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Abstract 

 

This is not another study that hails for economic instrumentalism and stakeholder theory as 

the basis of connecting strategy and corporate responsibility  in fact, quite the opposite. The 

purpose of this paper is to critically review the current types of strategic corporate 

responsibility and suggest reconsideration of the conventional perspective. In the first part of 

the paper, distinct perspectives to strategic corporate responsibility are introduced in terms of 

their strategy and responsibility orientations, followed by the conventional perspective being 

inferred from the theory review. The last part of the paper outlines a way to reimagine the 

connection between strategy and corporate responsibility beyond the conventional notion of 

strategic corporate responsibility. 
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Introduction 

 

Responsibility in business, as well as lack of it, is an empirical phenomenon. It has enjoyed 

great attention among business pundits and academics in the 21st century. Several studies and 

reports posit that companies are taking care of the environment and being considerate in 

socio-cultural matters beyond legal and regulatory requirements (for a review see e.g. 

Dahlsrud 2008), while motives for this action are reported to span from hard-core profit 

making (McWilliams and Siegel 2001) and oppression of others (Banerjee 2008) to moral 

high grounds (Ketola 2008) and even spirituality (Pruzan 2008). Thus actors involved in 

responsible decision making find very different kind of relevance in these practices and 

discourses. For instance, the centrality for an organization can be manifested through 

exploring new competitive potential (Heikkurinen 2010, Heikkurinen and Forsman-Hugg 

2011), addressing challenges of sustainable development (Heikkurinen and Bonnedahl 2012), 

and supporting identity construction and management ethics (Heikkurinen and Ketola 2012). 

The field of research that examines ways to reach these ends is strategic corporate 

responsibility. 

 

In the shared conceptual playground of strategy and corporate responsibility scholars, a 

commonly held notion is that responsibility becomes strategic in an organization when high 

priority to issues of responsibility is given, and when deliberate means for responsible 

behavior are practiced. Furthermore, strategic corporate responsibility varies depending on 

how strategy and responsibility are defined. In defining strategy, for instance, previous 

studies have mainly focused on a perspective that emphasizes the role of markets (Porter 

1979, Porter 1980, Porter 1985) and stakeholders (Freeman 1984, Freeman et al. 2010)  i.e. 

the external pressures and empirical context in which the organization operates. To a large 

extent, many of these studies are in line with what Bowman and Haire (1975) concluded 

almost thirty years ago on he sensitivity, responsiveness, 

flexibility, on one hand, are part of the requisite strategic posture. The adaptive readiness to 

cope proactively with the signals from 

the definition of responsibility, most studies in the field discuss it in terms of its instrumental 

economic value and competitive potential (i.a. Baron 2001, McWilliams and Siegel 2001, 

Porter and Kramer 2006). For example, according to McWilliams and Siegel (2001), the ideal 



level of responsibility can be determined by a cost-benefit analysis  suggesting that 

companies should act responsibly in the case of increased economic returns. 

 

Due to a dominant position of some early scholars, the field of strategic corporate 

responsibility has developed towards a rather monotheistic view on how strategy and 

corporate responsibility can, and should be connected. On one hand, the unity and consistency 

of these studies has fostered continuity in the field, which in turn has enabled strategic 

corporate responsibility literature to gain prominence among mainstream business scholars. 

Thus, the homogeneity could be considered as necessary step in the establishment process of 

the field. On the other hand, (and paradoxically), strategic corporate responsibility scholars 

share the same theoretical groundings with the mainstream business scholars that they have 

eager

-interest. Why might this 

consideration of others as means  be problematic? It becomes problematic if the equivocal 

understanding of strategic corporate responsibility has insidiously led to blind spots, which 

hinder advancements in theory and practice. Is this then the case? 

 

The purpose of this study is to review the literature on strategic corporate responsibility in 

order to (a) detect conceivable deficiencies and research lacunas in the field, and (thus) (b) 

enable a more holistic understanding on the questions what strategic corporate responsibility 

is and how it should be practiced. 

 

As a general observation, scholars in the field tend to use the terms 

phenomenon but define neither how they conceive strategy nor what they mean by corporate 

responsibility. In addition to these clear conceptual shortcomings, research gaps were 

identified through a typology of four archetypical perspectives to strategic corporate 

responsibility consisting of extrinsic and/or intrinsic responsibility, and internal and/or 

external strategy orientations. What is important here is that a majority of the reviewed 

studies view strategic corporate responsibility through the same lens. This so called 

lassical strategy theories (mainly resource and 

market based perspectives), stakeholder theorizing, and economic instrumentalism as the 

basis of responsibility. In addition to uncovering the conventional perspective, this study 

introduces a way to reimage strategic corporate responsibility by drawing a more 



comprehensive picture of the phenomenon. As a conclusion, a reconsideration of the 

conventional perspective that subordinates intrinsic value in being responsible is proposed. 

 

In the next part of the paper the responsibility phenomenon is described in more detail, 

followed by a review of distinct perspectives on strategic corporate responsibility in terms of 

their strategy and responsibility orientations, where deficiencies and gaps in the field are also 

detected. The fourth part introduces the conventional perspective on strategic corporate 

responsibility, and a way to reimagine the connection between strategy and corporate 

responsibility beyond the conventional notion. In the last part conclusions of the study are 

drawn. 

 

Responsibility as an empirical phenomenon 

 

Business organizations and responsibility (incl. discourses and practices) share a long history, 

and are tightly interwoven into historic, institutional and socio-cultural fabrics. Already 

during the Industrial Revolution, occupational welfare schemes were put up to prevent labor 

problems, and business philanthropy was appearing on the scene (Carroll 2008). Furthermore, 

diverse eras of management, such as industrial betterment, scientific management, and human 

relations have all had different emphases on social issues (Barley and Kunda 1992). In 

addition to these alterations in time, the responsibility phenomenon has also varied in place. 

When corporate giving and pursuit of free market capitalism as the basis of societal 

contribution, for example, has characterized Anglo-American corporate responsibility, the 

harmful impacts of industries to nature gained prominence in the more coordinated economies 

of Europe. Due to this plurality of outlooks, it is evident that responsibility is not something 

that either is everywhere, or nowhere, but something that is in between these two. Perceptions 

of the responsibility phenomenon seem at least dependent on the state of the object (e.g. an 

organization) and its context (time and place), as well as the state of the observer (e.g. a 

researcher, customer, politician, manager) in addition to the context from which the object is 

being observed. Since the responsibility phenomenon appears to be context-dependent (Van 

Marrewijk 2003, Welford 2005, Dahlsrud 2008, Halme et al. 2009) and relative (Ketola 

2009), inclusiveness of diverse objects and observers in both time and place are needed to 

outline a holistic image of what responsibility is in, and what the responsibility of business 

organizations is. 



 

Alongside with the societal and organizational differences, new concepts have emerged to 

both describe and prescribe responsibilities of business people, one of them being corporate 

responsibility. Although the definition of this umbrella concept has varied depending on the 

context (time and place), there are, nevertheless, two generally accepted main characteristics 

for corporate responsibility. Firstly, corporate responsibility is considered to count those 

organizational actions that do not only comply with national and supranational laws, but that 

go beyond legal compliance. An example of such an action today is adoption of renewable 

energy sources. Albeit this example may become outdated further down the road as the level 

of legislation is in flux, signifying the relative nature of responsibilities. Secondly, corporate 

responsibility is the consideration of environmental but also socio-cultural and economic 

issues. An example of economic responsibility besides profit generation could be equal 

distribution of wealth within an organization and also in a broader societal community, 

whereas socio-cultural responsibility could be addressing issues, such as occupational 

wellbeing, as well as safety of products, services and processes. 

 

Considering a single responsibility issue (e.g. one of the above mentioned) in an imprudent 

and ad-hoc manner, such as spontaneous charity to miscellaneous groups, is inadequate from 

all economic, societal and environmental point of views. In fact, several authors have 

suggested a shift to more holistic (Stormer 2003, van Marrewijk 2003, Ketola 2008, 

Heikkurinen et al. 2012), analytical (Wilson 1974, Sethi 1975/1979, Martin 2002, Porter and 

Kramer 2002) and well-designed societal, as well as environmental contributions. Switching 

away from the remedial and corrective side of actions towards preventive and precautionary 

ones, responsibility, however, must become embedded in the core functions of the 

organization, and integrated in the strategy of the corporation (Wilson 1974, Porter and 

Kramer 2006, Heikkurinen and Forsman-Hugg 2011). Firms that then undertake these 

planned, strategic activities will be viewed more positively by stakeholders than forms that 

have only used responsibility tactically and piecemeal (Polonsky and Jevons 2009). These 

studies that attempt to connect responsibility and strategy are part of a field of study referred 

to as strategic corporate responsibility. 

 

 

 

 



Strategic corporate responsibility as a field of study 

 

In strategic corporate responsibility, a commonly held notion is that responsibility becomes 

strategic in an organization when issues of responsibility are given high priority, and 

deliberate means for responsible behavior are practiced. Furthermore, depending on how 

can be identified. The next sections review selected studies in terms of their strategy and 

responsibility orientations. 

 

In between external and internal strategy orientations 

 

At least three different points of departure for reviewing studies on strategic corporate 

responsibility can be taken. 

 

The seminal articles written by Wilson (1974) and Bowman and Haire (1975) can be 

considered as the first point of departure. The following argument of Wilson (1974) could 

also be thought of as a starting shot for the still inchoate theory of strategic corporate 

e 

considered on anything like an equal footing, they must be integrated at that stage of 

n and 

Haire (1975) furthered this idea of corporate planning by attaching their findings to Pfeffer 

resource dependency by concluding that 

behavior of firms it is necessary to analyze their nature of the relationship between the 

org  

 

In 1984, Edward R. Freeman introduced the stakeholder approach to strategic management, 

which has been used to both describe and prescribe the strategic use of corporate 

responsibility (Roberts 1992, Burke and Logsdon 1996, Werther and Chandler 2005, Vélaz et 

al. 2007). The basic idea of the stakeholder approach originating from the works of Erik 

Rhenman (1979) was to introduce a broader set of individuals and groups to be considered in 

the decision-making of a firm. It proposed that an mined by 

the extent to which the organization managed to consider the interests of its stakeholders. The 

stakeholder approach was soon labeled a theory, and applied together with other strategy 



market based view (Ranchhod and Park 2004, Van de 

emergent strategy (Vilanova et al. 2009) and 

global branding strategy (Polonsky and Jevons 2009).  

 

For a multinational company, Muller (2006) examined from the perspective of international 

strategy whether an organization should develop local or global responsibility strategies, and 

found that decentralized decision-making may be associated with higher responsibility 

performance. To address these stakeholder claims and consolidate their trust, Lamberti and 

Lettieri (2009) provided a framework connected to theories of quality management and global 

branding strategy, whereas Lantos (2001) stressed that in any case the lead role in strategic 

responsibility activities and decision-making should be guided by the principles of consumer 

marketing. 

 

What is common to the studies is their external strategy orientation. This orientation to 

strategic corporate responsibility considers strategizing as an outside-in process. In the 

process the external context is emphasized as the basis of decision-making because customers 

and consumers, competitors, and other external stakeholders such as NGOs, industry structure 

and instituti  

 

The second point of departure for reviewing studies on strategy and corporate responsibility 

can be taken, for example, from the path breaking papers written by Litz (1996) and Russo 

and Fouts (1997) who introduced the resource-based view to the field. Following the 

resources are focal in recognizing the potential of responsibility in facilitating the 

development of necessary and enduring sources of strategic advantage. Litz (1996) theorized 

that adaptive behavior integrating stakeholder interdependency, ethical reflection and issues 

management are the key resources, while inter alia Russo and Fouts (1997) were busy testing 

hypotheses on the link between environmental and economic performance concluding 

 See also Orlitzky et al. (2003). 

 

In the 21st century, the resource-based view was then actively applied in the field of strategic 

corporate responsibility. Branco and Rodrigues (2006) claimed that in addition to reputational 

resources and capabilities which are related namely to know-how and corporate culture 



(Branco and Rodrigues 2006, 111). Few years later, the resource perspective was combined 

together with dynamic capabilities (

emergent strategy (Husted and Allen 2000, Husted and Allen 2007b) and stakeholder theory 

(Heikkurinen and Forsman-Hugg 2011). 

 

What is then shared in these articles is their internal strategy orientation. As opposed to 

external, internal orientation perceives strategy mainly as an inside-out process in which 

organizational resources and internal abilities are emphasized as the basis of decision-making. 

 

For conceptual purists, internal and external strategy orientations represent fully distinct 

philosophies but they do overlap in theory and arguably in practice as well. Due to this 

overlap, the third point of departure for reviewing studies on strategy and corporate 

responsibility is identified to be the though provoking research conducted by Robin and 

Reidenbach (1987, 1988) that take a more integrated, cultural approach for making 

responsibility part of strategic thinking. They argued that art of the environmental 

input is the traditional threats and opportunities to the organization from the environmental. 

Further, part of the corporate input is the traditional analysis of organizational strengths and 

 

 

Baron (2001) who comes more from an economist tradition than Robin and Reidenbach 

(1987, 1988) also uses the concept of integrated strategy to highlight the interplay between a 

He, as well as Miles (2006), Katsoulakos and 

Katsoulacos (2007), Heslin and Ocho (2008), and Heikkurinen (2010), renders this by 

utilizing the stakeholder theory (Freeman 1984) in facilitating the theoretical discussion. 

Other scholars use market and resource based views together (Dentchev 2004, MacManus 

2008, Avram and Kühne 2008), international strategy and institutional theory (Husted and 

Allen 2006), corporate strategy (Galbreath 2006), strategic fit (Smith 2007), resource 

dependency theory (Husted and Allen 2007a), theory of the firm (Siegel and Vitalino 2007), 

and sensemaking (Hanke and Stark 2009) in a manner that is more integrated than internally 

or externally oriented strategizing. Also Porter and Kramer (2006) look strategic corporate 

responsibility from both inside-out and outside-in point of views in their popular article 

indicating a step towards a more integrated perspective on strategizing. 

 



This mixed middle way, integrated strategy orientation, can be considered as an attempt to 

combine the two orientations of internal and external into a more integrative strategizing, 

where both inside-out and outside-in views are equally weighed. If examined in detail, 

however, most studies still lean towards either the external or the 

internal orientation. This emphasis between external and internal could also be thought of as 

marketing versus management point of views (Ketola 2011), and thus as complementary 

understandings of what happens both outside and inside the firm. 

 

Mainly extrinsic but also intrinsic responsibility orientations 

 

Based on the review, it can be noted that defining strategic corporate responsibility is not a 

clear-cut classification exercise but a slippery slope where boundaries are difficult to draw. 

The two main strategy orientations of internal and external, however, lay out a steady and not 

too complex groundwork for further analyzing the field. And as mentioned earlier in the 

paper, insights in understanding what strategic corporate responsibility is can be derived from 

looking at the concepts of strategy and responsibility in detail. Now in turn, the responsibility 

orientations in the field are discussed. 

 

In most of the studies, responsibility of the firm is perceived to originate from external 

pressures (i.a. Wilson 1974, Husted and Allen 2006, Lamberti and Lettieri 2009) and 

particularly from the customers (Vélaz et al. 2007, Miles et al. 2006). By studying the success 

of Spanish banks (before their credit crisis), Vélaz et al. (2007) suggested that customers 

should be the main stakeholder and source of decision-making criteria, while other scholars in 

the field have argued for a broader inclusion of stakeholders in guiding responsibility 

practices and discourses. 

analyze the impact of prior economic performance, strategic posture toward social 

responsibility activities, and the intensity of stakeholder power on levels of corporate social 

 If following the logic of stakeholder guidance that is ought 

to translate into customer value, responsibility becomes discussed in terms of its instrumental 

economic value (Dentchev 2004, Porter and Kramer 2006, Husted and Allen 2007a, Heslin 

and Ochoa 2008, Polonsky and Jevons 2009, Ramachandran 2010, McWilliams and Siegel 

2011) and considered inseparable from profit maximization (Werther and Chandler 2005). In 

other words: [w]hat benefits accrue, and at what rate if one goes beyond the point of doing 

what is required (Bowman and Haire 1975, 49)?  



 

Like above, when corporate responsibility is considered as a means of a profit-maximization 

strategy motivated by self-interest and not by a conception of moral responsibility (Baron 

2001, Lantos 2001)  an organization can be described to have extrinsic responsibility 

orientation. This orientation assumes responsibility and consideration of others as a means in 

business related decision-making. In this sense, the word strategic  only reflects economic 

instrumentalism. To demonstrate this, for instance, Burke and Logsdon (1996) put forward 

that -related benefits to the firm, 

effectiveness in accomplishing its missi Thus the ultimate measure of strategic benefits 

[v]alue creation refers to the 

Logsdon 1996). This commonly deployed theoretical orientation is clearly extrinsic. In 

practice, however, the reasons behind strategic responsibility are often mixed (Husted and 

Allen 2000, Muller 2006). 

 

So while most studies take the extrinsic responsibility orientation as given, some studies do 

not specify what they mean by responsibility but treat it synonymously with other related (at 

least as vague) concepts such as sustainability, corporate citizenship, and corporate social 

opportunity (see e.g. McManus 2008). A few, however, have a more intrinsic responsibility 

orientation arguing that:  [b]usiness is a human activity and, like most human activities, it 

has been and is likely to continue to be evaluated from a moral point of view (Robin and 

Reidenbach 1987).  This orientation challenges the instrumental economic rationale and 

functional nature of being responsible, which are the central characteristics of the extrinsic 

orientation. 

 

As opposed to the extrinsic orientation, intrinsic responsibility orientation is characterized in 

terms of the value that the consideration of others holds in itself and/or for its own sake. A 

case in point is that 

goodness from yet a third thing, and so on, there must come a point at which you reach 

own right, something whose goodness is the source of, and thus explain, the goodness to be 

found in all the other things that precede it on the list (Zimmerman 2010).  For Ghalib et al. 

(2009), eradicating poverty by creating opportunities for the poor seems to hold such intrinsic 



value. They developed their ideas based on Prahalad and Hamel  theorizing known as the 

base of the pyramid. Heikkurinen and Bonnedahl (2012) again considered sustainable 

development and the natural environment as ends in themselves and suggested sustainable 

development orientation to strategic decision-making. Furthermore, in the so-called 

awareness approach, the intrinsic orientation is taken to transcendental level and there is !"#

$%!&'("!)*# +%,+"-.# )'# )**# $",# /.(!0# ,.-+"!-(/*.# 12.(33%,(!.!# )!4# 5.'"*)# 67789# 67:6;<#

=&&",4(!0#'"#2.(33%,(!.!#)!4#5.'"*)#167:6;9#,.-+"!-(/(*('>#is endogenous and its own final 

product that organizes meaning in the corporation. In the context of strategic corporate 

responsibility, intrinsic responsibility orientation means that consideration of others is 

emphasized as the basis of being responsible. 

 

In between the intrinsic and extrinsic orientations, there are boarder cases in the field as well. 

Van de Ven and Jeurissen (2005), for example, attempted to combine both orientations and 

ended up reflecting as follows: 

 

self-interest of the firm above all other stakeholders interests, 

and hence, above moral duties that override self-interest? In a way we are, but only in so far 

as we want to acknowledge that every functioning system has to reproduce itself in order to 

be 

best served by the immediate termination of business activities does this prioritization lose its 

 

 

As illustrated by the quote, it surely is a challenge for anyone to accomplish these twin 

objectives in designing strategic responsibility initiatives (Bhattacharyya 2010). Yet it is 

argued that both the intrinsic and extrinsic responsibility orientation can co-exist. In some 

decision-making situations, however, a business manager must choose either one of the 

orientations to follow. For example, in a situation where a firm would have to decide whether 

to enhance sociocultural wellbeing and reduce environmental harm, even if it does not result 

in increased economic returns or competitive potential. 

 

 

 

 

 



The conventional perspective and way to reimage it 

 

The conventional perspective is the usual, popular and prevalent way of seeing strategic 

corporate responsibility. It posits that there is a group of studies and scholars that share a set 

of characteristics that can be considered ordinary rather than original or creative due to their 

similarity in a specific sense. This part of the paper introduces the conventional perspective 

on strategic corporate responsibility, and a way to reimagine the connection between strategy 

and corporate responsibility beyond the conventional notion.  

 

Based on the conducted literature review, the conventional perspective to strategic corporate 

responsibility holds that a firm does, and should, engage in business activities that enhance 

sociocultural wellbeing and reduce environmental harm, if it results in increased economic 

returns or competitive potential. This economic instrumentality prevails in most studies in the 

field and is therefore reasoned as conventional. Responsibility is considered to have extrinsic 

value and as a means for something else, a utility that is translated into economic utility of the 

firm. Thus, the extrinsic responsibility orientation can be seen characterizing the conventional 

perspective. 

 

In terms of the strategy orientation, the conventional perspective is found to be less pellucid 

since both external and internal strategy orientations are strongly present in the reviewed 

articles. For this reason, the conventional strategy orientation could best be described as 

integrated. However, a lean towards the external school of thought is discerned. But what is 

important here is that there are several reference points to the stakeholder theory (Freeman 

1984, Freeman et al. 2010) in the field of strategic corporate responsibility. Accordingly, the 

stakeholder thinking is part of the conventional way of seeing. 

 

It could even be contended that the field of strategic corporate responsibility suffers from the 

conventional perspective. Its powerful foothold might have constrained the development of 

alternative theorizing, and after all, the conventional perspective does support the mainstream 

economic and business goals and ends (Friedman 1970, Jensen 2001), while the means have 

merely become more sophisticated. But to avoid further development towards an equivocal 

understanding of strategic corporate responsibility, this study suggests a way to reimagine the 



conventional perspective. This more inclusive and holistic view is depicted in Figure 1 and 

explained below. 

 

F igure 1. A way to reimage strategic corporate responsibility 

 

 
 

 

The way to reimage strategic corporate responsibility presented in the figure is derived from 

the opposing strategy and responsibility orientations explained earlier. Consequently, four 

archetypical perspectives that create the holistic perspective were identified and labeled as (i) 

resource, (ii) market, (iii) sustainability, and (iv) awareness. On the one hand, resource and 

awareness perspectives emphasize internal abilities as the basis of decision-making, whereas 

market and sustainability perspectives emphasize empirical context as the basis of decision-

making. On the other hand, resource and market perspectives assume consideration of others 

as a means in the decision-making, whereas awareness and sustainability perspectives assume 

consideration of others an end itself. 

 

Reimaging strategic corporate responsibility to cover all the four archetypes enables the vital 

multifilament understanding and examination of the phenomenon. Furthermore, the 

framework necessitates a reflection on fundamental premises that underlie practices and 



discourses of managers and academics, as well as embraces the diversity of views that are 

needed for contextual phenomena such as strategic corporate responsibility. And significantly, 

if a more holistic outlook is adopted, also the pitfall of deduction becomes more distant. In 

other words, theory does not limit the understanding of practice to the same extent as it has 

done before when only a single (the conventional) perspective has been deployed in empirical 

studies. It is not very farfetched that the conventional perspective has hindered the 

development of intrinsic responsibility practices. Addressing issues of responsibility with 

deliberate means and giving responsibility a high priority in an organization can also hold 

intrinsic value. This signifies the importance of reconsidering the conventional perspective. 

 

Conclusion and a way forward 

 

The purpose of this study was to review the literature on strategic corporate responsibility in 

order to (a) detect conceivable deficiencies and research lacunas in the field, and (thus) (b) 

enable a more holistic understanding on the questions what strategic corporate responsibility 

is and how it should be practiced. 

 

. There are many studies that claim to take a strategic approach 

to the responsibility phenomenon but define neither how they conceive strategy nor what they 

mean by corporate responsibility. In addition to this deficiency, a major shortcoming is the 

rather monotheistic view on how strategy and corporate responsibility can, and should be 

connected. This so called conventional perspective is characterized by: 

 

 extrinsic responsibility orientation through the logic of economic instrumentalism, and 

 external and internal strategy orientation through stakeholder thinking. 

 

Consequently, the research lacunas and gaps are located outside this conventional perspective. 

Promising avenues for future research are, for example, strategy as practice (Whittington 

2008) and political (Scherer and Palazzo 2011), critical (Banerjee and Bonnefous 2011) and 

virtue ethical (Ketola 2008) approaches to responsibility. 

 



In order to reach a more holistic understanding on the questions what strategic corporate 

responsibility is and how it should be practiced, this study suggested an inclusion of the 

intrinsic responsibility orientation in the analysis. It is not only a misconception to think that 

strategic corporate responsibility is merely the conventional perspective as it covers only half 

of the phenomenon at best, but also a drag on advancements in strategic corporate 

responsibility theory and practice. Thus, a reconsideration of the conventional perspective that 

subordinates intrinsic value in being responsible is proposed. 

 

Strategic corporate responsibility should not be confused with instrumental responsibility 

(Brooks 2005, 403) and stakeholder thinking just because they represent the dominant, 

conventional perspective. The concept of strategic corporate responsibility consists of four 

archetypes, namely resource, market, awareness and sustainability perspectives, which should 

be considered in practicing it. In this holistic perspective, strategic  indicates that 

should not be thought of as the domain of any particular function (Brooks 2005, 403

Furthermore, corporate responsibility becomes strategic in an organization when issues of 

responsibility are given high priority, and deliberate means for responsible behavior are 

practiced. 
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