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Abstract
In this article, we draw on established views of CSR dysfunctionalities to show how and why CSR is regularly observed to 
be both shaped by and supportive of capitalism. We proceed to show that these dysfunctionalities are maintained by both 
the pro- and anticapitalist approaches to CSR, both of which imply!an ill-defined separation of the economy and society 
as well an overly strong problem or solution focus on political and economic issues. Finally, we present a post-capitalist 
approach to CSR that overcomes (1) the ill-defined separation of the economy and society, (2) the capitalist bias towards 
economic rationalities, and (3) the overidentification of society with its political system; this approach thus helps to manage 
the abovementioned CSR dysfunctionalities.

Keywords CSR!· Capitalism!· Functional di"erentiation

Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is often used as 
an umbrella term for cognate concepts such as corporate 
sustainability, corporate citizenship, or stakeholder man-
agement (Edward and Willmott 2008; Matten and Moon 
2004, 2008; Scherer and Palazzo 2007). Potentially a criti-
cal resource for social innovation and change (Christensen 

et!al. 2013; Ciesielska and Iskoujina 2018), CSR is identified 
with the moderation of the negative externalities of business 
conduct (Windsor 2006), with the creation of public goods 
by private firms (Besley and Ghatak 2007), and with the 
strategic management of business firms’ legitimacy (Scherer 
and Palazzo 2011; Johnsen et!al. 2017). However, some 
doubt whether CSR is actually e"ective (Karnani 2011), as 
it increasingly appears to be commodified and to primarily 
seek to increase profits (Shamir 2004; Hanlon 2008; Gond 
et!al. 2009, 2017; Gond and Nyberg 2017) or divert attention 
from negative externalities (Banerjee 2008).

Observations of these and further CSR failures are com-
monly associated with the observation of dysfunctional 
links between CSR and neoliberal capitalism (Streeck 
2011). For example, Fleming and Jones (2013) argue that 
CSR increases the behavioural margin of capitalism rather 
than socially containing or embedding it, and Jones (1996) 
stated much earlier that CSR legitimizes capitalism instead 
of challenging it.

Our first aim in this article is to understand how and why 
CSR is regularly observed to be both shaped by and sup-
portive of capitalism. We shall therefore explore established 
views of CSR dysfunctionalities, highlighting three promi-
nent lines of argument that critique CSR as propaganda for 
capitalism in general and capitalist rationality in particular, 
as a legitimation of potentially questionable business opera-
tions, and as concomitant to the expansion of capitalist prin-
ciples. We shall then proceed to show that the observation 
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of these dysfunctionalities is linked to the observation that 
CSR contributes to the expansion of economic rationalities 
and, therefore, is often considered to be part of the prob-
lems that it tries to solve. In drawing on the social systems 
theory of Niklas Luhmann, we argue that observations of 
the increasing influence of economic issues on politics and 
other areas of society imply!functional di"erentiation, i.e. 
a typically modern form of social di"erentiation we apply 
whenever we distinguish between function systems such as 
the economy and politics, science and religion, or educa-
tion and health. In the present paper, we follow Luhmann’s 
vision of functional di"erentiation as the distinctive feature 
of the modern society on the global scale (e.g. as contrasted 
with the segmentary and stratificatory societies), and use 
the terms “modern society” and “functionally di"erentiated 
society” interchangeably. Furthermore, as function systems 
may vary in importance to di"erent historical or regional 
societies, we argue that the traditional overemphasis on the 
economy and its ostensible opposition to “society”—the lat-
ter moreover often being ill-defined as a nation state (e.g. 
in Giddens 1987)—implies a systematic and seldom con-
sidered undervaluation of non-economic and non-political 
function systems and their corresponding stakeholders. 
As we proceed by exploring the full spectrum of function 
systems, we present a post-capitalist approach to CSR that 
overcomes (1) the artificial distinction between economy and 
society, (2) the capitalist bias towards economic rationalities, 
and (3) the overidentification of society with its political 
system and thus that helps to manage the abovementioned 
CSR dysfunctionalities.

Exploring Perceived CSR Dysfunctionalities: 
The Role of!Capitalism

The first significant dysfunctionality of CSR appears when 
CSR is observed as a form of capitalist propaganda. Whereas 
the mainstream literature suggests that CSR has the potential 
to provide employees with a way to humanize capitalism 
(Leisinger 2016), Baker and Roberts (2011) claim that CSR 
could also be understood as a technique to rephrase corpo-
rate goals in ethical terms to manipulate how the corporation 
is viewed by its stakeholders. CSR is therefore observed to 
be of a piece with neoliberal capitalist ideologies (Djelic and 
Etchanchu 2017; Hafenbrädl and Waeger 2017). Even worse, 
because CSR highlights corporations’ ability to address and 
solve even large-scale social and environmental problems, it 
nurtures hopes that business and society can be reconciled 
(see, e.g. Caldwell and Karri 2005; Caldwell et!al. 2008) 
and that capitalism can solve the problems it creates. CSR 
therefore contributes to TINA syndrome: the observation 
that “there is no alternative” to capitalism. Thus, CSR may 
be observed to support the observation of capitalism as a 

hyper-adaptive system (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005), 
which despite its insoluble inner tensions appears to be an 
autoimmune “system without an outside” (Bousquet 2002, p. 
224). From this perspective, everyone who engages in CSR 
actively contributes to neoliberal indoctrination (Marens 
2012) and thus to the maintenance of the capitalist system. 
In brief, mainstream CSR research is often criticized for a 
perceived failure to explore the root causes of the dark side 
of business activities and therefore for tending to naturalize 
these dark sides as well as the neoliberal capitalist context 
in which they necessarily occur (Fleming and Jones 2013).

The real benefits of CSR are transformed into market 
items that can be merchandized. In this setup, companies 
play the role of mere distribution channels through which 
these “social goods” are disseminated without necessarily 
assuming the cost of CSR activities. Companies distribute 
these costs along the value chain, blurring their own respon-
sibility and perceived impact. For example, which stake-
holder should pay for better working conditions? The cost 
of this is usually re-allocated to other actors such as local 
governments, subcontractors, producers or consumers who 
decide to pay a premium for it (Sheehy 2015).

A second critical often observed CSR dysfunctionality is 
that CSR seems to provide business firms with badly needed 
legitimacy (Porter and Kramer 2011). Corporations are fre-
quently seen as the capitalist organizations par excellence 
and, hence, become the preferred target of anticapitalist 
criticism (Palazzo and Scherer 2006). Although it is recog-
nized that all organizations require legitimacy for survival, 
business organizations have been recently observed to be 
increasingly concerned with their public image in a quest 
for legitimacy in the eyes of current (Lee et!al. 2013) and 
potential employees (Turban and Greening 1997), customers 
and investors (Perrini 2006), or the communities in which 
they are embedded (Banerjee 2008; Roberts 2003).

All these e"orts, however, have been criticized. For example, 
it has been observed that employee-oriented CSR may cause 
self-deception among employees (Marens 2012; Baker and 
Roberts 2011), while Archel et!al. (2011) and Roberts (2003) 
contend that stakeholder-oriented CSR activities may also be 
(mis-)used as a technique for legitimation through procedures 
with the aim of stabilizing the status quo rather than actually 
solving the problems that undermine a firm’s legitimacy.

In addition, CSR has been conceptualized as a managerial 
fashion (e.g. Sahlin-Andersson 2006) that allows the legiti-
mation of managers as well as the institutions they man-
age. In this sense, Staw and Epstein (2000) highlighted that 
companies developing new management techniques were 
not obtaining direct economic benefits but were admired 
and better perceived and ranked, resulting in higher salaries 
for the chief executives. CSR is defined by managers who 
cherry-pick the areas of social benefit that the company will 
address (Bauer and Umlas 2017) when the real motivation 
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might be to foster executives’ position in the labour market, 
thus reinforcing the capitalistic approach.

Even CSR activities aiming at increased transparency 
towards investors, customers, and the larger communities 
have been observed to be a form of public relations (Adams 
2008) that mainly facilitate corporate whitewashing or green-
washing (Laufer 2003; Zyglidopoulos and Fleming 2011) and 
marketing (Maignan and Ferrell 2004). From this point of 
view, CSR is “consistent with corporate goals of shareholder 
wealth maximization” (O’Dwyer 2003, p.!523) and helps 
maintain neoliberal capitalism (Brei and Böhm 2011).

The third major criticism is that CSR treats social and 
environmental aspects as commodities and serves as a pretext 
for the expansion of financial and market logic, thereby fos-
tering the commodification of social and natural life (Hanlon 
2008; Lee 2008). This expansion is said to be most apparent 
when CSR activities are aimed at supposedly marginalized 
stakeholders. For example, multinational corporations have 
been repeatedly observed to exert their power to compel their 
upstream suppliers to adopt codes of conduct and systems 
of compliance (Gere# et!al. 2005). This behaviour can be 
viewed as imperialism and a particularly sophisticated means 
of exploitation because it enhances the multinationals’ legiti-
macy and brand value, while the upstream suppliers—often 
in developing and emerging countries—are left with the 
resulting production cost increases (Khan and Lund-Thomsen 
2011). These and similar developments have recently con-
tributed to the emergence of “political CSR” as a new CSR 
subfield preoccupied with the political influence that large 
organizations exert on their regulatory environments through 
both CSR activities and lobbying or quasi-political activities 
(Scherer and Palazzo 2007, 2011; Banerjee 2008; den Hond 
et!al. 2014). In this sense, CSR enables corporations to propa-
gate and enforce neoliberal capitalist ideologies and business 
principles (Banerjee 2008; Khan et!al. 2010) or to exercise 
quasi-governmental power under the ostensibly benevolent 
flag of corporate citizenship (Matten and Crane 2005). Unlike 
democratic governments, however, corporations cannot be 
voted out of o#ce by those a"ected by their CSR activities 
(Scherer et!al. 2006), which considerably reduces stakehold-
ers’ influence on which public goods are implemented and in 
what form. Moreover, both the choice and implementation of 
public goods are often closely related to a corporation’s busi-
ness model (Agafonow 2014). Even in less obvious cases, 
it is perceived to be relatively safe to assume that corporate 
provision of public goods is founded on the expectation that 
CSR investments—like any investments—should deliver a 
return (Besley and Ghatak 2007) and will be discontinued if 
this return fails to materialize. From an even more sceptical 
perspective, CSR appears not just, at best, a medium-term 
solution to institutional failures but rather a core element 
of a strategy aimed at perpetuating the domination of neo-
liberal capitalism: CSR initiatives are instrumentalized to 

strategically highlight the failure of governments to provide 
public goods, which are then often provided with ostentatious 
display in the context of CSR activities. Thus, in the context 
of actual or supposed government failure, CSR can be seen 
as promoting neoliberal free market principles as the only 
remaining alternative (Kaplan and Kinderman 2017).

One side e"ect of all these lines of criticism of CSR 
dysfunctionalities is that they tend to create the impression 
that there is no social benefit to CSR at all. By contrast, 
our argument seeks to dispel this impression. We firmly 
believe that observations of examples of bad practice does 
not generally discredit the CSR concept, which is why, in 
“Beyond Capitalism or Social Di"erentiation Beyond Econ-
omy and Society” and “CSR beyond Economy and Society” 
sections, we develop a systems-theoretical framework that 
recognizes the multi-dimensional nature of CSR as well as 
the co-occurrence of both its dysfunctions and its benefits. 
Whereas the dysfunctionalities have been addressed in this 
section, the potential benefits of multifunctional CSR will 
be treated in “Towards Post-capitalist CSR: A Systems The-
ory Approach” section. This section will explore why CSR 
remains a valuable concept despite its occasional empiri-
cal failures, and will locate the strength of CSR in its post-
capitalist orientation. Paradoxically, we will argue that CSR 
is good for capitalism to the extent that it is post-capitalist.

Beyond Capitalism or!Social Di"erentiation 
Beyond Economy and!Society

The above observations of CSR dysfunctionalities are based 
on the assumption that CSR is compatible with, or even a 
crucial stabilizing and legitimizing factor for, capitalism. In 
these observations, CSR therefore shares capitalism’s inher-
ent paradoxes because capitalism’s expansion continuously 
threatens its legitimacy. In fact, many scholars (Polanyi 
1957; Habermas and McCarthy 1985; Chomsky 1999; 
Boltanski and Chiapello 2005; Lash 2007; Callon 2007; 
Çalı$kan and Callon 2009, 2010; Jemielniak and Green-
wood 2015) have observed the expansion of capitalism as 
the “increasing influence of economic factors and values on 
the political agenda and other areas of society” (Blumler and 
Kavanagh 1999, p. 210).

Any observation of an increasing influence of economic 
issues on politics and other areas of society implies func-
tional di"erentiation. Functional di"erentiation is a specific 
form of social di"erentiation typical of modern societies, 
and we apply it whenever we distinguish between func-
tion systems such as the economy and politics, science and 
religion, or education and health. To better understand and 
navigate the abovementioned CSR dysfunctionalities, in 
this section of the article, we develop a systems-theoreti-
cal framework that accounts for the potential di"erentially 



414 S.!Roth et al.

1 3

important role of these function systems in di"erent his-
torical or regional contexts and therefore rejects the idea 
that economic or political issues or stakeholders are, per 
se, more important than religious, educational, or scientific 
ones. To this end, we distinguish functional di"erentiation 
from earlier forms of social di"erentiation as a specific and 
typically modern form.

Social di"erentiation refers to the formation of subsys-
tems within a system by means of drawing distinctions (Luh-
mann 1977, 1990). Table!1 shows how the cross-tabling of 
two foundational distinctions—dis-/similar and un-/equal—
creates four basic forms of social di"erentiation: segmenta-
tion, centralization, stratification, and functional di"erentia-
tion. True to Luhmann, these forms of social di"erentiation 
also have a historical dimension, as the key principle of 
system building in earliest societies was “either descent or 
settlement or a combination of both” (Luhmann 1977, p.!33). 
Thus, these segmental societies were di"erentiated into ana-
lytically similar and equal sets such as families, tribes, or 
settlements. In the course of this evolution, however, some 
segments started to exert more influence than others, mak-
ing the former central and the latter peripheral. Although 
not an advantage in all cases, these centralization processes 
have often been the basis for social stratification. Stratified 
societies are defined as those in which the social order is 
primarily based on the observation of critical di"erences 
between subsystems that are neither similar nor equal such 
as castes, estates, or classes. In contrast, despite the endur-
ing significance of hierarchies, the functional di!erentiation 
of dissimilar and equal subsystems such as religion, poli-
tics, art, science, the economy, and so forth constitutes the 
decisive form of social di"erentiation in modern societies 
(Beck et!al. 2003; Bergthaller and Schinko 2011; Brier 2006; 
Chang et!al. 2008; Jönhill 2012; Leydesdor" 2002; Luhmann 
1977; Schirmer and Hadamek 2007; Vanderstraeten 2005).

Newer forms of di"erentiation only superpose rather than 
supersede older forms. “For example, the segmentary family 
logic, according to which the elder discipline the younger 
(and not vice versa), might well remain valid within the 
families of a stratified society. However, the situation has 
now changed insofar as an old farmer cannot punish a young 
nobleman anymore.” (Roth et!al. 2017a, p. 198). We may 
therefore continue to observe segments such as families, 
centres such cities, and stratifications into hierarchies even 
in functionally di"erentiated societies. All these forms of 
di"erentiation remain intact and continue to exert influence 
even in modern, functionally di"erentiated societies. Yet, 
in functionally di"erentiated times, we take comfort in the 
thought that it has become unimaginable that, for example, 
a noble idiot would make a better researcher or entrepre-
neur than a scientific or business genius with a humble fam-
ily background. Moreover, whereas earlier forms of social 
di"erentiation where mutually exclusive (and sometimes 

also jointly exhaustive)—a person normally belonged to 
one family and not to all others, a nobleman could not be 
a commoner at the same time—one and the same element 
can now play a role in potentially all function systems, i.e. 
communicative systems that evolved through reference to 
universal symbolically generalized communication media 
such as money (economy), power (politics), truth (science), 
or belief (religion). In this way, functional di"erentiation 
recodes and thus both divides and multiplies, all aspects of 
social life.

Against this backdrop, we recall that observations of the 
increasing influence of economic issues on society imply 
functional di"erentiation and are contingent on what is 
defined as ‘society’ in the given context. For example, we 
could adopt the perspective of the sociological classics and 
retrace the take-o" of the economy from the moral basis 
of stratified segments such as the emerging nation states. 
This exercise may lead us to observe a morally (Durkheim 
1933) or socially (Weber 1978) disintegrated economic 
sphere that recodes traditional national hierarchies into 
transnational economic ranking systems that we refer to as 
class structure or class society (Marx 1867). Nevertheless, 
these early diagnoses as well as many of the more contem-
porary observations of great transformations and disem-
bedded economies (Polanyi 1957; Gemici 2008) share two 
significant drawbacks. First, they are based on the mostly 
implicit assumption that the term ‘society’ can be properly 
defined and delimited by the borders of the then-emerging 
nation states. Second, they extract economic issues from 
social issues so that economic issues now almost para-
doxically reappear both as alien to society and as the most 
basic, important, or critical social issues. In light of the 
above table, however, a merely political definition of soci-
ety or a strong focus on economic issues appears as histori-
cally contingent observational choices. Whereas there is 
no doubt that economic trends have been among the most 
obvious, fascinating, and problematic societal trends of 
recent centuries, even the strongest consensus on these 
trends per se is only a necessary but not a su#cient condi-
tion for definitions of modern societies as being capitalist 
or otherwise dominated by the economy. In fact, obser-
vations of the growing influence of economic issues are 
fully informative only if this trend is put in the context of 
the trends of other subsystems because these trends could 
be stronger than the economic one! (Roth et!al.!2017b, 
2018a), and an “economy and society” perspective would 
be of only limited use for the analysis of societies actually 
dominated by politics, mass media, or other subsystems. 
Consequently, Luhmann (1977, Fn. 10; 2013b, p. 62) has 
always remained sceptical of ultimately contingent pars 
pro toto definitions of society as “corpus Christi”, “civil 
society”, or capitalist and repeatedly insisted that politics, 
economy, religion, and all the other “function systems” 
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are incommensurable (id., 1977, 2013a) and therefore, in 
principle, of equal importance to society:

Since all functions have to be fulfilled and are the 
necessary interdependent, society itself cannot give 
functional primacy to one of them; it has to use a sec-
ond level of subsystem-building to institutionalize a 
primacy of specific functions for a special set of sys-
tem/environment relations. Salient examples are the 
political function of providing for collectively binding 
decisions, the economic function of securing want sat-
isfaction within enlarged time horizons, and the reli-
gious function of interpreting the incomprehensible. 
(Luhmann 1977, p.!35)
Thus, even if pars pro toto definitions such as that of capi-

talism have their merits for specific subsystems of society 
overall or in specific historical contexts, the main challenge 
of social theorizing remains visible. It relies on the design 
of theories that are flexible enough to disclose rather than 
imply biases to particular function systems and therefore that 
allow for the systematic analyses of inter-trend changes such 
as those from past religion-dominated to present politics- or 
economy-dominated and future yet-to-be defined societies.

The first problem, i.e. the overidentification of society 
with politics, was addressed relatively early by Talcott Par-
sons, who replaced the idea of society as a nation state with 
a model in which politics and the economy are two di"erent 
subsystems of society (see, e.g. Parsons and Smelser 1998, 
p.!53). Nevertheless, the second problem of a strong bias 
towards the economy remained to the extent that Parsons, 
too, maintained the strong economic or political-economic 
focus of the classics because politics and the economy still 
appear as society’s two most prominent subsystems.

The social sciences’ strong political-economic bias has 
survived the severe and ultimately destructive criticism of 
the Parsons oeuvre as well as the countless independent and 
critical readings of the classics on which it is, in one way or 
another, built.

Today, this bias is still at the heart of the social sciences, 
including concepts as disparate as critical theory and triple 
or quadruple helix innovation ecosystem models or promi-
nent management tools such as PEST and its derivatives, 
all of which have a political-economic bias along with an 
increasing interest in scientific-technological aspects; their 
interest in other aspects—“the social” (in PEST) or “civil 
society” (in most other theories)—is desultory.

Both in theory and practice, we are hence confronted with 
the problem that the function systems are in theory incom-
mensurable and in practice considered as holding di"erential 
importance in di"erent contexts. This ostensible contradic-
tion can be resolved if we realize that essentially unequal 
function systems would already be ranked and therefore 
could not be ranked. The general equivalence of function 

systems is hence the prerequisite for an analysis of the sig-
nificant di"erences in the importance they hold in particu-
lar contexts, e.g. in the necessarily politics- and economy-
focused context of anticapitalist or politico-economic social 
criticism (see Schirmer and Hadamek 2007, for a compre-
hensive systems-theoretical reading of these critical theory 
traditions). Yet, the question of whether politics, economy, 
or any other subsystem is more important than another in 
specific contexts can only be answered if we desist from the 
idea of predefined, essential hierarchies between the function 
systems or isolated observations of only one or few subsys-
tem trends, respectively.

In this sense, our approach to the idea of functional dif-
ferentiation accentuates the importance of the contextual 
determination of function system priorities for particular 
sub-systems of society. Yet, to determine whether politics, 
economy, or any of the other are the most important sub-
systems in a given context, we would first need to engage 
in a comparative analysis of the relative importance of all 
the subsystems in a given context. In an organizational con-
text, this means that a default accentuation of economic and 
power issues is likely to lead to skewed representations of 
organization that systematically neglect or underestimate the 
importance of non-political and non-economic aspects of 
organization. In this sense, it is the core implication of our 
approach to functional di"erentiation that possibly precon-
ceived assumptions about the importance of particular func-
tion systems to particular forms of organization are turned 
into testable research questions. More generally, it seems 
that the assumption of any kind of dominance of specific 
function systems in the settings of functional di"erentiation 
tend to result in straw man constructions which however can 
be e"ectively neutralized by the idea of multifunctionality.

At the societal level, too, we cannot deduce from the mere 
observation of the economy’s increasing importance that it 
is the most important subsystem. The importance of another 
subsystem, such as religion or science, may have increased 
even more in the same period of time. Consequently, it might 
be prudent to refrain from calling modern society capital-
ist until we have clear and compelling evidence that the 
(political) economy is indeed more important than its other 
functional subsystems. This abstinence may prove useful for 
the analysis of CSR activities in regional or historical con-
texts in which not (only) states and markets (Hagen 2000) 
but (also) churches, schools, and mass media organizations 
act as “structural couplings” between function systems and 
may thus be seen as playing a key role in the distribution 
of material as well as cultural resources in society. Thus, 
a less economy-focused approach to CSR has the potential 
to be even more critical of capitalism than an insistence on 
the predominance of the economy. Even if this insistence is 
motivated by anticapitalist intentions, it necessarily helps 
to maintain the observation of the predominance of the 
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economy and thus of the serious problems that are often 
observed to result from it.

For CSR, a perspective beyond the Economy and Society 
focus would imply first a critical appraisal of the environ-
ment-screening tools commonly used for CSR decision-
making. If these tools share the same bias as most social 
science theories (which is likely because most management 
tools are based on theory in one way or another), then it is 
equally likely that a biased view of their organizational envi-
ronment leads businesses to identify the wrong social issues 
and to please the wrong stakeholders. If this is true, current 
stakeholder theory in general and materiality analyses in 
particular constitute highly contingent approaches advocated 
by both capitalist and anticapitalist scholars, policymakers, 
and NGOs.

CSR Beyond Economy and Society

Freeman et!al. (2010, p.!237) identify the works of Davis 
(1960, 1973) and Post (1978) as important precursors of 
modern scholarship on CSR. It is noteworthy that a number 
of their ideas adumbrate some elements of a Luhmannian 
systems-theoretical interpretation of the CSR phenomenon. 
To Davis (1960), CSR is manifested in “businessmen’s deci-
sions and actions taken for reasons at least partially beyond 
the firm’s direct economic or technical interest” (ibid, p.!60). 
Therefore, CSR is necessarily concerned with “issues beyond 
the narrow economic, technical and legal requirements of the 
firm” (Davis 1973, p.!312). The innovation of Post (1978) 
and Preston and Post (1981) was to link CSR to the uncertain 
and turbulent nature of the business environment, and their 
idea of the interpenetration of firm and society is remarkably 
close to the systems-theoretical state of the art of that time.

The Luhmannian systems-theoretical perspective devel-
oped here agrees with the understanding of CSR as going 
beyond narrow money, power, or rights models (Davis 1960; 
McMahon 1986) and shares Post’s (1978) and Preston and 
Post’s (1981) vision of a highly turbulent environment. The 
major di"erence stems from recent advances in systems 
theory, which in the late 1970s and early 1980s moved from 
open systems to operationally or autopoietically closed sys-
tems. As a result of this autopoietic turn (Luhmann 1995), 
systems are now characterized as both open and closed. 
They are open because they have the ability to make sense 
of their environment and closed because they can do this 
only through the filters of their own mode of observation. 
This autopoietic shift also changes how we may conceive of 
information. Whereas for traditional open systems theories, 
information is present in the environment and may be trans-
ferred from one system to another, advanced systems theory 
insists that there is no information transfer between systems. 
First, advanced systems theory insists that transfer would 

imply that the transmitting system loses what the receiving 
system gains (which is, however, not the case with commu-
nicative systems; see Luhmann 1995, p.!139!"). Second, it 
argues that information is a di"erence that makes a di"er-
ence (Bateson 1972); that is, it is a di"erence that has been 
transformed by the systems’ own filters and thus has been 
created by the system itself. In this sense, there is no inter-
penetration between the system and its environment, just as 
there is no sunlight in our brain when we look at the sun.

If there is no direct transfer of information between sys-
tems or between systems and environments, however, then 
there is also no way for specific moral values or ethical 
standards to be copied and pasted between systems or sys-
tems and environments. An advanced systems-theoretical 
perspective of CSR would therefore not assume that there 
is ethical or social-responsibility-oriented information out 
there in a corporation’s environment and that this corpora-
tion would only need to properly identify and incorporate 
this information. Rather, a systems approach to CSR would 
focus on how either the corporation or other systems in its 
environment produce the ethics- and responsibility-related 
information that is at stake in a given situation.

An important implication of this shift in perspective is that 
the question of how a corporation can do good or do well 
by doing good is now overshadowed by the much more sig-
nificant question of whose good a corporation is supposed to 
deliver. In other words, what is critical now is not how ethical 
a corporation is but rather who actually defines what is ethical.

In looking for answers to the who question, however, we 
again find ourselves left with the abovementioned stakeholder 
maps and CSR tools, all of which again have a significant bias 
towards the political and economic subsystems in a corpo-
ration’s environment. Although a strong focus on economic 
stakeholders is consistent with a business mission, a strong 
focus on political stakeholders per se is as contingent as a 
focus on religious or educational stakeholders. A little less 
focus on politics might therefore be sensible, not the least 
because corporations could use the time and energy this saves 
them to observe scientific stakeholders, particularly those that 
develop their CSR management tools. This shift of attention is 
critical because many of these tools have been sold as and are 
understood to be windows into the corporate environment and 
therefore continue to frame the corporate worldview.

In this sense, both pro-capitalist and anticapitalist CSR 
scholars continue to frame and maintain narrow capitalist 
corporate worldviews because both insist on an observational 
bias towards questions of money and power, despite the fact 
that there is no logical reason why corporations should prefer 
the expectations of not only economic but also political stake-
holders to those of educational or religious stakeholders. By 
contrast, we suggest that a political-economic gaze is, if at all 
adequate, adequate only in specific historical or regional con-
tingent contexts. For example, there is little doubt that business 
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activities pursued in Islamic finance and business contexts 
often require a stronger focus on religious than on political 
and even economic issues, not least because investors place 
higher value on an organization’s religious than on its manage-
rial performance (see, e.g. Ali Aribi and Arun 2015, p.!792).

Moreover, referring to examples such as BMW or BASF, 
Siri and von Groddeck (2012, p.!16) have shown that cor-
porations may cultivate multifunctional organizational 
identities not only to present themselves as a “considerate 
corporate citizen” but also to demonstrate that they make a 
great home for employees with expertise and talents in or 
preferences to non-economic function systems.

Thus, as shown by Andersen (2003) and Andersen & Born 
(2007), even the most dedicated business organizations depend 
on support from non-economic stakeholders and therefore 
need to observe and refer to a multitude of function systems. 
Von Groddeck (2010, 2011) further argues that organizational 
value communication may act as a switch between or modera-
tor of these heterogeneous multifunctional contexts. Will et!al. 
(2017) suggest that this capability to switch between function 
systems is typical of all forms of organization and refer to non-
profit and non-/governmental organizations to demonstrate that 
CSR and stakeholder management concepts need to and can be 
adapted to contexts where both organizations and their main 
stakeholders are focused on function systems other than the 
economy (and politics).

In insisting on the need to overcome the quasi-automatic 
political-economic gaze, we by no means imply that in the 
future, all subsystems should be equally important to all 
organizations all the time. Rather, we suggest that based 
on the organizational mission and environment, particular 
systems might be more important than others; yet, we insist 
that this importance may be subject to change both through 
reactions to environmental changes and as result of attempts 
to change the organizational environment. Thus, from our 
point of view, the prevailing focus on economic and politi-
cal problems, solutions, or stakeholders is by no means an 
unchangeable law of nature or society.

To overcome the narrow, unsustainable, and persistent 
but nonetheless changeable political-economic gaze and 
thus to develop a post-capitalist perspective of CSR, we 
only need to repair an intellectual short circuit. The first 
step is to start paying more attention to the full spectrum 
of functional di"erentiation, instead of focusing attention 
mainly on the political system. This shift in attention would 
mean that the economy would no longer be the opposite of 
society or of politics. Rather, both politics and the economy 
would be what they are: two of roughly ten social subsys-
tems (the other main subsystems being science, art, religion, 
law, sport, health, education, and the mass media). Then, we 
might realize that all of these systems and all of the corre-
sponding stakeholders and their ethical judgements deserve, 
in principle, the same attention.

Towards Post-capitalist CSR: A!Systems 
Theory Approach

The proposed analysis of CSR dysfunctionalities is rooted in 
the sociological systems theory of Niklas Luhmann, the prom-
inent German sociologist of the twentieth century. Luhmann 
not only elaborated the theoretical vision of functional dif-
ferentiation that directly informs the post-capitalist approach 
to CSR but also firmly established the theme of precarious 
system-environment relations in the more general systems-
theoretic literature. Commentators on Luhmann have noted 
that the assumption of complexity reduction as the main 
function of a social system may invoke the tradeo" between 
systemic complexity and sustainability because “the growing 
systemic complexity entails the increasing risk that systems 
develop insensitivity to those environmental conditions on 
which they critically depend” (Valentinov 2014, p.!14). In the 
organizational context, this tradeo" is discernible in a number 
of seminal theoretical constructs, such as those of the resource 
dependence theory (Pfe"er and Salancik 1978a, b) and the 
iron law of responsibility (Davis 1967), each of which sug-
gests specific ways to observe organizational sustainability. 
The theory of functional di"erentiation indicates, however, 
that neither of these ways is privileged or uniquely correct. 
The functionally di"erentiated society is polycontexual, i.e. 
constructed by alternative and contingent observational per-
spectives that may be mutually conflicting and discrepant. To 
operate sustainably in a polycontexual environment, organiza-
tions need to be multifunctional, i.e. able to deploy and switch 
between a variety of observational perspectives corresponding 
to the typology of the existing function systems (see Andersen 
2003; Andersen and Born 2007; Andersen and Knudsen 2014; 
Schirmer and Michailakis 2014; Will et!al. 2017).

Applying the idea of organizational multifunctionality to 
corporations brings us closer to a Luhmannian systems-theo-
retic understanding of CSR. Corporations may have profiles 
in any number of function systems, but there is a sense that 
their reference function system a#liation is with the eco-
nomic system. If this classification is accepted, then the non-
economic function system a#liations of corporations may 
be taken to be constitutive of their CSR profiles. This argu-
ment may appear less controversial once it is recalled that 
CSR has been frequently associated with the “political role 
of the firm”, i.e. the a#liation of corporations with the func-
tion system of politics (Scherer and Palazzo 2007, 2011; Pies 
et!al. 2014). There is little doubt that much CSR has indeed 
been undertaken within the framework of the political activ-
ity of corporations (Banerjee 2008; den Hond et!al. 2014; 
Kahn and; Lund-Thomsen 2011), which thereby moves 
beyond their reference a#liation with the economic sys-
tem. However, the idea of organizational multifunctionality 
implies that politics is just one of several relevant function 
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systems and that CSR activities do not need to be limited to 
the political function of corporations. In fact, if corporations 
are assumed to exercise their political functions, they are 
implicitly assumed to possess the expertise required to meet 
societal challenges and engage in new governance initiatives 
(e.g. Pies et!al. 2014). Much of this expertise, if available, 
comes from their a#liation with function systems other than 
politics and the economy, so that ultimately, the corporate 
capacity for CSR activities turns on the firm’s a#liation with 
the full spectrum of function systems.

It is interesting to note that even some of the Luhmann-
ian systems-theoretic interpretations of corporations and 
CSR apparently remain stuck in the economy and society 
tradition. Drawing inspiration from Thompson and Valen-
tinov (2017, p.!1078) conceptualize corporations “as social 
systems, whose complexity-reducing function leads them 
to disregard their critical environmental dependencies and 
thus undermine their own sustainability”. Combining Luh-
mann’s idea of precarious system-environment relations and 
the transaction cost theory of the firm, Valentinov (2013) 
envisioned CSR as “vertical integration into society” aimed 
at forestalling some of the social risks emanating from busi-
ness activities. These interpretations, however, presuppose 
a tradeo" between intra-systemic complexity and systemic 
sustainability and thus inadvertently endorse an antagonism 
between the interests of corporations and those of society. 
Much of the current business ethics scholarship, in contrast, 
underscores the need to supplant tradeo" thinking with the 
win–win paradigm, exploring how corporations can create 
value for a wide range of stakeholders (Pies et!al. 2014).

A Luhmannian perspective becomes consistent with Pies 
et!al.’s (2014) win–win paradigm once the basic intuition of 
the precariousness of system-environment relations is sup-
plemented with acknowledgement of the polycontextuality of 
a functionally di"erentiated society. Karl William Kapp, one 
of the founding fathers of modern ecological economics, has 
rightly noted “the built-in tendency of the system of business 
to disregard those negative e"ects on the environment that 
are external to the decision-making unit” (Kapp 1975, p. xiii). 
According to Kapp, these negative e"ects, social costs in his 
terminology, are not created intentionally out of ill will; social 
costs merely fail to be registered by corporations. The reasons 
for this failure may well be captured by Luhmann’s idea that 
the blind spot of an observational perspective corresponds to 
the reference a#liation of corporations with the economic 
system. Kapp did believe, however, that at least some of the 
social costs generated by corporations can be addressed by 
the function systems of law, politics, and science. There is a 
sense in which Kapp’s theory of social costs indeed embraces 
the win-lose perspective. However, a more interesting impli-
cation of his theory is that corporations could refrain from 
the generation of social costs if they were equipped with the 
sensitivity channels supplied by the function systems of law, 

politics, and science. The idea of multifunctionality addresses 
precisely this issue. To the extent that corporations are mul-
tifunctional, they are able to register social costs, and even 
more crucially, they are able to realize a more diverse set of 
win–win scenarios with a more diverse set of stakeholders. 
This is indeed the main task of multifunctional post-capital-
ist CSR, to transform social costs into win–win scenarios, 
whereas when social costs are visualized by the economy 
and society tradition, win–win scenarios unfold insofar as the 
polycontextuality of the functionally di"erentiated society is 
matched by the development of corporate multifunctionality.

The critical role of polycontextuality explains why cor-
porate multifunctionality profiles should be equally open to 
any function system and why any priority or bias in favour of 
any of these systems may forestall the realization of win–win 
scenarios. The existence and persistence of these biases 
seem to be the key obstacles to the development of post-
capitalist CSR. First, there is the traditional bias in favour of 
the economic system because corporations see this function 
system as their primary a#liation. Second, over the course 
of history, corporations have immensely benefited from, 
and indeed could not have emerged without, the supportive 
regimes created by the political system. A relevant example 
is the rise of the neoliberal political regime at the end of the 
last century, but a more basic example is political liberali-
zation, which set the stage for the industrial revolution and 
the rise of the idea of classic capitalism some centuries ago.

It is noteworthy that classic capitalism, at least in the 
representation of Adam Smith, is a highly ethical notion 
embracing justice and freedom. To Smith, the morality of 
classic capitalism consisted of reliance on a clear institu-
tional framework that channelled the pursuit of individual 
self-interest into the promotion of the public interest. A 
number of evolutionary trends that have occurred since the 
time Smith was writing can be arguably subsumed under 
the rubric of the growing complexity of economic life and 
the concomitantly growing complexity of the moral respon-
sibilities of economic decision-makers. It was still in the 
beginning of the twentieth century that John Maurice Clark 
pointed out the shifting basis of such responsibilities in view 
of the fact that “we are becoming interdependent in new and 
unforeseen ways, and … we are finding out more about the 
remote causes of things, which we used to take for granted” 
(Clark 1916, p.!70). This interdependence makes the unre-
strained pursuit of individual self-interest more problematic 
and thus creates a functional niche for the CSR activities 
discussed in the present-day business ethics scholarship.

The contribution of the post-capitalist approach to CSR 
is in the argument that much of the growing complexity and 
interdependence of economic life can be traced back to the 
polycontextuality of the functionally di"erentiated soci-
ety and that polycontextuality needs to be matched by the 
respective diversity of observational perspectives that can 
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be deployed by corporations. In the words of Freeman et!al. 
(2010, p.!4), “as capitalism became the dominant means 
of organizing value creation and trade, it became clear that 
restricting attention to its ‘economic’ e"ects yields a dam-
aging partial view”. The post-capitalist approach to CSR 
subscribes to this statement and underscores the so-far rather 
implicit assumption of polycontextuality that makes the 
automatic dominance of any single observational perspec-
tive, economic or political alike, dysfunctional.

Another implication of the post-capitalist approach is that 
the damaging e"ects of the dominance of the economic or 
any other observational perspective go beyond the impo-
sition of social costs on stakeholders and provide fertile 
ground for the emergence of zero-sum visions of the inter-
action of business and society. These visions arise out of the 
inability of the economic observational perspective to do 
justice to the polycontextuality of the societal environment. 
It is not only that corporations lacking the requisite multi-
functional profiles cannot register many win–win solutions; 
a further, no less serious, problem is that these solutions, 
even after they are formulated, are resisted by those corpora-
tions that perceive them as contrary to economic rationality. 
As Pies et!al. (2014) rightly argue, CSR cannot be sustain-
able if it undermines the competitive standing of corpora-
tions. The post-capitalist approach adds that the perception 
of the competitive disadvantage of CSR may be a product of 
insu#ciently developed multifunctionality profiles. Accord-
ingly, as mentioned above, post-capitalist CSR is called 
upon to bridge the gap between the polycontextuality of the 
societal environment and the quality of corporate multifunc-
tionality profiles. Crucially, this CSR detects and constructs 
win–win scenarios where the economy and society tradi-
tion observes social costs, business-society tensions, and a 
tradeo" relation between profit-seeking and public interest.

It seems fair to say that the primary obstacle standing 
in the way of post-capitalist CSR at present consists of the 
widespread persistence of models that are framed by forms 
of social di"erentiation other than functional di"erentiation. 
To the extent that corporate managers incorporate these tra-
ditional models, they are prevented from developing the 
skills required to navigate the polycontexual societal envi-
ronment (Costas and Kärreman 2013). However, even some 
parts of the scholarly community fall prey to these models 
and are accordingly puzzled that CSR paradoxically tends to 
perpetuate the problematic business-society tensions that it 
tries to address. As noted by Schumpeter (2003) and Bould-
ing (1981), and a number of critical sociologists, capital-
ism may indeed fail to generate the loyalty and legitimacy 
that it requires to be a sustainable form of social organiza-
tion. Furthermore, it has been acknowledged that capital-
ism’s addiction to growth and consumption has engendered 
destructive ecological and social side e"ects. The post-cap-
italist approach fully agrees with the critical management 

studies literature that as long as CSR remains coded in the 
language of economic rationality, it will inevitably be seen 
as the part of the system that creates the problems that CSR 
must solve. For this reason, the post-capitalist approach 
speaks of the polycontexual regime of functional di"eren-
tiation rather than of capitalism and sees the role of CSR as 
supporting visionary, aspirational, and ultimately performa-
tive organizational (self-) images and identities (Christensen 
et!al. 2013) that move beyond political-economic concepts 
of organization and create win–win potential rather than per-
petuate antiquated business-society tensions.

First examples of and practical recommendations for the 
implementation of such multifunctional approaches to organi-
zational and business modelling have recently been presented 
by Roth et!al. (2018b, c). In radicalizing their approach, we 
recall that most people paradoxically use money to achieve 
non-economic goals and anticipate post-capitalist thought 
experiments or even a research agenda on entrepreneurship 
and enterprising without money. Meanwhile we agree with 
Will et!al. (2017) that the distinction between non-profit and 
for-profit organizations is artificial not only insofar as the 
latter form of organization is only negatively defined by the 
former, but also as both forms of organization do place value 
on economic issues, albeit admittedly to di"erent extent. Yet, 
an underestimated consequence of this common sense is that 
an increasing and increasingly sincere CSR orientation would 
necessarily lead to a non-profitization of corporations. In the 
course of this process, however, the typical paradoxes and 
tensions of CSR would equally necessarily turn into para-
doxes and tensions of a more general organizational social 
responsibility discourse. An increasing interest in this par-
ticular paradox and its self-cannibalizing implications for a 
vibrant field of scholarly discourse, too, would also contrib-
ute to the emergence and success of a post-capitalist CSR.

Outlook to!the!Futures of!Post-capitalist 
CSR: From Ethical Underdetermination 
to!Organizational Multifunctionality

A post-capitalist approach to CSR that challenges both the 
observational bias towards the economy and the overidentifi-
cation of society with its political system can help overcome 
the abovementioned CSR dysfunctionalities in the following 
ways:

First, CSR would no longer contribute to the proliferation 
of capitalist rationalities as soon as CSR scholars agree that 
an economic issue is as!much a social issue as!is a scientific, 
religious, educational or even a political one. This shift of 
perspective is critical, as it would prevent both capitalist and 
anticapitalist CSR scholars from continuing to single out eco-
nomic issues and from implying that the main focus of the 
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field ought to be on economic (and political) stakeholders 
and issues.

Second, the less CSR is focused on economic issues 
and stakeholders, the more it becomes immune to its own 
commodification.

Third, if CSR accepts that economic and political stake-
holders or issues are, in principle, no more important than 
religious, scientific, artistic, or educational ones, then CSR 
can no longer be used to legitimize the political-economic 
gaze that is typical of both capitalist and anticapitalist ide-
ologies. A truly unbiased, multifunctional CSR perspective 
that is interested in all function systems would promote a 
transition towards a post-capitalist society and thus a process 
that is currently still thwarted by both capitalist and anticapi-
talist insistence on the supposed predominance of (political 
and) economic issues.

Overall, greater interest in the full spectrum of functional 
di"erentiation and, concomitantly, reduced relative!interest 
in political and economic issues would create opportunities 
to observe real alternatives to the TINA perspective accord-
ing to which there is no alternative to capitalism, neither in 
CSR nor in society as a whole.

If we accept that functional di"erentiation (rather than strat-
ification and its hierarchical architectures of values) is the main 
form of social di"erentiation!of modern societies, then we find 
that one and!the same issue can be considered morally posi-
tive in one subsystem and morally negative in another. This 
circumstance was discovered and discussed relatively early in 
the process of modernization. For example, anatomic dissec-
tions were considered unethical from a religious viewpoint 
and ethical from a scientific or medical viewpoint. Adversaries 
could even refer to the same basic guiding principle—physical 
integrity—to make their opposing arguments. The religious 
side could claim that they are defending this principle beyond 
the grave, whereas the other side could argue that the reli-
gious defence of everyone’s physical integrity in the afterlife 
might well prevent scientific and medical progress and could 
therefore endanger everyone’s physical integrity in this life. 
As a consequence, “mere identification with the morally cor-
rect side of a dualism [wa]s increasingly viewed as suspicious 
and naïve” (Ward 2005, p. 284) because the main challenge in 
modern societies is to first choose the right (functional)!context 
and only then the (morally)!right answer.

For the case of the post-capitalist CSR, the key lesson from 
this example!is the radical heterogeneity of the organizational 
contexts that correspond to the organization’s involvement in 
di"erent function systems. In view of this heterogeneity, the 
evolutionary determination of the functional profile of any 
organization cannot be analysed in terms of win-lose seman-
tics. More organizational attention to the economy does not 
necessitate less attention to politics or science. This may be 
a counterintuitive argument, but it directly follows from the 
fact that the function systems of the modern have no common 

denominator in terms of which they could be comparable. In 
his systems-theoretic analysis of the fundamental human rights, 
Luhmann defined human dignity as the consistence of individ-
ual self-presentations across various communicative settings. In 
a similar fashion, the post-capitalist CSR implies corporate, or 
organizational, dignity, which would mean that the organization 
does not underestimate the importance of its involvement in any 
of the relevant function systems. A hospital, for example, could 
be said to have organizational dignity if it provides high-quality 
medical treatment while not going bankrupt and not violating 
the law. The maintenance of organizational dignity is what an 
e"ective functional profile of an organization is supposed to 
deliver. The maintenance of organizational dignity can likewise 
be seen as an exercise of a responsible and far-reaching stake-
holder approach that simultaneously eschews the conventional 
capitalist semantics or rhetoric.

As long as CSR remains fascinated primarily with claims 
for ethical behaviours or communications rather than with the 
functional!context in which they are observed as ethical, it runs 
a considerable risk of continuing to support, legitimize, and 
maintain the status quo. Today, it is no longer possible to defend 
the notion that the value architectures and ethical expectations 
of politically legitimized stakeholders are more justified than 
those of economically legitimized organizations. This is true 
because there is no logical reason why politics is, in princi-
ple, more important than the economy (or vice versa) or why 
both!politics and!economy should be more important than, say, 
science, art, or religion.

A CSR discourse that reflects upon and challenges its own 
bias towards economic problems and political solutions will 
therefore soon adopt a multifunctional perspective on “econ-
omy and society”, a perspective that literally in corporates 
all function systems present in the!corporate environment 
and thus fosters a post-capitalist transformation of both that 
environment and the formerly capitalist corporations.

Acknowledgements The authors are grateful to four anonymous 
reviewers for their very helpful comments.!The authors!also gratefully 
acknowledges financial support from the Spanish Ministry of Economy 
and Science and the European Regional Development Fund-ERDF/
FEDER (National R&D Project ECO2015-66504-P).

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflicts of 
interest.

Ethical Approval This article does not contain any studies with human 
participants or animals performed by any of the authors.

Annex

See Table!1.



421CSR Beyond Economy and!Society: A!Post-capitalist Approach  

1 3

References

Adams, C. A. (2008). A commentary on: Corporate social respon-
sibility reporting and reputation risk management. Accounting, 
Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(3), 365–370.

Agafonow, A. (2014). Toward a positive theory of social entrepreneur-
ship. On maximizing versus satisficing value capture. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 125(4), 709–713.

Ali Aribi, Z., & Arun, T. (2015). Corporate social responsibility 
and Islamic financial institutions (IFIs): Management percep-
tions from IFIs in Bahrain. Journal of Business Ethics, 129(4), 
785–794.

Andersen, N. (2003). Polyphonic organizations. In T. Hernes & T. 
Bakken (Eds.), Autopoietic organization theory (pp.!151–182). 
Copenhagen: CBS.

Andersen, N., & Born, A. W. (2007). Heterophony and the postponed 
organization organizing autopoietic systems. TAMARA: Journal 
of Critical Postmodern Organization Science, 6(1/2), 176–187.

Andersen, N., & Knudsen, H. (2014). Heterophony and hyper-respon-
sibility. In M. Knudsen & W. Vogd (Eds.), Systems theory 
and the sociology of health and illness: Observing healthcare 
(pp.!81–99). New York: Routledge.

Archel, P., Husillos, J., & Spence, C. (2011). The institutionalisa-
tion of unaccountability: Loading the dice of corporate social 
responsibility discourse. Accounting, Organizations and Soci-
ety, 36, 327–343.

Baker, M., & Roberts, J. (2011). All in the mind? Ethical identity 
and the allure of corporate responsibility. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 101, 5–15.

Banerjee, S. B. (2008). Corporate social responsibility. The good, the 
bad, and the ugly. Critical Sociology, 34(1), 51–79.

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an ecology of mind: Collected essays in 
anthropology, psychiatry, evolution, and epistemology. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.

Bauer, J., & Umlas, E. (2017). Making corporations responsible: 
The parallel tracks of the B Corp movement and the business 
and human rights movement. Business and Society Review, 
122(3), 285–325.

Beck, U., Bonss, W., & Lau, C. (2003). The theory of reflexive mod-
ernization. Theory, Culture & Society, 20(2), 1–33.

Bergthaller, H., & Schinko, C. (2011). Introduction: From national 
cultures to the semantics of modern society. In H. Bergthaller 
& C. Schinko (Eds.), Addressing modernity. Social systems 
theory and U.S. cultures (pp.! 5–34). Amsterdam: Edition 
Rodopi.

Besley, T., & Ghatak, M. (2007). Retailing public goods: The econom-
ics of corporate social responsibility. Journal of Public Econom-
ics, 91, 1645–1663.

Blumler, J. G., & Kavanagh, D. (1999). The third age of political com-
munication: Influences and features. Political Communication, 
16(3), 209–230.

Boltanski, L., & Chiapello, E. (2005). The new spirit of capitalism. 
International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Society, 18(3), 
161–188.

Boulding, K. E. (1981). Ecodynamics: a new theory of societal evolu-
tion. London: Sage.

Bousquet, M. (2002). Cultural capitalism and the ‘James Formation’. In 
S. Grif n (Ed.), Henry James goes to the movies (pp.!210–239). 
Lexington: University of Kentucky Press.

Brei, V., & Böhm, S. (2011). Corporate social responsibility as cul-
tural meaning management: A critique of the marketing of ‘ethi-
cal’ bottled water. Business Ethics: A European Review, 20(3), 
233–252.

Brier, S. (2006). Construction of knowledge in the mass media. Sys-
temic problems in the post-modern power-struggle between the 
symbolic generalized media in the Agora: The Lomborg case of 
environmental science and politics. Systems Research and Behav-
ioral Science, 23(5), 667–684.

Caldwell, C., Hayes, L. A., Bernal, P., & Karri, R. (2008). Ethical 
stewardship–implications for leadership and trust. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 78(1), 153–164.

Caldwell, C., & Karri, R. (2005). Organizational governance and ethi-
cal choices: A covenantal approach to building trust. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 58(1), 249–259.

Çalı$kan, K., & Callon, M. (2009). Economization, part 1: Shifting 
attention from the economy towards processes of economization. 
Economy and Society, 38(3), 369–398.

Çalı$kan, K., & Callon, M. (2010). Economization, part 2: A research 
programme for the study of markets. Economy and Society, 
39(1), 1–32.

Callon, M. (2007). What does it mean to say that economics is per-
formative? In D. MacKenzie, F. Muniesa, & L. Siu (Eds.), Do 
economists make markets? On the performativity of economics 
(pp.!311–357). Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Chang, Y.-C., Chen, M.-H., Yang, P. Y., & Hua, M. (2008). Universities 
as patent-and licensing income-generating institutions: A survey 
in Taiwan. International Journal of Technology Management, 
42(3), 290–309.

Chomsky, N. (1999). Profit over people: Neoliberalism and global 
order. New York: Seven Stories Press.

Christensen, L. T., Morsing, M., & Thyssen, O. (2013). CSR as aspi-
rational talk. Organization, 20(3), 372–393.

Ciesielska, M., & Iskoujina, Z. (2018). Sustainability: Insights from a 
business model perspective. Tamara: Journal for Critical Organ-
ization Inquiry, 15, 3–4.

Clark, J. M. (1916). The changing basis of economic responsibility. 
Journal of Political Economy, 24(3), 209–229.

Costas, J., & Kärreman, D. (2013). Conscience as control–managing 
employees through CSR. Organization, 20(3), 394–415.

Davis, K. (1960). Can business a"ord to ignore social responsibilities? 
California Management Review, 2(3), 70–76.

Davis, K. (1967). Understanding the social responsibility puzzle: What 
does the businessman owe to society? Business Horizons, 10, 
45–50.

Davis, K. (1973). The case for and against business assumption of 
social responsibilities. Academy of Management Journal, 16(2), 
312–322.

den Hond, F., Rehbein, K., de Bakker, F., & Lankveld, H. (2014). Play-
ing on two chessboards: Reputation e"ects between Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR) and Corporate Political Activity 
(CPA). Journal of Management Studies, 51, 790–813.

Djelic, M. L., & Etchanchu, H. (2017). Contextualizing corporate 
political responsibilities: Neoliberal CSR in historical perspec-
tive. Journal of Business Ethics, 142, 641–661.

Durkheim, E. (1933). The division of labor. New York: Macmillan.

Table 1  Social di"erentiation !(Roth et!al. 2017a, p. 198)

Equal Unequal

Similar Segmentation (Families, 
tribes, nations, etc.)

Centralization (Civi-
lizations, empires, 
etc.)

Dissimilar Functional Di"erentiation 
(Economy, science, art, 
etc.)

Stratification (Castes, 
estates, classes, etc.)



422 S.!Roth et al.

1 3

Edward, P., & Willmott, H. (2008). Corporate citizenship: Rise or 
demise of a myth? Academy of Management Review, 33(3), 
771–773.

Fleming, P., & Jones, M. T. (2013). The end of corporate social respon-
sibility: Crisis and critique. London: SAGE.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar, B., & de Colle, 
S. (2010). Stakeholder theory: The state of the art. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

Gemici, K. (2008). Karl Polanyi and the antinomies of embeddedness. 
Socio-Economic Review, 6(1), 5–33.

Gere#, G., Humphrey, J., & Sturgeon, T. (2005). The governance of 
global value chains. Review of International Political Economy, 
12(1), 78–104.

Giddens, A. (1987). The nation-state and violence (Vol.!2). Berkely: 
University of California Press.

Gond, J. P., Akremi, E., Swaen, A., V., & Babu, N. (2017). The psy-
chological microfoundations of corporate social responsibility: 
A person-centric systematic review. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 38(2), 225–246.

Gond, J. P., & Nyberg, D. (2017). Materializing power to recover 
corporate social responsibility. Organization Studies, 38(8), 
1127–1148.

Gond, J.-P., Palazzo, G., & Basu, K. (2009). Investigating instrumental 
corporate social responsibility through the mafia metaphor. Busi-
ness Ethics Quarterly, 19(1), 55–84.

Habermas, J., & McCarthy, T. (1985). The theory of communicative 
action. Lifeworld and system: A critique of functionalist reason 
(Vol. 2). Boston: Beacon Press.

Hafenbrädl, S., & Waeger, D. (2017). Ideology and the micro-founda-
tions of CSR: Why executives believe in the business case for 
CSR and how this a"ects their CSR engagements. Academy of 
Management Journal, 60(4), 1582–1606.

Hagen, R. (2000). Rational solidarity and functional di"erentiation. 
Acta Sociologica, 43(1), 27–42.

Hanlon, G. (2008). Rethinking corporate social responsibility and the 
role of the firm–on the denial of politics. In A. Crane, A. McWil-
liams, D. Matten, J. Moon & D. S. Siegel (Eds.), The Oxford 
handbook of corporate social responsibility (pp.!157–172). 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jemielniak, D., & Greenwood, D. J. (2015). Wake up or perish: Neo-
liberalism, the social sciences, and salvaging the public univer-
sity. Cultural Studies? Critical Methodologies, 15(1), 72–82.

Johnsen, C. G., Nelund, M., Olaison, L., & Sørensen, B. M. (2017). 
Organizing for the post-growth economy. Ephemera, 17(1), 1–21.

Jones, M. T. (1996). Missing the forest for trees. Business & Society, 
35(1), 7–41.

Jönhill, J. I. (2012). Inclusion and exclusion—A guiding distinction 
to the understanding of issues of cultural background. Systems 
Research and Behavioral Science, 29(4), 387–401.

Kaplan, R., & Kinderman, D. (2017). The business-led globalization 
of CSR: Channels of di"usion from the United States into Vene-
zuela and Britain, 1962–1981. Business and Society (online first).

Kapp, K. W. (1975). The social costs of private enterprise. New York: 
Schocken Books.

Karnani, A. (2011). “Doing well by doing good”: The grand illusion. 
California Management Review, 53(2), 69–86.

Khan, F. R., & Lund-Thomsen, P. (2011). CSR as imperialism: Towards 
a phenomenological approach to CSR in the developing world. 
Journal of Change Management, 11(1), 73–90.

Khan, F. R., Westwood, R., & Boje, D. M. (2010). ‘I feel like a for-
eign agent’: NGOs and corporate social responsibility interven-
tions into Third World child labour. Human Relations, 63(9), 
1417–1438.

Lash, S. (2007). Capitalism and metaphysics. Theory, Culture & Soci-
ety, 24(5), 1–26. https ://doi.org/10.1177/02632 76407 08128 1.

Laufer, W. S. (2003). Social accountability and corporate greenwash-
ing. Journal of Business Ethics, 43, 253–261.

Lee, E. M., Park, S. Y., & Lee, H. J. (2013). Employee perception 
of CSR activities: Its antecedents and consequences. Journal of 
Business Research, 66(10), 1716–1724.

Lee, M.-D. (2008). A review of the theories of corporate social respon-
sibility: Its evolutionary path and the road ahead. International 
Journal of Management Reviews, 10, 53–73.

Leisinger, K. (2016). Capitalism with a human face. In M. McIntosh 
(Ed.), Globalization and corporate citizenship: The alternative 
gaze (pp.!178–202). She#eld: Greenleaf Publishing.

Leydesdor", L. (2002). The communication turn in the theory of 
social systems. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 19(2), 
129–136.

Luhmann, N. (1977). Di"erentiation of society. Canadian Journal of 
Sociology, 2(1), 29–53.

Luhmann, N. (1990). The paradox of system di"erentiation and the 
evolution of society. In J. C. Alexander & P. B. Colomy (Eds.), 
Di!erentiation theory and social change: comparative and his-
torical perspectives (pp. 409–440). New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press.

Luhmann, N. (1995). Social systems. Stanford: Standford University 
Press.

Luhmann, N. (2013a). Theory of society (Vol.!2). Palo Alto: Stanford 
University Press.

Luhmann, N. (2013b). Introduction to systems theory. Cambridge: 
Polity Press.

Maignan, I., & Ferrell, O. C. (2004). Corporate social responsibility 
and marketing: An integrative framework. Journal of the Acad-
emy of Marketing Science, 32(1), 3–19.

Marens, R. (2012). Generous in victory? American managerial auton-
omy, labour relations and the invention of Corporate Social 
Responsibility. Socio-Economic Review, 10, 59–84.

Marx, K. (1867). Capital, critique of political economy (Vol I). Har-
mondsworth: Penguin.

Matten, D., & Crane, A. (2005). Corporate citizenship: Towards an 
extended theoretical conceptualization. Academy of Management 
Review, 30(1), 166–179.

Matten, D., & Moon, J. (2004). Corporate social responsibility. Journal 
of Business Ethics, 54(4), 323–337.

Matten, D., & Moon, J. (2008). “Implicit” and “explicit” CSR: A con-
ceptual framework for a comparative understanding of corporate 
social responsibility. Academy of Management Review, 33(2), 
404–424.

McMahon, T. F. (1986). Models of the relationship of the firm to soci-
ety. Journal of Business Ethics, 5(3), 181–191.

O’Dwyer, B. (2003). Conceptions of corporate social responsibil-
ity: The nature of managerial capture. Accounting, Auditing & 
Accountability Journal, 16(4), 523–557.

Palazzo, G., & Scherer, A. G. (2006). Corporate legitimacy as delibera-
tion. A communicative framework. Journal of Business Ethics, 
66, 71–88.

Parsons, T., & Smelser, N. (1998). Economy and society: A study in the 
integration of economic and social theory. London: Routledge.

Perrini, F. (2006). The practitioner’s perspective on non-financial 
reporting. California Management Review, 48(2), 73–103.

Pfe"er, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organiza-
tions: A resource dependence approach. New York: Harper and 
Row Publishers.

Pfe"er, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organiza-
tions: A resource dependence perspective. New York: Harper 
and Row.

Pies, I., Beckmann, M., & Hielscher, S. (2014). The political role of 
the business firm: An ordonomic concept of corporate citizenship 
developed in comparison with the Aristotelian idea of individual 
citizenship. Business & Society, 53(2), 226–259.



423CSR Beyond Economy and!Society: A!Post-capitalist Approach  

1 3

Polanyi, K. (1957). The great transformation: The political and eco-
nomic origins of our time. Boston: Beacon Press.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011). Creating shared value. How to 
reinvent capitalism and unleash a wave of innovation and growth. 
Harvard Business Review, 89, 62–77.

Post, J. (1978). Corporate behavior and social change. Reston: Reston 
Publishing Company.

Preston, L. E., & Post, J. E. (1981). Private management and public 
policy. California Management Review, 23(3), 56–62.

Roberts, J. (2003). The manufacture of corporate social responsibil-
ity: Constructing corporate sensibility. Organization, 10(2), 
249–265.

Roth, S., Clark, C., Trofimov, N., Mkrtichyan, A., Heidingsfelder, M., 
Appignanesi, L., Pérez-Valls, M., Berkel, J.,!&!Kaivo-Oja, J. 
(2017b). Futures of a distributed memory. A global brain wave 
measurement (1800–2000). Technological Forecasting and 
Social Change, 118, 307–323.

Roth, S., Melkonyan, A., Kaivo-oja, J., Manke, B., & Dana L.-P. 
(2018b). Interfunctional business models. Map to an uncharted 
quadrant of the blue ocean. International Journal of Entrepre-
neurial Venturing, 10(5), 581–595.

Roth, S., Sales, A., & Kaivo-oja, J. (2017a). Multiplying the division 
of labour: Functional di"erentiation of the next key variables in 
management research. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 
34(2), 195–207.

Roth, S., Valentinov, V., Augustinaitis, A., Mkrtichyan, A., & Kaivo-
oja, J. (2018a). Was that capitalism? A future-oriented big data 
analysis of the English language area in the 19th and 20th cen-
tury. Futures, 98, 41–48.

Roth, S., Valentinov, V., Kaivo-oja, J., & Dana, L.-P. (2018c). Mul-
tifunctional organisation models. Journal of Organizational 
Change Management, 31(7), 1383–1400.

Sahlin-Andersson, K. (2006). Corporate social responsibility: A trend 
and a movement, but of what and for what? Corporate Govern-
ance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 6(5), 
595–608.

Scherer, A. G., & Palazzo, G. (2007). Toward a political conception 
of corporate responsibility: Business and society seen from a 
Habermasian perspective. Academy of Management Review, 32, 
1096–1120.

Scherer, A. G., & Palazzo, G. (2011). The new political role of business 
in a globalized world: A review of a new perspective on CSR and 
its implications for the firm, governance, and democracy. Journal 
of Management Studies, 48(4), 899–931.

Scherer, A. G., Palazzo, G., & Baumann, D. (2006). Global rules and 
private actors. Towards a new role of the TNC in global govern-
ance. Business Ethics Quarterly, 16(4), 502–532.

Schirmer, W., & Hadamek, C. (2007). Steering as paradox: The ambig-
uous role of the political system in modern society. Cybernetics 
& Human Knowing, 14(2–3), 133–150.

Schirmer, W., & Michailakis, D. (2014). Two ways of dealing with 
polycontextuality in priority-setting in Swedish health-care 
politics. In M. Knudsen & W. Vogd (Eds.), Systems theory 
and the sociology of health and illness: Observing healthcare 
(pp.!63–80). New York: Routledge.

Schumpeter, J. (2003). Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. London: 
Routledge.

Shamir, R. (2004). The de- radicalization of corporate social responsi-
bility. Critical Sociology, 30(3), 669 89.

Sheehy, B. (2015). Defining CSR: Problems and solutions. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 131(3), 625–648.

Siri, J., & Von Groddeck, V. (2012). Temporalized identities: How 
organizations construct identities in a society of presents. Tamara 
Journal of Critical Organisation Inquiry, 10(3), 9–19.

Staw, B. M., & Epstein, L. D. (2000). What bandwagons bring: E"ects 
of popular management techniques on corporate performance, 
reputation, and CEO pay. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45, 
523–556.

Streeck, W. (2011). Taking capitalism seriously: Towards an institu-
tionalist approach to contemporary political economy. Socio-
Economic Review, 9, 137–167.

Thompson, S., & Valentinov, V. (2017). The neglect of society in the 
theory of the firm: A systems-theory perspective. Cambridge 
Journal of Economics, 41(4), 1061–1085.

Turban, D. B., & Greening, D. W. (1997). Corporate social perfor-
mance and organizational attractiveness to prospective employ-
ees. Academy of Management Journal, 40(3), 658–672.

Valentinov, V. (2013). Corporate social responsibility and sustainabil-
ity: Insights from Boulding and Luhmann. International Journal 
of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 20(4), 317–324.

Valentinov, V. (2014). The complexity–sustainability trade-off in 
Niklas Luhmann’s social systems theory. Systems Research and 
Behavioral Science, 31(1), 14–22.

Vanderstraeten, R. (2005). System and environment: notes on the 
autopoiesis of modern society. Systems Research and Behavioral 
Science, 22(6), 471–481.

von Groddeck, V. (2010). The function of dysfunctions: The paradox 
of value-based leadership communication. European Journal of 
International Management, 5(1), 30–47.

von Groddeck, V. (2011). Rethinking the role of value communication 
in business corporations from a sociological perspective–why 
organisations need value-based semantics to cope with societal 
and organisational fuzziness. Journal of Business Ethics, 100(1), 
69–84.

Ward, S. (2005). Madame chats with coquettes: The evolution of early 
modern theories of conversation. The Seventeenth Century, 20, 
281–293.

Weber, M. (1978). Economy and society. An outline of interpretative 
sociology. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Will, M. G., Roth, S., & Valentinov, V. (2017). From nonprofit diver-
sity to organizational multifunctionality: A systems–theoretical 
proposal. Administration & Society, 0095399717728093.

Windsor, D. (2006). Corporate social responsibility: Three key 
approaches. Journal of Management Studies, 43(1), 93–114.

Zyglidopoulos, S., & Fleming, P. (2011). Corporate accountability and 
the politics of visibility in ‘late modernity’. Organization, 18(5), 
691–706.


