “I don’t have to be 

proud of the company itself. I have to be proud of what I’m doing”. Interviewee 3’s commentary, and 

the general tone of the conversation, suggests, for her, the importance of the workplace in reflecting 

and strengthening one’s self-identity. This proposes that for interviewee 3, an organisation engaging 

in CSR will grant it positive organisational value connotations. 

 

After being asked whether she believed the place where she was employed would form a part of her 

self-concept, interviewee 4 stated that she did not believe that the organisation at large, or the team 

she was a member of, would form part of her self-concept, “I wouldn’t say that the organisation is 

[part of my self-concept], no. No, I wouldn’t even say down to the team level, that it is part of my 

identity. Because the people that I work with are very different to myself and if I’m building my 

identity up around something that I consider to be very different to my own, I don’t necessarily think 

that’s reflective of who I am as a person”. Interviewee 4 does note that the job role that she has within 

the organisation may be closely tied to her identity and she does somewhat adapt her earlier thoughts, 

saying that she does, to some degree, identify with the organisation where she works but that she does 

not believe it to be a defining feature of her self-identity, “I think my job is part of my identity because 

I think that there are tangents that tie into my personality. And then I think I perform that job in a 

context where I have found a corporate culture that I think aligns with what I want in a company. 
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And that, yes, to some degree, I do identify [with my organisation], particularly with its people focus, 

but I don’t think that it’s a reflection of my wider identity”. After an interviewer commented that 

while she may not identify with her place of employment she seemed to be aware that others might 

not do the so, interviewee 4 confirmed that she is aware that others may not uphold this division, 

“people won’t [not associate your place of employment with your identity] because that’s just how 

your brain works. Your brain automatically makes assumptions. And one of those assumptions will 

be that you are aligned with whatever business you choose to associate with”. Further, interviewee 

4’s belief that her identity is separate from the organisation is shown by her statement regarding her 

identity being allowed to exist in the organisation rather than being a part of it, “I think my identity 

is kind of allowed to exist within the business construct, if that makes sense”. These comments, in 

conjunction with her stating that the CSR policy of an organisation was not a significant predictor of 

organisational attractiveness for her, suggest that SIT would not help explain the proposed 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness for interviewee 4. 

 

Overall, the applicability of SIT in helping to understand the underlying mechanisms of the proposed 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, namely the proposition that an 

organisation engaging in CSR will grant it positive organisational value connotations in the eyes of 

prospective employees, is partially supported by the comments made by the interview participants, 

with three of the four participants providing evidence suggesting the importance of identifying with 

their workplace as well as the importance of CSR as a predictor of organisational attractiveness.   

 

Person-Organisation Fit 

While discussing the process through which job seekers go through while applying for roles, 

interviewee 1 comments that, ultimately, whether the organisation is attractive is dependent on what 

your needs and wants are, heavily suggesting the importance of P-O fit, “It [what organisational 

attributes are attractive] depends on what your needs are… You have to start thinking more in terms 

of “okay, where are my own personal wants and needs going to be in conflict [with the 

organisation]””. Interviewee 1 goes on to comment that, the degree to which a job seeker can allow 

themselves to search for greater P-O fit depends on their individual circumstance, “You can afford to 

be picky if you have the qualifications that you know will complement a lot of jobs. If you’re 

struggling for a longer time you can afford less to be picky”. Further, interviewee 1 distinguishes 

between the organisation at a larger, macro level and the organisation where you will actually be 
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working; nonetheless stating that a match between your individual wants and the organisation’s traits 

is necessary, “The global organisation, that’s where you can do it [match your values to the 

organisation’s] on the total macro, great high level but, at the same time, that’s not where you’re 

working, you’re working as an individual at the smallest level and there you want to see some traits 

of what you like to want to stay. It doesn’t matter what the global office does if you don’t feel it”. 

Interviewee 1 goes on to suggest that an alignment with the local organisation, where she will actually 

be employed, is more important than an alignment with her idea of the organisation at large, “that 

[the general organisational attributes she searches for] will determine my alignment with that 

department within that company within that country that I’m working… people don’t quit their jobs 

because of the company or necessarily because of what goes on within a company, they typically quit 

because of their bosses. And I think the bosses… reflect a lot more what that specific department’s 

values are”. Additionally, while discussing the job search process, interviewee 1 comments on the 

importance of the image of the organisation and its alignment with her own values and beliefs, “the 

image that it [the organisation] has, it is something that I am appealed to? I want to stay with? Or is 

the image it has something that doesn’t align with me long term?”. These comments, in addition to 

her aforementioned belief that an organisation’s CSR policy is an important organisational 

characteristic when determining organisational attractiveness for her, suggests that, for interviewee 

1, a compatibility between the organisation and her personal beliefs regarding what constitutes good 

practices, at a CSR level, is important. As such, P-O fit might mediate the proposed relationship 

between CSR and organisational attractiveness for interviewee 1.  

 

When questioned what makes an organisation attractive for him as a place of employment, 

interviewee 2 suggested that he fit into the organisational culture and enjoyed engaging with the other 

employees, “I want the work to be interesting. I want to work in an environment to be kind of lively 

and I want to enjoy hanging out with people I’m working with”. Interviewee 2 goes onto stating that 

it is important for him to align with the company on a macro level, in terms of what the organisation’s 

goals and mission are, specifically in reference to the organisation’s CSR policy, “Do I align with the 

goals of the company? Do I align with what they’re trying to do, their mission statement?... that 

relates more to kind of social responsibility”. While discussing a previous workplace, interviewee 2 

states that, the reason the organisation successfully implemented its CSR policy, is that there is an 

alignment between the employees’ interests and the organisation’s goals, further highlighting his 

belief that a fit between the individual and the organisation is important, “I think one of the main 
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reasons why these companies are actually succeeding in putting their words into practice is because 

the people that they hire are really passionate about these [CSR] initiatives”. Interviewee 2 further 

emphasises this point, stating directly that he wants to work in a place that is aligned with his specific 

interests and beliefs regarding corporate responsibility, “I want to be aligned with a company that has 

the same initiatives that align with the passions or the considerations that I have”. Interviewee 2 

underscores the importance of this alignment, stating that he would be unlikely to want to work for 

an organisation that worked against his passions and that he would be more likely to want to work 

for organisations that, to some extent, fit his interests and considerations, “I would probably never 

work with a company that I know for sure aligns with initiatives that are opposing the initiatives that 

I’m passionate about… obviously if a company aligns with more of the initiatives that I’m passionate 

about or that I care about… then I’m definitely more likely to work for those companies”. His 

comments regarding alignment, which he directly related to socially responsible business practices, 

provide support for the notion that P-O fit mediating variable in the proposed relationship between 

CSR and organisational attractiveness for interviewee 2.  

 

Interviewee 3, following being asked the order of her priorities during the job search process, stated 

that alignment between her personal beliefs and the organisation are essential, “it’s certainly a priority 

to work for a sustainable business that’s aligned with my own beliefs and ethical values… I would so 

much rather work for something that contributes positively to the world rather than work for 

something that’s pulling it down”. She continues, illustrating that a misalignment between her and 

the organisation would be difficult for her and her self-concept, “I would find it so unfortunate and 

so sad to spend so many hours a day doing something that’s not aligned with what I believe in… it 

would affect how I see myself as an authentic person… It would be super tough for me to have a job 

where I don’t believe in the messages I send”. Interviewee 3 goes on to stating that it’s not only 

important to match with the organisation but also important for her that the people, thereby the culture 

of the organisation, match her, “it’s also important to me that the people I work with match me”. 

Interviewee 3 concludes by stating that, ultimately, organisational attractiveness is all about the 

degree to which the organisation matches her personal belief system, “It’s all about if it matches my 

personal belief system. If I feel good about what I’m doing, if I feel comfortable with what I’m 

contributing to the world with that”. From interviewee 3’s statements, it is evident that, for her, the 

perceived P-O fit between her and the organisation is an essential predictor of organisational 

attractiveness and, as corporate responsibility is also important to her, it is heavily implied that the P-
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O fit model could help explain the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness.  

 

After being asked about whether she would attempt to find an organisation whose values she aligns 

with, interviewee 4, similarly to interviewee 1, states that she believes values exist at many levels in 

a professional environment, “When you talk about values, values occur at a lot of different levels 

when you’re working. One thing is your personal values, then your team values, your department 

values, your regional company values, it can go up to… industry level”. Interviewee 4 goes on to 

distinguishing between her self-identity and the identity of the different groups of which she has 

membership, stating that she does not believe that they reflect her identity, with her suggesting that 

she does not seek to find an organisation with which her values align as her self-concept is 

independent on the organisation, “Do I think that is reflected in my job, or my team, or my 

department, and all the way up to my industry? No, I do not. Do I think it is reflected in my practices 

and the way that I am as a human and how I operate? Yes, I do”. However, earlier in the interview, 

interviewee 4 had stated that corporate culture, and specifically the fit that she had with that culture, 

was an important determinant of organisational attractiveness for her, “corporate culture… is very 

important. You’ll find out… whether these [are] people that you want to be working with… and what 

kind of fit you have with that culture”. Interviewee 4 does state that culture, like identity, exists at 

many level, “It’s not just a brand or company culture, it’s a department culture, it’s a team culture, 

it’s a regional culture, it’s management culture”. She later goes on to comment that a good corporate 

culture is likely to be a product of the organisation’s employee-oriented CSR initiatives, “Bearing in 

mind that culture is important to me, one of the things that’s obviously important in sustaining and 

developing people-based culture and a culture that focuses on its people [is CSR]. You need initiatives 

that are going to support that [culture] and that are going [to] encourage your people to thrive”. In 

this way, although she does distinguish between her self-identity and the organisation’s identity, it is 

suggested that her perception of her fit within an organisation, especially the organisational culture, 

plays an important role in determining organisational attractiveness for her. This, in combination with 

her acknowledgement of the role that CSR plays indirectly in determining corporate culture, could 

therefore provide support for the explanatory role of P-O fit in explaining, and potentially mediating, 

the connection between CSR and organisational attractiveness for her, specifically through corporate 

culture.  
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Overall, based on the statements made by the interview participants providing support for the 

importance of P-O fit and the importance of CSR, it can be inferred that the P-O fit model can help 

to explain the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

In sum, this qualitative data analysis yielded findings relevant to the interview-specific research 

hypotheses. Hypothesis 2, that an organisation’s communications regarding its CSR engagements 

sends prospective employees positive signals about organisational values and attributes, was not 

supported, with the interview participants doubting the credibility of such organisational 

communications. Hypothesis 3, that prospective employees will identify with their place of 

employment and ascribe an organisation positive value connotations if it engages in CSR, was 

partially supported, with some interview participants stating that they would identify with their place 

of employment and that the organisation engaging in CSR leads to a more favourable perspective on 

the organisation. Hypothesis 4, that P-O fit mediates the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, was supported, with participants emphasising the importance of 

alignment between them and their place of employment. The qualitative data analysis also provided 

insight on the themes investigated in the quantitative data analysis. Hypothesis 1, that engagement in 

CSR was positively correlated with organisational attractiveness, received support. Hypothesis 5, that 

the organisation operating within a controversial industry was negatively correlated with 

organisational attractiveness, received support. Hypothesis 6, that the organisation operating within 

a controversial industry moderated the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, 

did not receive support in this review.  
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5. Discussion 
This section will contain discussions of the results this study has yielded. Firstly, an overview of the 

findings of both the quantitative and qualitative analyses will be outlined. Then discussions focussed 

on each hypothesis will be done. These discussions will be related to findings from previous studies 

in the field, as well as the given explanatory factors contributing to this study’s findings. Lastly, a 

general discussion regarding the design of this study will be done.  

 

Overview of results 

Evidence from a growing body of literature suggests that a positive relation exists between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 

2002; Kim & Park, 2011; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 

2016; Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018; Turban & Greening, Corporate Social Performance 

and Organizational Attractiveness to Prospective Employees, 1997). However, certain nuances 

affecting the proposed relationship have not yet received much attention. This study was undertaken 

to examine the intricacies of this proposed relationship, as well as within the context of controversial 

industries. Six individual hypotheses were examined and tested. The quantitative data was used to 

establish the proposed relationships whereas the qualitative data was used in an effort to help explain 

these underlying mechanisms of these proposed relationships. However, while the qualitative data’s 

intended use was not for the testing of hypotheses 1, 5, and 6, the proposed relationships were 

discussed during the interview process. As such, the qualitative data’s findings related to these 

hypotheses are included in the overview. The results of both the quantitative and qualitative 

hypothesis-testing is outlined in table III.  

 

Hypotheses Quantitative findings Qualitative findings

Hypothesis 1: The organisation engaging in CSR will be positively 
related to organisational attractiveness. Not supported Supported

Hypothesis 2: An organisation engaging in CSR send positive 
signals to prospective employees about organisational values and 
attributes. 

Not supported

Hypothesis 3: An organisation engaging in CSR will grant it 
positive organisational value connotations in the eyes of prospective 
employees.

Supported

Hypothesis 4: Person-Organisation Fit mediates the proposed 
relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness.

Supported

Hypothesis 5: The organisation operating within a controversial 
industry will be negatively related to organisational attractiveness. 

Supported Supported

Hypothesis 6: The organisation operating within a controversial 
industry will moderate the relationship between CSR and 
organisational attractiveness. 

Not supported Partially supported

Table III - Summary of findings
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The effect of CSR on organisational attractiveness 

Presently, the literary consensus regarding CSR and organisational attractiveness is that a positive 

relationship exists (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; Kim & 

Park, 2011; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 2016; 

Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018; Turban & Greening, Corporate Social Performance and 

Organizational Attractiveness to Prospective Employees, 1997). In contrast to the literary consensus, 

the quantitative findings of this study did not support such a relationship. However, interestingly, the 

qualitative data analysis did find support for the existence of the proposed relationship. Thereby, a 

discussion considering the potential reasons for these differing results might be of value.  

 

The difference in how CSR is operationalised might have contributed to these results. In the 

qualitative analysis, most participants showed an inclination to operationalise CSR as primarily 

referring to external, environmentally-oriented practises. However, upon further discussion, all 

participants conceded to finding it personally important for an organisation to have good internal, 

employee-focussed policies as part of their CSR efforts. Earlier studies have investigated whether 

certain dimensions of CSR are of more significance for job seekers’ perception of organisational 

attractiveness, with findings suggesting that internal, employee-focussed CSR has a more significant 

effect on organisational attractiveness (Lis, 2012; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016). Therefore, 

both the change of CSR operationalisation from primarily external, to both internal and external, as 

well as the inclination to place more emphasis on the internal CSR, might hold certain implications 

for the survey responses as well. As no definition of CSR, nor details of the CSR initiatives 

supposedly conducted by the simulated organisation, was provided for the survey respondents, but 

only the notion that the organisation “engages in a number of philanthropic CSR initiatives”, it is 

uncertain how the respondents operationalised CSR. As such, the questionnaire respondents may have 

operationalised CSR differently than the interview participants and answered accordingly. This 

study’s findings on the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness may 

have been different if all respondents had operationalised CSR in a similar manner, or if a more 

precise description, of the type of CSR the simulated organisation engaged in, had been provided in 

the organisational profile. Moreover, this explanation might also be supported by the existing plethora 

of different definitions of CSR (Bowen, Social responsibilites of the businessman, 1953; Commission 

of the European Communities, 2001; Dahlsrud, 2008; Johnson H. , Business in Contemporary 

Society: Framework and Issues, 1971; Joo, Moon, & Choi, A moderated mediation model of CSR 
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and organizational attractiveness among job applicants: Roles of perceived overall justice and 

attributed motives, 2016; Manne & Wallich, The Modern Corporation and Social Responsibility, 

1972), potentially suggesting that individual operationalisations of the concept vary significantly. 

However, previous studies have also found evidence suggesting that firms’ ecological stances, and 

external CSR practices, significantly influences organisational attractiveness (Backhaus, Stone, & 

Heiner, 2002; Bauer & Aiman-Smith, 1996). Thus, even if the questionnaire respondents had 

implicitly operationalised the organisation’s CSR initiatives as externally-oriented when evaluating 

the organisational attractiveness, it was expected that there would be a correlation between the two 

variables. However, an interesting note to make might be that these studies were conducted two 

decades ago, respectively (Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; Bauer & Aiman-Smith, 1996), and 

people’s views might have changed significantly since these were findings. 

 

The idea of a hierarchy to the way in which an organisation engages in CSR might contribute to the 

understanding of the results of this study. The idea that a hierarchy exists was found within the 

qualitative analysis, where participants noted that organisations need to implement internal, 

employee-focussed CSR practices before attempting to engage in externally focussed CSR practices. 

Moreover, participants saw this hierarchy as necessary for an organisation’s CSR activities to be 

perceived as authentic. Thereby, the discussion of internal versus external CSR and their different 

effects on organisational attractiveness might be impacted by whether the participants believe that 

CSR should follow a certain hierarchical model of implementation, and the success of this 

significantly impacts the value of the CSR in terms of organisational attractiveness. Moreover, if this 

idea of a hierarchy was also present for the survey respondents and the CSR presented in the survey 

was operationalised as externally-oriented, this might also have contributed to the lack of statistical 

relationship found between CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

A mistrust of actuality of the CSR-related information communicated by organisations, as well as a 

mistrust of the intentions behind such initiatives, might have contributed to outcomes of this study. 

A study by Jones, Willness, & Heller (2016) found that some job seekers find organisations less 

attractive based on the organisational communication surrounding their CSR efforts, as job seekers 

were proposed to be sceptical of both the actuality of the given initiatives, as well as the underlying 

motivations of said initiatives. Moreover, another study by Catano & Hines (2016) found an 

insignificant relation between CSR and organisational attractiveness, which according the authors 
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posited may have been due to the respondents being distrustful of the authenticity of the 

organisation’s CSR communications. Within the qualitative data, a strong trend of distrust and 

scepticism towards information released by companies was found. All participants were rather 

sceptical towards corporate communications regarding about CSR practices and had doubts 

concerning whether the advertised initiatives were actually being implemented by the companies, or 

whether these CSR initiatives functioned solely as marketing ploys. The idea that organisations utilise 

CSR as a strategic marketing tool in order to improve their reputation was noted amongst the 

interview participants. For some participants, this made the CSR unauthentic, and subsequently less 

valuable, whilst for other participants, the rationale behind any given initiative did not feed into the 

value of the initiative. As such, the possibility of widespread mistrust of CSR information might have 

impacted the results, as different participants may have ascribed different levels of significance to the 

identical CSR information provided in the questionnaire. The value connotations of the statement 

might have varied significantly dependent on participants’ perception of the actuality of CSR efforts, 

and thus their responses may have varied accordingly.   

 

Further, the qualitative analysis revealed that the perceived appropriateness and authenticity of an 

organisation’s CSR engagements may moderate the effect of the CSR initiative on organisational 

attractiveness. Some participants contended that if the CSR initiatives employed by a company were 

not in aligned with the business or industry that the organisation operated in, it would be deemed 

inappropriate for the organisation and appear unauthentic, with the distrust of the organisation’s 

motives for engaging in the initiative increasing, and the value of the initiative, in terms of its 

contribution to organisational attractiveness, decreasing. These assertions support the findings by 

Catano & Hines (2016), who posited that the reason for the insignificant relation found between CSR 

and organisational attractiveness found in their study was due to the distrust of the authenticity of the 

organisation’s CSR communications (Catano & Hines, 2016). This nuance in the relationship bares 

implications for potential differences in operationalisations of CSR, as well as the distrust and 

perceived actuality of CSR. If the appropriateness and authenticity of CSR initiatives are part of the 

determination of the initiatives’ value in the eyes of prospective employees, how CSR is 

operationalised and what constitutes authenticity, become significant areas of investigation. The 

qualitative analysis found that some participants viewed CSR as more positive if related to the given 

business or industry the firm is in, whereas another participant had a complete opposite view, 

believing that companies who reduce their own negative impact caused by their operations are not 
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partaking in CSR, they simply fulfil their societal duties. Thus, the contextuality of CSR holds 

implications for the individual operationalisations of CSR. Moreover, this emphasis on the 

authenticity and appropriateness of CSR might also influence the perceived legitimacy of the 

initiatives, and the level of inherent mistrust of the related information provided by companies.  

 

Within the context of authenticity, a discussion of voluntarism in relation to CSR activities might 

contribute as explanatory for the results of this study. Despite CSR per the most utilised definition 

being voluntary (Commission of the European Communities, 2001; Dahlsrud, 2008), this aspect of 

the construct might not be perceived as inherent by all. Findings by a 2017 KPMG report stated that 

there had been a large increase in legislative reporting standards. As such, it might be argued that 

organisations have been prompted to increase their CSR engagements by the increase in CSR 

reporting legislation, and thus the voluntariness of these CSR engagement might be questioned by 

private individuals. A level of doubt concerning the voluntarism of potential CSR initiatives was 

evident amongst several participants in this study, with participants suggesting that an organisations’ 

engagement in CSR was due to societal development and consequent market pressures. Further, an 

inclination to devalue CSR initiatives as a factor influencing organisational attractiveness due to this 

was noted. Thus, in addition to the importance of authenticity and appropriateness, whether CSR is 

perceived as voluntary and not due to market pressure seems to moderate the relationship between 

CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

In sum, there are several potential explanations for the inconsistency of the quantitative and 

qualitative data regarding the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. 

Due to the various definitional, operational, evaluative, and perceptive factors potentially affecting 

the proposed relationship, there are various directions future studies might investigate in order to 

create a more comprehensive understanding of the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness.  

 

Signalling theory 

Evidence from an underdeveloped body of literature studying the role of signal-based mechanisms 

within the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness have supported the 

hypothesised interaction (Jones, Willness, & Heller, 2016; Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). 

However, this study did not find that organisations’ CSR communications send positive 
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organisational values and attributes ‘signals’ to prospective employees. Despite the hypothesised 

interaction not being found, this study uncovered complexities in the hypothesised relationship.  

 

Signalling theory is generally understood in the literature as the phenomenon occurring when an 

absence of perfect information leads prospective employees to resort to interpretation of recruitment 

messages as ‘signals’ concerning actual organisational attributes (Rynes, 1989). As such, all 

participants recognised this informational asymmetry in the job search process, and most of them 

attempted to alleviate this asymmetry by seeking out as much information about the organisation as 

possible. All participants found it very important when searching for a job and interviewing to 

alleviate this information gap as much as possible. Moreover, all participants had many specific ideas 

and tools of how to research an organisation, and what sort of information that is to be found by an 

external actor. 

 

Jones, Willness, & Heller (2016) reported that some job seekers were aware of the informational 

asymmetry and that this elicited an inherent mistrust of possible recruitment messages that an 

organisation communicated. Similarly, despite all participants placing a great emphasis on 

researching potential employers, all participants were inherently sceptical of the legitimacy of the 

self-released information about any organisation. Corporate communication by companies were 

largely viewed as sales pitches, and the inherent distrust of the information provided were unanimous 

among the participants. Especially recruiter messages were viewed with quite a cynical lens and 

inferences made based upon any self-released information was taken with a grain of salt. These 

findings also align with the suggestions made by Willness & Jones (2013), who put forth the notion 

CSR from media owned and controlled by the organisation was more likely to elicit to negative 

reactions, such as scepticism, from job seekers.  

 

Thus, the findings of this study might suggest that an organisation engaging in CSR does not send 

positive signals to prospective employees about organisational values and attributes, as the CSR 

disclosures by companies do not appear as credible to job seekers. Participants were highly concerned 

with reducing the information asymmetry that exists between prospective employees and a potential 

employer, yet they were also highly sceptical of the information gathered, not placing giving much 

credence to the information in suggesting how a given organisation would be as a place of 

employment. These beliefs and behaviours might be argued somewhat paradoxical.  
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In sum, the participants’ comments do not provide much support for the hypothesised interaction of 

signal-based mechanisms in the proposed relationship between CSR and perceived organisational 

values and attributes. This can potentially be attributed to participant cynicism and mistrust of 

corporate communications regarding CSR messages from the organisation.  

 

Social identity theory 

A limited number of studies have attempted to measure the effect of anticipated pride as a mediating 

variable between CSR and organisational attractiveness (Jones, Willness, & Heller, 2016; Jones, 

Willness, & Madey, 2014). The findings of these have shown that anticipated pride mediates the 

proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. The authors developed 

anticipated pride as a mediating factor based on social identity theory (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 

2014), which asserts that individuals build their identities in relation to social groups, and the 

belonging (or not belonging) subsequently feeds into the individual self-identities (Teo, 2014), and 

assumes that social groups, and membership of these groups, are associated with positive or negative 

value connotations (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Likewise, Lis (2012) asserted that social identity theory 

might be used to explicate the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. As a 

consequence, this study hypothesised, and found evidence supporting, that an organisation engaging 

in CSR will grant it positive organisational value connotations in the eyes of prospective employees.  

 

Within the qualitative data, the previously supported mediating factor of anticipated pride (Jones, 

Willness, & Heller, 2016; Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014), was discovered and commented upon 

by the participants. The majority of the participants made it clear that it was important to them to be 

proud of the places they work, as their place of employment was perceived to be a reflection of them, 

and subsequently their identity. Moreover, this pride was extended to how others perceived them and 

working for an organisation that others were impressed by served as an important factor for 

organisational attractiveness, particularly in relation to the social responsibility employed by the 

organisation in question. As part of an organisational attractiveness scale development, Highhouse et 

al (2003) found that one of the three dimensions of organisational attractiveness was prestige, a 

dimension which was concerned with social influences, such as pride and reputation (Highhouse, 

Lievens, & Sinar, 2003). As such, this suggests that organisations engaging in CSR will grant positive 
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organisational value connotations in the eyes of prospective employees, as CSR positively impacts 

the associated pride and reputation.  

 

Further, several participants commented that they sought alignment with the values of their potential 

employer, specifically in relation to the given CSR (or lack thereof), the organisation engaged in. One 

participant made a direct association between her employer’s reputation and her personal beliefs and 

values. Moreover, she recognised how most people do make assumptions about others based on their 

association with varies organisations and said organisations’ reputations and values. This assertion 

was supported by the majority of participants, who all believed that people in general attribute 

meaning to people’s choice of employer in terms of their identity. This would therefore suggest that 

organisational membership informs social identities.  

 

Conversely, one participant had an interesting view on how her identity interacted with the 

organisational identity. She stated that her identity was not shaped by the organisational identity and 

values, but rather her individual identity was allowed to exist within an organisation whilst being two 

separate, and not overlapping, entities. Along these lines, several participants made a clear distinction 

between the influence the specific job role had one individual identity versus the influence an 

organisations values and identity had one individual identity. Within this line of argument, several 

participants asserted that the job role was a much more significant influence on their own personal 

identity than the overall organisational identity. Thus, this would imply that an organisation’s CSR 

initiatives do not provide positive value connotations affecting the social identities prescribed to 

employees of the given organisation. However, the value connotations affecting the social identities 

might be more prevalent when considering the specific job role rather than the overall organisation.  

 

In sum, the findings of this study show that prospective job seekers prescribe positive value 

connotations to organisations who engage in CSR initiatives. Mechanisms such as pride, reputation, 

and alignment of values all contribute to this interaction.  

 

Person-organisation fit 

Within the literature investigating the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, a 

stream has studied person-organisation fit as a mediating variable in the proposed relationship, with 

several studies finding evidence supporting the hypothesised mediation (Jones, Willness, & Heller, 
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2016; Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014; Kim & Park, 2011; Gully, Phillips, Castellano, Han, & Kim, 

2013). This study found evidence supporting the general direction of the current body of literature on 

this domain of enquiry, with the study findings suggesting P-O fit as a mediating variable in the 

proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

One of the most frequent operationalisations of P-O fit is the supplementary fit perspective, which 

looks at the level of congruence between individual and organisational values (Kristof, 1996). Most 

of the interview participants stated that they sought alignment between their and the organisation’s 

values, specifically in relation to their given position regarding the importance of CSR practises. Meta 

analytic evidence suggest that P-O fit holds some of the strongest prediction powers in the study of 

recruiting outcomes (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014). As such, all participants asserted that a certain 

level of compatibility between their place of employment and themselves was one of the most 

important determinants for organisational attractiveness. Thus, P-O fit would seem to mediate the 

proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. 

 

Perceptions of macro and micro levels of an organisation presented as an additional complexity within 

the P-O mediated relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. With P-O fit generally 

being conceptualised as the compatibility between people and organisations (Kristof, 1996), most 

participants made a distinction between the global, high level organisational values and visions, 

versus the local, departmental organisational values. Within this context, participants agreed that the 

most important fit was the fit between them and the local, departmental level, as this was the values 

which they would be exposed to, and interacting with, on a daily basis. As such, some participants 

alluded to actually placing less (relative) value on the global attractiveness (in terms of CSR), and 

rather emphasised the importance of the local good practises within the level of the organisation 

where they would be working. This nuance in the posited relationship still supports P-O fit as being 

a mediating factor in the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness.  

 

The supplementary fit is argued to occur when a person possesses characteristics which are similar 

to other individuals in an environment (Kristof, 1996). This description of similar individuals being 

supplementary within the same environment was discussed by a participant, however, the term used 

to describe it was corporate culture. As part of the importance placed on the value alignment with the 

micro, departmental level, participants expressed the importance placed on the corresponding 
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corporate culture. Moreover, one participant made comments about how the alignment between 

individual employees’ interests, passions, and values, and the organisation’s goals, were directly 

correlated with the amount of success the company would have at reaching said goals, especially in 

non-monetary areas such as social responsibility, as well as how attractive he would perceive the 

organisation to be. Thereby suggesting that having a lot of people who possess similar characteristics 

within the same environment might enhance the perceived value fit, and subsequently mediate the 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness. Moreover, this might suggest that 

corporate culture might serve as a mediating factor between CSR and organisational attractiveness as 

well. In relation to this, another participant suggested that strong internal CSR initiatives directed at 

employees might be a large part of forming a corporate culture. This might in turn suggest that 

corporate culture not only serves as a mediating variable between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness, but the relationship between the three concepts might exist in a loop of impact on each 

variable.  

 

In sum, this study found support for P-O fit mediating the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness. Moreover, nuances within the hypothesised relationship was discovered 

such as macro versus micro levels of organisations, as well as corporate culture’s influence of the 

proposed relation.  

 

Controversial industries and organisational attractiveness 

Within the literary landscape concerning organisational variables in controversial industries, the 

general consensus indicates that organisational outcomes are generally less favourable in comparison 

to non-controversial industries (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012; Lindgren, 

Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012; Palazzo & Ricther, 2005). To the extent that organisational 

attractiveness can be regarded as an organisational outcome, the findings of this study, both the 

quantitative and qualitative analysis, were in line with the general literary consensus, as this study 

found that firms within controversial industries are, ceteris paribus, less organisationally attractive 

than firms in non-controversial industries.  

 

As controversial industries are inherently surrounded by social taboos, political pressures, and 

extensive moral debates (Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012, p. 468), the stigma associated with controversial firms 

might serve as an explanatory factor for the findings of this study. Upon investigating reasons why 
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controversial industries are inherently less attractive for prospective employees, the innate 

associations attached to this type of industry, and the way in which these associations might also 

become attached to employees in the given industry, surfaced as possible explanations. Some 

participants expressed a concern for future employers negatively judging applications based on 

having worked within a controversial industry. Thus, the impact such an employment decision might 

have on one’s personal brand as an employee might potentially explain the findings of this study.   

 

Within the context of individual’s personal brand, another explanatory factor might be the impact to 

one’s personal brand outside of being an employee, i.e. the associated personal stigma. One 

participant put forth the notion that people generally assume that if someone works for any given 

company, they are generally perceived to be more or less aligned with what that company does. 

Interestingly, most participants claimed to not “judge” other people in accordance with which 

organisations they are associated with, however, they also stated that most people consciously, or 

subconsciously, judge people based on their place of employment. Whether these participants are 

actually part of the norm, in relation to not attributing too much value to other people’s choice of 

employer, or they happen to be right in their beliefs that people do make judgements about each other 

on that basis, is unknown. Moreover, an interesting note to make might be whether participants would 

be willing to admit to actually judging other people based on their place of employment. However, 

based on explicit findings of this study, it would seem to be the norm to not make these judgements, 

which further would suggest that if the majority of people do not make these judgements, but 

everyone thinks that everyone else does, the associated stigma of working in controversial industries 

might be significantly less prevalent than it is made out to be. Nevertheless, the findings of this study 

suggest that the social taboos and extensive moral debates surrounding these industries (Cai, Jo, & 

Pan, 2012, p. 468), might be part of the reason why controversial industries were significantly less 

attractive to prospective employees, as these are believed to impact the individual’s personal brand 

with the stigma-by-association. 

 

The qualitative analysis found an additional potential explanation of the results suggesting 

controversial industries are less organisationally attractive, might be the actual misalignment of 

values with a given controversial organisation. One participant expressed that the main reason that 

she was not willing to work for a controversial firm was due to the fact that she would experience 

negative feelings by spending her days working for something directly opposing to her belief system. 
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A distinction was made between simply not believing in something, and actively having an opposite 

belief or value, where the latter would imply resulting negative feelings including guilt. Thus, as 

controversial industries are inherently surrounded by political pressures and extensive moral debates 

(Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012), it is likely that a significant amount of people have strong opposing beliefs 

and values about them. As such, the misalignment of values might be a prevalent factor for many, 

and thus serve as a potential explanation for the results found in this study. Moreover, in accordance 

with P-O fit, and especially value congruence, being one of the strongest predictors for recruiting 

outcomes (Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014), the misalignment of values might be a rather plausible 

explanation for the results found in this study.  

 

An interesting element of the findings of this study was that most interview participants were not 

actively against working within a controversial industry, and one participant had actually already 

worked within one, namely, tobacco. When first asked, most participants stated that they would not 

be less inclined to work within stigmatised industries, as their own personal beliefs more or less 

dictated that controversy was to be found in any and all industries to a smaller or larger extent. 

However, once reflecting upon it, all participants ended up with a clear disinclination, or at least a 

preference for working in non-controversial industries, when given the choice. In turn, this poses the 

question of how people actually assess “controversy” levels, and how the term is operationalised for 

individuals when assessing potential employers? On one hand, all participants seemed to share the 

same base understanding of the common controversial industries supported by the literature, such as 

tobacco, alcohol, gambling, adult entertainment, as well as oil, nuclear, cement, biotech, and weapons 

(Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Cai, Jo, & Pan, 2012; Lindgren, Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 

2012). But on the other hand, a common argument by the majority of the participants were based on 

a view that all industries hold controversial elements, and thus this operationalisation and evaluation 

became highly individual without strong generalisation powers across the sample. This indicates that 

whilst the findings of this study support the notion that controversial industries are less 

organisationally attractive than regular industries, the individual definition and operationalisation of 

concept controversiality varies significantly, making many industries difficult to infer generalisations 

about. Moreover, another interesting result of the quantitative analysis was the higher standard 

deviations of organisational attractiveness ratings within the controversial industry conditions, as 

opposed to the regular industry conditions. This may suggest that the individual ratings of 

organisational attractiveness of each participant was more dispersed and varied in controversial 
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industries, whereas the individual differences of organisational attractiveness ratings were more 

similar within regular industries. This might potentially also be explained by the largely varying 

individual operationalisations of what constitutes “controversy” for industries.  

 

In summation, this study found that controversial industries were significantly less organisationally 

attractive in comparison to regular industries. However, as with CSR, different operationalisations of 

the concept were prevalent and future studies might be able to provide an even deeper understanding 

of the nuanced relationship between controversial industries and organisational attractiveness.  

 

Industry type as moderating factor between CSR and organisational attractiveness 

In contrast to the hypothesised moderating effect of industry type on the relationship between CSR 

and organisational attractiveness, the quantitative findings of this study did not find industry type to 

be a statistically significantly moderating variable. The qualitative findings of this study partially 

supported the hypothesis that industry type was a moderating factor.  

 

The conditions upon which the quantitative analysis of this hypothesised moderating effect might 

occur, potentially holds an explanation for the results of this study. As the moderating effect was 

hypothesised to moderate a relationship that was not found to be statistically significant, despite the 

general consensus from the growing body of literature suggesting that CSR has a positive impact on 

organisational attractiveness (Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 

2002; Kim & Park, 2011; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 

2016; Belinda, Westerman, & Bergman, 2018; Turban & Greening, Corporate Social Performance 

and Organizational Attractiveness to Prospective Employees, 1997), any moderating effect found in 

the analysis of industry type being a moderating factor is essentially moderating a non-statistically 

significant relationship. Moreover, an interesting finding of the analysis was that, even though the 

industry type did not moderate the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness at a 

statistically significant level, the industry type did change CSR’s relationship with organisational 

attractiveness. However, in contrast to the posited positive relationship between CSR within 

controversial industries and organisational attractiveness, this non-significant moderation effect 

indicated that organisations within controversial industries became less attractive when they engaged 

in CSR.  
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Within the qualitative findings, it was found that some people find the moral ambiguity of working 

for an organisation operating within a controversial industry is somewhat alleviated by the 

organisation’s engagement in CSR. Therefore, it would be expected that its engagement in CSR 

would positively impact the organisation’s attractiveness as a place of employment. One participant 

argued this and contemplated whether there was a social desirability effect at play, dictating that if 

one was to work in a stigmatised industry, engagement in CSR might be able to increase the social 

acceptance. In support of this theory, a study investigating CSR’s impact on organisational 

identification by employees in a controversial industry was positively mediated by “external prestige” 

(Fatma, Khan, & Rahman, 2019). Thus, to the extent that external prestige and social acceptance are 

heavily interlinked concepts, the findings of the study by Fata, Khan, & Rahman (2019) concerning 

organisational identification, might suggest that external prestige and/or social acceptance might 

serve as explanatory factors for the potentially moderating effect of industry type argued by this 

participant. Moreover, the participant suggested that in terms of increasing organisational 

attractiveness by conducting CSR, this effect would be even more pronounced in controversial 

industries, due to the starting point (in terms of reputation) of these organisations resides at a much 

lower level, and thus an increase would be larger in relative terms. This assertion is further supported 

in the literature, where findings have showed that corporate reputation is indeed significantly 

positively impacted by CSR within controversial industries (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018). 

Hence, this argument would speak to the industry type holding a certain positive moderation effect 

on the CSR-organisational attractiveness relationship, despite the findings of this study not supporting 

such a moderating effect, and in fact finding non-significant negative moderation effect.  

 

Conversely, a potential rationalisation for the lack of moderating effect found in the quantitative 

findings might be scepticism of the motivations behind CSR within controversial industries. Within 

the body of literature concerning CSR in controversial industries, one stream of literature posits that 

scepticism of the motivations of controversial engaging in CSR will only alienate people further from 

the organisation and potentially have the opposite effect on organisational variables (Campbell, 2007; 

Hill, 2001; Palazzo & Ricther, 2005; Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006). In other words, as the 

core business, or large parts of the organisation, is considered controversial or in some way harmful, 

people might be sceptical of the intentions behind the CSR initiatives, and potentially view it as 

unauthentic and/or a marketing ploy, and thus react negatively to the organisation. As discussed in 

relation to the hypothesised overall relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, some 
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participants found that unauthentic CSR holds less value (in terms of organisational attractiveness), 

which would also include CSR employed solely as a marketing ploy (thus holding unauthentic 

motives). This line of argument would also support the non-significant negative moderation effect of 

industry type between CSR and organisational attractiveness. Thus, if a controversial organisation 

engages in CSR practises, an important consideration might be to ensure authenticity.  

 

According to Palazzo & Richter (2005), the main concern controversial industries should have when 

engaging in CSR is how to avoid being perceived as ingenuine, unauthentic, or hypocritical. In 

accordance with their findings, it is imperative for controversial industries not to engage in CSR 

activities directly related to insignificant harm-reduction of the harm directly caused by their business, 

as this might make people question whether if the organisational is really invested in reducing the 

harm caused, how come they do not change their business model (Palazzo & Ricther, 2005). Instead, 

businesses should engage in effective and extensive mitigation of the negative externalities caused 

by the organisation, as opposed to indirectly through philanthropic endeavours (Du & Vieira, 2012). 

In other words; controversial firms should “clean up after themselves” at a level where it is perceived 

as sincere responsibility and not greenwashing. Within this study, participants expressed differing 

opinions on this, as some participants viewed CSR more authentic, and positive, if directly related to 

the industry of the organisation, as opposed to another participant who believed that CSR directly 

related to mitigating the negative externalities caused by an organisation did not function as CSR, but 

rather as greenwashing. Thus, the findings of this study might be influenced by a potential perception 

of unauthenticity of CSR engagements within controversial industries, as well as differences in 

perceptions of authenticity concerning CSR within controversial industries.  

 

An interesting finding within the qualitative analysis was the circumstances under which participants 

found CSR within controversial industries to significantly increase the attractiveness of an 

organisation as a place of employment. One participant stated that working for a controversial 

organisation engaging in CSR would increase in attractiveness if she had the opportunity to directly 

work with, and influence, the CSR in question. Another participant put forth the notion that for an 

organisation to be attractive as a place of employment, the individual organisation’s commitment to 

CSR was more important than the industry in which it operated. Thus, this might be interpreted as 

CSR being a moderating factor between the type of industry and organisational attractiveness (as 

opposed to the type of industry as the moderating factor in the relation between CSR and 
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organisational attractiveness). Despite the deficiency of the quantitative analysis in detecting a 

distinction between the different factorial variables’ moderating effect, the qualitative analysis might 

suggest that a potential future avenue of research might be studying CSR as a moderating variable 

within the relationship between industry type and organisational attractiveness.  

 

As such, despite this study not finding support for industry as a hypothesised moderating variable 

between CSR and organisational attractiveness, several complexities emerged. Potential explanations 

for the results found in the study were scepticism of motivations, authenticity, and corporate 

reputation considerations. 

 

Methodological discussion 

This study sought out to investigate the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, 

with a focus on various nuances within the relationship including mediating and moderating factors. 

Interestingly, the quantitative and qualitative analyses did not reach the same conclusions for several 

of the hypotheses, which warrants a discussion regarding the validity, strengths, and drawbacks of 

each type of data analysis. With regard to the quantitative analysis, a strength is the significantly 

larger sample size. It can be argued that the large sample size enhances the validity of the findings 

and provides a stronger basis for making inferences from the results onto the population in general, 

whereas the qualitative data might not be as strong in terms of making generalising inferences. 

Another strength of the quantitative data is the more objective data gathering process, where the 

researcher is more detached from the situation, likely not influencing the responses. Especially within 

the topic of this study where the likelihood of a social desirability bias occurring is relatively high. 

However, this type of data gathering also does not allow for respondents to have questions or receive 

clarification on any questions, which might have impacted their responses to be more accurate. In 

contrast, the qualitative data gathering provides more room for participants to ask questions and fully 

understand concepts and questions, and thus provide more accurate answers. Despite a drawback of 

the qualitative method might be that researchers potentially impact the results through both subjective 

data gathering and analysis, this also provides clear advantages in terms of the much deeper level of 

understandings and much richer explanations. As such, this study utilised the quantitative data as the 

primary method for establishing the proposed relationships, whereas the qualitative data served a 

complementary function, providing potential explanations and nuances within the quantitative 

findings of the hypothesised relationships.  
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6. Conclusion 
This section will briefly outline the main conclusions of this study, including the literary basis, 

findings, as well as the discussion of these results.  

 

As the war for talent is becoming increasingly prevalent and competitive, organisations successfully 

presenting themselves as attractive places of employment has become more important than ever 

before. Fortunately, there is a growing body of literature focussed on studying organisational 

attractiveness, its antecedents, and the potential organisational outcomes it is associated with (Slåtten, 

Lien, & Svenkerud, 2019). In order to be effectively incorporate organisational factors that promote 

the attractiveness of an organisation as a place of employment, it is necessary to understand the 

mechanisms through which the construct is affected. Therefore, the study of antecedents is relevant 

for scholars and potentially valuable for practitioners. Researchers have found that evidence 

suggesting that prospective employees would prefer to work for organisations partaking in socially 

and ethically responsible behaviours (Turban & Greening, 1997; Greening & Turban, 2000). 

However, the empirical relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness has been 

explored through various moderating and mediating variables in order to establish which underpins 

the given link.  

 

The objective of this study was to attempt to address a gap in the literature by empirically examining 

the relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, with a type of industry categorisation 

hypothesised as a potential moderating variable. This study adopted a mixed-methods approach, 

implementing questionnaires and semi-structed interviews as data gathering methods. This study’s 

questionnaires were designed to quantifiably measure the impact of a simulated organisation’s 

purported CSR engagement on organisational attractiveness, the impact of the industry within which 

the organisation operated on organisational attractiveness, and the possible interaction between these 

two independent variables. The questionnaires were designed as including identical fictitious 

company profiles, with the exception of their differing information regarding the organisation’s CSR 

engagement and industry, which were followed by an organisational attractiveness scale, as 

developed by Highhouse et al (2003). Semi-structured interviews were conducted in an effort to 

provide insight into the nature of these proposed relationships and uncover potential explanatory 

constructs, with this study limiting itself to investigate the potential applicability of insights from 

social identity theory, person-organisation fit, and signalling theory. This study proposed six 
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hypotheses to shape its investigation of the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational 

attractiveness, the moderating effect of industry, and the applicability of different explanatory 

frameworks.  

 

This study found that the simulated organisation being stated as engaging in CSR was not 

significantly correlated with the organisation’s reported attractiveness as a place of employment, 

which contradicts most of the established literature within this domain of enquiry. This study found 

that the organisation being stated as operating with a controversial industry was significantly 

correlated with its reported attractiveness as a place of employment, with it having a large effect on 

its reported organisational attractiveness. Further, this study found that the organisation operating 

within a controversial industry did not significantly affect the relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness. Contrarily to the findings of the quantitative data analysis, the 

qualitative data provided support for the proposed relationships. Therefore, the results of this study 

simultaneously provided evidence supporting and opposing the current state of this domain of enquiry 

(Aiman-Smith, Bauer, & Cable, 2001; Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; Kim & Park, 2011; Story, 

Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Magbool, Amran, Nejati, & Jayaraman, 2016; Belinda, Westerman, & 

Bergman, 2018; Turban & Greening, Corporate Social Performance and Organizational 

Attractiveness to Prospective Employees, 1997; Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Lindgren, 

Maon, Reast, & De-Soriano, 2012). This study contributed to the underdeveloped stream of literature 

with this domain of enquiry exploring the proposed relationship through mixed-methods design. The 

findings of this study were proposed as being largely attributed to people having diverse internal 

conceptualisations and operationalisations of CSR, as well as an inherent mistrust of corporate 

information, especially within controversial industries (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & Duran, 2018; Yoon, 

Giirhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006).  

 

Further, as part of this study, three theoretical frameworks’ applicability as potential explanatory 

frameworks for the proposed relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness was 

explored. Two of the three frameworks were found to hold explanatory powers for the mechanisms 

through which the proposed relationship occurs, namely social identity theory and person-

organisation fit. However, a more nuanced perspective of these explanatory models within the 

proposed relationship were uncovered. Key areas of nuance included the difference between 

organisational attractiveness and job role attractiveness, corporate culture as a mediating variable of 



 97 

the proposed relationship, and the difference between corporate messages and how these are 

perceived.  

 

The findings of this study have the ability to provide organisational leaders with a more 

comprehensive understanding of the potential benefits that CSR might hold in directly, and indirectly, 

for their organisation. Tangible evidence supporting the overall business case for CSR, and 

specifically the business case of CSR within controversial industries, is not provided by this study. 

In addition, this study provides evidence suggesting that organisations would benefit from their 

investment in CSR initiatives, but also benefit from their investment in the corporate communication 

relating to their given CSR efforts.  
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7. Practical Implications 
This section will outline and surmise the primary practical implications arising as a result of this 

study. Moreover, these implications will be substantiated and contextualised to corporate world in 

general.  

 

To the extent that they can be generalised to the job seeking population at large, the findings of this 

study hold a number of potential implications for practitioners. This study’s findings did not provide 

comprehensive support of CSR being an antecedent of organisational attractiveness for prospective 

employees. The discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative data results is potentially 

insightful regarding the reported importance of CSR being contextual to the situation in which 

participants find themselves. As this study used between-subjects design for its quantitative data 

collection, as well as simulated organisation’s CSR engagement not being a focal point of the 

organisational profile and participants not being questioned directly regarding the importance of CSR, 

it is possible that the study participants were not ‘primed’ to the nature of the research, thus mitigating 

the issue of demand bias and potentially avoiding the emergence of social desirability bias within the 

respondents reporting. Contrary to this, it is possible that, due to the nature of the interviews being 

social, and the participants being questioned about the importance they prescribe CSR for 

organisational attractiveness, that the qualitative data sample was affected by social desirability bias. 

Therefore, while equal weight was placed upon these data sets in regard to this study’s hypothesis 

testing, the implications that the two sets of study results have for practitioners can be separated 

appropriately. If the qualitative data sample was affected by a social desirability effect, and the 

quantitative data sample was not, it would suggest that CSR only impacts organisational 

attractiveness for prospective employees when they are placed within a social context. Thus, it might 

prove difficult for organisations to receive tangible benefit, in regards to increased organisational 

attractiveness, from engaging in CSR, if prospective employees are not making their job decisions 

within a social context. However, as established in the qualitative data analysis, participants reported 

that the possibility of others judging them for their place of employment, it is suggested that 

prospective employees do make their decisions in somewhat of a social context, taking into account 

the opinions of others. Thereby, it might not be unreasonable to construe that CSR would be likely to 

have an effect on organisational attractiveness outside of the parameters of this investigation, as this 

study simulated a context in which there were no potential consequences for the participants. 

Nonetheless, prospective employees must first be aware of a potential employer’s CSR efforts in 
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order to be influenced by them. Thus, organisations may receive some benefit from explicitly 

communicating their CSR engagements, and perhaps make them more prevalent in recruiting 

materials.  

 

Further, this study provides inconsistent results of the potential benefit that organisations operating 

within controversial industries might gain from engaging in CSR. This study’s qualitative findings 

suggest that, despite organisations operating within controversial industries being less 

organisationally attractiveness, the organisation engaging in CSR may still beneficially impact the 

attractiveness of the organisation as a place of employment, due to participants being able to “justify” 

their employment at the organisation and potentially decrease the likelihood of social sanctions. 

Contrarily, while the interaction between CSR and industry was not found to be statistically 

significant in the quantitative data analysis, the results tended towards showing that an organisation, 

operating within a controversial industry, engaging in CSR actually decreased the reported 

organisational attractiveness. As such, this study does not provide actionable implications for 

organisations operating in controversial industries regarding their CSR engagement.  

 

Additionally, the qualitative data analysis revealed that a distrust of corporate information, regarding 

the organisation’s CSR engagement, may hinder the purported benefits of CSR in an employment 

context. Therefore, organisations might consider investigating the ways in which they could increase 

the level of perceived authenticity of their communications and their intentions, as well as adjusting 

corporate communication styles in order avoid being perceived as untrustworthy. It was suggested by 

the qualitative data sample that the pursuit of CSR engagements that were closely aligned to the 

organisation’s domain of operation may help increase authenticity, although assertion did not receive 

unanimous support amongst the interview participants. Moreover, this study found evidence 

suggesting that this scepticism towards self-released CSR disclosures from organisations was more 

evident for organisations operating within controversial industries. Ensuring greater perceived 

authenticity may therefore benefit organisations operating within controversial industries more so 

than organisations operating within non-controversial industries.  

 

Within the exploration of underlying mechanisms, and explanatory frameworks, of the proposed 

relationship between CSR and organisational attractiveness, this study implies that certain 

mechanisms are stronger than others, and thus potentially more relevant for organisations to be aware 
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of. As social identity theory was found to explain the proposed relationship, corporations might 

benefit from exploiting this knowledge and optimise some of the mechanisms which this framework 

highlights. More specifically, companies might benefit from polishing their corporate reputation, as 

this constitutes a significant aspect of the mechanisms in the proposed relationship between CSR and 

organisational attractiveness, uncovered by social identity theory. In addition, this study’s support of 

the person-organisation fit framework as having explanatory value, highlighted certain potential 

implications for organisations. As such, companies might potentially benefit from examining aspects 

of corporate culture and how these relate to CSR practices. Findings of this study suggests that local 

corporate culture good practices (in terms of CSR efforts), were rather influential on the person-

organisation fit as an explanatory framework, and subsequently on the positive relation between CSR 

and organisational attractiveness. Thus, companies could potentially enhance their person-

organisation fit by exploiting how CSR within the corporate culture informs potential applicants’ 

corporate perception.  
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8. Limitations 
This section will discuss some of the limitations of this study’s design. Moreover, this section will 

outline the potential ways in which these limitations could be alleviated in the future.  

 

This study had certain limitations in its design. A cross-sectional survey design was employed, which 

meant that this study could only analyse a static perspective of respondents’ perceptions of CSR and 

organisational attractiveness across industries at a given point in time. The possibility of the 

respondents’ opinions to change over time, and over the course of the recruitment process, is not 

accounted for, as events before or after the point of investigation are not considered. This limitation 

might be alleviated by utilising a longitudinal design in future research, which would allow for 

consideration of changes over time.  

 

Another limitation of this study is the sample selection bias inherent to its design, with study 

participants exclusively being individuals pursuing postgraduate degrees at Copenhagen Business 

School (CBS). Therefore, the results of this study may not be generalisable to the job seeker 

population at large. Further, as the questionnaires were not made available to students of every 

postgraduate course at CBS, the results of this study may not even be reflective of postgraduate 

students at CBS in general. This sample selection bias could have been alleviated by including 

students from every postgraduate course at CBS. Beyond this, the ways in which generalisability 

could be improved are extensive, including, but not limited to, the incorporation of postgraduates 

from other universities into the study sample or the inclusion of population groups beyond 

postgraduates. Nonetheless, as the questionnaires were distributed via online student communities, 

random sampling was ensured within the constraints of the delimited sample population.  

 

Furthermore, this study failed to control for potentially impactful certain demographic characteristics, 

such as nationality and current job situation, within its sample. This might hold additional 

implications for the lack of generalisability of the study’s findings. This issue could be alleviated in 

future research by the inclusion of a greater number of control variables in data gathering stage.  

 

Moreover, another limitation of this study is the possibility of common-method bias, as self-

measurement variables, in which respondents rated their opinions according to the provided Likert-

scale response options, were utilised. Common-method bias promotes two potential limitations. One, 
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respondents may not attribute the identical meaning, or weight, to Likert-scale items. Two, the use of 

Likert-scales might increase the risk of respondents adhering to the same response options on a 

majority of the questions, as well as taking less time to process each question and answer.  

 

An additional limitation of this study were that the topics studied within this study, especially within 

the qualitative data, are vulnerable to social desirability bias, as especially CSR and controversial 

industries are topics which people tend to have strong and differing opinions on and might therefore 

be compelled to answer the socially desirable answer. To alleviate this potential bias, it was made 

clear, both on the surveys and in the interviews, that all answers were anonymous and confidential. 

Moreover, the semi-structured interviews were designed to attempt to not solely capture the 

respondents’ conscious answers to the research question, but also parts of their subconscious opinions 

through mediating theories and frameworks. Furthermore, the surveys used a policy capturing design, 

which is known to alleviate social desirability bias (Karren & Barringer, 2002). 

 

Another potential limitation of this study was its inability to measure actual job choice as the 

dependent variable, with this study using simulated scenarios for its quantitative data collection, 

similar to much of the literature existing within this domain of enquiry (Aqueveque, Rodrigo, & 

Duran, 2018; Story, Castanheira, & Hartig, 2016; Waples & Brachle, 2019; Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, & 

Schwarz, 2006). In future research, this issue might be alleviated through the study of actual field 

data and participant reactions to actual organisational profiles, though this study design would pose 

limitations of its own. Moreover, the between-subject design made the study vulnerable to individual 

variability bias i.e. lack of homogeneity across groups might skew the data. The potential statistical 

noise stemming from individual variability was alleviated through ensuring a larger sample with 208 

respondents, thus lowering the possibility of the data being skewed.   

 

In addition, due to the nature of qualitative research, the results are often impossible to verify or 

replicate, and thus generalisability decreases. However, as this study employed qualitative measures 

in order to provide a more explanatory function, and not to initially establish the posited relationships, 

the potential explanations and nuances derived from the qualitative data complemented this study’s 

use of quantitative data. Thereby, the limitation of qualitative research being difficult to ensure 

statistical representativeness, as its often personalised data as well as smaller samples, was less 

prevalent as this study did not attempt to utilise the qualitative data for that statistical measurements.  
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In addition, the use of semi-structured interviews holds certain limitations. As the interview type is 

inherently flexible, comparability of data and reliability may vary. To alleviate this, an interview 

guide with general themes of investigation was constructed, in order to increase the likelihood of 

comparability. Moreover, as this type of data collection is highly interactive by nature, the qualitative 

data and results might be influenced by the interviewer, and thus be considered less reliable. This 

attempt to alleviate this issue by primarily allowing the interview participants to drive the direction 

of the conversation.  

 

Notwithstanding the above-mentioned limitations, this study contributes with empirical evidence in 

the research field of CSR and organisational attractiveness, as well as CSR in controversial industries. 

Where possible, all limitations were addressed, while limitations that were impossible to circumvent, 

or happened to lie outside the scope of this particular study, instead serve as suggestions for future 

research in the fields of study.  
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9. Suggestions for Future Research 
This section will draw from the results and implications of this study and suggest avenues for future 

research on this basis.  

 

Future research in the fields of CSR, organisational attractiveness, and controversial industries, will 

likely be of interest and be necessary for practical implications to be made with greater certainty. 

Upon reflecting on the current study’s scope and findings, certain suggestions for future research 

seemed be more relevant and warrant more academic attention. Firstly, as this study was concerned 

with industry type as a moderating variable between CSR and organisational attractiveness, it did not 

emphasise an investigation of CSR as the moderating variable between industry and organisational 

attractiveness, specifically within the explanatory scope of the qualitative analysis. However, this 

might have yielded some interesting insights for scholars and practitioners alike.  

 

To further establish if the organisation operating within a controversial industry negatively impacts 

its attractiveness as a potential employer, it is important to test the relationship for other industries. 

The fictitious company profile referred to an organisation operating within the tobacco industry. It 

might prove pertinent to establish if this negative correlation with organisational attractiveness also 

exists for other industries categorised as controversial, such as the oil industry or, as was brought up 

by all interview participants, the pornography industry. Additionally, it would be interesting to 

investigate whether this relationship changed according to the nationality of the study sample.  

 

Furthermore, it might prove insightful to study how the use of CSR in talent attraction differentially 

influences the amount, as well as the type, of applicants. Moreover, future research might benefit 

from investigating this relationship at different stages of the job search process, especially within the 

context of controversial industries. As such, future research might benefit from conducting a more 

longitudinal study, which would provide the opportunity to explore how this study’s proposed 

relationships changes over time.  

 

This study’s use of fictitious company profiles might have potentially affected the external validity 

of its results (Karren & Barringer, 2002). Therefore, future research might benefit from studying the 

same phenomena with actual field data, with actual participant reactions. Additionally, to validate 

this study’s findings, future research should replicate this study design in different demographical 
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and geographical contexts. In relation to this, comparative studies between both identical and 

different industry types might be relevant for future research, in order to establish the demographical 

and cultural impact on the results.  
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11.  Appendices 

11.1 Appendix I 

11.1.1 Survey Conditions Company Profiles 

Condition 1 

Company A is a leading tobacco company in Copenhagen. In 2019, the company had the highest 

revenues, profits, and market share amongst its immediate competitors. The employees hold a wide 

range of positions ranging from world-class engineers and researchers to highly trained 

manufacturing and production staff, to talented corporate professionals in sales, marketing, finance, 

communications, and human resources. The company engages in a number of philanthropic CSR 

initiatives. 

Condition 2 

Company B is a leading wholesale company in Copenhagen. In 2019, the company had the highest 

revenues, profits, and market share amongst its immediate competitors. The employees hold a wide 

range of positions ranging from world-class engineers and researchers to highly trained 

manufacturing and production staff, to talented corporate professionals in sales, marketing, finance, 

communications, and human resources. The company engages in a number of philanthropic CSR 

initiatives.  

Condition 3 

Company C is a leading tobacco company. In 2019, the company had the highest revenues, profits, 

and market share amongst its immediate competitors. The employees hold a wide range of positions 

ranging from world-class engineers and researchers to highly trained manufacturing and production 

staff, to talented corporate professionals in sales, marketing, finance, communications, and human 

resources. 

Condition 4 

Company D is a leading wholesale company. In 2019, the company had the highest revenues, profits, 

and market share amongst its immediate competitors. The employees hold a wide range of positions 

ranging from world-class engineers and researchers to highly trained manufacturing and production 

staff, to talented corporate professionals in sales, marketing, finance, communications, and human 

resources.  
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11.2 Appendix II 

11.2.1 Organisational Attractiveness Measurement Scale 

 
General attraction 
 
1. For me, this company would be a good place to work. 

2. I would not be interested in this company except as a last resort. 

3. This company is attractive to me as a place for employment. 

4. I am interested in learning more about this company. 

5. A job at this company is very appealing to me. 

Intentions to pursue  

6. I would accept a job offer from this company. 

7. I would make this company one of my first choices as an employer. 

8. If this company invited me for a job interview, I would go. 

9. I would exert a great deal of effort to work for this company. 

10. I would recommend this company to a friend looking for a job.  

Prestige  

11. Employees are probably proud to say they work at this company. 

12. This is a reputable company to work for. 

13. This company probably has a reputation as being an excellent employer. 

14. I would find this company a prestigious place to work. 

15. There are probably many who would like to work at this company. 
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11.3 Appendix III 

11.3.1 Interview Thematic Guide and Prompts 

 

Organisational Attraction 

• What makes an organisation attractive to you? 

o Can you name any specific attributes? 

o Are some more important than others? 

 

CSR 

Show Participant Prompt (1): a definition of CSR 

• What do you think about that definition? 

• Under which circumstances would you consider CSR to be important? 

• Would you consider an organisation more attractive if they engaged in CSR?  

 

Controversial Industries 

Show Participant Prompt (2): a definition of controversial industries. 

• What do you think about that definition? 

• Have you ever worked in a controversial industry? 

• What would make you consider working in a controversial industry in the future? 

• Why would you think controversial industries should engage in CSR activities? 

• In what way would you say that certain types of CSR more or less acceptable for 

controversial industries? 

 

P-O Fit 

• In what way do you share the same values as your current place of employment? 

o Is that important to you?  

• In what way do you feel that your personality matches that of your current place of 

employment? 

o Is that important to you?  

• How do you determine an organisation’s values and “personality”? 

• How would an organisation’s CSR engagement impact this for you? (i.e. does it 

communicate anything about an organisation’s values and “personality”?) 
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Social Identity Theory 

• In what way do you identify with the organisation you work for?  

o Why? Why not? 

• When you tell people about your profession, do you detail the company you work for? 

o Why? Why not? 

• Would you feel proud to work for an organisation engaging in CSR (all else equal)? 

o Would this impact your identification with a potential employer? 

o How about for a controversial organisation? 

 

Signalling Theory 

• In what way would you say that CSR disclosures from an organisation suggest anything to 

you about what it would be like to work there? 

• How do you think information about the CSR practises, or lack thereof, of an organisation 

would affect your desire to work there?  

 

Direct Questions 

• Would consider a firm in a controversial industry more attractive if they engaged in CSR? 

o Why? Why not? 

 

Prompt 1: Corporate social responsibility definition: 

A concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business 

operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis” (Commission of the 

European Communities, 2001). 

 

Prompt 2: Controversial industry definition: 

Controversial industries and organisations have been defined as firms whose “products, services or 

concepts that for reasons of delicacy, decency, morality, or even fear, elicit reactions of distaste, 

disgust, offence or outrage when mentioned or when openly presented” (Wilson & West, 1981, p. 

92).  
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11.4 Appendix IIII 

11.4.1 Interview Transcriptions  

11.4.1.1 Interview 1 

Speakers 

Interviewee 1, Interviewer 1, Interviewer 2 

 

Interviewer 1   

Hey, and welcome to being our first interview participant. Is it okay with you that I'm recording this? 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah.  

 

Interviewer 1   

Excellent. Should you feel that you don't want to complete it at any point, feel free to say so. If you 

have any questions, feel free to say. We are aiming to have a fluid conversation. I will ask you some 

questions and hopefully we'll just kind of move beyond those. And if we run out of things to talk 

about, I have more questions. Do you have any questions as of now? 

 

Interviewee 1 

No. 

 

Interviewer 1   

So, my first question would be what makes an organisation attractive to you? In terms of working, in 

terms of job search. 

 

Interviewee 1 

Definitely work flexibility and the possibility of remote work. I think another aspect I would consider 

a lot more is the corporate mission but not mission sense of what they're communicating but more in 

the sense of, are they sustainable? Are they being environmentally conscious? And not necessarily 

only environmentally conscious but are they people conscious? Or is it purely driven by profit? So 

it's more of looking at the holistic image of the of the company. 
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Interviewer 1   

Would you say some of the things you've mentioned would be higher ranked for you than others? 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah, so, I think the first thing that would rank high is definitely my personal working environment. 

So, one thing is being challenged from my fellow colleagues. But another thing is this aspect of work 

life balance. It needs to be something that the company is focused on feasible for people, to give room 

for other aspects of your life and time. I think that's something a lot of corporates neglect. Money is 

less important. I think another aspect I would rate higher is the sustainability of the business. Is it 

doing something to make something better? Not just driven by the money goal essentially. So those 

two aspects would definitely be the most important ones for me.  

 

Interviewer 1   

When you're talking about doing something that makes the world better, I have a definition of 

corporate social responsibility because I feel like that's what you're alluding to. Can I read it to you? 

And you can tell me if that's kind of what you're thinking or it's something different. It is a concept 

whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operations and in 

the interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis. 

 

Interviewee 1 

I think yes, to an extent. That does cover it in terms of environmental and social positions: that is 

CSR in a nutshell. I think another thing which you should consider is the way that the definition can 

sometimes be too black and white for some corporations. They say "oh, we're doing this to these 

people and therefore we're reaching our CSR goals". I think it's again neglecting the holistic picture 

of we are living in an integrated, highly globalised world whereby helping one area may have conflicts 

in other areas. And it's highly technological so can we say that white hacking is a good thing, or is it 

actually a bad thing and stuff like that? So by definition, I wouldn't necessarily fully agree with it, 

but I think it does capture the essence. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Would you add something? Is that what you're saying? 
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Interviewee 1 

Yeah, I'm just trying to remember because I do remember researching CSR. We had a really good 

definition which added another two elements of corporate social responsibility. They actually became 

a triangle. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Carroll's pyramid.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah, that's the one. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Yes, that definition defines dimensions of CSR. So, he talks about levels of CSR. You have the 

economic responsibilities to make profit as a firm and then you have some legal responsibilities to 

obey by the given laws and wherever you're operating. Then you have some ethical ones to behave 

ethically, which means probably pay your workers a fair amount, things like that. And then you have 

philanthropic.  

 

Interviewee 1 

I think the reason I have an issue with the CSR definition as such is it really depends on what type of 

organisation you are. Are you an NGO or you're a charity? Are you a government subsidised 

organisation? Are you private organisation? And, if you are private organisation, are you health 

focused? Are you energy focused? Are you capitalistic focussed? I think their CSR presents itself in 

many different many different levels. 

 

Interviewer 2   

And you feel that this definition excludes those levels? 

 

Interviewee 1 

I feel it becomes too broad and high level. It's a good place to start but I think it's important when you 

discuss CSR, you have to look at it from an organisation to an organisation perspective. Because what 
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is a possibility in one company is certainly not a possibility in another company. And that could shift 

the meaning of what CSR actually is. As the fullness of a concept, yes, you start off with that high 

level. But I think whenever you do an analysis which is CSR oriented, you really need to look at the 

organisational level. And to do that, both the size and financial capability of the organisation, it means 

the type of organisation, it means the revenue sources of the organisation. Basically, you need to do 

a stakeholder analysis of each organisation to determine what is specific CSR actions for that 

company. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Do you believe that is too complex for people searching for work? To look into each individual 

organisation? 

 

Interviewee 1 

When people apply for jobs, they first look at the role. First, I'm looking at myself being like "okay, 

in my last job, what made me happy and what made me less happy or were in conflict with my other 

needs to be a happy person?". And then, from that, I'm building. What kind of conditions would I 

want in my next position to be able to be satisfied. Then from that I'll look at the roles. And then, 

depending on what the roles that are available are, I would go in and actually look at the individual 

companies. And the reason for this is often, the roles always sound very similar. They are sales 

speech’s when you look at job postings. What you can find is you can go in and see what previous 

employees think of the companies, you can go in and find out what kind of financial state they're in, 

and I think you should consider that because if I'm walking into a distressed company, I know there's 

going to be a tonne of work that I might not want to do that is going to be in conflict with everything 

else I want, so I'd be miserable within a month or two. Alternatively, it could sound really, really 

awesome. For some people. It depends on what your needs are. You can afford to be picky if you 

have qualifications that you know will complement a lot of jobs. If you're struggling for a longer time 

you can afford less to be picky. You have to start thinking more in terms of "okay, where are my own 

personal wants and needs going to be in conflict and how can I work on those to take a job that might 

not be as ethically aligned with?" 

 

Interviewer 1   

Yep, that makes sense. 
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Interviewee 1 

For me, personally, I will be looking at the companies that I intend to apply for and their reputations 

because they will have a big impact on how people perceive you. If you ever discuss your employment 

with other people, it'll bring a certain amount of discussion. It will become reflective of who you are 

presented as. If you're in a oil greedy company or a company that's known be greedy and trying to 

maximise profit, is that the impression you may want to give to the next employer? Or is it someone 

who works for a more ethically aligned but less profit-making company? Because it'll say a lot about 

you as a competitive person and it'll say a lot about you, maybe even your drive. It will also say a lot 

on what your personal opinions are. Are you able to ignore stuff like oil spills and still work for the 

company happily? That doesn't make you question it and you actually want to act against it. 

 

Interviewer 2   

That makes a lot of sense. You say you look at the organisation and you look at their CSR and try to 

figure out if it makes sense for the company. What exactly do you constitute as CSR? What do you 

see as the organisation being socially responsible? 

 

Interviewee 1 

I think an organisation to be socially responsible it has to start internally. I would look at the job 

descriptions. What they're posting as benefits. What they're posting as things they would look for in 

the person when you're applying. Then when I get to the interview, some of my questions would be 

about the internal training systems. When you start negotiating, it'd be like pay versus time off. It 

would be compensations. It would be internal policies to stuff like family or community give backs. 

Some companies are implementing community give back as part of your work hours now. I'd 

definitely consider asking into remote work or flexible work. What is the degree of acceptance of 

that? And not necessarily because I would want it but as to know what the possibilities are. I'd ask 

about internationalisation possibilities. So, there'll be a lot more of things of where I found there's joy 

in my life and I want to know whether that is something that they would meet or would push away. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So it sounds like it's very much employee-focused at the start.  
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Interviewee 1 

When you are then looking further at the company, you have to make up your mind prior to going 

into the interviews whether it's a company you like the image. Not image as in "oh, its prestigious" 

but "what are they portrayed as when you read about them?" And, if you don't know them, why do 

you not know them? A lot of small companies, obviously, you won't hear about. But you can go and 

read their annual report or you can go in and you can find some information. And, what you find, is 

that positively or negatively portrayed and why? There's kind of a lot of mix combinations. So, for 

me, CSR starts internally, like what are they doing for their employees? You can see that now with 

Coronavirus. The companies just taking the government grants and saying "the government is sorting 

it, we don't have to do anything internally". Or are they internally looking for solutions for being able 

to stay in business during a crisis like this whilst looking after their employees? And that's where 

CSR, in my opinion, starts. It starts with the people. And then take it from the people to the 

environment. Then it starts local and then goes global. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So it starts internally about how you get treated. Then the next part of it sounded like it was how 

others would view the company and view you since you worked there. 

 

Interviewee 1 

First how the company treats me. Then it goes to the what the company's external practices because 

that is what everyone else is going to view you as an employee and can make or break your 

employability at other corporations, to certain extent. Someone who works for a fully sustainable 

manufacturing company may not be interested in someone who works from an oil greedy fund, when 

they're sorting through applications. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So when you're searching for a job, you're already thinking ahead to the next job. 

 

Interviewee 1 

I'm always thinking progression. So that could be within the company. The only way to see 

progression within a company is - the image that it has, is it something that I am appealed to? I want 

to stay with? Or is the image it has something that doesn't align with me long term? And, if it doesn't 
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align with me long term, if I'm still applying for it, what is it going to give me that makes me reach 

my longer term satisfaction? I think that's more what's going through my head when I'm looking at 

jobs. 

 

Interviewer 1   

You've already brought up that there's different types of jobs and the companies plays an important 

role. You talked about oil spills. Are you saying that some companies, if they, for instance, are 

responsible for an oil spill, that they can't do CSR? 

 

Interviewee 1 

What is the company's activities to what happens externally, but they're not in control of? So one 

thing is, are they looking into as to why this oil spill happened? Is it because they haven't been putting 

enough money into maintenance? Is it because there was a one-off event? Is it because of their lack 

of health and safety? So one thing is, are they actually looking internally, as a company, on what 

caused the oil spill and then, at the same time, what are their actions to try and do future preventive 

measures? And how are they reacting to the actual crises? Are they doing something to clean up? Are 

they actually looking into methods of clean-up. So often I would think, if an oil company was socially 

responsible, they would also be looking into sustainable methods of getting oil. When an oil company 

closes down its platform, what are they doing as a close down procedure? Are they removing and 

cleaning up the area? Or are they not?  

 

Interviewer 1   

So, it's not about the industry itself, it's the specific actions they're doing after a "mistake" has been 

made?  

 

Interviewee 1 

Exactly. I don't have anything where I'd say the oil industry is worse than other parts of the energy 

industry. I was saying it depends on how they, as a company, practice sustainable methods and 

actually being responsible in the sense of it not just being a matter of dig, dig, dig, dig and take out 

as much and then hope nothing's going to happen. But they're actually also putting money back into 

preventive measures, maintenance, etc. If something does happen, into research that could help 

marine life post oil digging. It means that profits will be hurt. Obviously, the bottom line would hurt 
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and bleed, but I think it is what would make a company more appealing to work for than the one that 

maximises profit and then just ditches everything and hope nature doesn't get destroyed. 

 

Interviewer 2   

What we're seeing with the COVID-19 epidemic, a lot of companies are hurting. With your entry into 

this job market, what would be more important to you as an potential employee, that they are ensuring 

that that bottom line is not hurt so much that they cannot keep their employees?  

 

Interviewee 1 

You hit the nail on the head, which we have been discussing before. If the bottom line is bleeding 

and they have let people go, is that them being responsible? I think it's important again here, balance. 

There should be an element of, we need to have a certain amount of profit because otherwise we can't 

do anything. I think when you go to a lot of small companies, start-ups and stuff, initially it's about 

getting money to do what they want to achieve. But I think there's a certain point where you can go 

"actually, we now have enough". During that time of the build-up to get to enough, that's when I'm 

saying the internal practices of "how are your employees?". They be a lot more focused and you 

practice CSR on a lot smaller scale, a lot more localised sort of CSR policies and then you expand on 

those with the growth. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So you see it as kind of a step system that there are certain requirements before you can build up. 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah, I think CSR is a step thing. A small start-up would never be able to do large-scale CSR, unless 

the core mission is CSR-oriented, which is why I'm saying you have to look at the organisation itself. 

If you're looking from the purely high level perspective, it is a step system. CSR starts within the 

company and then moves to outside of the company. And outside the company happens, the moment 

that it is capable, in terms of both not hurting employability and it wouldn't hurt its business. So when 

I say that it's like, "okay, do you need that bonus that year?". Or could you skip that bonus that year 

and use that bonus for some positive communal actions that relate to your business. Don't make it 

unrelatable. Make it as part of your business. So for a software company, it could be something like 

"we are making money. Let's take some of the money we make and look into teaching, setting up a 
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one month boot camp or one week boot camp for schools during the summer holidays". Because 

they're sitting with a lot of skills and why not? It promotes their brand, it promotes the idea of 

programming, which is the direction the world is moving and needs. At the same time, it gives back 

to community at lower costs. That would, in itself, be a CSR activity in my head.  

 

Interviewer 1   

The way in which you talk about CSR actions that are most suitable for different companies, you 

make them very contextual to the business that they're in. Is that the better way? 

 

Interviewee 1 

I don't like the broadness of the CSR definitions. It is skewed towards international large international 

corporations and what they do and in fact what you're neglecting is CSR policy doesn't need to be 

this huge deal. It can be very small local improvements within individuals' home life and community 

life. And that's why CSR as a topic, for me, has been a huge grey zone. A lot of weight gets put into 

the term, CSR, without actually thinking what it means. Other than "oh, it means that we have some 

sort of environmental health and social health schemes", without actually considering what that 

means small versus large scale. So, whenever anyone talks CSR, if a company doesn't do donation 

X, Y, and Z, or are they looking to supply chain, are they being environmentally conscious? How 

about a small company, which can't look at those? Does that mean they're not being responsible? No, 

they are just being responsible in other ways where they can.  

 

Interviewer 2   

So, relative, relative to work they can provide.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Exactly. And still be sustainable as a company. Because, at the same time, as I kept saying, CSR 

starts out with internal employees and internal metrics. If you can't employ people, you're going to 

see unemployment rates increase. Is that being responsible? No. So, it starts with internal then 

expands from there, with the capabilities within , what means they have, and being overly capitalistic. 

The way we're compensating to try and drive a certain direction to hopefully get more, or are we 

being more socially responsible and thereby taking a hit but a hit we can tolerate. 
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Interviewer 2   

It sounded like, when you were talking about oil companies, that it didn't matter what industry but it 

was how they handled the good or service that they provide. We have a definition for you that we 

would like you to listen to and comment on.  

 

Interviewer 1   

It is a definition for controversial industries and organisations and it is defined as "firms whose 

product services or concepts that for reasons of delicacy decency, morality or even fear elicit reactions 

of distaste, disgust, offence or outrage when mentioned or when openly presented". 

 

Interviewee 1 

Okay, and what was your question related to that definition? 

 

Interviewer 2   

What do you think about it? You spoke about oil companies and oil companies have, in certain 

modern media, certainly been presented as somewhat of a controversial industry. It's providing a 

good-  

 

Interviewee 1 

That we need and require. The product itself, yes, there is a limited supply. So, in that way, it is not 

necessarily a great industry because we will eventually run out and we do need alternatives where 

feasible. But could the oil industry do more to invest in these alternatives knowing that their profit 

margin will decrease with time? Probably. The sale of their gas component, which was announced 

last year I think. I think them selling off all non-renewable resources to try and focus 100% on 

renewable is not a sustainable way necessarily for business now. What they could have done was 

more of a 50-50 or 60-40. Companies in controversial industries always going to be negatively 

portrayed by some media and positively portrayed by other media. I think it's going to be a matter of 

them actually going out, making people aware of "this is what we're doing" and changing perceptions 

rather than focusing 100% on the product. Often the reason they are controversial, take the 

pornography industry as well. It's viewed as quite controversial. And yes, some parts of it are 

absolutely awful. But, in that case, would it be better if the companies that are doing it legitimately, 

"this is what we do for our employees. This is how we keep it safe. This is how we make it work. 
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This is why they want to do what they're doing". Because some people do want to do it. Then why 

not let them and yes, it's controversial, it will always be reflected negatively if someone doesn't like 

it. But I think it's more about raising people's awareness that it's not all bad. And to do that the 

companies need to be more proactive on their, how they're implementing what they and, essentially, 

advertising in their annual reports. 

 

Interviewer 2   

And consumers are consuming it.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Exactly. Another one is tobacco, as a controversial industry. Obviously, now they're putting images 

on what it does, then it is down to the consumer to make the decision whether they want to buy the 

product or not. You could discuss whether it is good or bad, it’s definitely hurt their profit margins. 

But does that mean the company is bad? No. It just means they're now having to play by a different 

set of game rules.  

 

Interviewer 2   

Some would argue that, with tobacco, the product itself is socially irresponsible. That it is harmful to 

society on a larger scale. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Public Health 

 

Interviewer 2   

What is your opinion on that type of perspective? As you said before with oil, it wasn't so much, with 

regards to CSR, about the product itself. Consumers want it and some would argue that it is a 

company's "duty" to provide consumers with the goods and services that they want. What's your view 

on a tobacco company pursuing CSR activities, do they fit together? Can it improve its image through 

pursuing good internal CSR?  
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Interviewee 1 

I think it can. At the same time, it is one big one big industry, you're not going to remove tobacco 

consumption completely. Some people just enjoy sitting with a cigar or enjoying sitting with a 

cigarette after a long working day. Just as everyone likes sitting with a glass of wine, if that's part of 

the culture you grew up in. They enjoy it, they enjoy the flavour. I think where it comes in is making 

them less addictive and have less of the poisonous stuff. For the people who smoke it because they 

like it, figure out how it less harmful while still providing what they want or need.  

 

Interviewer 1   

So it’s not necessarily to make them non-harmful, just less harmful. 

 

Interviewee 1 

I don't think it will never be unharmful tobacco smoking because it is what it is. It goes into impacts 

your lungs, it's always going to. You're inhaling smoke and you're inhaling stuff that isn't natural to 

your body to produce. So it's always going to be, to a level, harmful. But I think they can do a lot to 

make it less harmful. They can do a lot to making it more sort of socially, environmentally responsible 

by minimising the toxic additive they're putting in, which is also what the nature is finding difficult 

to grind down. If you look at some of the videos on how long does it take for a cigarette to biodegrade, 

it takes a long time because of the additional toxins that we put in, which are not natural toxins. 

There's a big part of it going from the natural sense of tobacco go to the new sense of tobacco. And I 

think that's just where the companies should be more aware and, as someone who will want to maybe 

go in and find a job. If it was a tobacco company that had the ideal role, well, great. But they did 

absolutely nothing in terms of research or improvement, is then the job role the posting actually 

realistic or not? Or you can have one where it doesn't suit perfectly, but actually they're doing a lot in 

terms of researching alternative ways, I'd be a lot more inclined to go with for the company that is 

researching for ways to improve or minimise the harmful effects of smoking. 

 

Interviewer 1   

So you would consider taking a job if they were engaging in CSR activities, contextualised to 

minimising their harm? 
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Interviewee 1 

Yeah, so I would say, in that case, I would definitely be more inclined to say 'yes' to a job offer from 

that company. If that was the best offer I had and the one that most aligned with both my internal 

needs and wants, as well as how I viewed the company. I can say that, with my previous employer, 

for example, on a global level, they have an absolute excellent community view and as a learning 

organisation. But, locally, would I want to be employed by them again? Most likely not because 

everything that is advertised on a global level is not what they're doing locally, or implementing 

locally. It is important to take that with a grain of salt. 

 

Interviewer 2   

To follow, it sounds like CSR, internal, external, or whatever is contextually sound for that specific 

company, is a huge factor when you're deciding.  

 

Interviewee 1 

It is going forward, yeah.  

 

Interviewer 2   

In terms of industry, would you say that if you had a non-controversial industry, a company which- 

 

Interviewee 1 

You don't have any organisation that is not controversial in one aspect or another. With the clothing 

industry, no matter how simple they try and make it, it's still controversial because you still have the 

concept of fast fashion, you still have the concept of child labour or low pay workers, you still have 

the concepts of the transportation of the products, which is a huge co2 contribute. Then you take an 

NGO or charities, they still have employees they have to pay, they still have to plan an event that 

costs money. So all the money that goes into charities, how much of that actually goes to the course 

and how much goes to keep charity running? And is that not in itself controversial? Yes. I think that 

was in the UK where they expose a charity organisation and 85% of its money actually went to keep 

the organisation running through wages and events and only 15% went also actual course itself, 

despite them having a series of shops where they sell stuff. So 85% of the money they made were 

already gone before they had even put money into the course. So is that not controversial in itself? 

Then you have stuff like Greenpeace. Great, great stuff they want to do but how do they do it, is that 
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to CSR-friendly? Probably not, if you have to look at the holistic perspective. There is nowhere where 

you won't get any controversial incidents. When I'm job hunting it is at the company. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Not even what products or services it provides- 

 

Interviewee 1 

It'd be a lot more about that. Obviously, the product and services need to be of interest, something 

that I would find interesting to work within, otherwise I wouldn't touch it. If I said, energy was the 

next area I wanted to go into, I will not exclude oil companies because that is a major energy source. 

And, if energy is something that me, that is both within renewable and non-renewable. If energy 

markets is what you're interested in, you go for that. If clothing markets is what you're interested in, 

then you go for that. I think it's a lot more look at the individual organisation and the negotiation 

process the company's willing to take with employees and hiring. 

 

Interviewer 2   

That makes a lot of sense. 

 

Interviewer 1   

So, what I'm gathering from you is that when you're looking for a job, it's very important to you that 

you share some of the values and that your personality matches the place of employment.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah. It's a give-and-take. So you don't want to be a company that just takes, takes, takes, takes, and 

never gives. Vice versa, you don't want to always be the one taking and not giving. Is it a company 

where you can see already that you're able to meet halfway? Where, "if I supply this, I would like 

this". "Okay, we can agree to that" or "no, however, we would be willing to do is this". If a company 

is already, in the beginning, willing to talk about these aspects of your own personal wants and needs 

then they're also flexible in terms of a more outward perspective. It will not be purely driven by its 

internal profit margin 24-seven, even though it is important. 
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Interviewer 2   

With regards to that, how would you determine a company's values or if you can say "personality"? 

It sounds like organisations, irrespective of industry, irrespective of goods or services they provide, 

that there are some general internal things that you search for. Is that how you determine your 

alignment with the company? 

 

Interviewee 1 

No, that will determine my alignment with that department within that company within that country 

that I'm working. What you got to think was this and people don't quit their jobs because the company 

or necessarily because of what goes on within a company, they typically quit because of their bosses. 

And I think the bosses, the top dogs, reflect a lot more that specific department's values are. 

 

Interviewer 2   

And that's where you search to match yourself, the values of the department, not the values of the 

global organisation? 

 

Interviewee 1 

The global organisation, that's where you can do it on the total macro, great high level, but at the 

same time, that's not where you're working, you're working as an individual at the smallest level and 

there you want to see some traits of what you like to want to stay. It doesn't matter what the global 

office does if you don't feel it. The top level can be awesome but, if I'm at the bottom level only seeing 

people driving around with Aston Martins and not giving back to the community and bringing in high 

pay. They're reaping in the huge profits and keeping the money to themselves, is that something I 

would be interested in working for? No. No matter what the global message is, it's not funnelling 

through to the local offices and thus, I feel it's fake. So, that's where I'm also saying like, whatever 

CSR policies or goals are being implemented, need to be aligned with what the company does. It can't 

just be "Oh, we do this once a year, donate this to a water based company". But, if Evian did it, that 

would be making sense because they are within providing water. But would it make sense for a tech 

firm to do it? Unless it's tech solution-orientated, probably not. There I would be like, "why is the 

software company advertising this?" 
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Interviewer 2   

It would be more confusing to you that they do that CSR instead of something else. 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah. Instead of something that aligns with their corporate nature and their corporate wants. There 

you can then question, is it fake? Just to not be put into a media onslaught, or is it real? 

 

Interviewer 2   

That they haven't considered it themselves and are just doing something? 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah, are just doing something to do something or are they doing something because they want to 

make a difference as a corporation. 

 

Interviewer 1   

The CSR disclosures you're talking about, would you say that they suggest to you what it would be 

like to work there? You're saying if you're doing the "wrong" type of CSR, depending on what 

industry you're in, that'll suggest to me, that is not going to be a great place to work because you 

haven't thought it through and you're only doing it for the sake of doing it. 

 

Interviewee 1 

It definitely could be a yellow to orange flag for me, in the sense that I wouldn't immediately write it 

off because, if a corporation is huge, they may have extra resources to pump into other areas that they 

just happen to be interested in. Or maybe want to move towards. And there it would make sense, if 

they had the resources. But, if it was a company where you can see actually the bottom line isn't that 

great, why are they doing this? That is an orange flag. That is for either media attention or social 

acceptance or credibility or prestige. That is trying to manipulate the situation rather than actually do 

something which is genuinely good. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Does that tell you anything about what it would be like for you individually to work there? As you 

said, like it, there's a difference between the global and the local level.  
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Interviewee 1 

The question is how long would that be grinding? As an individual, I probably could still work for 

them. Would I be happy to talk about my job with people? Or to promote the company? Another 

thing is if it does that, and it doesn't feel real, no matter how good my work conditions are, would I 

be happy to promote the company as a really good employer? 

 

Interviewer 1   

So it's important to be proud of your profession? 

 

Interviewee 1 

Where I work needs to be somewhere where I'm actually happy to talk about the company, my job, 

and what they're doing. And why it's good. Not just for me personally but also just in general. 

Because, you got to also think, even though my position may be very favourable, someone who then 

goes into something completely different than me could have a totally different experience because 

there's not a company-wide policy but rather just a local. Company-wide policies is a lot said. But it 

needs to be real, it needs to be both global and local. And as much as its global, that needs to be 

implemented expansion-wise. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You also want to identify with your company, the global, local, department base. You want to be 

proud of it. 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah. 

 

Interviewer 2   

When you discuss your potential employer, do you start it at a global level, a local, or at a 

departmental level?  

 

Interviewee 1 

Historically, I thought about it on either a global level, which was very shallow, or a departmental 

level because I can only say global policies or local department. If you feel like there isn't an 
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alignment between the departmental level and the global level, do you then feel like you connect the 

dots? No. And, if you don't feel like you can connect the dots, do you don't want to promote the global 

or promote the departmental, knowing that the two don't necessarily align? I wouldn't want to. 

Because I feel like I'm selling something which doesn't align and saying something that doesn't align. 

You've got to then question, am I being credible? What does this say about me as a person, if people 

have different experience and they go "oh, but you said"? I mean, that's my credibility as a person, in 

a relationship that I have built for some reason, decreases slightly. I only had the experience of one 

thing where it didn't align and I became increasingly uncomfortable talking about my job, because I 

didn't feel like I identified, I didn't feel like the things that they promoted was what we got. It was a 

misalignment. I felt, on a departmental level, did not align with what we were advertising or 

advertising to go towards on a global level, which made me uncomfortable while trying to promote 

my department.  

 

Interviewer 2   

Because what you were going to on a global level was pretty great, in that sense? 

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah. And I could not see that happening anytime soon. So I would have felt like I was promoting 

something which wasn't true. And which would could potentially damage my credibility as a person. 

 

Interviewer 2   

A big part of it was damaging credibility rather than "this isn't who I am", in a sense? 

 

Interviewee 1 

My own personal credibility is what I've got when I do go for jobs. That is what you've got. If anyone 

ever contacts someone you've worked with, it is credibility, deliverance, work ethic, stuff like that. 

And, if you've just lacked in any one of them, that could cost you your dream job. So, in that 

perspective, I feel it's important the company aligns enough that I feel proud about it and can make 

credible statements. I would rather not talk about it, which is why I stopped talking about my job. 
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Interviewer 1   

I only have one question. Just to wrap up. If you were offered a job in any controversial industry, 

would you consider it more or less attractive if they engaged in CSR? 

 

Interviewee 1 

I've already answered it. Yeah, I would find it more attractive.  

 

Interviewer 2   

Would you feel that industry played any role at all? 

 

Interviewee 1 

No. A lot of people will view it differently. A lot of people will say the industry matters and be very 

against one industry or two industries and have moral complexities relating to it. But, for me, 

personally, no. Because I think that everything we have is kind of what we need. The question is, do 

we need it to the extent we have it? All industries are there for a reason. And we need all of those 

industries for society to work on this globalised level and for us to function as a global economy. If 

they weren't needed, they wouldn't be there. But, like I said, to what extent do we need each of the 

industries? Have we oversaturated some industries? Most likely. Have we under regulated some 

industries? Most likely. Have we over regulated others? Most likely. So, from that perspective, it's 

not about the industry but it comes down to the corporate responsibility of the individual organisation. 

Is it like Zara, in my opinion? We do need clothes, do we need twelve cycles of clothes? No, probably 

not. So, from that perspective, would I want to work for Zara? If I could see that they would want to 

change up policies and move down to fewer seasons, as a first change, it would help because it would 

give me a purpose for my job from a higher perspective. So I think that, as long as things align, and 

I can talk about it and be happy, then I would work for that company, as long as it aligns with also 

my needs and work life balance. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Identity is established at a very low level, immediately where you're sitting instead of at a very high 

level. 
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Interviewee 1 

But then there are some companies that are going around saying "we're only doing a four day work 

week, to give our people a chance to have one full day of relaxation before they have to think of 

powering back up". So some companies are saying "we are implementing these", but it’s whether the 

local office follows or not. So I think that I, as a job hunter, need to just really look at all of them and 

look at what it is I want.  

 

Interviewer 2   

In an attempt to surmise. It seems like you're saying that contextual CSR is what matters most, not 

just an objective CSR policy that every company pursues but rather contextual to the company.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Yeah. 

 

Interviewer 2   

The industry itself does not seem to have the greatest bearing and it is rather about organisation and 

how it pursues these individual CSR values, at not just a macro level, but especially at a micro level 

and to alignment between these two.  

 

Interviewee 1 

Exactly. I think that is the best way to summarise it.  

 

Interviewer 1   

Thank you for participating. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You can contact us at the email provided and if you have any questions about the interview, do not 

hesitate to contact us. 

 

Interviewee 1 

Awesome. Have a nice day. 
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11.4.1.2 Interview 2 

Speakers 

Interviewee 2, Interviewer 1, Interviewer 2 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. I will just start with first the question. What makes an organisation attractive to you in, in terms 

of a job search? 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah, that's a good question. I guess the, my main priorities when I searched for a job are number 

one, I guess I guess like I like to be challenged in my, in my position. I don't want it to be like super 

simple. That's really important for me. I want the work to be interesting. I want the people I work 

with. I want to work in an environment to be kind of lively and I want to intersect, enjoy hanging out 

with people I'm working on working with. What else would be really important? Obviously the, the, 

the, the image of the company. Like how to first of all how prestigious it is just from my own personal 

career, career development, career growth, kind of branding, cross branding and obviously like the, 

the PR angle. Like what is the company doing in terms of like social initiatives? Like, what are their 

attitudes towards different, like things that they have been called out upon or yeah, what kind of 

things they're doing in the world to make a positive impact? I guess those would be important. I guess 

pay, I guess that's an important thing. Definitely want some kind of a good level of pay scale. Benefits, 

I guess. Any kind of compensation that's also important. Location, location is important. Like where 

in the world it is. I like to do extra activities like surfing. I like to, yeah, just be by the ocean. But 

good, good, nice views. Mountains. I like to hike, so like the job is more, if that's more accessible in 

a concern location that a job is based in, I'm definitely more likely to apply for that job or want to 

work there. So yeah, I would say without, I don't think I forgot anything, but those are probably the 

important things that I look for when I job search. 

Interviewer 1 

Are some more important than others? From the things you mentioned? 

Interviewee 2 
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Yeah, that's a good question. I would probably, I'd probably take, it's hard to think about it, especially 

right now. I can try it, but I would probably take the order that I send them in as like have some kind 

of value, there'd probably be some kind of priority. I have therapy built in there, but I think number 

one would be, at least for me, my personal, my personal, like I'm actually, I'm actually, I'm finishing 

school in a couple months and I'm actually going to be looking for a job. So this is a very good 

question to ask myself. And I guess I've been thinking about this a little bit and so I guess I asked 

myself then. I would say that the location is probably the most important for me right now. Like I 

actually, I am actually going to look for a job in Southern California coast LA because I want to 

pursue other things that allow that, that location allows me to pursue more things and like kind of the 

media vein. Also there's the location as far as other things I like to do as far as hiking and surfing. 

Both locations are good for that. But I guess for my other ventures and I guess a little bit better 

weather, the weather also is a, is a big factor for me. So I guess that's number one important thing for 

me. Number two would probably be like, what kind of work I'm doing? Like what kind of impact it's 

going to make or what is it contributing to and how many people is going to affect how I enjoy it. 

The work environment I, I'm working in kind of like all tied into one would probably be a close 

second for me. But, but I feel like if I feel like I've been blessed with really good prospects so I can 

have these priorities, but I think if I, maybe if I didn't, maybe if I wasn't confident that I could find a 

good job in Southern California, I would be more willing to change my priorities. But I think I'm 

pretty confident that I can find a good enough job in terms of my second priority, like related to like 

work environment and work, work appreciation and stuff like that. Maybe I would switch those 

priorities if I didn't think my prospects were as good as I think they are. Not to like tout my horn too 

much. But yeah that's, those are the probably the top two. And then the third one would probably be 

uh probably be…What kind of company I'm working for. I think, I think it would be what type of 

company I would like do I align with the goals of the company? Do I align with what they're trying 

to do, their, their mission statement? Like what is their, what is their kind of brand? Do I align with 

the brand? And I guess that that relates more to kind of social responsibility like I was talking about 

before and I guess the last thing would be kind of compensation and pay scale, but again like 

compensation and pay scale. I have like a like a floor, like I probably wouldn't take a job that doesn't 

pay me less than a certain value. Maybe I would like maybe I would compromise on some of the 

other priorities. If the job was like if there was a drug that was perfect in terms of the top two priorities 

but then maybe the pay scale was really, really low, maybe these priorities would change because I 

have like a floor but as long as it's above a floor, it's kind of a binary thing. Like as long as I'm making 
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it above a certain amount of money, I don't really mind like how much money I'm making because I 

guess like you're not really increasing your happiness that much. Obviously I want to make as much 

money as I can, but it's like diminishing after a certain amount. And I've seen that like in my personal 

life, so I don't really mind, I don't really care about that as much. I guess work-life balance, like the 

attitude of the company towards work-life balance is also really important for me. I'd probably put 

that in with the second priority of the work environment, the expectations, the appreciation for your 

work. So those would probably be the top four priorities, if that makes any coherent sense. And then 

did you have any questions or clarifications on anything? 

Interviewer 1 

Mm, no, I have unrelated questions. 

Interviewee 2 

Well, I mean I've been thinking about these things. It's not just like, it's not just like I came up with 

come up with this like 100% from scratch right now. I guess I've been, like I said, I've been looking, 

I'm in the position of looking for a job. So it's been on my mind. So that's probably why I've been 

thinking about it a little bit. Yeah. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. Well you already talked about social responsibility, so that probably means something different 

to different people. Yeah. So we have one way of looking at it that we'll read out to you and see if 

you kind of agree with or like find some things missing or whatever. Just tell us your opinion. 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah, it's in a definition from the academic literature about what social responsibility can possibly 

mean. And we want to get into more about your views on the topic since you mentioned yourself and 

since it was one of the most important things that you said, definitely as you said, great. Interviewer 

1 will read a definition for you or we'll send you the definition, I'm not sure. 

Interviewer 1 

I'm just going to read it. She's going to read the definition and you can share your thoughts with us. 

Interviewee 2  
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Okay, sounds good. And I, I want, I guess one note is that I haven't read the literature or like, I don't 

know much about like the official definitions of social responsibility. So just a note to make. 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah. Well, I mean that is important to make, but you shouldn't feel overwhelmed by it, because there 

are countless definitions and it ultimately is individualised about what you think is important in itself. 

About what are your views of social responsibility jumping off the back of this definition. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. So corporate social responsibility is a concept “whereby companies integrate social and 

environmental concerns in the business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on 

a voluntary basis”. 

Interviewer 2  

I would agree with that definition. I think, yeah, pretty broad. It is very broad. Exactly. And do you 

have any specific thoughts when you look at social responsibility for the companies that you are 

potentially looking at in the, in the area with the location, with the job role, but you look at the social 

responsibility that they are concerned about, how do you prioritize? How do you look at it as now 

that you have researched a little bit and maybe have looked at some different companies do some 

different stuff. 

Interviewee 2  

Yeah, yeah, yeah. So I can give you, so one of the companies I I'm definitely going to be applying to 

and I guess I've interned with in the past is like Apple and they are, I think in my mind they have 

done a great job in terms of social responsibility. And I'm saying this after working like closely and 

like being in working closely in the company and then being in meetings and talking about like 

considerations like even down to the details of like we're about make this design decisions and we, 

these are the things we're considering and that's how we're going to move forward. So I feel like I 

have a good, I'm kind of a good angle, a good perspective to comment on like how serious these 

companies are or at least this company is about their social responsibilities. And I feel like, I guess 

they're not, another reporting note is, I feel like there are two different concepts here. There's one 

concept of more of kind of a branding side of a lot of companies definitely want to brand themselves 

as a very socially conscious, environmentally friendly and company. Cause that's kind of the cool 
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thing to do and that, that, that definitely happens at Apple and that definitely happens at a lot of 

company. But I think there's another angle of like actually doing socially responsible things and 

environmentally friendly initiatives, putting environmentally friendly initiatives in place and making 

them, making those considerations of when you're actually carrying out your business and spending 

your money and making decisions that will actually affect the livelihood of your company. So I think 

Apple was a really good example. There were like, I had really good image of them before I worked 

for the company. But that was definitely biased by the fact that I was a huge fan of the company and 

I really want to work for the company. But now that after working there, I can definitely say that 

pretty confidently that they are definitely very serious about, about their social responsibility and their 

environmental issues. Like one, I guess I can speak to one specific example. I don't think I would get 

really get in any trouble. It's pretty tough trying to keep it as general as possible. But it's, so one of 

the, one of the things of course in a lot of Apple products there, there's a lot of plastic. There are a lot 

of plastics, there are a lot of plastics in the packaging, sometimes within the product. Maybe it's not 

as obvious in the products because you've seen mostly metal and glass, but internal is there, there's 

definitely a lot of plastic but mostly the packaging. I guess I'll talk about the packaging. So one huge 

thing that one huge initiative that Apple's done recently is to try to the actually have an initiative in 

place. And I don't want to, I don't want to misquote them, but I'm pretty sure it's something like they 

want to eliminate plastics, any kind of non-recyclable plastics from their packaging by, by some, 

some year. It's a pretty, it's a, pretty soon it's a pretty like close year by some point. But it's a, it's an 

initiative they've been working to towards. And like that's again, that's a branding thing. That's the 

statement that you make, right? And that that doesn't really hold too much weight. But then now when 

you look at what they've actually done to achieve this, it's a, it's promising to see that it's actually in 

line with their, with their words. So there was a talk that was given to me or to any, any kind of 

employee that wanted to attend it, that was given by the packaging team, the packaging product design 

team. And they talked about how, I think it was for the iMac. The iMac is the large one that you can 

carry, right. The screen that has a whole computer built into it. Yeah. Yeah. So that, that could be, 

they've got the new, the new release of that. I'm, I don't want to get misquote them, but I'm pretty sure 

it's made from 100% recycled cardboard. And this is, this is a pretty amazing initiative because it's 

going to get rid of all the, all the plastic and packaging. The packaging is a huge, huge waste. I mean, 

Apple, again, before they even did this initiative, they had, they tried to make the packaging as 

reusable as possible. And I mean, I'm sure if you guys look around, I'm sure you guys keep your 

Apple packages more so than your packaging because they kind of look nice and under that kind of 
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well-designed. So that's something that I was been doing even before this to kind of increase the 

useful lifetime or life lifespan of their products. So that was already a really cool initiative. But now 

they've even gone further to kind of eliminate all the plastics from their from their packaging. And it 

was really interesting to see the see the presentation because to have that goal is one thing, but then 

it's all about what the challenges are with that goal and how willing you are to spend resources to get 

over those challenges. So there were huge challenges in that, in that project from whatever. And it's 

the huge challenges in kind of for what's something that's very important for Apple is kind of the 

finish of even their packaging would be really surprised. Like of course the products you'd imagine 

that they need to be like perfectly designed, like industrial design is really important or how did the 

head of the company that the artistic designers, they have a lot of power and they can, they can kind 

of spearhead a lot of decisions and obviously they have very strict specifications and very, very high 

standards in terms of how their product and even their packaging looks because it's all a brand, it's all 

part of the brand is all part of kind of the image of the company. So that was a huge struggle for the 

packaging team to make kind of a cardboard recycled packaging parts. But keeping it, keeping the 

finish specifically the finish of the, of the packaging was really hard to, to make it pretty and kind of 

clean and in a way that the initial industrial designers would kind of sign off on or allow to go out or 

are allowed to like release from it from the company. So that was a huge challenge and that they spent 

a lot of time and effort kind of fixing, they went to countless kind of design cycles, testing totally 

new manufacturing process. They had no experience with it. They're kind of develop it from scratch 

and it's kind of really amazing work. And so this is just gave me like gave me a good perspective, 

like any good reason to believe that they're actually taking things seriously. So yeah, it cost them a 

lot of money. And even on each packaging they are. This is, I think this is I, again, I don't want to 

misquote, but I think this is the most expensive packaging that they've ever shipped and that's a huge 

thing because the cost is also another really important factor in kind of any, any kind of product 

design. But especially at Apple cost is a very important thing because they shipped so many products, 

like the iPhone alone, I think they shipped 218 million iPhones last, which was a crazy number and 

then just imagine 218 million packages being manufactured in the margin. Even if the margins are 

really small in those, you're going to make a great amount of profit if it's positive because of the sheer 

numbers of sales. So that's something that's really important to them. But they even overcame that or 

they even made that trade off in terms of money for environmental consciousness. So that was like a 

really amazing thing to see from, from them and just gave me really good reason to believe that these 

initiatives are not just a joke. So yeah, that was one thing I I saw him in. Another thing I want to talk 
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about really quickly. I don't know how much time you want me to spend on each question. Just let 

me know if I'm just like spending too much time on each question. You're doing great, just keep 

going, okay. Okay. Another thing I wanted to talk about was yeah, so a lot of the products, they have 

like internal components. 

 

I have a lot of plastics in them and they're really highly designed, highly, highly thought about kind 

of engineering plastics because they have a lot of specifications that they need to meet in terms of 

like strength, heat considerations, kind of chemical considerations, manufacturing considerations, 

costs, all kinds of things. So that would, those are huge, huge considerations or these are huge. These, 

these parts are kind of scrutinized because there's so many considerations that have to be made when 

designing with these parts. So that was one thing that I thought that was really cool with the plastic 

parts is they, they try. So one thing that they do in plastic parts, they actually put kind of fibres, like 

glass fibres, I'm sure you're familiar with like fiberglass or carbon fibre. So yeah, those, those kinds 

of fibres, they, they put short fibres, like really short fibres of those into the plastics kind of embedded 

in the plastics to increase the strength or increase the performance of the plastic. And these are, again, 

these are not really like reasonable materials and they are really terrible for the environment. So one 

thing that they've been doing is they've been switching to kind of reusable glass fibres or, sorry, 

maybe not. There's fibres, again, I don't want to misquote and I'm pretty confident that they've been 

switching to recyclable plastics. I don't think it's the fibres actually that they've been changing because 

they don't make up a big part of kind of the volume fraction. So it's not really as big of an input as the 

actual plastic raw material itself. So they they're using, they're trying to increase the percentage of 

reusable plastics that are put into the mould. So they're there every, every iteration they try to improve 

that percentage. So some parts are like 25% reusable plastics, some parts are 35, some parts are 45. 

And, and again, the trade-off is when you use these reusable plastics, you lose a lot of performance 

just inherently. I also, I guess one re one reason that you could understand why you lose them 

performances. One thing is using first of all recycled plastics. It's not perfect, but actually at least it 

gets another life cycle out of that exact material. But you can imagine when you, when you kind of 

mash plastics together, you get a lot of you get a lot of impurities. Yeah, that's really good word. 

Impurities or just, yeah, impurities is a good word. You get a lot of impurities and you reduced the 

quality of the material and that's again, not the trade-off that they were willing to make. That's one 

example. There are other ways that you trade off requirements when you use recycled plastics because 

they're just much harder to make, Oh, sorry, the exact word that they say is bio-based. So I guess 
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they're made, so then it's the plastics themselves. Actually, sorry, I again, I don't think they're reusable 

maybe, but I think they're the, they're sourced from renewable resources. I think that's the right way 

to put it. They are their sourced from, I think plastics are, again, I'm not, I'm not a plastics engineer 

or I'm not like a manufacturing engineer. So again, these things take them with a grain of salt, but at 

least I'm pretty sure that the way plastics are made, they are, they start from some kind of oil and 

they're, they're cracked. Like the chemicals are kind of cracked and they're split and then they're 

processed from there. And I guess the oil, the oil that it starts from is not renewable, but now they're 

switching to kind of bio-based oils. So I guess that's where the renewable or that's where the 

environmentally friendly kind of initiative comes from. 

 

So, yeah, every year, every initiative, every design project like say any of the designers. If they are 

designing a plastic part, if they can come to their design review with kind of a more environmentally 

friendly part based on like bio-based plastics, that will be, that will give them like design points like 

that would make this design more likely to be used in actual production. So that was just an amazing 

thing to see that like they're actually serious about these things. And like they ask them questions like, 

are you missing any opportunities to use bio-based materials, or have you considered them or have 

you talked to the plastics team about incorporating them in your design? Or can you see if they're 

okay with performance and stuff like that. So yeah, those two examples, I guess goes to show, like 

for me it went to show me that, that Apple is actually serious about like their, their initiatives. So 

that's, that's Apple at least. And then Tesla. I also interned for Tesla. I've been very lucky to intern 

for Tesla and that was also similarly, they make these big claims of, “Oh yeah, we're trying to change 

the world, transition the world's transportation systems to renewable resources” and things like that 

and yeah, you can take that. Again, that's the branding aspect, but then when you delve into the 

company you have to see, you have to actually see like are they actually putting their words into 

action and I think, I think it's pretty obvious to see potential, I reckon their whole product is there. 

They're actually, I think if you just step back and look at a timeline of the automotive industry, it's 

very obvious to see that Tesla has been, has like pretty much transformed the automotive industry 

into a very sustainable direction. Like they, they really influenced pretty much every car company to 

at least start thinking about and thinking about putting out a very high quality electrical car and that's 

like, I think I'm actually really, really happy. I was able to even work for the company at all, even if 

I never worked for them at all. Again, just because this has been an amazing initiative that they've 

done, like already the work that they've already done to kind of transition to the automotive industry 
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and just the transportation industries in general and energy and industry, I guess like they also make 

batteries and kind of solar panels and stuff like that. So just the, the impact that they've already had I 

think is already monumental. And I think looking back we'll be really amazed that this company was 

able to have this kind of impact, but I saw like a very consistent message at Tesla as well. 

 

It was, it was all, everyone was really, really gung ho about kind of saving the environment renewable 

resources to kind of finish, finish, like kind of end this whole environment, a combustion engine, 

internal progression kind of phase of the transportation industry and to move into more kind of 

electrical and other, other resources. So yeah, I definitely saw that when I was working there as well. 

Yeah, again, they try to use the bio-based materials they tried to and also these companies are based 

in a very liberal area, so they attract a lot of kind of socially conscious employees and just the people 

that are working for them are also, I think that's another thing. I guess another big point to make is, I 

guess the main reason why these companies are actually putting these things into practice is because 

the people that make up the company or action from what I've seen, they're very serious about these 

initiatives that they personally align with these initiatives and then that just impacts that just has a 

butterfly effect on all the work that they do while they're there. Right. If you're personally connected 

to a problem or initiative, you're going to be, you're going to make decisions considering that and 

you're going to end. That's all you're going to be on your mind. I'm just saying more so that like one 

of the reasons I think one of the main reasons why these companies are actually succeeding in putting 

their words into practice is because the people that they hire are, are really passionate about these 

initiatives. So like when that happens, it's going to just make for a way easier time in, in achieving 

these goals. Like imagine if you told someone that loves like internal combustion engines, Hey, we 

need to, we need you to like forget all of that. We're not going to touch that. We're just going to make 

an electrical engine. They're going to, they're going to be like, Whoa, I'm not really passionate about, 

they're not going to put as much effort into that. You know, they may try to get back into internal 

combustion. They may try to make, make points for internal combustion, but if you hire someone that 

really loves electrical cars, then they're going to think they're going to think about internal 

combustion. They're going to try to increase the efficiency of electrical systems. They're going to try 

to really focus on that, you know? So, yeah, that's, that's kind of like the vibe that these companies 

are very socially positive and very environmentally friendly. Like, and it's not, it's not just a fake vibe. 

It's like everyone kind of deeply believes this through. Like I've seen this through like their own 

personal lives. I'm kind of just honest conversations, things of that nature. 
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Interviewer 2  

I just loved the description. It sounded like as said, these employees, their values for what's important 

when it comes to being socially responsible was perfectly aligned with them as you said, not just that 

they had another challenge. As you said, like if you're using an internal combustion engine. You're 

not really caring about the implications of it. You just love the combustion engine. It sounded like, 

that it went beyond that kind of level of interest that they also cared about the packaging, the challenge 

of it, but also the implications of what changing the packaging would actually mean for society. Right. 

But it's different. It's a different kind of mode. So you can be interested in, Oh, I want to make this 

challenge. I'm facing this challenge of having to make use bio-based materials for this and you've 

reached the challenge, but you'd be interested in application of the challenge for you. Was that, was 

that what was important to you and when you now search, you've tried these experiences where you've 

had these very this huge alignment in the employees and the organisation. Is that what you're looking 

for in your future work? Are you looking for a company which share the same values as you? So if 

you care a lot about making big, sustainable change, not small scale, but big sustainable changes and 

really changing the, the world scape, is that what you're searching for? 

Interviewee 2  

Yes. Yes, yes. I would say, I mean, I would say like on a high level, I see like I want to make a 

positive impact on this world. Like I want to make more of a positive impact than a negative effect, 

right? Yeah, I, and I know that if I worked for a company, I'm going to be directly impacting whatever 

initiative that company that I'm going to be directly pushing forward that company. So of course I'm 

going to, I want to be aligned with a company that has the same initiatives that align with the, with 

the passions or the considerations that I have is that I kind of make, again, I wouldn't say, I wouldn't 

say I'm like super passionate. Like there are, there are some people that are like they commit their 

whole lives to environmental issues. I haven't taken, I haven't taken a specific career course to an 

environmental kind of topic. But like it's still a very important thing to me because I want to have a 

positive impact on the world. And I think that's like a socially, I think it's like a socially or morally 

correct thing to do in my belief system. So I think if I worked for a company that they don't align 

with those values, I actually, I don't even, I probably, I would probably never work with a company 

that I know for sure aligns with, with initiatives that are opposing the initiatives that I'm passionate 

about. That's that I know for sure that I know. And I obviously if a company is a company aligns with 

more of the initiatives that I'm passionate about or I like that I care about at least or aligns in a bad 
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way or in a bigger impact, then I'm definitely more likely to work for those companies and want to 

work like tie for those companies and stuff like that. And I just one example is like one, one again 

relating it back to that presentation that we had by the packaging team, you can engage that room was 

like jam packed with all kinds of employees. Like there was just some, there were just so many 

interested people in that initiative because not because they want, I'm sure they were interested in the 

sustainability challenge because maybe some of them would have to face it in the future or were just 

a lot of people just like myself, I'm really interested in sustainability and just problem solving. So I'm 

sure people were there for that aspect. But I'm also very sure that a lot of people were there just to, to 

kind of to just learn about the initiative like just about the actual impact and that Apple was serious 

about the impact that they're making with that project. So that was just a good example to show that 

like people definitely aligned personally with a lot of the initiatives that Apple and both Apple and 

Tesla kind of kind of work with for. 

Interviewer 2  

So it sounds like in a way it's not about the initiatives and obviously as you said the alignment of their 

specific initiatives to your things that you deem important. Would you say that the industry in a way, 

because obviously Tesla and Apple are huge companies and huge industries. When you say that the, 

not just the scale of the industry, but industry itself and what the company works with influences your 

decision when it comes to whether CSR is important or whether the initiatives their pushing is 

important. 

Interviewee 2  

Yeah, definitely. Definitely like a, I definitely, that's, I guess that's part of the, the whole 

consideration, like on a high level. So I guess if I take you through, I guess we can just stick with like 

I can, I can just maybe apply your questions to my experiences with Tesla and Apple because I think 

those are very valuable and I have a lot of reference experiences. So I feel like those would be really 

good ways to like answer your question, but let me know if you want me to touch on like something 

different or whatever. But yeah, so to go more into your question, so the automotive industry I know 

has like as far as tests of the automotive industry I know has a huge impact on the environment. It's a 

massive contributor of greenhouse gases, huge amounts of manufacturing, huge amounts of metal 

that is manufactured, cubic huge amounts of energy that is used in manufacturer, all kinds of parts 

that just require all kinds of energy to kind of press them into shape and manufacture them, push them 

through kind of small openings and high heat and stuff like that. So definitely the automotive industry 
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is a huge contributor to kind of the environmental problem that we have, like in our world. That was 

definitely, that was definitely like when I, when I was applying for Tesla, sorry, or when I thought 

about the reason why I want to work for Tesla. Maybe not a conscious thought, but I'm sure it's 

consciously considered that the automotive industry is a huge industry and it has such a big impact 

on the world. So working for a company that is making such a monumental change in that industry 

is a way that I could really increase how much impact me personally as a person I can have on, on 

like the world and the problems that we're having, like the environmental problems. So that's as far 

as Tesla as an, as far as the Apple, again, it's not nearly as obvious the environmental impacts, but I 

think if I explained some of them, you would definitely be on board with the entry. You can imagine 

like the manufacturing, like of course you have again like 283 million iPhones. God knows how many 

iPads and laptops and all kinds of products like AirPods and all kinds of stuff. So they make like 

millions and millions, I'm sure billions of products every year. So that, that I'm, I'm, I'm, I wouldn't 

say billions. Again, I don't want to misrepresent the numbers, but they make millions that we've 

hundreds of millions of products. So that's an obvious angle of the manufacturing and then just the 

raw materials and manufacturing energy and the shipping cost, shipping materials, stuff like that. So 

that's an obvious impact.  

 

The impact that I'm also very interested in is the kind of kind of user experience impact. So Apple 

makes all kinds of products that people interface with like all the time. Like if you imagine how often 

you are on your phone or on your computer or using your AirPods or whatever, that's a huge amount 

of time and a huge amount of interactions that you have, a huge number of interactions that you have 

with these, with these things. The amount of time you spend with these things so they really impact 

your life. That was that. That's for me actually that's a really, that's something I'm really interested in 

is user experience and just improving people's lives through their interactions with technology. So 

that's, that's one aspect of like when you use a product, just your, your how much stress it causes your 

life, how much it helps your life. The, the, the, the, I guess the capacity for it to connect you to 

different ideas, people, information, stuff like that in the easiest way. That's definitely something I'm 

really interested in and I really, I care a lot about and I feel like Apple does that. That's a really high 

consideration for Apple. Like user experience is pretty much paramount at Apple. They have the final 

say on a lot of things. So they Apple's a very user music experience, conscious company and then as 

well the impact is there. They're huge. You use their products to do so much. So like you, you message 

your friends, you do your school assignments, you, you make your arts, you listen to music, you, you, 
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you do all kinds of things on your phones. So you really to transfer a lot of data on your phones. You 

do a lot of, there's a lot of personal things that happen on your phones and on your laptops and on 

your devices. So the way that Apple handles these, this data and the way that they, they treat kind of 

personal, personal privacy and security, again, also something that's very important for me. So 

actually like Apple is kind of leading the industry leading kind of the tech industry, when it comes to 

people's data privacy and security they do things like, what's a good example? 

 

So, so I don't think so. When you compare them to kind of their peers in Google, Facebook, they 

definitely are. They definitely take, Oh, what's a good way of phrase I don't want to get, I don't want 

to misrepresent these other companies especially, but I know for a fact Google and Facebook, they 

definitely use more of your data for their own profit than Apple does. That, that statement I can make 

very confidently .......on Facebook as well. Yeah. So, so these are, these are things that I'm pretty sure 

Apple is not in the business of doing and that is something that I find admirable and that they really, 

they're really serious about his goal. And I think there was a story, I'm not sure last year or the year 

before that, that they made a new phone and designed a new phone and I think the government 

information....... About your role and, and they were, they were, they said, yeah, we don't, we don't 

really even that we are making this product so we're going to actually make it impossible for you to 

access this information. So that, that was a really, that was really cool to see that they took that stand 

in the face of governmental pressure and stuff like that. So yeah, things like that. But those three 

things I guess were, were really big kind of positive points for, for Apple when it came to kind of 

social responsibility and yeah, stuff like that. I mean, Tesla as well. One, one big, one big thing I can 

remember is the on the computer that they gave me or the laptop that they gave me to do my work on 

it had kind of a fingerprint reader. And I was very excited to use this fingerprint reader. I was like, 

I'm not trying to put in my password all the time. It's really fast and quick. And so I asked the IT 

people like, Hey, like how can I set this fingerprint reader up? Like I really want to use it. And they 

said, yeah, we're not really in the business of having people as like biometrics than bio information 

because that's a real, that's a huge responsibility to have. We haven't made that decision to, to make 

that to take that information and take the responsibility of having that information. And they told me, 

so we're, we're, we're not allowing people to use that feature at the moment. Yeah so that was also 

another like cool thing to just show that they're, they're a little bit more serious about social 

responsibility than some other companies might be. 
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Interviewer 2  

I think you answered it really well. And I wanted to go off from what you said with regard to that 

within in the same industry or within an intellect industry for some companies can obviously act I 

suppose better or in a more ethical manner. Yeah, exactly. You know, they could, they, they, they, 

their behaviours are generally better, generally some industries have with them certain stigmas as you 

said, or ideas, and we actually wanted to read a definition for you and hear, your thoughts about it. 

And it's a definition for a term called controversial industries, which I'm sure that you know of, or 

maybe have heard of. Well you can you can tell me more about it afterwards. This definition says 

that controversial industries and organisations have been defined as firms “whose product, services 

or concepts that for reasons of delicacy, decency, morality, or even fear elicit reactions of distaste, 

disgust, offense, or outrage when mentioned or openly presented”. As, as you said, like with some, 

with data especially being quite an important one these days that a lot of them, a lot of companies and 

even like a little bit industries as a whole have received backlash for how they use consumer data. So 

for you is the, is the question some of these companies that have an acted in a more ethical manner 

with this, within the same industry, is that something that you look at as you said, you look at the way 

that they, that they act in an industry that is potentially controversial? 

Interviewee 2 

Yes, yes. Yeah, I think, I think it definitely, I definitely, that's definitely something that is well, okay. 

So it's interesting. First of all, my first thought was the way that you defined controversial industry. 

Yes, it was, it was hinging upon the reactions of people. It's like when people hear this, they are 

alarmed or that was kind of the essence that I got. Those were controversial industries, so I don't, one 

thing is I think there's a lot of misinformation that's present, especially on the internet. There's just a 

lot of, lot of misinformation and people love spreading articles that are controversial, that just have 

some keywords and even people target like misinformation to be spread in certain ways to benefit 

themselves or initiatives that they have or, yeah. So there's just a lot of misinformation out there. So 

I guess I wouldn't, I don't really, I actually don't hold any importance on the way that people react to 

certain companies or hear about certain companies. I guess there's a branding angle, I guess. I don't 

want future employers to discard my applications. I guess at the extreme end, like I probably wouldn't 

work for, let's say, I guess what I'm trying to say is if one company is kind of in people's head that 

the worst company of all time probably wouldn't work for that company. Even if it's my dream 

company because the way it will impact my future prospects, but actually I don't know, that's kind of 
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a shaky statement because it's really hard to imagine but, but I don't think I, I don't care as much about 

how people react to it. I care much more. So like I try to do own research and I try to thankfully have 

a lot of contacts in a lot of these companies. And I know I have a lot of friends in a lot of these 

companies. 

 

So let's say for example, Google or Facebook, like if I hear something crazy about Facebook of like 

Cambridge Analytica for example. That's a perfect example. So when I heard that I was, I was 

obviously like, just like everyone else, everyone was like, what the hell is happening? Like, what am 

I agreeing to? Like, what are these companies doing? Like they have too much power so that that was 

a huge at least. Okay, so I think what people react to as maybe an indicator that there might be 

something that this company is doing incorrectly and maybe it's good for me to look into it or consider 

it. But then I, then I reached out to my friends that work in at these companies like got Facebook and 

Google and ask them like, Hey, what's, what's going on? Like what's the actual scoop? Like are you 

guys doing really crazy stuff or like are you guys within your, within your ethical moral reasoning 

and people are just blowing things out of proportion. And the capsule when I got the essence I got 

from the Cambridge Analytica situation was that it's, it's actually, I didn't really think it was nearly as 

bad as other people thought it was because people sign up on Facebook with people. Facebook doesn't 

force you to give anything, any, any, any information that you don't want to give. Like if you don't 

want to enter where you were born, I don't think you have to answer when you're born. If you don't 

want to answer what jobs you worked at or how old you are, you can put a fake age like it's your, it's 

once you choose to use Facebook and give them your information, your information and kind of agree 

to their terms and agreements which no one reads and then I don't think people cannot read or not 

understand what they're doing and then complain when, when, when it wasn't what they thought. 

 

I think people have to take more responsibility when it comes to kind of data. I think that's a huge 

problem, at least in a data kind of world where people, I don't, I think there's a lot of misunderstanding 

and confusion around this whole kind of data mining kind of words. It's like a flashy word that people 

react to really, really badly. I'm sure. Like you said, you guys are saying it's very controversial if you 

guys are saying, but I would say like I don't think it's actually that bad because once you give 

Facebook your information and then it's like it's the only information, like you gave it to them, you 

signed your rights to it away and at that point like on their platform, another programs can come and 

read that information. I don't think any rules are being broken again, maybe the outcome, maybe the 
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outcome is like, Oh, like now they have all information that they can make all these decisions with, 

but at the end of the day like I don't think they really broke any fundamental rules in terms of their 

ethics. Now you can ask a bigger question of do you think they have a responsibility to inform you 

better or to make sure you understand better what rights you're signing away or what is happening 

with your data? That I definitely agree with and I definitely think they have work to do there, but I 

don't think it's the kind of moral crime that a lot of people are making it out to be. And especially the 

media is making it out to be. I don't think the image that Facebook and Google have at this present 

day is really a fair one because I don't think they're really doing things that I think they could do better 

in terms of informing people, but I think a lot of companies could do better in terms of informing 

people, so I think relatively they're not doing that badly now. Apple, they take kind of a different 

stance of, of like they don't even get into some, some things they don't even try to do things that are 

somewhat controversial sometimes that that's a very big flag for them. If they have anything is 

controversial, that's a huge flag for them. They might, they might not even do it even if it's the right 

thing to do just because it's controversial because they're very brand sensitive, but I don't think that 

makes them more morally or ethically kind of better. I don't, I don't think that, I don't think that 

increases their kind of standing in my eyes and I again, they do some things that do increase their 

standing. And I, in my mind they do have a much higher standing than say Google or Facebook. But 

I don't think that Google or Facebook is that bad, so I guess to answer your question is I don't really 

care as much of what people think about these companies when they hear these names and these 

words. I just use those as maybe red flags to look into things. And thankfully we have ways of finding 

out information that's really accurate and really good. Again, I'll be careful because these companies, 

people work at these companies. So there's an obvious bias. Of course you don't want to speak bad 

about your employer can't even for fears of losing your job or not even from that angle, just if you 

work at a company, you're going to be more likely to assume that that company is a good company, 

that if you don't work for the company. So of course there's a bias, but at least I have like good sources 

and I try to go, I try to find real information and rather than just focusing on how people respond to 

certain companies. So I guess that's how I would answer your question. 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah, good answer. I have a follow up question if Interviewer 1 doesn't have one. Yeah, go ahead. 

You spoke earlier, obviously controversial industries and that kind of definition, it covers a lot of 

industries. We were very specific pronounced with tech industry, but it can be used to apply to many 
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different industries and different companies and maybe different features. You spoke earlier and 

obviously the big concern that the controversial nature of the tech industry is as you said, more human 

oriented with how people release that data and use that data in terms of environmental as you said, 

when you were working for Tesla and working for Apple, the environmental concerns were very 

important for industries which are also deemed controversial. For example, let's use the classic 

example of the oil industry or the way in which it is controversial is very different to how tech 

companies are deemed controversial because there is a bit of a technical nature to it. Would you still 

take that, you know, critical mind sets, you know, red flags that you hear about Google and Apple 

and apply that to a different industry. For example, the oil industry or the tobacco industry. Would 

you still have that critical mind to that? Actually, maybe it's not as bad as they say and I'm going to 

research myself, or are they different in your eyes? 

Interviewee 2 

I think this is this mindset would apply to kind of anything that people say about anything in general. 

I don't think, I don't take people's words with too much weight unless they give me a reason to, unless 

they are telling me. Like, Hey, read this study or, or unless they have some position, like if, unless 

they are a PhD in like some environmental topic, then maybe I can take their words more seriously. 

But no, I think, I guess the basic kind of principle is I try to make sure I find real information about 

kind of topics and especially images of companies and what kind of transgressions companies have 

made and stuff like that. It definitely, it doesn't matter about the industry. I definitely would take the 

same mindset to regardless the industry, like even the oil industry kind of any industry it wouldn't, 

wouldn't, it wouldn't make a difference. 

Interviewer 2 

So you assess them and analyse them. Do you think that it would make a difference and as you said, 

if it's the worst company in the world obviously, but if you were, when you are applying, you believe 

that how as you said, you obviously said that what other people think doesn't really matter in general 

as much maybe as it does for other people. So you would take just, it wouldn't really affect your job 

application. You would apply for a job in any industry company regardless of what other people 

potentially thought because you are going to evaluate yourself and you are going to determine if it 

was a good place to work or an ethical company yourself. Does that kind of statement slash question 

make sense? 
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Interviewee 2 

Yes. I think, yeah, I think I would agree with that except, yeah. What I was trying to, I guess 

community is maybe at the extremes. Maybe I wouldn't because there are some industries that once 

you kind of touch them or once you're affiliated with them at all, then it really paints your career. 

Like let's say for an example, for example, maybe like the adult video industry. Let's say for example, 

I probably would never ever venture into, well I don’t know, that's a, that's an interesting kind of like 

a moral question. I don't know. Maybe it has to figure it out more for myself, but at this moment at 

least I don't have any, like when I hear, when I even think about even venturing in that direction, it 

really brings me pause. It gives me pause because like even the way that people, people won't give it 

a fair chance at all. Like I don't think it's, it's so different and so out there that people wouldn't give it 

a fair chance. So I guess that's what I'm saying more about the extremes, but even that is kind of a 

shaky statement. I would have to think about it more and I could see myself like in the future. Like it 

would be a commitment though, like once they go into those fields, like I would have to, it would be 

a consideration of am I willing to commit to the stigma that is attached to this kind of decision I guess. 

No. So I guess there's, there's a trade-off that I make like, so the other companies, I don't really care 

about the stigma as much as I do my own other priorities like I talked to you guys about before. But 

when it comes to some companies again like, like with pay, I have like a floor again with the social 

responsibility as well or not with social responsibility, with the, with the controversy, I have a floor 

as well where, where I wouldn't even think about going to some industries because they're just so far 

out of what I would consider that. And there's stigma associated with them. So it would really be a 

dangerous decision to associate that with myself. So it would be a, it would be a serious trade off that 

I'd have to make. It would be like it. And again, it's not like I would not work with like if you, if you 

told me all those priorities were ideal for like the most controversial company in the world and, and 

I had good, sustainable, a good sustainable future in that industry and had no other wants or needs 

that I could find in other, like there were no other better trade-offs. I can, I would definitely, I could 

see myself working in those industries. I don't see any example of that or I don't think that's a very 

practical situation, but it's not to say that I'm not open to it again yet. I don't think it's, I don't think 

that's the case. Oh, sorry, sorry. My headphones. I mean let me just finish, but yeah, feel free to 

continue. 

Interviewer 1 

Yeah, that was interesting. That was an interesting answer. 
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Interviewer 2 

You gave us an interesting perspective. Is there any way you, you, you identified the organisation 

that you work for or you feel that maybe other people identify you as the place that you work for 

right? You might not necessarily identify yourself with it, you know. 

Interviewee 2 

No, I would have to, I would have to identify with it myself. I think what I'm saying is the other 

priorities would have to be perfect. Like everything, like I'm just giving you a scenario that kind of 

negates the statement of I would never work for the most controversial company in the world. Like 

there is a situation where I would work for that company and that's if everything else was perfect, 

like I wouldn't, I wouldn't let the, the way that other people see this company kind of stop me or this 

industry I guess stop me from entering it like that. That wouldn't be, that wouldn't, I wouldn't let it 

100% stopped me dead in my tracks. I would consider it, definitely, because it's a serious impact, it 

has a serious impact, but, but I would, it's not like I'm closed off to it. Like I, if I could make a 

reasonable trade off and if I could make a reasonable argument, if I could kind of validate it to myself, 

if I could rationalize it like very confidently and very sustainably, then I would, I would not be 

opposed to, to doing like working for those kinds of industries. Okay. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. So, so, so the things that are very important for you when you're looking for a job was still that 

um I think to identify, to have the same values as your place of employment to, to feel like you are 

part of something that you can I don't know, be proud of? That's very high on your list. And that's 

why you do so much research for each job opportunity to make sure that, that, you know, you can 

reach out to people and hear about what it's like from the inside, that they actually do live up to those 

to the same values as you have. Does that answer it correctly? 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah, that's, that's very important for me. 

Interviewer 1 

And, and so when you talk about how your previous place of employment have done this, that the 

fact that they will, they were more than just talk, they were actually walking the walk. That was a 

very important value for you that they are living up to their word.  
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Interviewee 2 

Yes. And I guess it would be even, I guess it would be really bad if they were talking a talk that they 

weren't walking well actually I'd have to analyse that. I think branding, I think positive branding could 

still be positive even without kind of substance. Like it's still positive. I think just for people to 

associate that brand with the environment is still a positive impact. But I maybe if maybe there's a 

limit for me, like if you're like, if you're the most preachy kind of environmentally friendly brand in 

the world and you're also the most polluting brand in the world, there's no chance that would work 

for you even though you're making some benefit on the, on the world. But I don't know, I guess I 

guess I, I don't like too much of disparity I guess between the talk and the walk. I guess I want them 

to be somewhat aligned. I don't make people misrepresenting, but I don't, I don't mind if they're a 

little bit separate. Like I, cause I still see the positive branding as positive either way. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. So, so it would, it's like regardless of whether they actually perform CSR, it's not like you 

would, it would be a positive thing for you that a company communicates about the CSR efforts? 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah. Because like that's still at, has a positive impact on the world and yeah, all else equal, it's still, 

that's still positive. Even if all else equal, just the branding itself is still a positive thing, but I also 

need it to be somewhat linked to the action and to not be too, too far off kind of thing cause I don't 

want to work for like a fraudulent company as well. I don't cause that that then that again sends a 

different message. It's like, Oh, like imagine if people find out that this company's fraudulent. Now 

it's like, Oh ,what other companies are preaching about environmental stuff but not actually doing it 

and then that has a negative impact. So I don't like the disparity I guess to be too large and I don't like 

negative things against the initiative to be too great as well because yeah, any kind of, any kind of 

misalignment with the talk, I wouldn't like it to be too great but I'm okay with some misalignment I 

guess is what I would say because some people would be, some people are just like so strict about if 

you said this, why are you not doing exactly this and doing like all you can to do this. I understand 

there are other practical considerations and like you still like to being a business for a longer time 

also has another positive effect. You can do good for a longer time and having more profit is also 

positive so that you can impact the world more and in positive way. So it's kind of a balance but I 
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think there's a limit to how much fraudulent kind of talk you're giving as far as, as far as my own 

personal beliefs. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. so this is you talk a lot about how like this is impacted by your future job prospects. So you 

don't want to be associated with a company that's been, for instance, fraudulent, not just because it's 

against your values, but also because, do you think it will impact other people's views of you as an 

employee in the future? 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah. That's definitely a consideration, but not as big of a consideration. Like, I definitely, yes, it's 

hard to say that I don't care at all what other people think about the stuff that I work on because 

obviously branding is really important and like your brand as an employee is really relevant to your 

kind of employability and how likely you are to get a job. And that's like the more likely you are to 

get a job, maybe you can impact the world in greater way. So I definitely do care about what people 

think to some degree but it's probably less weighted for me. Rather than other people. Cause kind of 

my point of view is if the next employer is going to look at the brand of this company and just project 

that on the actual company or like on me as an employee, then I don't think I even want to interview 

with this with this person because I don't even agree with the way they think about things. So it's 

probably indicative of other things I don't agree with because like I would probably, I would probably 

be much better off with someone that actually looked into the situation or like actually gave me an 

opportunity to explain the situation or didn't assume that it's just off the bat terrible. So I would like 

the opportunity to kind of redeem myself or just explain the whole like why you might think this is 

the case or, or yeah, just the ability to like explain myself. So it's not as important to me as probably 

the average person, but it's still somewhat important. 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. So you don't necessarily, so it's not from for like for other people that you have to be aligned 

with values of the, of your employer. It's for you. Like you're the one that should be proud of where 

you work. It has, yeah. It's primarily, it has not that much to do with other people. 

Interviewee 2 

Yes. Yes. I would say that's an accurate statement that I could make. 
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Interviewer 2 

Okay. We've talked a bit about the talk and obviously the act. When it comes to the actual talk from 

the organisation, do you think that it suggests anything to you because as you said there might be a 

disparity, it might be perfectly aligned, but do you feel that in the fact that they are disclosing this, is 

this telling you something? That they are doing this? Is that that's telling you something about what 

it's like to work there? 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah, definitely. Definitely. That definitely sends me signals like kind of the undertones or like the 

sub communications are definitely are positive. It's like it's definitely a more liberal like I think it's 

going to be a more liberal place. I like, identify it with kind of a more progressive mindset than a 

more conservative mindset. So that's probably how other people are working there. Would align with 

that and then there would be more likely to be more likely to enjoy working with them, hanging out 

with them, just having a good time at work, which is again a very important thing for me. And then 

it also, it's indicative of how they carry out their business. And even if they're just talking about it, 

it's, it's, it's, there's definitely a correlation. Like if you plot the amount of talk that companies do and 

the amount of walk that companies, and there's definitely a correlation. So it definitely indicates some 

kind of some potential positive values of the company. But again, it doesn't, again, for me it doesn't, 

it doesn't hold too much weight. Again, it's only a, a flag to look into. It's like, okay, this company is 

probably a good company. Let me go and make sure it's a good company. Yeah. That, that's what I 

would say. 

Interviewer 1 

This is pretty good. I think you've answered basically all the questions. Do you have more questions? 

Interviewee 2 

No, I don't. I've really enjoyed the conversation. I think you've had some really interesting 

perspectives on it and enjoy and looking forward to analysing the conversation later. 

Interviewee 2 

Yeah, yeah. No, no worries. I also appreciated the conversation and I'm looking forward to seeing 

what kind of results that you guys can bring out of this study. 
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11.4.1.3 Interview 3 

Speakers 

Interviewee 3, Interviewer 1, Interviewer 2 

Interviewer 1 

What makes an organisation attractive to you? In a job search context? 

Interviewee 3 

Yes, I get that. I'm actually looking for my first full time position right now. So it should be easy for 

me to answer. I don't know. I think definitely what I'm supposed to do, like the, the, the description 

of the job is very important. But I would also say the company's reputation is it a company I know, 

something I can put on my CV and people would, would be impressed by is it an acknowledgeable 

company. It's definitely also important for me that the company is, I am really looking for a job within 

sustainability or a job that can make a positive impact. I want to have a job that's not just about making 

money, about contributing in a positive way to the world. So that's also very important for me. I think 

if I could make a positive difference while making money, that would be the ideal way for me to 

work. So that's, that's important for me. 

Interviewer 1  

Excellent. So from the things you've talked about, are some more important than others? 

Interviewee 3  

I would say the least important would probably be my salary. The most important would probably be 

what I'm supposed to do. I think that the job description is, is the most important. I have been looking 

at different jobs and the reputation is not that important for me. It's probably either or. It's if I get the 

perfect job in terms of what I'm supposed to do, then it doesn't really matter if the company is 

something, some a company that everybody knows about then it's important that I do something, 

something good. The other way around. If I can't get the perfect ideal job in terms of what I'm doing, 

then it's really important that the company is something I can put in my resume and have like a 

positive reputation. 
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Interviewer 1 

Okay. That makes sense. What, what makes up a positive reputation? 

Interviewee 3 

For me it's definitely about contributing in a good way to the world. So I'm actually looking at job 

right now at Novo Nordisk. I find it a company that's, that's doing something good. Is something that 

people, it's a, it's, that's a good question. It's a, it's a big company that has a lot of success. Probably 

also that it's a bit difficult to get a job there and they have high expectations. So just getting a job that 

would be an achievement. So in that way I could use it on a positive way on my resume and people 

would be impressed by just getting the job there. I think that's, that's also part of it. 

Interviewer  

So it's, it's, it's more about, it's a reflection of you more than it is what the company does? 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah. It's probably both. But yeah, it would be a reflection of me. It's in a way how I can use it to 

advance in my career later on. 

Interviewer 1 

We have a definition of CSR that we would like to read to you, and then hear your thoughts about? 

Whether you agree with, don't agree with, is it missing something. Corporate social responsibility is 

a concept “whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business 

operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis”. 

Interviewee 3 

So the question what to, okay. I know about CSR in general, so yes, I think that makes sense. I think 

that's not maybe, what's used in practice by companies. If they, they say that they are concerned about 

CSR, they take the important necessary steps towards CSR. It's not always about, it's not on a 

voluntary basis. I would say it's more of like a tool to strategically to position themselves in a market. 

It's about a positive reputation. I can also be a, that they do something, do it one way in one area to 

cover a less stainable or acceptable parts of their business the other way. So I think it's a, I think 

actually it's mostly used as a marketing tool, which I think is sad because I think there's a lot of 

companies that actually want to do good and really believe in businesses can make money and still 
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contributed to the world without having a negative impact. And I think a lot of companies just use 

CSR as a way of marketing themselves to make it to be a better, a more attractive employee work for 

people seeking for jobs. I think that's sad because I think it's actually the core of it has a really good 

and positive and yeah, good and positive belief system behind it. 

Interviewer 2 

Okay. So when you operationalise CSR in your job search, when you're looking, okay, you know that 

not every company does CSR voluntarily. How do you distinguish between them? How do you find 

out which one is more aligned to you? Do you think that all companies are doing it because they are 

expected to, or as you said, some companies do it because they want to, they have a mission. How do 

you distinguish between them? 

Interviewee 3 

I think it's, it's a lot of things. I think first of all, it comes down to what they actually do. So it's easy 

for a company that actually has a positive impact in the core business. So if it's a company 

transforming plastic waste to a new building material it's rather easy for them to use it in an authentic 

way because it's just their core business that's transforming and they make an impact to a more 

positive, sustainable business. Whereas companies like, like Maersk, for instance, that they have both 

positive and negative parts of the business. Parts of that business is just any way you put it, it's still 

contributing negatively to emissions and stuff. So in that way it becomes more of a, it's less credible. 

Like it's less authentic because it's not really their core business so they are just stating it because they 

have to and, and because it's a way of covering or trying to transform the business into something 

that it's actually not. 

Interviewer 2 

Okay. So yeah, it makes a lot of sense. So you think the kind of companies where the core business 

itself is, is harmful to the environment, as I said, with Maersk and the containerships, et cetera, that 

these should kind of say we can't change what we are and they should be maybe.... 

Interviewee 3 

It's, it's better to be honest about it. I think they know what they're doing so by trying to say something 

different. It just seems manipulating and an annoying strategy for people. In my world, people are 

less like into sustainability because it's like, Oh, it's so nice they stated that they are also planting 
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thousand trees every fifth year. Like it seems a bit stupid in the bigger picture but there's also in-

between parts and it's of course better to be aware of it and not be aware of it. 

Interviewer 2 

It sounds like for you to, for CSR to be authentic and not kind of expected it should be part of what 

they're already doing. It's kind of built into the company.  

Interviewee 3 

Changing the core business. We have seen it with Dong or is it called Oersted now? They actually 

transformed the core business into something positive. They could have been the worst emissions 

company ever, but this, the trends that transitions we're going through, but they took something 

positive and they used it towards reaching a new goal that's just better for the environment. Then it 

also becomes critical because the core business was changed or the at least tried actually to do it and 

just use the CSR as a way of excusing themselves 

Interviewer 1 

Okay. So we have a definition for what controversial industries might be and we'd like your opinion 

on it. So controversial industries and organisations have been defined as firms “whose products, 

services, or concepts that for reasons of delicacy, decency, morality or even fear, it is reactions of 

distaste, disgust, offense, or outrage when mentioned or when openly presented”. 

Interviewee 3 

Yes, what I think about that? Yes. I think it can be a lot of different things and it depends on how you 

look at it. It definitely is also a very personal opinion, but controversial industries can be seen as 

negative impacts in many ways it, it's, we talked about like the core business being an issue. 

Interviewer 1 

Yes, in your opinion on controversial industries in general, is it something, have you ever worked in 

one? Would you ever consider working in one? 
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Interviewer 2 

How would you operationalise it is like you said that Maersk had its core business that was not 

sustainable. Is that how you operationalise like controversial for you? As you said, it is inherently 

subjective. They we want to hear about you. What do you think? 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah, I think it's definitely, this is having a negative impact on the environment and their 

surroundings. So it can be both on an environmental level, but it can also be on a social level. It can 

be on many different levels. For me it's a lot about the environment because that's what I find most 

important. I think that's just essential. That's something we really need to change for. We'll do being 

sustainable on a long term basis, but it's also about the social impact and how you affect your 

employees. I would, I have never worked in a controversial industry. I worked in healthcare and 

within the tech business that's very super controversial. The tech company that I'm working for 

currently is not really contributing in a positive way. It's not really contributing in a negative way 

either. Maybe a bit negative in the sense of like storing a lot of data that's really bad for the 

environment actually. We're working on that. But not work. If I could, I would not work within a 

controversial industry. 

Interviewer 2 

But maybe, as you said, job first and then choice or how does it work for you? 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah, I think like if, if I'm searching for a job I don't know if I mentioned it, but for me it's definitely 

a privilege to be able to choose where I work. So it it's of course most important to get a job and 

contribute to the society. And if you can, for me at least, if I can, then it's certainly a priority to work 

for a sustainable business that's aligned with my own beliefs and ethical values. I am aware that that's 

just really not the option for everybody. But if you could then I would think that would be important. 

So you have assurance getting a job is definitely most important. That's just important for society that 

people are working. But beyond that I would so much rather work for something that contributes 

positively to the world rather than work for something that's pulling it down. 

Interviewer 1 

It's very important for you that you share the same values as your place of employment? 
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Interviewee 3 

Yeah because I think your job is something you spend so much time doing. I would find it so 

unfortunate and so sad to spend so many hours a day doing something that's not aligned with what I 

believe in. I would find my, it would affect how I see myself as an authentic person. I would probably, 

I would think I would have, I'm working within communication and marketing. It would be super 

tough for me to have a job where I don't believe in the messages I send them the job that I'm doing. I 

think you are better. Like it actually would affect my job negatively. I would be worse at my job then. 

Interviewer 2  

How do you before, pre hire, find out if your values are the same as your employers. You look at their 

website or obviously sometimes you know, it's a work culture itself which you identify strongly with. 

So how do you get to this idea of I would fit in here? 

Interviewee 3 

I definitely go to the website. Most companies have like CSR parts of the website where they state 

what they, what they do for the environment and, and stuff like that. For me it's it's a match between 

a lot of things. Of course I have to spend a lot of time to, as I said, so it's also about the culture. As 

we get a sense of, I would probably go to the website, read through the website, look at what they do, 

what is the core business, what are they talking about? I would look through the social media as well, 

probably look at what the messages they're sending there. For me it's important that how they 

communicate about the business is also aligned with what they actually do. So if they put a big part 

of the website being CSR, and they are within a really yeah, what did you call it? The controversial 

industry that it would not make sense for me. I think that would be super unethical and it would be, 

yeah, it would be not something I believed in. It's also important to me that the people I work with 

match me. So I'm probably a more laid back person. I would love to work within like these hardcore 

consultancies. But in reality that would probably not be something I would fit in with. I would really 

be super sad and depressed and cry every day. But yeah, for me it's important that they are, that how 

they communicate about their business is also authentic and it's aligned with what they do. It's just a, 

yeah. 
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Interviewer 2 

Yeah. Do you think that in and how they communicate, that CSR initiatives and what they do, that 

they send you some sort of message about how they are as a company, the culture, because obviously 

the culture is harder to know beforehand. How do you, how do you take that into assessment when 

you see how they communicate, do you think? Okay. This therefore means that they are probably, as 

you said, more laid back or less stringent or how does it work for you? Do you believe that they send 

messages like that? 

Interviewee 3 

I would say so a lot of companies like to use recruiting videos to like get a little bit of a sneak peek 

into how they work. I think that works really well cause you can get like kind of a sense of how they 

are. Also just the way they choose to deliver that message. It's been super cheesy. Is it super like sat 

there in their business suits and stuff like that. So yes, it, I would look at that. Yeah. I would probably 

look at the website but I don't know. It's also, it would also be if it's a large company also. How did 

like in the media how media is featuring them, yeah. 

Interviewer 2 

Awesome. I have another question. You mentioned that Maersk, which's essential kind of operations 

is potentially the emissions, bad for the environment and thus potentially controversial. So I believe 

so if you're asked, what would you, do you think that a company which has been in a controversial 

industry or has a controversial aspect to it, should even bother to engage in CSR? 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah. If they should still do it? I think that no matter if you are in a controversial industry or not, you 

can always contribute in some positive ways. So, even if you have a really bad core business that's 

doing it, like emitting a lot of negative emissions, it's still positive to do good in other parts of the 

company. Yeah, yeah, yeah, for sure. Yeah. It really depends on a lot of things. I think you can always 

do good, but I think it's important that what you do is authentic and actually something you want to 

do and you can feel that the company is supporting it. It's, it's like you can for sure, even if you're 

doing something bad in the core business, you can always have a positive impact on the local 

community. For instance, like in a social aspect of it. In Denmark, we, you don't have a lot of issues 

with that because people in general have good terms of working and we have education and stuff like 
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that. In company in the States, you can definitely contribute positively to the local society. You can 

help the employees where they need it. Get education, for instance, and that will still be authentic 

because that would be something that they could benefit from, but it's still also has a positive impact 

that has nothing to do with the core business that's bad, but it's still authentic. It's just, it's not simply 

a marketing strategy for good publicity. It has a good purpose or intent behind it and I think that's the 

most important, that it's the intention behind it. I'm actually really a person that's all about the 

intentions. It's all about if you meant good by doing so, a lot of companies don't mean good by doing, 

you think CSR is good, but they simply just use this as a marketing tool and I think that's a shame 

and that should be stopped this instant. You should do it only when it's good because it ruins it for all 

the other companies. Then it takes away the, the good from the other companies, I think. Cause people 

start doubting the real effects of CSR. And I think that's a shame. You can always do good no matter 

what you do. 

Interviewer 2 

I like that. And I have a new question. So the only thing I want to reiterate is that you spoke about 

how there are different avenues for companies to be authentic when it comes to you and you're looking 

as a potential job seeker, how do you weigh them? Do you weight them equally, the different avenues 

of CSR, for example more employer related, or the ecological environmentally aspects? 

Interviewee 3 

I don't weigh them. I think it's good if they can cover more aspects at once I would say. As I probably 

mentioned that the environment is the most important for me because that's just the most essential 

part of what needs to be changed. So for me that's more important than most social aspects of CSR. 

If they have both then it would be great, then I'd definitely choose them. For me, yes I, my own 

prioritisations would affect how I would look at the companies. So yeah, it's the environment that's 

most important because I think that's most important in general in our today's world, yeah, 

Interviewer 2  

I do have a new questions but I do want to give Interviewer 1 an opportunity and see if she has 

anything she wants to ask. Alright. So you mentioned that potentially obviously, there are some 

companies and as you know you sort of studied bit. CSR is a, that companies do what's expected of 

them by society. So it's expected by society that companies generally initiate some sort of CSR 

activity and it can be quite hard for a lot of the individuals out there to know when a company does 



 170 

something voluntarily or when they do something because it's said the act itself, because obviously 

they happen at quite a high level. These decisions are high up in the business. Do these people actually 

care about it or they're just doing it because as you said it's part of the marketing. How do you ascertain 

the intentions of the company? Because we can only really ascertain the actions what they do. So 

how do you kind of try to figure out? 

Interviewee 3 

I think for me it's, I would look at like as I've probably also accrued a bid, like the core business is 

essential for me in the terms of CSR because what you do, as you said, the actions, it's just it speaks 

louder than words and everybody can really put CSR on their website. But if your core business is 

contributing negatively to the environment, then it's fairly easy for me to tell that it's not going to 

change, it's not really something you're interested in changing. And I don’t know if that makes sense 

but so it, yeah, I don't, I really don't remember what I said earlier about like about that part. 

Interviewer 2 

I mean but what do you think about it, you don't have to remember what you said, what do you think 

how, how cos if you have two companies that say that they do X, how would you, you maybe use 

their social media? I think it was what you said when you were trying to figure out their steps, right. 

You have to try to figure out if it is authentic because as you said, intention is about a lot your 

intentions for you as a person. 

Interviewee 3 

Sure. Well you can always tell that they, if they follow up on it. Definitely also tell on like if you look 

in the same CSR sections of a company's website and you can tell if it's been updated. If they have 

like projects ongoing that they engage in that they commit to. You can tell how big a part it actually 

plays in the company by also just seeing how it resides in other types of communication. The website, 

I think you can often tell if it's easy for them to incorporate CSR in the, in the everyday life by seeing 

how easy it is for them to incorporate in the communication on across the website, for instance. 

Because if it's really difficult and just a marketing tool then it becomes super difficult as a marketing 

to include that across the website or across social media because it's being forced because it's not 

natural and because it's actually against what the business is doing. I, I think that the employees also 

are a big reflection of the company. So personal relationships definitely helps validate if it's authentic 

or not that a company has what they say they do for the environment or social aspects, if you know, 
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someone working at a company, then it's easier to kind of get a glimpse of if it's something they 

actually do or if it's something they just state. I think a lot of companies have the risk of 

communicating something out to the public and then it's just not what's happening inside of the 

company's four walls. And that can be really difficult to get a glimpse off if you're not having inside 

sources in any way. Because a company can be really good at communicating and not really following 

through. I think it can be really difficult for me. I would just do a lot of research and yeah, I look 

across social media and look across media and like articles, if it's a large company, of course it can 

be even more difficult if it's a small company. 

Interviewer 1 

Yeah. Do you, so in what way would you say that the CSR communication or CSR disclosures from 

an organisation suggest anything to you about what it'd be like to work there? 

Interviewee 3  

As I said, I'm working within marketing communication, so I'm always a bit hesitant of taking what 

they write as the truth. It can be super easy to print a lot of bullshit on a website and just like stating 

we do this and we plant trees and we try to do good. I am always like, I need to see some, some follow 

through. So in that way, I think I'm also more, again more privileged because I know more about 

CSR. So in that way I, I think it's easier for me to look through all the bullshit and see what they 

actually do. Cause I also have a personal interest of looking into it. But I think most people would 

just take what is on the website for like saying that sounds good, great. I don't care about it or I care 

a little and that sounds great, 

Interviewer 1 

Does it suggest anything about what it's like for you to work there? Like one thing is that it suggests 

something to you about whether or not they actually carry out these initiatives, but does it suggest 

anything about the workplace? 

Interviewee 3 

I think that really depends on the company. I think it really depends on how it's actually like stated 

there, which words, and how it's included across the website. As I also said. Probably not, it depends 

on your job as well. Like it depends on if you're working with a job that's closely related to the 

practices that they're telling you about. And in regards to CSR, it's, it's something you are going to 
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work with. Then of course it's also going to be playing a part of that culture. If it's not really any part 

of your job, then probably not, it's not saying anything about how it is to work there, but again, it's 

also how they are implementing the actions across the company. Is it just marketing and like a 

corporate strategy of PR or is it something they want to change, the core business or a minor part of 

the business that they actually want to change because of course then it's going to have directly effect 

on how you're going to work and the culture you're working within. 

Interviewer 1 

Yep. Okay. So the information you can retrieve about a company's CSR practices, both the type of 

information, the validity of the information and the amount of information directly affects your desire 

to work there 

Interviewee 3 

For sure. Um yeah, it's difficult for me to point towards what’s like determining on what's like 

authentic or not like it's a gut feeling. It's the feeling. Yeah, but it comes back to, it's like again, if its 

actively against what they're doing. It's like we care about the environment and then they do the core 

business is something that really contribute to electronic waste, for instance, then its like do you really 

care about the environment? Not really, right? It's like, a company like Apple is super interesting 

because it's like they generate so much electronic waste that is all part of the CSR, they can do a lot 

of good in transforming all they made and instead try to recycle it and that's a good thing, but it just 

doesn't change that their core business is creating the electronic waste. Its simply just cleaning up 

after themselves as they should have done from the beginning, if that makes sense. So it's better than 

nothing, but it doesn't really solve the first problem. 

Interviewer 1 

We had another participant talking about Apple in the in a different light. It's a very positive light that 

was being shone on Apple. 

Interviewer 2 

He essentially spoke about how, as you said, they're transforming a lot of these things that were, that 

are really harmful and bad and wasteful and they are trying to make them better. And that seems super 

cool because like they were actually trying to change, they didn't have to like they are making shit 

tons of money, bucket loads. So like they didn't have to it if they didn't want to. 
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Interviewee 3 

I have a big issue with people believing that it's always okay to make money for the sake of making 

money. I think it's also because I'm from Denmark and it's a different political view than, for instance, 

the States where like, I think the main issue today is that companies excuse themselves. Like we keep 

the system going and it's just how our world is made that we can make money for the sake of making 

money. And then they claim they're good by saying, yeah, but we could not clean up after ourselves. 

Nobody is forcing us to. And then they like pat themselves on the back and like, we, we're so good 

that we are transforming all this waste and people are forgetting to ask like who created the waste in 

the first place? It's your responsibility to clean up after yourselves. The world would probably still be 

running if you didn't produce any iPhones and they kind of put themselves on a pedestal, as these 

heroes for cleaning up after themselves. Which should be the bare minimum of having a business in 

the first place? I hate stuff like that. I hate people that like put themselves out as like on the high horse 

and are saying we have so good because we do this and they forget that they're the ones making the 

mess in the first place. It's like a kid saying, yeah, good job, but you should've done that. It's natural 

to want and so don't get me wrong, it's important that companies are rewarded for doing so, but I 

think that's just the beginning and that it can sometimes lose a bit of credibility that they claim they're 

so good because people forget that they are, they are the ones enabling them to be good. If they didn't 

have a business at all, you would probably be better than if they are having their business and cleaning 

up after themselves. Yes. I think that comes back to it's important that you can always do good and 

that's good. It's a good thing to do something that helps the environment or helps society around it, 

but we should be very careful how you put it out there because it seems like you don't really think it. 

Yeah. It tells more about Apple that they think they're doing such a good thing cleaning up after 

themselves because it tells about the state of mind that actually don't have to because they make a lot 

of money. It's just something extra they do and that tells me that that's probably not the mindset I 

want to work for. 

Interviewer 2 

Okay, cool. That's really interesting insight that it, that it sends you this message. 

Interviewee 3 

I think just always be very careful about how you communicate stuff like that because if you put it 

out there too much, then it just sends signal of it being something that is something extra. Does that 
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makes sense? And for me, that can be really difficult then to figure out if the companies are doing 

CSR in a good way or not because they don't really have to brag about it if they really cared about 

the thought at the core belief that was something that was just something you had to do, then you 

would probably not brag about it because you find it.... 

Interviewer 1 

So you don't, for you it's not about whether they do CSR quote on quote or not. It's about what type 

of CSR, what reasons they're doing CSR. Does it comply to the standard of CSR that you believe in? 

Not just the, like the general average standard. Did that is what makes the whole difference for you. 

Like the context of the CSR being done and so you just, you wouldn't just settle, maybe it's the right 

word for a company that does CSR that wouldn't make you want to work there more. It's about the 

type. It's about the company. It's very context specific. 

Interviewee 3 

I think like this is also the ideal situations of course. Like I would also take a job if I was in the 

position to make a change there. So if I could change the company for something better and actually 

believe that it could be changed, then I would also take the job even though they have bad CSR and 

they're really changing the company for, for the better. I think for me it's all about if they want to 

change or not. If they want to do good or not. And that's about the intention again. 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah. They can be doing bad actions, but they can be trying to do good. 

Interviewer 1 

So your values needs to be more aligned than your actions. Does that make sense? So if the intention 

is good, the value, the, the idea that's more important than whether or not they are excellent at 

executing. 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah, exactly. I think so. 
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Interviewer 1 

Okay. We have some questions to get through, don't we? I feel like there's some things we haven't 

asked about. Um we, so we talk about, for you, it's important that you share the same values and 

maybe share certain personality traits with the organisation and the culture. What about do you need 

to feel proud to work somewhere? Cause you talked about in relation to your future jobs, it would be 

nice to work for a place like Novo Nordisk because that's going to send a signal to future employers 

about that just that you're, you have the skills, it was hard to get in. You did a good job. You're, you're 

a valuable employee. But what about when you just talk to your peers? 

Interviewee 3 

Probably people would say I'm actually a really proud person. So it would, it would definitely play. 

I would, to put it in another way. I would never work for a company that I would not feel comfortable 

telling people about working for, if that makes sense. That's like the lowest standard of it. I don't think 

I have to be in a company like the company itself. I don't have to be proud of the company itself. I 

have to be proud of what I'm doing, if that makes sense. So again, about the intention behind it. If I 

worked for a company that's really shitty, but I feel like I'm doing something really good and it has a 

positive impact for the company, then that's also okay. And then I would feel good about it as well. I 

would never work for a company that I would not feel comfortable telling my friends about. 

Interviewer 1 

But what kind of company would that be? 

Interviewee 3 

Oh, that's a good question. Yeah, something, I don't have a specific company. I think Apple was still 

like they, they do a lot of good stuff but it's just it would not be my first choice, but they have a good 

reputation overall. So it's not really, it comes back to also how I could use it in my career. But I don't 

think they are the baddest ones out there, like the worst ones out there. So it's not a really bad company 

to work for. I would any kind of company, that only like really negatively contribute to waste or 

emissions. I think where that has been core business or do really bad in society, and has a really bad 

influence on society as well. I would actually, for instance, feel a bit bad about working within fast 

fashion. Okay. I do buy clothes from H&M for instance and I know they try to change a lot so it's 

good but like there's so many issues with how they produce the clothes and yeah. Also companies 
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where they have terrible, terrible ethical standards for their supply chains and that is also something 

I would really not work for. Some prawn company in in the UK where they use the employees as 

slaves on a boat, was a case that I had. Okay. Any kind of company that also just super negative like, 

oh, like vaping. Like the one where they have like a lot of kids use that right now. Yeah, I think that 

feels like terrible. It's like putting smoking on in like allowing younger kids to smoke. It's marketed 

as something fun or something healthy. Again, it's the intention behind it. How can you, even though 

it's bigger than smoking, it's just still like not good. It has no positive impact whatsoever. 

Interviewer 1 

It's still inherently bad is what you're trying to say. 

Interviewee 3 

Exactly and that's probably, and I don't see how the core business could change. 

Interviewer 1 

What if it wasn't, what if the vaping wasn't in any way harmful? 

Interviewee 3 

In any way? Then it would be okay. That might be, it's a, I think as long as you, it's something that 

you know has no, like it can be positive in the way that you, it makes me happy. But like for health 

it's only bad and only affects people negatively. Then it's like why would you? 

Interviewer 2  

It's really an interesting point. And one I want to quickly dive into. You mentioned earlier that if an 

organisation looks to change, you know if it wants, if it tried to do something because as you said, 

sometimes the core product, the core concept itself is suddenly morally ambiguous maybe at best, for 

example, you said smoking or even alcohol, which is obviously harmful. 

Interviewee 3 

I would also never work for an alcohol company. 
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Interviewer 2 

No, no. Even if it was trying to be, obviously, you have to know what it would try to do, but if it tried 

to do stuff? 

Interviewee 3 

To me it's like if I can't see how it could change for the better, it's for instance, Dong or Oersted, they 

used to have a really, really bad core product and they changed it. Something really good. That was 

a positive change. Even though it was like super unrealistic and they actually managed to do it. Then 

it's great. It's an energy company now. I don't see how something like smoking or alcohol could be 

changed. It would still be bad. I don't know. I really, I don't see how we could change for the better. 

Yeah. It's not like I don't agree. I like, I like good gin and tonic or anything like that. I like a good 

drink. It's not that I don't consume the product but I would not work to create it. 

Interviewer 2  

Yeah, I get that. That's a definitely distinction 

Interviewee 3 

Yeah. Then my everyday job would be something that negatively influenced so many people even 

though that people would find it like, like alcohol or find it fun. Yeah. I don't know that my job 

actually has so many negative consequences for people out there that I would feel so bad making 

money out of that. 

Interviewer 2 

I have an example cause I know Carlsberg cause Carlsberg is doing a lot to reduce its environmental 

waste. Right. In its packaging. As you said, the core product is, is what the core product is. But how 

do you produce it? The supply chain, they're doing a lot to change that. So as you said, the core 

product is what the core product is. Does that in any way affect your evaluation of the company? 

Interviewee 3  

For sure but I would say that it comes back to as I would what I would be doing for the company, if 

I would be working with those changes, that would be great. But if I would be working still marketing 

alcohol, yeah, then I wouldn't want to take the job. Even though there's the parts of the business is 

changing because my job would still be doing something bad in my belief system. 



 178 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah, that makes total sense. 

Interviewer 1  

We covered most, I just have one, like a very direct question. So like summing it up. Would so would 

you consider a firm in a controversial industry? So one of the industries where you're saying, no I 

don't, I don't want to, would you consider if...You started by saying ""I would never want to work for 

the alcohol, like never want to work. But then you said, well maybe actually if it could be part of that 

change. So would you consider a firm in a controversial industry more attractive if they engaged in 

CSR? 

Interviewee 3  

If it's authentic and aligned with what they actually believe in making change? Yes, I think so. If I 

could, if I felt like I could do something good for the world and change it for the better, I also find it 

like I also feel like everybody has a responsibility to change. So if I could actually make the company 

change for the better, I would feel like also had kind of a responsibility to do so. But I would not take 

the job if I was limited in the way that I could not make any change at all. I was just like locked into 

this position where I just kept on these bad practices going. It's all about if it matches my personal 

belief system. If I feel good about what I'm doing, if I feel comfortable with what I'm contributing to 

the world with that, I think that's I'm looking into the cosmetic industry right now, actually. For a 

project I am writing myself within marketing practices and you can argue like they use models for, 

for the advertising. That's just how we do it, it sells. It's easy, it's good. And it has such a negative 

influence on young girls. Mental health, how they see themselves. And then the question is like, is it 

okay to use unethical standards and ways to market if it has a negative effect like that. I think that's 

the important questions to ask. Like even though it's okay, I'm talking about like it's legal, but is it 

really okay to do so? I think that that's why it's a lot of like we have a responsibility to change if we 

can. Even if it hurts your business a little bit, 

Interviewer 2 

Yeah, it's an interesting one. Is it illegal for a woman to look like that? So most people would probably 

say no. Yeah. And is it then illegal to take a photo of her? Probably not. But then its suddenly, as you 

said, the scale of it. And then I guess the state of it. 
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Interviewee 3 

Everybody knows it's a model. It's still manipulating young girls to believe that that's just how you 

work. That's how your skin looks, that you're skinny, like the models and all that stuff is something 

that is changing. But I think, yeah. 

Interviewer 2  

It's the same with alcohol, you know, they make you believe that alcohol takes away the pain, but it 

just doesn't, it exacerbates it. I'm still testing that hypothesis. That is going to be a successful 

experiment. 
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11.4.1.4 Interview 4 

Speakers 

Interviewee 4, Interviewer 1, Interviewer 2 

 

Interviewer 1   

Hey, we're going to be interviewing you feel. Free to say stop at any time. Ask any questions during. 

We really just want it to be a fluid conversation between all of us. But mostly we want to be hearing 

you talking. Hope you have a good time and any questions just now? 

 

Interviewer 2   

So obviously, it's anonymous and you will be able to say stop at any time. And, yeah, it will mostly 

just be a conversation with three peers. To start us off, right off the bat, we have a very simple 

question, or perhaps a not so simple question. What makes an organisation attractive to you? 

 

Interviewee 4   

First and foremost, the brand of an organisation is quite important. Particularly as I'm starting out, 

my career. So for me, being part of an organisation that has a brand within the industry that I want to 

be in is quite important. I'm thinking long term, in terms of if I was ever to move, I want to be able 

to leverage that brand in order to get a better position. And likely also, I guess, exhaust my 

opportunities as a result. So that definitely determines attractiveness. I think corporate culture, as far 

as you can get a sense of it, is very important. You'll find out often if you know somebody who 

already works at a company, or during your interview process, whether these people that you want to 

be working with, whether the company is what they portray themselves to be. A big part of that is not 

just what they put on the package on a website but more so the feel that you get when you go into the 

room and what kind of fit you have with that culture. They're, I think, two of the big ones for me, that 

exist outside of the position that you're applying for, etc. and the package that comes with it. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Are some of these factors more important than others? 
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Interviewee 4   

For me they are the two biggest ones. If you look outside of the actual role that you're applying for, 

and the team that you're going to be in, kind of the personal aspects of that. For me, I think brand has 

been very important, but that might be more reflective of where I am in my career as opposed to 

necessarily the bigger picture. Corporate culture is probably more of a personal importance. So that's 

more to do with who I am as person rather than the job necessarily that I'm going to be doing and 

where I'm going to be doing it. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So, to kind of summarise, it seems that you said first the role is probably the most important for you 

when you're searching for a job. You won't just take any role, you want a role that is specific to your 

interests. Then it’s the actual location, like the regional or local level organisation, the department 

that you're in. Then it went into the brand itself, the overall overarching global brand. And then the 

corporate culture. These are the four ones that you mentioned, is that list accurate of the importance? 

 

Interviewee 4   

To me, I think brand probably sits last on that but I'm not going to say it's not important because I do 

think it's important. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So it goes: the role, corporate culture, and then brand. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah. 

 

Interviewer 2   

I have a question about corporate culture. How do you get an impression of the organisation's 

corporate culture? In what way would you say the disclosures from the company indicates to you 

something about how it is to work there? Because you only know that truth when you're there. When 

you're the pre-hire phase, how do you try to develop an understanding of what it's like to work down? 
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Interviewee 4   

I actually think that's a really, really difficult thing to answer. I think, more than anything, corporate 

culture is a very difficult thing to ascertain. Also, because corporate culture exists at so many levels. 

It's not just a brand or company's culture, it's a department culture, it's a team culture, it's a regional 

culture, its management culture. There's so many different interacting things there. But I think, in 

terms of signals that a company can send out, to me, there are probably three major signals. One is a 

company website, or company communications. So basically whatever company chooses to put into 

the world and for you to gain access to via the internet, or via, you know, traditional research methods, 

which, today pretty much is just the internet. That's stuff they put on their site, it's stuff that they put 

into trade press, it's events that they comment on, it's basically their social media presence, it's things 

that they themselves communicate as a business; their corporate communications. The second thing 

that I think is big is their employee track record or their employees' evaluation of them. So by getting 

a sense of the people who work somewhere, you would also get a sense of the company itself. That's 

not always an accurate representation either. But I think that's your best pulse of the business and 

closest you can probably get to the business during the hiring process and probably also before the 

hiring process. You can look at people's LinkedIn profiles, see what kind of background they come 

from, you can talk to people, if you know people who work there, or people who know people who 

work there. During the interview process, you obviously have the opportunity to speak to people 

directly, so you have the opportunity to ask questions there. And then, finally, obviously, there are 

also things that the company chooses to engage in. When I say to just choose to engage in, it's not 

just the choice that they have to communicate about what they're doing, but it is actually the things 

that they are doing. So, for a company that I work for, which is in advertising and technology, a big 

part of what they choose to not only communicate about, but they also choose to actively partake in 

is things like awards for advertising companies so that they can be recognised for what they do. But 

one part is talking about it, and the other part is actually doing it. So to me, there are also lots of things 

that company can companies can do that they don't necessarily want to talk about. And those can be 

both negative and positive, right? And that may be something that you can find out either from their 

websites, which is kind of also talking about it. But the other part is also reading general press and 

talking to people about what other people see them engaging in terms of practices and so on and so 

forth. 
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Interviewer 2   

To summarise, you look at companies communications themselves, on their website and social media 

etc. What people say about it that have worked there, or the people that know someone who has 

worked there. And then you look at general news for information about it . I want to introduce a 

concept to you and hear your general thoughts on this concept. It is a concept you may have heard, 

corporate social responsibility. And we have here an academic definition, I just want to hear your 

thoughts about it, and how you would perhaps operationalise corporate social responsibility for a 

socially responsible company in your own day to day life. CSR is a concept whereby companies 

integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operation and in their interactions with 

their stakeholders on a voluntary basis. As I said, this is just a theoretical definition, this is how 

someone has conceptualised it and I wanted to hear more about how you perhaps operationalize it 

when you are searching for a job or would you generally operationalize it? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think environmental and social are two very broad terms and particularly social rather than 

environmental. I also think that they're intertwining at times. I don't think they exist exclusively 

necessarily. And I also think the term voluntary is quite interesting because that would suggest that a 

company will always engage in initiatives that are specific to social and environmental best practices. 

Whereas, a lot of the time I don't necessarily always think it's voluntary, I think it's expected and 

consequently, therefore it is done. They're the two things that I pick up on in the definition. In terms 

of how I would operationalize it, and how I would expect to see a company portraying their 

commitment to CSR, I guess would be them vocalising it on their website. Often you will find on a 

company's website, they'll talk about HR practices. So HR practices generally will be intrinsically 

linked to people practices and how they go about ensuring diversity and equality, both in opportunity 

and employment. When you talk about maybe wider people responsibility, you might also talk about 

engagements that they have outside of their recruitment pool. Are they engaging in any charities? 

Whether they're environmental or societally focused, both of which can obviously be intertwined. I'd 

also expect it again to have a presence in their social media because good press is good press. And 

there are very few companies that won't talk about what good work they're doing. Again, you might 

hear people talking about how they themselves, as part of the company, are interacting in CSR 

initiatives. They might showcase on their professional profiles or their personal profiles. I definitely 

know that one of the companies that I used to work for, what was big for them was they had one day 
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a year where they took the day off work and they went and we planted trees. And I know that 

individuals talked a lot about that within the business and they definitely also talked a lot about that 

on their social media pages for their personal profiles. I also think it is quite interesting right now 

with Coronavirus. In terms of seeing CSR operationalized. There's a lot to talk about here. Everything 

from Tapestry, which is the owner of Coach and various other retail companies, including for 

instance, Stuart Weitzman. One of the big things that they did is they obviously transformed their 

entire operation. Their Stuart Weitzman factories, the ones that essentially make boots and 

accessories, they turned into mask making facilities. So they stopped producing shoes and started 

producing masks and they definitely spoke about that. You also have lots of businesses that definitely 

have gone as far as converting their production abilities. So I know that there are quite a lot of auto 

engineer companies, I feel like Land Rover was one of them, that also committed to creating 

ventilators because didn't have enough ventilators to sustain the NHS. I know that Mærsk put in a 

sick amount of money to start transporting protective gear for the medical services. So, there are lots 

of ways CSR play out, particularly on hot topics. So right now Coronavirus is a great example of that.  

 

Interviewer 2   

That is a very hot topic and I really like the examples that you bought forth. Following from that, to 

what extent do you consider CSR to be important? Obviously now you spoke about it being somewhat 

contextual, right, because CSR in non-pandemic times might be different than in pandemic times. 

But just for you, generally, how important would you say that a company incorporating CSR is 

important to you? 

 

Interviewee 4   

As an applicant, it wasn't that important. I don't think. Maybe it was important. I didn't think of it 

specifically. I didn't ask into what CSR initiatives they had in place to manage recycling or reduce 

waste or energy usage. Probably my interest in people was a bit more important. What did their 

employment practices? Who was working there? Which I guess can be covered under CSR because 

those are best practices in terms of people and people initiatives. But, saying that, I don't think it was 

at the forefront of my mind. Saying that, I also don't necessarily believe that just it wasn't something 

that consciously was at the forefront of my mind, I do think that subconsciously it plays a part in the 

recruitment process. Earlier on, I mentioned brand being particularly important to me when I was 

applying for a job. The company has no CSR initiatives, the likelihood is it's not going to be very 
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well reflected in the industry and its brand might not look as appealing to applicants as it would 

otherwise. Again, I also mentioned the culture was incredibly important to me. Bearing in mind that 

culture is important to me, one of the things that's obviously important in sustaining and developing 

people based culture and a culture that focuses on its people. You need initiatives that are going to 

support that and that are going encourage your people to thrive and, in order to attract the best talent, 

those things have to be in place. In some cases, I think that could be internal CSR, like what kind of 

internal initiatives do you have that are going to promote that for your people? So I think it's 

subconscious thought. I didn't think about it actively but, looking back on it, I think it would be quite 

important. 

 

Interviewer 2   

That makes sense. How do you distinguish between external, internal, environmental, and then more 

social, employee focussed CSR? It sounded like internal, employee focussed CSR was very important 

to you when you're searching for a job.  

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah.  

 

Interviewer 2   

Would you say that a company, which was investing in external, environmental oriented CSR, would 

influence your level of attraction at a conscious level? Because, as you said, it might influence it on 

a subconscious level through other factors, such as brand culture. 

 

Interviewee 4   

So I think it would depend on the company. If you're a mining business and you're investing in re-

planting trees that you're essentially tearing down in order to do the work that you do, then maybe 

yes, that would matter. Just like if you're an oil platform, and you're investing in cleaning up the sea, 

whilst you're polluting it. You could go on. Obviously this falls more into certain industries than 

others, some which fall into a bracket that we can regard as slightly disputed industries. And maybe 

their CSR would have a bigger outward focus, both from the company in terms of communicating it 

but also for an applicant that is possibly considering venturing into those roles at those companies. 
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For me, I haven't thought about it actively but I can definitely see that maybe today that would that 

would play a role in my choices, maybe. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You mentioned disputed companies and industries in general. And you brought up were oil and 

mining. So I'm quite interested in reading you a definition for, that is quite similar, called 

controversial industries. And then I just want to hear your thoughts about that definition. 

Controversial industries and organisations have been defined as firms whose product or services or 

concepts, that for reasons of delicacy, decency, morality or even fear elicit reactions of distaste, 

disgust, offence, or outrage when mentioned or when openly presented. So, as you said, disputed 

instead of controversial. I am making an assumption that they might be somewhat aligned or 

correlated. What do you think about the definition? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think it's an interesting definition. I think it's, again, a very broad use of terms. There's a long way 

from disgust to offence. They're inherently very different feelings, that are very subjective. Also, I 

assume to context not just to an industry. And that also, I think, when we talk about context, very 

subject to everything from regional context to cultural context, and nuance. What may be deemed 

controversial industries in one place would be maybe not controversial in another. I definitely think 

you could speak to tobacco for instance. So what may be disgust in one country would be mild distaste 

than another and even then it would be subject to personal lines. If you have a parent who has suffered 

or grandparent who may have suffered from smoking induced illness, you may be more subject to 

have opinions on one type of industry as opposed to somebody who has never faced adversity or any 

form of negativity as a result of the industry. Yeah, so Tobacco is a good example of variation from 

country to country, variation from person to person, in terms of how you view it as controversial or 

not. 

 

Interviewer 1   

So, you say you worked in a controversial industry. It is something you would do again? You make 

it sound like your current situation is much different than it was. 
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Interviewee 4   

My current situation is different in terms of industry, not different in terms of job necessarily. My 

position has evolved over time. The core elements still being very similar in terms of what I was 

interested in, I've just swapped industries. In terms of answering your question whether or not I would 

consider working in a controversial industry again, yes, I would. Personally when I started working 

in a controversial industry, it was actually what I wanted to do. I wanted to work in crisis 

communications and what better place to work in crisis communications than in industries where 

crises happen every day. Tobacco obviously being one of those industries. I also think that there's 

differentiating between what you're choosing to take part in and how as a person that makes you 

reflect on your, what you would call, for some people, moral compass. For me, when I worked in 

tobacco, I didn't view it as my having compromised morals. For me, it was a product that was sold 

legally. And that was bought willingly. So, in my opinion, the controversial element of it, as long as 

it's legal, is very much a social construct, and is very contextual. And I think that the only way we're 

ever going to define controversial is going to be subject to interpretation. 

 

Interviewer 2   

In the definition offered, it did talk about morality, which is also inherently subjective. So it's a great 

answer. In what way would you say that you have to share the same values as the place that you 

work? Obviously, you've talked about role, you've talked about local level, and now we're speaking 

about industry level, where the values might be somewhat different between your previous 

"controversial" industry contra the industry you're in now. Would you say that they have similar 

values? Would you say that they have different values? And in what way would you say that you try 

to align yourself to these values or find organisation which have the values which you could align 

yourself with? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think there are different levels. When you talk about values, values occur a lot of different levels 

when you're working. One thing is your personal values, then your team values, your department 

values, your regional company values, it can go up to, like you say, industry level. And, quite frankly, 

I would find it surprising if anybody found that their personal values were reflected by the industry. 

Because, in my opinion, often you would like the industry to set a standard that makes you want to 

be part of that industry. And, in some in some industry, I do think that's the case, I do think that there 
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is a movement towards initiatives that are supportive of the wider world and our ecological systems 

and sustaining our people in our societies in a moral way, and so on and so forth. But, a lot of the 

time, you'll also have to be real about what companies are there for and companies are there to, yes, 

makes society go round, but equally also to earn money and to pay their people. So inherently, when 

we talk about morality and work and values and where they sit within that context, I think it's a really 

difficult thing to try to give an opinion on. Do I think the my industry reflects my values? No, I do 

not. In terms of how I view my situation is that I went from working in tobacco which is highly 

controversial amongst most people to working in advertising, which is also highly controversial 

amongst many fewer people. The flip side of the same coin, I would almost say. So I would say that 

as person that I have a solid moral compass on how I conduct my day-to-day life and how I try to be 

a good person. Do I think that is reflected in my job, or my team, or my department, and all the way 

up to my industry? No, I do not. Do I think it is reflected in my practices and the way that I am as a 

human and how I operate? Yes, I do. I do, however, think that when we talk about industries that 

pursue goals in terms of CSR and set standards in terms of values that align with a better world, I 

think that's always going to come after a wider societal wave that requests. So I think anything that 

we see today that is, in the business world, more CSR focused or more focused on creating a better 

world, I think that has come as a result of consumers asking for responsible practices when it comes 

to creating goods or bringing goods to market. Whether that is because we are paying our workers 

properly, whether we're giving them the right treatment in the factories, where they're working, 

whether it's planting trees, when we basically create carbon monoxide and pollution. I think all of 

those things come as a result of consumers asking for it and I don't think that's going to come off the 

back of a company making a decision to take a step forward. I think they have to be forced forward 

to create a better world and better working practices within that world. 

 

Interviewer 2   

That's interesting because, as you said, obviously the definition that you commented on earlier, that 

corporate social responsibility definition says "voluntary basis". It is generally referring to practices 

that are perhaps going above and beyond what is expected by society. I have a follow up question 

with saying that your identity and that it seems very concrete. The industry they work in, the job role, 

etc. doesn't really seem to affect it. Would you then perhaps, not say that you identify with the 

organisation that you work for? Is that a part of your own self-concept, conscious self-concept, at 

least? 
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Interviewee 4   

I wouldn't say that the organisation is, no. No, I wouldn't even say down to the team level, that it is 

part of my identity. Because the people that I work with are very different to myself and if I'm building 

my identity up around something that I consider to be very different to my own, I don't necessarily 

think that's reflective of who I am as a person. Saying that, I do think that I build my identity around 

what I do. So when we talk about more an operationalized model. I am a solutions engineer because 

I'm inherently a very critical person. I'm inherently somebody who looks for solutions to problems. 

I'm inherently somebody who's incredibly proactive, who's incredibly focused on personal 

development and learned behaviours, and challenging myself. I think my job is part of my identity, 

because I think that there are tangents there that tie into my personality. And then I think I perform 

that job in a context where I have found a corporate culture that I think aligns with what I want in a 

company. And that, yes, to some degree, that I do identify, particularly with its people focus, but I 

don't think that it's a reflection of my wider identity. I think my identity is kind of allowed to exist 

within the business construct, if that makes sense.  

 

Interviewer 2   

So you identify strongly with your role, what industry and what organisation that is necessarily in 

doesn't matter, except for the fact of what is the corporate culture and kind of daily practices that the 

company pursues. 

 

Interviewee 4   

And probably also the job opportunities that it gives you. So, you know, when I worked in tobacco. 

Tobacco is a very old industry and they have a certain way of doing things that are, in my opinion, 

looking back at my time there, a little bit outdated. They're not so keen to innovate and there are 

elements of that that are to do with the product and that has to do with lots of restrictions in the 

industry that they are in etc. But my movement towards advertising, and more the technology side of 

advertising, is the room for innovation and the job that I'm performing and being able to develop 

myself elements that I essentially want to focus on. So, I would say that, like you're saying, a lot of 

the things that are important to my identity is also being able to develop certain elements of my 

identity, I don't know, like, the things that I like to do. And, consequently, the industry that I'm in and 

the business that I'm in, allows for a framework and an opportunity under which that can happen, or 
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in which that can happen. And some industries and some businesses have a better framework for that 

than others in terms of what I was looking for. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You mentioned earlier, disputed industries.  

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah, we can call them controversial. It's the same thing. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You mentioned CSR practices that were in a way compensating for that. You mentioned them 

pursuing policies that were somewhat related to their area of business. So following from that, would 

you say that for such controversial industries that there are certain avenues of corporate social 

responsibility that you would deem more or less appropriate?  

 

Interviewee 4   

So it's a really fine line. In my perspective, it makes sense for a company that is cutting down trees 

to plant trees. Just like it makes sense for a company that is promoting smoking to educate people 

about smoking. To me, that logically makes sense, in terms of the harm that you're doing to society, 

you are consequently, paying for in the form of CSR. But that's how you'd view it. Technically. Like 

that's how you could view it, like a quid pro quo. Almost kind of like you're saying, okay, by doing 

this bad thing, I'm going to do this good thing. And they're going to be equal to one another and 

they're going to weigh out. Do I think that's appropriate or inappropriate? I do not have a lot of 

opinions on it to be honest. I think that often, looking outside of CSR, companies, which technically 

do bad things to society, generally also have to pay, in a certain way, shape, or form for that harm. 

When it comes to Tobacco, the reason that Tobacco is highly priced is because some of that money 

goes back into the health system or into the state. You have a very high rate that goes back into the 

government and that's to support the health system off the back of the fact people smoke. More people 

are consequently also going to need healthcare. Do I think that then, on top of that, CSR initiatives to 

alleviate the weight that is placed on the healthcare system in the form of maybe educating people on 

what the effects of smoking is, whether that's suitable or not, I don't think it's not suitable for tobacco 

company to educate people on the effects of smoking. I do think the most people would not be 
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receptive to it because they would think that it's skewed and I, myself, would be dubious if I attended 

a seminar where the CEO of BAT decided that he was going to educate me on smoking when he's 

also selling a product that is specific smoking. I would be sceptical. Yes. Do I think it's not 

appropriate? No, I don't think it's not appropriate. I think they should bear the weight of what their 

product has the potential to do to society. So in that sense, it's inflict harm. And I think they should 

pay for that in some way, shape or form. I think it's then up to a company to decide what's the smart 

way for them to do that and what's the right way for them to do that. And I think that would be 

different in every person's eyes, definitely if somebody is a consumer of the product or somebody 

who's vehemently against the consumption of the product or the selling of the product. I don't think 

I've ever seen something where I've gone "No shit, they shouldn't be doing that". I've definitely seen 

some things where I'd gone, "I don't know who advised them to put out that communication and to 

frame it in that way, but that was a mistake". 

 

Interviewer 1   

How do you how do you determine which organisations are doing "harm" on society, harm to society? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think we as a society determine that. We as individuals follow that benchmark. So I think, when we, 

society say something's bad, inherently what's going to happen is most people are going to conform 

to that opinion, because that's what society says. It's learned behaviour. If you grew up being told that 

smoking is bad, because society has deemed it bad, by saying that you can't smoke indoors, you 

shouldn't smoke around children, you shouldn't smoke when you're pregnant, you're taught about 

smoking in school and how it damages your lungs, and so on and so forth, you're inherently going to 

know that it's bad. Now, generally, when we talk about harm to society, you talk about anything that 

technically would have a negative impact on society. Most people would say that smoking has a 

negative impact on society, as an example, because some people would deem it to be on un-socialable 

to be sat inside smoking because it's unhealthy. We have scientific studies that shows that smoking 

is bad for your health. Consequently, we also know that it's going to be a burden on the health system, 

which most people would view as being negative. We spend money on people who need a treatment 

of symptoms for smoking, whether it's because it's cancer that that has developed as a result, or 

whether it's because people need oxygen tanks, or whether it's because people are in intensive care 

because of practices that they've chosen to take. But, again, it's a societal measure of what's bad. And 
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societal measures are not always necessarily the right ones, but they are the ones that, as individuals, 

we will generally tend to conform to and follow. So I think often scientific research we would like to 

think forms the basis of how a society determines something's bad. But in lots of different ways, it's 

about how that unfolds and how that narrative is shaped. A lot of the time, I don't think that the 

companies themselves are the ones that are endorsing the negative practices that happen around their 

product or their practice. So I don't know if we would categorise something like pornography as a 

disputed industry, but I think some people might, because it could cause offence and definitely for 

some people it does cause disgust. But, you know, I wouldn't say that companies that produce 

pornography would endorse the trafficking of women or the lack of consent, like being filmed as 

well, but because they are a by-product of the production of pornography, some people would say 

that that does harm to society and it sets a negative standard for society. Companies that produce 

those products, like in this case, pornography would therefore be subject to the negativity around the 

practices that go into the production of that product, even though that's not always something that 

they themselves take part in and definitely do not endorse. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Do you think that the reasons you just listed, like trafficking and the other things you listed, are the 

main reason why pornography is a disputed industry or controversial industry? When I think about 

pornography and why it's something that's harmful to society, I think about what it teaches the average 

person about what sex is. I think it's brainwashing. I think people believe what they see and think this 

is what sex is supposed to be like. And, a lot of the time, it's not very realistic. And that has a harmful 

effect on our youth, especially because large parts of the world don't learn about sex in school. So 

they have this source of information to go. This is something that's built into their business model, 

this is what they do. They have the power to change what kind of videos they make. So that's not 

something that's external to them, or out of their control, or things they're not endorsing. These are 

part of their business practices and that's why I think it's controversial. 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think that's more new wave approach to why pornography is disputed. I don't think, historically, 

that's why it's been disputed. Saying that, I do also think that, when we talk about it being an inherent 

part of their business model, businesses produce what consumers want. And there's a very fine line. 

Like it's almost a little bit like a tug of war in terms of what are consumers signalling what is a good 
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product and how far can the company go to change what a good product is and what the definition of 

that is. And I think trying to find the line between the two is often a very difficult thing. And 

underlying ideas of why something is negative for society or not, what it promotes, or what it 

enhances or endorses is, in every controversial industry, a really grey area. I do think that, like you 

said, there's a unrealistic image created of what it means to have sex, with regards to pornography. 

But equally, for years, when it came to tobacco, there was an unrealistic image portrayed of what it 

meant to smoke. And nobody thought about the long term effects of that and the systemic effects that 

would have. And the same with oil and mining and the same with a lot of other things that we would 

today deem to be controversial. I think it's also about the changing tides of society and the changing 

thoughts that happen around different industries and different products. Because what was 

controversial 10 years ago, may not be controversial today, and what is controversial today was 

definitely not controversial 20 years ago,. And I think that it's a very fine line between push and pull, 

when it comes to that demand and supply pipeline, in every industry, let alone the disputed bonds or 

the controversial ones. 

 

Interviewer 2   

I'm going to be honest and say that I do not have a smooth transition from discussing the nuances of 

what makes pornography a controversial industry to my next question, because I want to something 

a little bit more general. So bear with me as I attempt to pull at straws and pull something out of a 

hat. Speaking about the acceptability of different CSR practices, it seemed like, generally, the industry 

that the organisation was in did not affect the acceptability of practices in your eyes, although 

logically some make more sense than others. If you harm one, it makes sense that you try to 

compensate in the same domain. You should try to rectify that harm, generally. Speaking more 

generally now about CSR disclosures and about potentially organisations saying what they're doing 

for CSR. Do you think that tells you anything about what it's like to work there? So if a company self 

discloses on its website do you think that informs your decision in a pre-hiring process of what it's 

like to actually work there, about organisational culture? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I'm inherently really sceptical when it comes to that kind of thing. I'm probably not the best person 

to ask because I used to work in corporate communications and the whole point of corporate 

communications is to be an attractive company. I used to work in corporate communications for a 
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disputed company. And when you can't talk about the product, you have to talk about the company 

and you have to portray the company in the best light possible, which is basically the job of every 

form of corporate communication, whether it's the website, whether it's the social media, whether it's 

the practices that you're engaging, and that other people writing about whatever, so on and so forth. 

So I would say no. Personally. I, however, would say that I think a lot of people would say the 

opposite. I think people would say that, if a company over and over and over again talks about a 

commitment to something, you would expect a similar commitment. Let's say you talk about a 

commitment to promoting women's rights. Like let's say that the pornography industry, now that 

we've spoken about it, was very interested in promoting women's rights because often pornography 

is not exactly viewed as presenting women in powerful positions or feeding into a narrative that 

promotes feminism in maybe the best light. Some people would say, I'm not saying that. You might 

think that, if they go around endorsing women's rights and essentially supporting symposiums on 

strong women today, or women in business or whatever, that narrative will also unfold within the 

business itself. So I could see why people might see that as being a possibility. Personally, I'm not a 

believer in it. 

 

Interviewer 2   

So you don't believe that CSR disclosures tell you about the actuality of working there. What about 

a general impression? Not specific schemes necessarily. But just a general narrative of "we promote 

a healthier world". Do you think that kind of attracts a certain personality type? 

 

Interviewee 4   

I think today, yes. I think it's going to attract, particularly, younger people. I think today's society the 

consumer is much more critical. It's much more vocal about what we should and shouldn't be doing. 

I think we've definitely pushed towards that, today in society. Particularly as concerns environmental 

practices, rather than just social practices, because I think social practices and bettering the place for 

humans has been going for a long time, when we talk about women's rights and when we talk about 

diversity within business, whether that comes along ethnic, religious, regional, gender, etc. I think 

that's been around for a long time. But I think the environment's a lot bigger to a lot of younger people 

today. And I think that unfolds in a different way. So I definitely think that there are cycles of CSR 

initiatives that will happen, which will align with societal pushes, and you'll consequently see that 

certain things may be more important to one person than to another. So, if you're a woman, being 
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able to see women in power and being able to see CSR initiatives that are geared towards empowering 

women, that might be an empowering and really attractive trait. Just like if you as a person were 

really interested in environmental issues, whether that's cleaning up the ocean, whether it's looking 

for better practices in terms of growing produce, whichever it may be, if you see the CSR initiatives 

are geared towards that, you may or may not find that more attractive in the business and you'd expect 

it to unfold. I do think that, in some cases, the practices are important in terms of how vision 

businesses operationalize. But I think, unless you're the person operationalizing it, I don't necessarily 

think you're going to see unfold within the business. So, for instance, if you are a woman who's 

interested in environmental issues, particularly how produces is grown, e.g. you don't want to see 

pesticides being used, you might see that businesses' CSR initiatives centred around environmental 

use growing their product more attractive for you. But you're only going to see that unfold if you're 

the one who's in the fields, sewing the products, reaping at the end of the season, or if you're the one 

who's in the finance, who's looking at the expenses. I think, in terms of how that unfolds within the 

company, that's how you're going to see the direct link. And I don't necessarily think that makes for 

better corporate culture. 

 

Interviewer 2   

To generalise, you don't necessarily put a lot of weight into the CSR disclosures of an organisation 

for suggesting what it's like to work there at an of organisational level.  

 

Interviewee 4   

No. 

 

Interviewer 2   

You spoke about how you don't identify strongly with the industry, organisation, or even on a regional 

level but you identify strongly with your role. If you work for an organisation that happened to do 

CSR and has been engaging in that, do you think that you would feel proud? Do you think you would 

feel proud working for an organisation which did a lot to promote CSR? It could be, environmental, 

it could be social, it could be employee focussed. Do you think that would affect how you feel about 

the organisation and how you feel about working there? 
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Interviewee 4   

Although I'm sceptical about CSR and how it relates to where you work and what you do, and kind 

of how it's operationalized. When you are an applicant or you're going through the application 

process, I do think that once you're at a company, it's important for you to be able to resonate. Even 

if you don't personally identify with every value, and every layer, every action, you want to be able 

to resonate with some of the general directions that the company takes, or that your team takes or that 

your regional office takes. And you want to be able to embed yourself in those things. And that may 

include CSR initiatives. So, definitely, I do think that there is an element of pride that comes into that. 

Maybe in my working world, I've often thought that the way that work is recognised is often more 

important to me than necessarily what the business is doing otherwise, because I've always had a bit 

of scepticism around what the business voluntarily takes part in, as opposed to what is expected of 

them. Saying that, I do think that employment practices are really important, like the internal 

practices. Because I think that, in order to do anything externally, you should be championing your 

people and employing best practices internally first. Because I don't think that there's a lot to talk 

about externally if you're not doing things internally first. So I do think pride comes into that. I think 

that one of the things that makes me proud, in the company that I work at is things like, in my team 

that I'm in currently, women are dominating. I think we're 11 people, and seven of them are women. 

And in addition to that, there are more people who are of varied ethnicity and origin than there are 

white people, which is nice to see. Which is not entirely unheard of as of London but definitely 

unheard of in an English company. And also, to some degree, the industry on a wider perspective. 

And that makes me proud. It makes me proud to see that we're championing people of every kind, to 

say the least. And that we're championing women in an industry where women have not been 

promoted and have not been heard necessarily. So I think there are lots of things there that make me 

proud. I also think it's really cool that our India office, one of the most polluted countries in the world, 

manages to have zero waste. When we talk about specific CSR initiatives that maybe are 

environmentally driven. They're driven particularly by a geographic need to have zero waste as well 

because they are in one of the most polluted areas in the world. And I definitely think societally, 

there's a huge push for some of these countries to reduce pollution to make their way environmentally. 

Our office there has a huge thing to be proud of. And they set best practices for the rest of us that 

technically should unfold in the other geographies as well, which we're trying to do. And I think that 

is something to be proud of. It's not necessarily something that I am proud of as a person but 

something that I'm proud of my colleagues in India for championing. So I do think it plays a huge in 
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terms of your pride when you're able to say that about your company, and you're able to talk about 

that. Once you're working there.  

 

Interviewer 2   

Once you're already working there? If you knew this beforehand, this anticipated pride would inform 

your decision to work for an organisation? 

 

Interviewee 4   

Yes, I do think it would. So, although I'll say that I'm sceptical. I would say that my current job has 

made me reconsider the place of these programmes and how they communicated about in the 

employment process. Seeing it unfold has a huge impact on how you view your company and, to me, 

it's definitely been beneficial. I can say that for my last company, I didn't think it was very good by 

comparison, in terms of what their commitment was and what they spoke about. But that's also why 

I'm saying that I'm so sceptical as a result of your history of what your experiences of seeing things 

actualized. I'm sceptical of what companies say and how that relates to what they do. And then, in 

being sceptical, you can be pleasantly surprised and then you can off the back of that reflect on 

whether you will be as sceptical the next time. I probably will be equally sceptical. But I think it's 

been nice to be pleasantly surprised for once. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Even though you don't necessarily identify with your company on an organisational level, it is nice 

when the organisation does something that's pretty cool, whether it's social, environmental, or 

employee related. That anticipated can influence your decisions. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah, definitely. 

 

Interviewer 1   

From what I've gathered about your personal feelings about CSR is that the voluntary aspect of it is 

questionable to you. So it holds less weight because it's more or less expected of companies, not 

something they do out of the goodness of their hearts.  
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Interviewee 4   

Yeah, I would agree with that. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Then my question is, what about more sustainable business models where aspects of CSR is built into 

the core business, like some NGOs. Their only goal is to help people in need. Or Planned Parenthood, 

their only goal is to provide reproductive health services for people who can't afford insurance? 

 

Interviewee 4   

So I think the goal of those businesses is inspirational. I think the practices that they adopt are not 

always as inspirational. I do have a great deal of scepticism when it comes to how they go about 

reaching their goals because, at the end of the day, when we talk about sustainable business models, 

we're still talking about business models. And I do think that compromises are made to reach certain 

outputs. That's my general take on it. I think that your heart can be in the right place. I don't necessarily 

always think that your practices and the way that something unfolds will always align with the goal 

that you set out, but you might still reach the goal. That's my opinion. Maybe also my scepticism is 

the result of charities that have been, well, people who have been leaving charities who swindle 

money, etc.  

 

Interviewer 1   

So you question the integrity? Some kind of disparity between the mission and vision of these 

"sustainable" businesses and the methods they use. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah, I question the methods. I definitely think that the goals are always the right ones and they come 

from the right place. I question the way that they reach those goals, at times, and I question the 

practices that they employ. NGOs are also very widely known for nepotism, and they're known for 

various other scandals and sometimes I also that the press picks up even worse on that because they're 

meant to have societal and ecological advancement at heart, or they've set goals that are for the benefit 

of society. So, consequently, when something goes wrong, they're often the hardest hit. And they are 

the most heavily critiqued as a result. But building CSR into business models, I do think is something 

we should strive towards as a society. And, as business develops, I think the growth in demand for 
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that, by consumers, will see a push in industries to conform. But I do have a lot of doubts around how 

inherent it's going to be fora business model to be able to sustain that because I don't always think 

that business and social advancement are two things that sit hand in hand. Because making money 

doesn't always mean benefiting people and one will often outweigh the other when it comes to 

business. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Often CSR has been modelled as the first essential step being economic success, because if a firm 

can't operate successfully, it can't really do much of anything else. Do you think that you would find 

a firm, operating in a controversial industry, more attractive as a place of employment, if it engaged 

in CSR? As a pre hiring process, do you think that you would find an organisation engaged in CSR? 

And, specifically, do you think that you would find a firm in a controversial industry more attractive 

if they engaged in some form of CSR? Obviously, some forms might be more important than others. 

 

Interviewee 4   

I'm going to contradict myself, I would actually say that, for a controversial business, it would be 

more important for them to display engagement in CSR than it would a non-controversial business, 

in my opinion. And that is as somebody who is looking for employment, mostly because a lot of 

people, probably myself included, if I had to compromise on my morals or values, I would like to 

think that my personal compromise, I would still be able to make up for in some way shape or form 

by saying or the business still does something good. I would be very honest in saying that. That's not 

something that I think I would consciously like to admit but I could imagine that, subconsciously, 

that is what would happen, if I was looking at a controversial industry. Saying that, when I started 

working in a controversial industry, I don't think that that actually did at all come to mind, but I would 

think today, that's not something that people would like to admit, but I definitely think that it's on 

people's radars, whether they think about it consciously or not, myself included. 

 

Interviewer 2   

It's kind of a social desirability effect. 
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Interviewee 4   

It's not only just social desirability, in terms of the business, but it's social desirability, and probably 

also social acceptance in terms of, if I now have to tell somebody that I work in an industry that most 

people frown upon, I want them to not frown upon me and not judge me as a result. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Even though you identify your identity as being different from your organisation, you are aware that 

other people might not.   

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah, people won't, because that's just how your brain works. Your brain automatically makes 

assumptions. And one of those assumptions will be that you are aligned with whatever business you 

choose to associate with. 

 

Interviewer 2   

That makes a lot of sense. To summarise that, you think that, for a controversial industry, CSR would 

make an organisation more attractive compared to other controversial organisations. But that CSR 

wouldn't necessarily have the same effect on a regular industry that you don't feel the need to justify 

working for. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Yeah. That's how I would feel I think. 

 

Interviewer 2   

Awesome. Well, thanks a lot. This was fantastic. 

 

Interviewer 1   

Thank you. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Thank you. 
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Interviewer 2   

If you have any questions about our study, etc. You can also just contact us. 

 

Interviewee 4   

Got it. Thank you.  

 

 


