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Introduction 

 

Following the failure of international climate negotiations to agree a successor to the Kyoto 

Protocol - the only legally binding global accord on tackling climate change thus far - has caused a 

situation where the future of climate policy is uncertain. The Durban platform outlines an 

agreement to enter into force in 2020 but meanwhile even without an international agreement 

emission reductions are still called for. What will be the role of MNCs in these climate change 

mitigation efforts? 

 

Climate change is considered to be a serious global threat needing an urgent global response. A 

world-wide shift to a low-carbon economy is called for and economics can provide tools to design 

national and international responses to mitigate emissions. (Stern, 2007) Considering the costs 

and risks of inaction, taking action even in the midst of a global economic crisis, makes good 

economic sense. Industry must also play its part. Reaching even a moderately ambitious 

greenhouse gas1 (GHG) concentration target at a manageable cost will be difficult unless as many 

countries, industries and emission sources as possible are engaged in action to reduce emissions. 

(OECD, 2009) The economic characteristic of climate change – coupled with the fact that it can 

only be successfully addressed at a global level - has made reaching an ambitious international 

agreement difficult, particularly in times of economic crisis. (Newell, 2010; Sharma & Ruud, 2003) 

And, despite the fact that it is widely recognised (IEA, 2009; OECD, 2009b; Stern, 2007; The 

Climate Group, 2009) that the cost of cutting emissions is far outweighed by the cost of doing 

nothing, concerns over the ability to deploy the technologies needed and the distribution of the 

costs has led to further delays. 

 

Theoretical framework for this study is the Institutional Theory and more specifically whether 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and/or regulation result in coercive and mimetic 

isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) in the case of multinational companies’ responses to 

                                                

 

 
1 The six greenhouse gases listed in the Kyoto Protocol are: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulphur 
hexafluoride, HFCs, and PFCs. 
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climate change. Coercive isomorphism is defined as: “…resulting from both formal and informal 

pressures exerted on organizations… and by cultural expectations in the society within which 

organizations function” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 150). Mimetic isomorphism is viewed as 

response to uncertainty that encourages imitation e.g. following the example of another 

organization when the company is facing a problem with ambiguous causes or unclear solutions 

(DiMaggio & Powell). Matten & Moon (2008) found evidence of mimic isomorphism of CSR in 

environmental reporting, the shift of European companies from implicit to explicit environmental 

CSR. This study is interested to see if this shift applies at the global level, and moreover if there is 

also evidence of isomorphism in corporate climate change activities in addition to reporting.  The 

research question is; how does corporate social responsibility impact the companies’ decisions 

compared to regulation?  

 

This study explores how the 10 largest companies in the world according to Global Fortune 500 

listing 2010, react today to the threat of climate change. The aim is to find out what measures 

these MNCs are taking currently to reduce their emissions and what are their goals in this field. 

How these companies contribute to mitigate the climate change will be studied and analysed along 

with their apparent motivation for embark on these measures. In this sample there are two 

companies from the USA, three from EU countries, two from Japan and three from China, so the 

sample covers five companies from regulated and five from unregulated regions. 

 

Literature review 

 

Stern Review (2007) on the economics of climate change is probably the most comprehensive 

study carried out so far about the economic impacts and how business should and could contribute 

to mitigate the climate change. Matten and Moon (2008) studied how the concept of CSR differs in 

USA and Europe and why explicit form of CSR is spreading globally through the new 

institutionalism.  Escobar and Vredenburg (2010) studied multinational oil companies and argue 

that mimetic isomorphism may occur but it is rare and discretionary. 

 

Kolk and Levy (2002 and 2004) studied U.S. and European oil and automotive multinationals, and 

their strategic responses to climate change finding the growing importance of the global industry as 

the dominant organizational field for MNCs. Kolk and Pinkse (2005) analysed the climate change 

strategies of a large number of Fortune 500 companies, and found out that only 4 % of these 

companies were developing a proactive approach towards climate change through combination of 

actively pursuing reduction targets and engaging in emissions trading and use of Kyoto 
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mechanisms. However the authors did not take into account the limitations set for the use of Kyoto 

mechanisms in the Kyoto Protocol and the EU Emissions Trading Directive and therefore, omitting 

the regulatory limitation may be a factor distorting the results of that study. Pinkse and Kolk (2009) 

examined on global, regional and national levels the developments of policy and business activity 

related to climate change of large number of international companies. They discovered that the 

corporations and subsidiaries in different regions may have contradictory views, and also the 

company management may advocate in favour of climate policies while at the same time opposing 

the implementation of the actual regulation. 

 

The present study contributes to the literature in two key ways; the studies mentioned above lack 

investigation of the regulatory regimes and are mostly concentrated on European and U.S. 

companies so the comparative aspect is only between these two regions, whereas this study also 

includes Japanese and Chinese companies and their activities into the comparison. Moreover the 

previous studies concentrate mostly on overall policies and strategies, so what this study aims to 

do is to provide more information about the actual emissions, actions, investments and R&D 

emphasis on the field of climate change of the ten companies included in the sample.  

 

International and national framework 

 

Rio Summit in June 1992 is often regarded as the beginning of international cooperation to mitigate 

the climate change. The summit represented a major step forward and among the summit’s 

outcomes was the Framework Convention on Climate Change. Under the 1997 Kyoto Protocol the 

developed countries (e.g. EU countries, Economies in Transition, Japan, USA) were assigned 

amounts they are allowed to emit greenhouse gases. However, as the USA has not ratified the 

Protocol the legally binding international obligation to reduce GHG emissions has not entered into 

force in the USA. The commitment to reduce GHG emission is taken on by a country, but 

companies in the EU and Japan are subject to these limitations as their emissions are calculated 

towards the respective country’s national quota. 

 

However Vogel (2006) and Reid & Toffel (2009) suggest that even in the USA the civil society in 

increasing manner is starting to demand measures from companies and the pressure to increase 

energy efficiency and reduce carbon emissions has expanded. Shareholders have also asked 

firms to develop and disclose their policies toward global climate change and fulfilling CSR 

expectations adds pressure to the companies to demonstrate that they are in fact reacting to the 

changing environmental conditions (Vogel 2006 and Carroll, 2008).  
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China on the other hand is classified as a developing country under the Kyoto Protocol. Therefore 

even though China is a Party to, and has ratified the Protocol, it is not subject to any quantitative 

limitations of GHG emissions. Also in China the impact and degree of organization of the civil 

society is quite low due to the political system and not powerful enough to demand real measures 

from companies (Lin, 2010).  

 

The debate around climate policy and the measures needed to mitigate the effects of climate 

change is polarized. The opinions vary from neoliberals that believe there should be no 

government interference, let alone intergovernmental, to those of the other extreme that believe 

regulation is the only way to make companies take action and economic gains should be sacrificed 

in order to achieve emission reductions.  

 

However more agreement seems to stem from the fact that dependence on foreign oil and fossil 

fuels puts the economy and national security of many nations and environment at risk. Also the 

stakeholders and general public are in increasing scale demanding environmental improvements 

and more transparency in environmental reporting from the companies (CDP 2011).  

 

Table 1 outlines the international and national regulation the companies in these legislative regions 

are subject to, and the approach to CSR in these regions. For the purposes of this study the 

European companies are considered to belong to the same legislative region because the EC has 

common Climate and Energy Policy and in the international level also negotiates as one in climate 

issues. Also due to the limited nature of this study only Federal policies and regulations in the US 

are taken into account.  
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Table 1: Country framework for regulation and CSR 

 
Country Ratification 

of the Kyoto 

Protocol 

(KP) 

Reduction 

target in 

KP (2008-

2012) 

Domestic regulation and 

policy framework regarding 

companies 

Awareness of CSR 

China Yes N/A Energy Conservation Law 

(2007) and emerging national 

policies, reduction of energy 

intensity by 16% and carbon 

intensity by 17% during Five 

Year Plan 2011-2015. 

Implementation and 

enforcement traditionally 

weak. 

Low (the legislation 

does not allow for 

much civil society 

activity, and the public 

demand for socially 

responsible products 

and operations still 

abject thus 

government led) 

EU Yes - 8 % (EU-

151) 

EU ETS, The EU Climate and 

Energy Package establishing 

a unilateral commitment to 

reduce GHG emissions by 

20% by 2020. Pledge to 

reduce 30% if an international 

agreement is achieved. 

High 

Japan Yes - 6 % Rational Use of Energy law 

(1993), voluntary measures, 

use of Kyoto Mechanisms2 

Medium (most 

progress in the area of 

environment) 

USA No - 7 % (N/A) No federal regulation or 

policies, voluntary public-

private partnerships for 

energy efficiency, funding for 

R&D 

High 

 
Sources: IEA (2010), OECD (2009a),OECD (2009b), Lin (2010) 

 

 

                                                
1
 EU-15 includes Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, 

Portugal, Spain, Sweden and UK. These were the member states of the EU at the time of signing the Kyoto Protocol and 
are parties to the EU Burden Sharing Agreement. 
2
 Kyoto mechanisms are Clean Development Mechanism, International Emissions Trading and Joint Implementation 
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Corporate Environmental Social Responsibility 

 

 

Despite the globalization there are still regional differences in how CSR is perceived because CSR 

remains contextualized by national institutional frameworks (Matten & Moon, 2008; Lozano et al, 

2008)). In USA CSR is revolved mostly around the issues of stakeholder and community 

relationship management, is very legalistic and compliance orientated and does not necessarily 

encourage firms to really reflect ethical principles in their business. Along compliance CSR is seen 

as volunteering and philanthropy to enhance the public image of the company. (Lozano et al, 2008)  

However the CSR in US tends to be explicit, describing corporate activities, voluntary policies and 

donations that are motivated by the perceived expectations of stakeholders (Matten & Moon, 

2008).  

 

In contrast in Europe CSR is more linked to the overall vision of the company and the processes in 

which it is involved, and the political and social context in which it operates. Governments and 

NGO’s have become deeply involved in the implementation of national and regional CSR regimes, 

and governments have facilitated the development of CSR practices. (Tulder & Zwart, 2008) Whilst 

done in an implicit way, firms often exceed what is required by law in integrating the environmental 

concerns into their business practices in order to fulfill what the public expects, reflecting the firms 

role within the wider societal context (Matten & Moon, 2008).  

 

The Asian CSR regime in general can be described as very pragmatic and efficiency-orientated but 

also weak and passive. (Lozano et al, 2008; Tulder & Zwart, 2008). In China CSR has mainly 

developed in the area of environmental protection due to that it is not a very controversial area and 

furthermore directly affects the internationalization strategies aimed at developed country markets. 

Hence when the government develops codes or guidelines of CSR it is usually done in consultation 

with large firms in order to ensure national industry’s international competitiveness. (Lin, 2010) The 

business systems in Japan are considered fairly similar to European ones in areas covered by 

CRS and therefore the Japanese corporations have a legacy of implicit CSR resembling that of 

European companies (Matten & Moon). Interviews conducted among Japanese MNC executives 

revealed that CSR rhetoric is not valued but rather CSR is seen as labeling something that is 

already embedded in corporate principles and may well exceed the requirements of legislation 

(Fukukawa & Teramoto, 2008).   
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Notwithstanding the impact of national business systems to perceptions of CSR, the most 

contemporary view of CSR is how it can be turned into a business opportunity; whereas 

governments and intergovernmental cooperation tend to be slow to find and implement solutions, 

MNCs have the means and the opportunity with their global reach to deliver timely solutions for 

global challenges like climate change. (Laszlo, 2008).   

 

Approaches to CSR 
 

Van Tulder and van der Zwart (2008) divide approach a firm has to CSR into inactive, reactive, 

active and pro/interactive. The inactive approach corresponds to Milton Friedman’s notion that the 

only responsibility of a company is to generate profit to its shareholders. A firm is a profit-

maximizing unit where the main focus is on efficiency and competitiveness in immediate market 

environment and CSR has only instrumental value. In this approach to CSR short-term 

competitiveness is the determining factor without further consideration of the firm.  

 

The reactive approach to CSR requires that positioning the firm in the market is given primary 

attention (Baden-Fuller, 1995) notwithstanding the environment and primary stakeholders are 

actively monitored, but the focus is being kept on efficiency however, with emphasis on avoiding 

making mistakes. In a reactive approach the question regards to climate change is in the first 

place; what are the impacts of the phenomena to the firm (Galbreath, 2011) and how to manage 

that in business strategy. 

 

The active approach is focusing on change inside the firm and the management of internal change 

(Baden-Fuller, 1995). The active approach takes very much into account the state and the civil 

society and conducts the business in a socially and environmentally sustainable manner 

sometimes ignoring the pressure from shareholders. The companies’ objectives may be inspired 

by ethical values - sometimes at the expense of efficiency. Galbreath (2011) argues that the active 

approach tries to manage the impact of the firm to climate change. 

 

All these approaches have their shortcomings and thus an approach where both efficiency and 

ethics are taken into account in a socially and environmentally responsible manner is not 

portrayed. This kind of compromise is made in the pro/interactive approach to CSR, where the 

firms engage in both, the profitability of values and efficiency but to the latter by doing the right 

things right. (Tulder & Zwart, 2008). Applied to climate change this means understanding the 

impact the firm’s activities have on climate and how changing climate may affect the business 
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environment the firm competes in. Both these orientations are needed in order to constitute the 

firms approach to climate change and assess the strategic opportunities resulting from it. (Porter & 

Reinhardt, 2007) By adopting the proactive approach to CSR a firm can contribute to changing the 

rules of the game and become the forerunner of the business sector.   

 

Furthermore exploring the various approaches to CSR relevant for this study, Halme (2007) takes 

an approach where CSR is divided into different categories according to the type and dimension of 

the action as presented in the Table 2 where the columns represent the CSR action type and rows 

the dimension. 

 

Table 2. Comparison of CSR action types 

 Philanthropy CSR Integration CSR Innovation 

Relationship to 

core business 

Outside of firm’s core 

business 

Close to existing core 

business 

Enlarging core 

business or 

developing new 

business 

Target of 

responsibility 

Extra activities Environmental performance 

of existing business 

operations and infrastructure 

New product or 

service development 

Expected 

benefit 

Image improvement 

and other reputation 

impacts 

Improvements of 

environmental aspects of 

core business 

Alleviation of 

environmental 

problem 

Source: Adapted from Halme (2007) 
 

Halme (2007) argues that, when corporate strategy is CSR innovation and a firm takes an 

environmental problem as a source and seeks to develop new products or services to solve this 

problem, it may lead to a win-win situation. CSR integration can also increase firm’s profitability 

and lead to a win-win situation, for example via energy efficiency improvements. The key 

difference between these two is that CSR innovation is about creating new business aimed at 

environmental improvement whereas CSR integration is concerned about conducting existing 

business in sustainable and responsible manner.  

 

For some firms the approach to climate change can go beyond operational effectiveness and 

become strategic. In the process of addressing climate change firms from certain sectors or 

industries can and will find opportunities to enhance or extend their competitive positioning by 

creating products or improve the existing ones that respond to the new kind of demand induced by 

the climate change. A genuine competitive advantage can be found by leading the restructuring of 
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the industry or sector to address the climate change more effectively or by innovating in activities 

affected by climate change. (Porter & Kramer, 2006; Porter & Reinhardt, 2007)  

Law and Economics in Environmental Protection 

 

In the 1980’s the policies that are based on use of market mechanisms emerged. The emphasis 

has been on the theoretical efficiency of these instruments and command and control approach 

has been recognized as a valid option in cases where it is extremely important to control that the 

burdening of environment does not exceed a certain critical point that would lead to irreversible 

damages. (Määttä, 1999). 

 

However in climate change policy, where the problem is global and concerns basically every 

human being on the planet, traditional command and control approach, where the national 

government sets legally binding emission limits or requires the use of certain technology, has been 

far less important than market-based instruments (Pinkse & Kolk, 2009). Furthermore, when 

introducing new instruments old regulation cannot be just set aside, because legislation must be 

based on continuity principle. But as GHGs have not been under any regulatory regime before, 

market based instruments can be used from the beginning as a tool helping to solve the problem. 

Market-based instruments however are no highway to happiness: they can be applied as 

inefficiently as command and control approach if the system is not designed and implemented 

carefully (Määttä, 1999). There is recent evidence of this like the windfall profits gained under the 

first period of EU emissions trading scheme (EU ETS) or the large amounts of carbon credits 

obtained by installing end-of-pipe technologies within the Clean Development Mechanism (Pinkse 

& Kolk, 2009). Notwithstanding, market based instruments (MBI) provide an incentive based 

approach to solving an environmental problem. MBI establish penalties for emissions and/or 

rewards for emission reductions, but allow for some leverage for the polluter in the form and 

magnitude of its response. (Oates, 1996) 

 

MBI need a clear regulatory framework in which to operate and are especially suitable for climate 

change policies and to be used internationally because GHG emissions mix globally in the 

atmosphere and have global effects on climate, and thus the emission abatement is equally 

valuable for preventing global climate change, no matter where it is obtained. And because the 

costs of GHG reductions vary across countries, the flexibility enabled by MBI will facilitate the 

achievement of any aggregate amount of GHG abatement at lower cost than would be generated 

using an inflexible command and control approach (Dudek & Wiener, 1996 and Reed & Toffel, 
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2009). MBI furthermore implicitly acknowledge that firms differ from each other and therefore 

provide flexibility that can substantially reduce the costs of environmental improvements without 

jeopardizing the international competitiveness of strategically important sectors (OECD, 2001).  

 

Data and Methodology 

 

This study uses solely the public material of the companies i.e. yearly reports and sustainability 

reports or equivalent. If sustainability report is not published, the analysis will be based on 

information in the annual report. 

 

These reports are targeted for the stakeholders and general public, and are to certain extent 

homogenous following the same pattern. Most companies even use standardized international 

reporting formats. Thus the use of these reports will help to ensure parity of the data.  

 

I will use comparative methodology and the comparison will take place on two levels; first on 

company level using an emission factor consisting of GHG emissions divided by revenue and 

individual activity level. Then I shall move on to the research for the explicitly expressed measures 

and motivation by analysing the texts and thus the focus turns to the qualitative part of this 

research. Are the companies just responding to the requirements of regulation or CSR, or can 

analysing the material discover some more extensive strategic visions.  

 

Analytical triangulation will be used to validate the intra-data information between what is said and 

what is actually done, and/or to find the inconsistencies between the two. This kind of dissimilar 

analytical method using qualitative and quantitative data is referred to as between-method 

triangulation (Pauwels & Matthyssens, 2004) or methodological triangulation (Andersen & Skaates, 

2004). Methodological triangulation along with use of hermeneutics will provide the best tools to 

answer the research questions. 
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Findings  

GHG emissions and compared to revenue 

 

Out of ten companies analyzed, only 6 reported their annual GHG emissions2. These companies 

are AXA, BP, ExxonMobil, Shell, Toyota and Walmart. For AXA emissions were reported only for 

2008, 2009 and 2010. The results are compiled in the Tables 3 and 4. 

 

Table 3: Total GHGs (in millions of tonnes CO2 Equivalent)  

Total GHG  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Toyota 3 3 3 3 3 

Shell 98 92 75 67 75 

BP 59 63 61 65 65 

ExxonMobil 146 141 131 128 132 

Walmart 4 5 6 6 6 

AXA - - 0,2 0,2 0,2 

Source: Carbon Disclosure Project database. 

 

Table 4: Total GHGs (tonnes CO2 equivalent) per million $ revenue 

CO2/$ 2006 2007 2008 2009 
 

2010 

Toyota 0.0146 0.0130 0.0147 0.0147 0.0135 

Shell 0.3072 0.2583 0.1635 0.2351 0.1984 

BP 0.2153 0.2165 0.1662 0.2642 0.2197 

ExxonMobil 0.4207 0.3780 0.2958 0.4491 0.3718 

WalMart 0.0113 0.0131 0.0148 0.0147 0.0142 

AXA - - 0.0029 0.0013 0.0012 

Source: Carbon Disclosure Project database and company annual reports. 

 
 

These figures give an indication of regulation resulting in more emission reductions than solely 

CSR when comparing European companies (Shell and BP) and US company Exxon that represent 

the same industry. Exxon’s total emissions are over twice and per revenue almost twice those of 

                                                

 

 
2 GHG emissions are reported as CO2 equivalent for a given mixture and amount of greenhouse gas, as the 
amount of CO2 that would have the same global warming potential. 
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Shell and BP thus casting a doubt to the company’s claims of constantly outpacing other industry 

in energy efficiency. There is downward trend in emissions per revenue in all three companies from 

2006 to 2008 and 2010 while the revenue was increasing from the year before, but the sharp 

decline in revenue in 2009 compared to 2008 has not resulted in similar decline in emissions. The 

reason for this is provided in the Shell Carbon Disclosure Project Report (2010) where it is 

explained that emissions directly correlate with activity and the decline from 2009 in emissions is a 

result from revenue increasing at a faster rate than activity.     

 

Toyota’s GHG ratio per revenue is quite constant. What is unexpected though is that Toyota as a 

manufacturing company has very similar ratio to retailer Walmart. However, Toyota and Walmart, 

are the only companies that in this comparison show signs of decoupling of emissions and growth 

in revenue – even if data only from four years is not sufficient to make exhaustive inferences – and 

albeit these companies in different industries cannot be compared as such. AXA data is reported 

only from 2008, 2009 and 2010, and in insurance and banking sector emissions are not linked to 

revenue in a similar manner than in other industries, but the trend is also downward confirming 

what was reported in the Activity and Sustainability Report 2010 about measures taken.  

 

Company activities and motivation 

 

In today’s world, the companies compete not only in the spheres of products and services, but also 

increasingly in regards to business, management and governance models. Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) is an integral part of these models, which form the competitive parameters for 

the companies (Lozano et al, 2008) especially in the global environment. This notion is reflected in 

Table 5, which compiles the climate change related issues the sample companies reported about. 
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Table 5: Climate change related activities the companies reported 

Company/reported AXA BP CNPC Exxon Japan 
Post 
Group 

Shell SGCC Sinopec Toyota Walmart 

Sustainability 
Report 

X X  X  X X
1
 X X X 

Climate change 
addressed in 
CEO/CoB 
message 

 X X X  X X X X X 

Energy efficiency 
measures taken 

X X X X X X X X X X 

GHG emission 
mitigation focus in 
R&D 

 X  X  X X X X  

Increase in use of 
renewable energy 

 X    X X  X X 

Other new GHG 
emission 
decreasing 
technologies 
deployed 

X X X X X X X X X X 

GHG emission 
decrease reported 

X X X X X  X X X X 

Action reported 
taken because of 
regulation or 
national policy 

X X X  X X X X X  

Action reported 
taken because of 
CSR 

X X X X X X X X X X 

Participation in 
policy dialogue 

 X  X  X  X X  

 

                                                             
1 SGCC publishes only the Sustainability Report in English, not the Annual Report. 
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The results are in line with the notion of Matten & Moon (2008) that mimetic isomorphism can be 

observed in CSR reporting. Escobar and Vrederburg (2010) argue that isomorphism among MNCs 

does not occur on global level in sustainable development issues because it is rather a stakeholder 

driven agenda than subject to broad social pressure. The findings of this study indicate the 

opposite for example regarding energy efficiency, other GHG decreasing technologies and the 

influence of CSR in general, and suggest that Escobar and Vredenburg understand stakeholder in 

a narrow sense and are more focused on host country influence on MNC operations instead of 

taking into account the global stakeholder pressure. Moreover in eight Annual and/or Sustainability 

reports climate change and energy efficiency were addressed in the message of company CEO, 

Chairman of the Board or both. This shows the issue is given explicit attention, at least in the 

rhetoric, and it is incorporated as part of CSR even in unregulated environments.  

 

None of the companies in the public reports expressed dissatisfaction about the level of regulation, 

even if in the public debate about climate change mitigation there have been conflicting views, 

which corresponds to the notion of Pinkse and Kolk (2009) that companies and their executives 

may advocate in favor of climate policies but at the same time oppose the actual implementation. 

However, uncertainty about the future and possible new regulation or extension of the existing 

caused a lot of concern; a possible platform for mimetic isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). 

In line with the views expressed in the literature the companies seem to prefer Market Based 

Instruments in regulation – or in some cases regard these as the only viable option. Most 

companies also engage in active lobbying in national and international level and participate in 

activities of interest groups. 

 

The companies are arranged into categories in Table 6, according to the divisions made by Tulder 

and Zwart (2008) and Halme (2007), including an additional category to Halme’s matrix called 

“CSR Involvement” where relationship to core business would be “Next to Core Business”, target of 

responsibility “Fulfilling the secondary stakeholder requirements” and expected benefit “Ensure 

International Competitiveness”.   
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Table 6: Company approaches to CSR   

Approach to 
CSR 

Philanthropy Involvement Integration Innovation 

Inactive     
Reactive AXA CNPC 

SGCC 
Exxon  

Active Japan Post 
Group 

Sinopec Walmart 
 

BP 
Shell 

Proactive    Toyota 

 
 

Japan Post Group is active but action type is philanthropy. There is an expressed will to do good 

and be environmentally sustainable, but it is not embedded in core business but rather in extra 

activities. AXA is more reactive and CSR integration has been conducted to some extent, but the 

expected benefit appears to be more reputational than core business oriented and therefore it is 

also cast in the philanthropy category.  

 

CNPC is quite clearly reactive and emphasis is on fulfilling the Five Year Plan target and avoiding 

mistakes. Emission reductions and energy efficiency improvements have been made, but it seems 

that the pressure comes only from outside and these are considered extra activities to the 

business-as-usual scenario. SGCC’s approach is also reactive and focus is on reliable and efficient 

energy supply and greening comes second. It can be noted in choice of words that for example the 

company’s strategic focus is to “promote clean energy” but to “realize effective and economic use 

of energy resources”. Sinopec has a slightly more active approach and it shows consideration of 

how its activities are affecting the environment. Sinopec has achieved CSR integration in R&D 

where its CCS technology is expected to bring environmental improvements to core business 

nevertheless the emphasis is mostly on fulfilling the regulatory requirements and ensure 

competitiveness on international level. In general it must be noted that the Chinese companies in 

this sample are very exhaustive and descriptive in their reporting, trying very hard to convince the 

reader of their best intentions, but the extent of these intentions is impossible to verify without 

proper emission data and baselines.  

 

Walmart is active and has integrated environmental CSR to its business to reasonable extent – 

although there is always room for improvement. The company’s change in course was as late as 

2005 yet it has already produced results, but as the CO2 per revenue factor shows, it was not a 

moment too late. 
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ExxonMobil is very much a borderline case to categorize. In some aspects the company’s 

approach is reactive with focus full on efficiency and rejection of all (inter)governmental 

interference but on the other hand it has to be recognized that the company has made climate 

related improvements that all its shareholders most likely do not agree to, so there is also a hint of 

an active approach. ExxonMobil has reached CSR integration and has also CSR Innovation 

aspects like creating fuel from algae, however the fact that there is no evidence of internal change 

management but the focus is rather technological does not correspond to that of an active CSR 

approach. Therefore and considering the company’s approach to climate change diachronically it 

has been mostly reactive and mainly still remains as such. 

 

Shell and BP are both relatively active, in politics and business with regards to climate change and 

are investing in energy efficiency, R&D and renewables. Integration of CSR has clearly been 

achieved and expanding core business to wind and solar and development of new technologies 

takes them to CSR Innovation level in two out of three sub-categories. They seem to acknowledge 

the impact their activities have on environment and how they can be impacted. However there still 

seems to be a distinction between “company” and “environmentally friendly company”. An example 

of this is the reporting of both companies about the Canadian oil sands, where the Annual and 

Sustainability Reports differed. As if they were targeted to two different audiences. Proactive status 

would require transparency and that relevant information is coherent and released in all reports. 

 

Toyota has taken a strategic approach to climate change and is seizing the opportunity in being the 

forerunner in developing hybrid technology. Environmental and climate are fully integrated into 

company strategy and operations and new products have already been launched. Furthermore the 

development continues and makes the strategy tangible. Toyota fulfills the criteria to have a 

proactive approach, CSR innovation and strategic approach to climate change as described by 

Porter & Reinhardt (2007). 

 

Conclusions 
 

The world has changed and the impact of climate change and threat it poses are recognized. An 

indication of this is that all companies in this study acknowledge the science and human 

contribution to the phenomena contrary to only few years back.  

 

Coming back to the original research question; based on the sample analyzed in this study an 

inference can be made that companies under regulatory requirements to reduce their emissions do 
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reduce them more. Their absolute emissions are lower and also the ratio GHG per revenue used in 

this study is lower. Of course this can only be said for the companies that publish their emission 

data. Unfortunately the Chinese companies do not and therefore full quantitative comparison 

between the regimes could not be made. However it is safe to say, that also companies without 

legally binding emission limits are taking action to abate their emissions.  

 

The underlying motivation is harder to find out; it can be regulation, five-year plan, seeking 

legitimization, policy encouraging to emission reductions or something else. What can be said is 

that all the companies reported taking action because of Corporate Social Responsibility. It 

appears that stakeholder pressure and increased awareness of the general public about climate 

change issues has resulted in reporting and action by the companies. Furthermore it is notable, 

that in the globalizing world the pressure for responsible conduct does not need to stem from 

domestic stakeholders but rather from international community, which eventually may lead to 

increasing harmonization of what is considered to be socially or in this case environmentally 

responsible corporation.  

 

The two main limitations of this study are the relatively small sample and that the companies 

represent several different industries. Also in-depth interviews should be conducted in order to gain 

better understanding out the underlying motivation, and form of isomorphism within an industry and 

in global scale. Further study of the subject could also contribute to the literature by determining if 

there are other forms of isomorphism in this field, for example if strategic or even negative 

isomorphism could be defined and identified. 

 

Notwithstanding, another notable fact is that regulation where it has entered into force is accepted 

and the requirements imposed by legislation have proved to be reasonable. It appears that 

companies rather take stricter regulation now then live in uncertainty. Predictability of policies and 

regulations is widely called for. Also the companies voice that if new regulation is set, it should 

cover all entities within industry equally and be based on market instruments to guarantee in the 

most cost-effective way that these external costs are internalised; this is to put a price on 

emissions. This kind of approach would encourage both producers and consumers to exploit 

abatement opportunities and make sound choices. The climate and energy challenge the world is 

facing is huge, and both businesses and consumers need to participate in it, but as already Adam 

Smith realized; demand and supply go together – also with climate friendly products and services. 
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