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Abstract

Emerging countries present institutional necessities that hinder their sustainable

development. In the face of this challenge, companies, and in particular multinational

companies (MNCs), can foster sustainable development through their corporate social

responsibility (CSR) initiatives. This study focuses on the role of institutional change in

transforming CSR into sustainable development in emerging countries. To this end, we

propose a view of CSR focused on its institutional determinants and outcomes from a

social and developmental perspective. By using quantitative and qualitative data, we

analyse the case of three MNCs from different industries based in Europe and operat-

ing in Mexico. The case study shows how firms can stimulate institutional change in

developing economies and contribute to their sustainable development as measured

by the sustainable development goals. Various mechanisms about how this process is

made are devised: institutional entrepreneurship, multistakeholder initiatives, intercon-

nection of different institutional dimensions, and subsidiary entrepreneurship. The case

study highlights the interaction among MNCs, developing countries, and institutions

and how firms' sustainable actions scale up to the macro level.

KEYWORDS

corporate social responsibility, institutional change, institutional necessities, Latin America, Mexico,

sustainable development, sustainable development goals
1 | INTRODUCTION

Long‐run economic growth relies on developed institutions (Casson,

Della Giusta, & Kambhampati, 2010). However, emerging countries

are often distinguished by their weak institutions. Against this short-

age, companies, and particularly multinational companies (MNCs),

have the potential to play a key role in boosting the progress of devel-

oping economies (Meyer, 2004) through their corporate social respon-

sibility (CSR) activities. Nevertheless, extant literature has focused on

the internal‐to‐the‐firm CSR outcomes, disregarding the firm's exter-

nal consequences such as its contribution to economic development

in the emerging host country. In this context, the sustainable develop-

ment goals (SDGs; United Nations [UN], 2015) constitute the most

ambitious programme in history to confront societal challenges

(Ramos, Caeiro, Moreno Pires, & Videira, 2018), covering social and

economic development issues. Buckley, Doh, and Benischke (2017)
onlinelibrary.com/journal/bsd2
encourage addressing these grand challenges at the company–society

interface by focusing on CSR and the developmental role of MNCs in

emerging countries (Kolk & Van Tulder, 2006). However, the political

CSR frame (Frynas & Stephens, 2015) fails to examine the motivations

and ultimate consequences on society's grand challenges of the CSR

construct. This gap provides an opportunity to analyse the institutional

drivers and social outcomes that a specific subset of political CSR

strategies may exert in the development of emerging countries. In

addition, it brings the opportunity to examine the institutional changes

that may be associated to sustainable development (Redclift &

Springett, 2015).

The notion of institutional void (IV; Khanna & Palepu, 1997) refers

to the institutional weaknesses that MNCs confront when expanding

in developing countries (Doh, Rodrigues, Saka‐Helmhout, & Makhija,

2017). Nevertheless, this concept is mainly oriented to its effects on

the company (at a micro level), but it fails to explain the consequences
© 2019 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment 1
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of MNCs' activity on the economic development of the host country

(at a macro level). The institutional necessity (IN) approach (Forcadell

& Aracil, 2017) tries to overcome this research vacuum. This consti-

tutes a particular type of IV associated to the wide idea of sustainable

development, which involves pressing needs (Brundtland Report,

1987). As one step forward, we propose the concept of CSR aimed

at institutional necessities (CSRIN) to identify CSR strategies that seek

to alleviate specific INs. CSRIN actions improve social conditions and

are expected to propel institutional change. Institutional entrepreneur-

ship is a key feature under the CSRIN umbrella. This consists in

improving institutions, in some cases using multistakeholder participa-

tion, which may be crucial in the advancement towards sustainable

development. In this respect, CSRIN activities present the potential

to improve people's lives in a lasting way by reshaping institutions.

Moreover, the CSRIN perspective considers MNCs as key entrepre-

neurial agents, evolving the traditional institutional approach that

emphasizes the adaptation of the firm towards a focus on active

agency (Cantwell, Dunning, & Lundan, 2010; Kostova, Roth, & Dacin,

2008; Meyer, 2004). Thus, CSRIN strategies imply a co‐evolution of

the firm and its institutional environment, resulting in mutual prosper-

ity (Forcadell & Aracil, 2017) for both the company and its emerging

host country.

We base our argumentation on prior studies (Cantwell et al.,

2010; Meyer, 2004) that consider the interaction among institutions,

MNCs, and developing countries. Empirically, we present three

exploratory case studies of large MNCs with strong presence in

emerging markets to shed light on the operationalization of the CSRIN

notion. We find some patterns of institutional entrepreneurship that

addresses the prevailing needs of the host country. This is materialized

by multistakeholder initiatives and subsidiary entrepreneurship and by

leveraging the interconnection of the different institutional dimen-

sions. Finally, we illustrate how the outcomes of this specific type of

CSR, namely, CSRIN, scale up from the corporate level to the macro

level, thus contributing to sustainable development.

CSRIN may contribute to expanding the boundaries of the CSR

notion by incorporating developmental concerns. Furthermore, CSRIN

may help to frame the needs of developing countries and the suitable

corporate sustainable strategies more accurately than the wider

concept of CSR. From a practitioners' point of view, it may assist

companies to focus their efforts towards an enduring social impact.

As such, this exploratory study extends the nascent literature on

how the SDGs serve to legitimate the development agendas of

emerging countries (Diaz‐Sarachaga, Jato‐Espino, & Castro‐Fresno,

2018) and how MNCs can contribute to mitigate societies' grand

challenges (Buckley et al., 2017).
2 | CSR ORIENTED TO INSTITUTIONAL
NECESSITIES

Institutions constitute the key element that influences environmental,

social, and economic conditions in emerging countries. Formal and

informal institutions (Stephan, Uhlaner, & Stride, 2015) motivate firms'

strategic choices (Doh et al., 2017; North, 1990; Zheng & Wang,

2014) and their success when entering into developing countries
(Rottig, 2016). However, there are specific conditions under which

institutions may either not work or not exist, thus generating IVs

(Khanna & Palepu, 1997). A distinct characteristic of emerging markets

is the existence of IVs, specifically related to formal or regulative

institutions (Rivera‐Santos, Rufín, & Kolk, 2012), which may lead to a

lack of enforcement (Viswanathan & Rosa, 2010), corruption

(Cuervo‐Cazurra, 2016; Montiel, Husted, & Christmann, 2012), trans-

action uncertainty and market instability (Gao, Jones, Zuzul, & Khanna,

2017), and increase business risk overall (Banerjee, Oetzel, &

Ranganathan, 2006). The need to respond to IVs directly affects how

foreign companies behave in specific institutional contexts and it

may help to explain why firms' strategies differ across countries

(Doh et al., 2017).

In turn, the effective management of complex institutional envi-

ronments by MNCs involves market and non‐market strategies

(Boddewyn, 2003). Existing literature has widely examined market

responses to IVs (e.g., Chang & Hong, 2000; Siegel, 2009). However,

non‐market strategies to fill IVs have gained only minor attention from

academics despite their relevance in helping to mitigate those voids

(Cantwell et al., 2010). Non‐market actions such as CSR (El Ghoul,

Guedhami, & Kim, 2017) relate to non‐economic activities (Doh

et al., 2017), pursuing non‐economic objectives such as social well‐

being (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011).

CSR is influenced by the institutional contexts in which firms

operate (Arya & Zhang, 2009; Brammer, Pavelin, & Porter, 2009;

Campbell, 2006, 2007; Zhao, Tan, & Park, 2014). In order to identify

specific IVs and their connection to CSR, the institutional literature

proposes an analysis based on the National Business Systems (NBS;

Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012). The NBS framework includes the catego-

ries of politics, education, labour, and finance in specific geographical

areas, as IVs can occur in any of these dimensions (Chacar, Newburry,

& Vissa, 2010). In this vein, Jamali and Karam (2018) suggest that the

analysis of heterogeneous institutional frameworks through NBS may

explain different configurations of CSR across countries.

The notion of IN (Forcadell & Aracil, 2017; Jamali & Mirshak,

2007; Yin & Zhang, 2012) stands for an IV that can potentially be filled

or at least mitigated by a company's CSR action, exerting positive

effects on external stakeholders (Doh, Littell, & Quigley, 2010). Thus,

the concept of IN serves to focus more precisely on the institutional

determinants of firms' CSR in non‐enabling contexts. For example,

IVs related to the malfunctioning of financial markets lead to financial

exclusion (Parmigiani & Rivera‐Santos, 2015), which in turn entails sig-

nificant institutional needs such as dependence on expensive informal

sources and a reduced savings rate (Márquez, Chong, Duryea, Mazza,

& Ñopo, 2007). Likewise, the lack of critical infrastructures (i.e., tele-

communications and utility services) constitutes an IV that impedes

the fulfilment of basic needs. This limits living standards (World Bank,

2013) and the ability to pursue beneficial opportunities (Rettab, Brik,

& Mellahi, 2009). In turn, IVs in the educational dimension are a major

source of IN as illiteracy constitutes a barrier to enter the labour

market (Parmigiani & Rivera‐Santos, 2015). Consequently, these social

deficits pertaining to the financial, political, and educational

institutional dimensions constitute different forms of social

constraints that can be considered IN if companies are able to alleviate

their effects through sustainable policies.
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2.1 | From CSR to CSRIN

Grounded on Jackson and Apostolakou's (2010) motives to engage in

CSR—instrumental and normative—we build on two streams of litera-

ture analysing the relationship between CSR and IVs. One relates to

an instrumental view of CSR, as it focuses on the internal value

creation that these corporate actions bring to the firm (Husted &

Allen, 2006; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Complementary to that view,

an emerging stream of literature places a greater emphasis on the

normative aspects of CSR in developing countries (Chakrabarty &

Bass, 2015; Jackson & Apostolakou, 2010) as an effective means to fill

IVs (Khanna & Palepu, 2010; Regnér & Edman, 2014). Thus, the vari-

able of interest is the social value creation (Yin & Jamali, 2016), which

is external to the company and may be related to institutional deficits

that can be categorized by using the NBS classification (Ioannou &

Serafeim, 2012).

Emerging markets show a greater need for CSR due to their

weak institutions (Preuss, Barkemeyer, & Glavas, 2016). In develop-

ing countries, either governments are unable to provide basic ser-

vices for social needs (Aguilera‐Caracuel, Guerrero‐Villegas, &

García‐Sánchez, 2017; Eweje, 2006; Sá de Abreu & Barlow, 2015)

or they lack enforcement, the preponderance of formal institutions

being diminished in favour of MNCs (Joutsenvirta & Vaara, 2015;

Scherer, Palazzo, & Baumann, 2006). MNCs can fill these voids

through substitution (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011; Hiss, 2009; Jackson

& Apostolakou, 2010). By playing a state role and substituting the

function of formal institutions (Frynas & Yamahaki, 2016), firms

engage in political CSR (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). However, the

underlying goal of such activities is to increase MNCs socio‐political

legitimacy (Shirodkar, Beddewela, & Richter, 2018), limiting its scope

to firm‐level determinants and results. In this manner, the political

CSR perspective disregards the analysis of the CSR social outcomes

(Frynas & Stephens, 2015) and the influence that corporate actions

may exert on other stakeholder groups. Likewise, the shared value

perspective (Porter & Krammer, 2011) fails to explain the institu-

tional motivations and ultimate consequences of corporate actions

on society's grand challenges. To fill this gap, we propose the

concept of CSRIN, as a specific type of political CSR aimed at filling

INs, thus influencing local institutions and contributing to social and

economic development. CSRIN actions that provide a solution for a

pressing IN include financial products to access the unbanked

population (Forcadell & Aracil, 2017) and responsible lending

(Pomering & Dolnicar, 2009), provision of collective goods

(Boddewyn & Doh, 2011), enhanced environmental consideration

(Gao et al., 2017), programmes to confront climate change (Brewer,

2005), and the development of communities' literacy levels (Chapple

& Moon, 2005).
2.2 | Institutional change and sustainable
development

INs that drive CSRIN activities constitute “opportunity spaces for

agency” (El Ghoul et al., 2017; Mair & Martí, 2009; McKague,

Zietsma, & Oliver, 2015; Venkataraman, Vermeulen, Raaijmakers, &
Mair, 2016). Governments hold the primary responsibility for

addressing social necessities, but companies are often compelled to

promote institutional transformation through sustainable strategies

to counteract those necessities (Mbalyohere, Lawton, Boojihawon,

& Viney, 2017; Yin & Jamali, 2016). Therefore, CSRIN is expected

to generate institutional change (Campbell, 2004; Cantwell et al.,

2010; Jamali & Karam, 2018). Institutional change is the result of

firms' reactions to the existing institutions (North, 1990) and con-

nects MNCs with the transformation in the institutional landscape

(Cantwell et al., 2010). This developmental character (Duarte, 2010)

within the institutional status quo benefits the society (Rodrigo,

Duran, & Arenas, 2016) and constitutes a distinctive attribute of

CSRIN strategies.

Moreover, CSRIN exerts a positive effect that exceeds firms'

internal domains by positively impacting stakeholders, especially when

it is designed as a development tool (Newell & Frynas, 2007) that

transforms the institutional landscape (Duarte, 2010). CSRIN may

cover the INs related, for example, to environmental protection or

anti‐corruption policies, thus showing firms' concern and commitment

for the communities (Jain, 2017). Likewise, when producing public

goods (Scherer, Palazzo, & Matten, 2014), firms provide positive

externalities to local communities (Boddewyn & Doh, 2011) and

potentially constitute a source of institutional change that leads to

further development. Thus, CSRIN helps in explaining the process

through which the benefits of CSR at the micro level scale up to the

macro level and shapes sustainable development (Shah, Arjoon, &

Rambocas, 2016).

In addition, this strategy has an economic sense for the firm

because it generates a positive reputation by signalling MNCs' social

actions to various stakeholders (Doh et al., 2017; El Ghoul et al.,

2017). In environments where IVs prevail, market participants increas-

ingly rely on company signals and more specifically in the Latin Amer-

ican context (Borda et al., 2017). Furthermore, CSRIN actions create

greater value for the firm in environments of weak institutions

because stakeholders appreciate the value that the company gener-

ates by filling INs. In this manner, substituting for governments and

mitigating INs through CSRIN satisfy both ethical and instrumental

motivations, as it fulfils the needs of various stakeholder groups

(Doh et al., 2010). Thus, CSRIN yields firm‐specific economic value

creation in addition to context‐specific social value creation (Yin &

Jamali, 2016), producing bundles of social and economic value (Dahan,

Doh, Oetzel, & Yaziji, 2010). This type of CSR strategy demonstrates

that the normative and instrumental motivations of CSR can work

in tandem (Schreck, van Aaken, & Donaldson, 2013), providing “win‐

win” situations for both firms and society (Meyer, 2015; Pies,

Hielscher, & Beckmann, 2009).As continual transition in the

institutional environment is a typical condition within emerging

markets (Rottig, 2016), MNCs' strategies and institutions co‐evolve

over time. Co‐evolution occurs by the interlinkage of two evolutionary

processes, and it is frequently used in the sustainable development

literature because it involves changes in needs and institutions, among

others (Kemp, Loorbach, & Rotmans, 2007). In this dynamic, besides

simply adjusting to hosts' circumstances, firms promote changes in

their surrounding institutions through their strategies CSR (Moon,

2007). This strategy of institutional entrepreneurship implies a mutual
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adaptation that legitimates the MNC in the host country, whereas the

country itself benefits from the positive institutional effects that the

company can produce. In this manner, MNCs become agents of

change and participate in the dynamic evolutionary process of sustain-

able development.

Furthermore, North (1990) and Nelson (2002) consider that insti-

tutions are designed to address the issues of long‐term economic

development. Meyer (2004) concludes that corporate strategies,

social issues, and institutional change are interdependent and have

a positive effect on the development of host countries. Nonetheless,

development is about progressive changes that involve multiple tran-

sitions, yet it is not about an identifiable end state (Kemp et al.,

2007). As a multidimensional and goal‐oriented (Bell & Morse,

2012) process, sustainable development cannot “be translated into

the narrow terms of static optimization” (Kemp et al., 2007, p. 2),

and its outcomes “are less prone to statistical analysis, including

institutional designs” (McArthur & Rasmussen, 2017, p. 142). In this

manner, we suggest a connection between CSRIN and development

by using the SDGs. This follows Kolk's (2016) association of different

SDGs to specific sustainable strategies aimed at promoting enduring

effects on the social and economic dimensions of development. In

this vein, and according to Perez‐Batres, Doh, Miller, and Pisani

(2012), sustainable development constitutes a broader concept that

represents a macro or aggregated view in contrast to the CSR notion

that allows the analysis of sustainable actions at the company level.

Moreover, the attainment of the SDGs requires the advancement

of institutions (Asadullah & Savoia, 2018) as broader societal changes

can be spurred by changes in institutions (UN, 2016). This is explicitly

contemplated in SDG 16 “peace, justice and strong institutions”

aimed at building effective institutions at all levels, especially in

developing countries (UN, 2015).

By seeking enduring goals, CSRIN actions propel institutional

change (Cantwell et al., 2010) related to the attainment of the UN's

specific SDGs. For example, CSRIN actions seeking to increase

financial access through microfinance (Chakrabarty & Bass, 2015;

Forcadell & Aracil, 2017) may be associated with SDGs 1,1 5, and

8. Firms' actions aimed at improving infrastructure services (Doh

et al., 2010) relate to SDGs 8 and 9, and CSRIN policies designed

to ameliorate educational levels may connect to SDGs 1, 8, and 10.

Thus, CSRIN‐driven institutional change in particular NBS areas,

such as financial or educational, may be related to the SDGs (UN,

2015), which are crucial for achieving social and economic

development.

In light of the above discussion, we suggest the following research

questions regarding CSRIN as a catalyst for institutional change and

sustainable social and economic development:
Research question 1.
1Descriptions of the SDGs

org.
Do CSRIN strategies favour institutional

change in emerging host countries?
Research question 2.
 By inducing institutional change, do CSRIN

strategies propel the sustainable develop-

ment of emerging countries?
are available at https://sustainabledevelopment.un.
3 | RESEARCH DESIGN

3.1 | Methodology

We use a comparative case study technique (Yin, 2003), which is

appropriate for our purposes as it can reveal the particularities of a

complex social situation (Denscombe, 2014). Furthermore, our

multiple‐case design brings additional robustness to a single‐case

design. The cases illustrate the potential different institutional impacts

of CSRIN strategies, thus ensuring variance along the various institu-

tional dimensions (Eisenhardt, 1989). This allows the identification

and in‐depth analysis of the research goals: (a) how MNCs contribute

to institutional change when dealing with INs in host countries and (b)

whether these corporate strategies facilitate sustainable development

in those areas. For this purpose, we start by contextualizing Mexico's

institutional environment through the NBS framework. Within each

NBS category, we identify the existence of IVs and necessities.

Second, by interviewing top managers and analysing secondary data,

we examine the fulfilment of these INs, if any, by different corporate

actions. In particular, we design a questionnaire (see Appendix A)

aimed at highlighting how the company operationalizes the response

to the specific IN, the managerial views concerning motivations and

barriers, and the results of those actions, with special emphasis on

finding how the company measures its social impacts and what are

its current limitations in doing so. For each company, the authors per-

sonally interviewed senior managers, both in the home country—Spain

—and in the host country, Mexico. Overall, we conducted eight in‐

depth interviews recording a total of 25,000 words. In order to avoid

self‐biased responses, we triangulated our findings with secondary

sources of data (Eisenhardt & Brown, 1998).

An important source of secondary data that we used relates to

external ratings of responsibility and reputation assessed by different

stakeholders. The former was measured by using Reuters environmen-

tal, social and governance (ESG) scores (i.e., Fernandez‐Feijoo,

Romero, & Ruiz, 2014). The latter was assessed by Merco, a private

research firm that evaluates MNCs' reputation in their Monitor de

Reputación Corporativa in each of the countries where these

companies are established, as opposed to other reputation measures

that provide a single benchmark for each MNC. Merco follows a

multistakeholder perspective by interviewing a large sample of

different stakeholder groups such as executives, consumers,

financial analysts, NGOs, unions, economic journalists, and professors

that evaluate firms' reputation in their respective field of expertise.

Merco has been shown to be a good measure for corporate reputation

(Borda et al., 2017), and its results are audited by KPMG to ensure

reliability.
3.2 | Companies analysed

We present three in‐depth case studies from large MNCs

headquartered in Spain that have expanded internationally into

emerging markets, including Mexico, where they show a strong pres-

ence. The choice of these cases is based on their respective industry

groups—financial services, telecommunications, and electric utilities—

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org


TABLE 1 Companies' figures

2016 Company A Company B Company C

Market capitalization (€mn), 12.31.16 39,600 44,430 44,320

Net profit (€mn) 3 2 3

Mexico 16% of operating profit (generation) 2.5% of total revenues 46.3% of attributed net profit

Employees 30,591 127,323 134,792

Mexico 874 2,829 37,378

Clients (mn) 35 316 70

Mexico n.a. 27 19

Contribution to the Mexican economy 25% of total renewable installed capacity 27.6 mn total access 22% of total banks' assets

Source: Companies' Annual Reports 2016.
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and their relevance to both the Mexican economy and the achieve-

ment of the SDGs. These industries have the potential to contribute

to several weaknesses identified through the NBS such as financial

exclusion, digital exclusion, and electricity exclusion, respectively

(World Bank, 2013). Recently, Mexico's President declared that

“Mexico is home to large, well‐established Spanish companies that

are an integral part of our economic life, such as (company A, B and

C).”2 According to firms A, B, and C's 2016 annual reports, the bank

company is the leader in Mexico in assets and branches. In turn, the

telecommunications company analysed holds a 22.8% market share

in the country, whereas the electric utility is the first private energy

producer in Mexico. Table 1 provides a description of the key figures

from each company that make the three cases suitable for comparison.
3.3 | INs in Mexico

Mexico provides an interesting scenario for our study as it is the most

populated country in Latin America and the second largest economy in

the region in terms of GDP. However, IVs have prevented Mexico

from achieving full potential (Hernandez‐Trillo, 2016; Iniguez‐Montiel,

2014), presenting a GDP per capita much lower than the Organisation

for Economic Co‐operation and Development (OECD) average and the

highest inequities across OECD countries (OECD, 2016).

The analysis of the Mexican institutional environment through the

NBS framework (Ioannou & Serafeim, 2012) shows pressing needs

across different dimensions (Table 2) such as very low financial inclu-

sion and Internet penetration, a highly polluting power production

mix, and a weak educational level. In particular, financial services in

Mexico are mostly satisfied by informal providers at a higher risk

and cost. In turn, the digital divide is associated with low Internet pen-

etration, which derives from an underdeveloped telecommunications

infrastructure in Mexico (Chen & Wellman, 2004). Moreover, the

fuel‐based electricity‐generating system produces air pollution with

major health effects in Mexico (Bell, Davis, Gouveia, Borja‐Aburto, &

Cifuentes, 2006). Finally, concerning education, the National Survey

of Dropout in Upper Secondary Education in Mexico (2012) revealed

that the main cause of dropout (35% of respondents) was the lack of

financial resources.

However, corruption appears as Mexico's main concern, ranking

in the last quartile in the Corruption Perception Survey (Transparency
2https://www.gob.mx/presidencia/ (10.21.17).
International, 2016). This is intensified by the pervasive informality of

Mexico's economy, where 57% of workers have informal employment

(OECD, 2016), which leads to an absence of workers' labour rights and

the lowest tax collection level within OECD countries. In fact, chal-

lenging IVs such as informality and reduced government enforcement

fosters corruption (Gao et al., 2017). Recently, Pope Francis declared

that corruption in Latin America is a “social virus.”3 Moreover, the

prevalence of corruption is considered an IV (Doh & Guay, 2004) that

may be the cause of other voids such as low educational quality,

reduced foreign direct investment (Cuervo‐Cazurra, 2006), especially

in the telecommunications sector (Uhlenbruck, Rodriguez, Doh, &

Eden, 2006), and the provision of collective goods (Boddewyn &

Doh, 2011). In this context, MNCs are relatively well placed to reject

corruption in Mexico through internal policies that may relate to the

CSR domain (Weyzig, 2006).
3.4 | Findings from interviews

This section examines how CSRIN strategies respond to IN in the

host country and its effects on institutional change through the

achievement of the SDGs.

Company A (Bank): CSR strategy committed to INs related to finan-

cial inclusion and education and increasingly focused on environmental

sustainability globally. The CEO of this company recently claimed that

“investing in social sustainability is part of the banking industry's

responsibility,” with “full integration of CSR into our business model.”

We met the Director of Reporting and Sustainability in Spain. In

Mexico, we met the Head of Corporate Responsibility and Reputation

and the President of the company's Foundation in separate interviews.

The bank aims to alleviate major social needs and to operate in

alignment with the UN's SDGs. In addition, the Director of Reporting

and Sustainability in Spain stated:
3http://w
We want to go one step further in our alignment with the

SDGs. The best way we can contribute to the SDGs is by

devoting capital and funding‐specific initiatives. In

addition, this will show a true commitment of our

company, as we are going beyond adhering to specific

international agreements such as Equator or UNEP‐Fi,

in which we have been members for a long time.
ww.vaticannews.va/es/iglesia/news/2018‐01/.

https://www.gob.mx/presidencia/
http://www.vaticannews.va/es/iglesia/news/2018-01/


TABLE 2 Mexico institutional analysis—NBS dimensions

2010 2016

Financial system

Domestic credit provided by financial sector
(% of GDP)

43.9 56.4

Financial inclusion (account holders as %
of adults)

27.4 44

Political system

Infrastructures

CO2 emissions (metric tons per capita) 3.96 3.87

Electric power consumption (kWh per capita) 1,963 2,09

Mobile cellular subscriptions (per 100 people) 77.5 88.2

Individuals using the Internet (% of population) 31.1 59.5

Economy

GDP (current US$; billions) 1,051.13 1,046.92

GDP growth (annual %) 5.1 2.3

GNI per capita, atlas method (current US$) 8,940 9,040

Income share held by lowest 20% 4.7 5.1

Human development index ranking (over 186 countries)a #82 #77

Government

Tax revenue (% of GDP) 10.2 13.9

Corruption perception ranking (over 180 countries)b #98 #135

Educational and labour system

Education attainment: Lower secondary completion rate (%) 78.5 79.0

Enrolment in upper secondary education
(16‐year‐olds)

65% n.a.

Student skills (PISA reading test score vs. OECD average)c 413 vs. 474 423 vs. 493

Share of youth not in education, employment, or training (%) 11.1 8.6

Note. GNI: gross national income; n.a.: not applicable; NBS: National Business Systems; OECD, Organisation for Economic Co‐operation and Development;
Program for International Student Assessment; PISA: Program for International Student Assessment.

Source: World Bank, except the following:
aUnited Nations;
bTransparency International; and
cOECD.
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Bank A is also concerned about the social dimension of sustain-

ability, to which they can contribute by enhancing financial inclusion:
In addition to the important effort of our company in

microcredits in Latin America, we are using easy‐to‐

open accounts and digital products that promote

financial inclusion. In countries with low banking access

such as Mexico, these are the best products to

enhance savings and payment security. We try to

bridge the gap between financial products offered and

population needs.
Our interviewees in Mexico confirmed that “financial inclusion is

now digital. Thanks to our multi‐platform mobile banking app, out of

our 19 million clients in Mexico, 15% are digital clients.” In addition,

the bank extends access to the formal financing system in Mexico

through the non‐banking correspondent business model, which

consists in outsourcing agreements with traditional stores to reach

more unbanked clients by covering a larger area and longer opening

hours. “On reaching 32,000 correspondents we have become the

largest bank in Mexico by number of correspondents.”
Along the same lines, and to promote social entrepreneurship, the

bank runs the largest private microfinance institution in Latin America

by number of beneficiaries. “Our Microfinance Foundation has been

granted consultative status by the United Nations and is a member

of its Private Sector Advisory Panel for 2017–19.”

Another key IN in Mexico is education. In this respect, the Direc-

tor of Reporting and Sustainability stated that “Education is a key

focus of our sustainable policies, and in particular financial education

for a responsible use of our products.”
In this area, we are more focused on emerging markets. In

Mexico we run specific courses on the safe use of credit

cards with very good returns for both clients and

the company. Indeed, these courses have definitely

improved financial literacy amongst customers but have

also led to a lower rate of non‐performing clients and a

stronger linkage to the bank.
Another programme related to financial education is Valores de

Futuro (“Future Values”), which “aims to improve children's knowledge

related to the use of money, such as savings and responsibility.”
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In this area, the company stressed that it is committed to general

education as well. In Mexico, our two meetings with managers

emphasized their concern about low educational levels and the school

dropout rate and its connection to corruption and the informal

economy. Of note is a project in Mexico called Por los que se quedan

(“For those left behind”), aimed at reducing the school dropout rate

of children whose parents have migrated to the United States. These

scholarships are managed by the bank's Foundation in Mexico, which

is the largest educational foundation in Latin America.
The program was born ten years ago. There are high rates

of school dropout in areas of intense migration, where in

some cases the average school level was only six years.

This initiative aims to contribute to zero school

abandonment and to ensure more opportunities to

talented students. We have granted nearly 74,000

scholarships, for an individual amount that represents

25% of the student's family income. We monitor the

use of this subsidy, with satisfactory results as 97% of

schoolchildren have continued their studies.
Company B (Telecommunications): CSR strategy focused on INs

related to digital inclusion, digital education, and the fight against

corruption. The company follows a “Plan and Specific Principles of

Responsible Business.” In the headquarters, we met the Global

Director of Corporate Ethics and Sustainability and the Director of

Stakeholders Management and Reporting, respectively, whereas in

Mexico, we met the Head of Corporate Responsibility and a senior

manager of the Foundation. All four managers highlighted how the

company addresses social needs through corporate actions attached

to the core business:
We contribute to social development as our products

exert a leverage effect to obtain other important

services. For instance, the Internet connection in rural

areas allows enrolling in online education. Conversely, if

we were not there, the digital divide between developed

and developing economies would be even larger.
Thus, by increasing mobile and broadband access and granting

digital access to populations hitherto not connected, Company B

may alleviate the digital gap and propel cross‐cutting effects to

indirectly develop other key sectors.

In this line, the firm works to extend the availability of telecom-

munication technology to “facilitate profound social changes.” As

stressed by one interviewee: “We strongly believe that our firm can

contribute to reduce inequalities in Mexico by enhancing digital

inclusion.”

Corruption in Mexico is a relevant concern for Company B, which

promotes innovative programmes and actions to combat this issue,

such as the Anti‐corruption Innovation Award. Another initiative is

related to the installation of telecommunications infrastructures in

small municipalities where local governments have often demanded

bribes from firms in exchange for administrative permits. To avoid this

situation, the company has developed with the government a new reg-

ulation, which strengthens the installation of more cell towers in state

buildings, thus increasing infrastructure and combating corruption.
Also, in order to expand existing telecommunications infrastructures

in areas with reduced digital access, they “collaborate with rural entre-

preneurs, to share investment costs and returns in what we call Rural

Franchises. Sometimes this practice results in Public–Private partner-

ships, very common in infrastructure projects in developing countries.”

Responsible use of technology constitutes another necessity

identified by the company in Mexico. The “Digital Trust” programme

educates customers in acquiring better skills to use digital technolo-

gies such as control of their own personal data, usage, and permits.

“This empowers clients as it increases their confidence in the usage

of technology.” This programme also includes “educating the young

population to detect and prevent cyberbullying, kidnappings, etc., as

unfortunately, the US, Spain and Mexico are the main producers of

infant pornography.” In this area, the company also joins efforts with

the Mexican government through the initiative Nos importa México

(“We care”), seeking to increase digital access in a trustworthy and

safe environment. By promoting digital inclusion based on connectiv-

ity and educating clients to access these services:
Our activity has a clear impact on SDG #9, however, our

digital solutions are essential to achieve more than half of

the proposed SDGs such as growth and education,

quality of life and facilitate equitable growth.
Company C (Electric utility): CSR strategy focused on INs related to

electricity inclusion. We met with the Director of CSR and with the

Innovation, Environment and Quality Manager at the company head-

quarters. Both highlighted their sustainable energy business model

towards de‐carbonization. This involves important investments in

renewable energies since 2001, accounting already for two‐thirds of

their generation mix. The company plans to continue leading this

transformation by offering reliable and quality energy products, with

the lowest environmental impact. Thus, “the major contribution of

our company to sustainability is our commitment to wind power,

which specifically targets SDG 7 and SDG 13. As an electric utility,

we are necessarily concerned about these two specific SDGs because

our sector is one of the most polluting and thus we can definitely con-

tribute to mitigating climate change.” These comments underpin the

company's recent shareholder agreement with the world's largest

manufacturer of wind turbines to become a prominent shareholder.

The company has identified specific actions to address these

SDGs, specifically focusing on a low‐carbon energy mix. “We have

committed to reduce our CO2 emission by 30% in 2020 with respect

to 2007, by 50% in 2030 and being emission‐neutral in 2050.” Accord-

ing to the 2016 annual report, at the moment, its emissions are 34%

below the European average, and 66% of the company's installed

capacity is free of emissions. This directly impacts on SDG 13.

In addition, and related to SDG 7, the company has developed

social programmes associated with electricity access in emerging mar-

kets where it has a presence. “Our project Electricidad para todos

(‘Electricity for all’) aims to bring electricity access to 4 million clients

around the world by 2020, specifically in Brazil and Mexico.” This pro-

gramme has been complemented with further actions to universalize

access to telephones and the Internet in partnership with Company

B. As stated earlier, these basic needs and their solution tend to

overlap and to be interconnected.
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Our interviewees stated that the company's CSR initiatives are

transversal and apply to every country where it has a presence.

However, it also adapts to local characteristics. In the specific case

of Mexico, it is improving the standards prevalent in the country.
TABLE

Merco

Reputa

Reputa

Note. N

Bold de
This country constitutes our largest investment in

renewables in Latin America. The existing electric

infrastructure in Mexico is very polluting. We operate

combined‐cycle power plants, and we are building two

large‐scale photovoltaic power stations which are more

efficient, thus reducing the amount of CO2 emissions in

Mexico. The plant in Santiago (Mexico) is the largest

photovoltaic power station in the world built by our

company, which proves our commitment to renewable

energy in Mexico. In particular, we estimate a reduction

of 50% in CO2 emissions versus the old plants. Our

commitment to switching Mexico's power generation

towards less polluting energies is demonstrated by the

15% of the group's total investments assigned to this

country.
In addition, Company C stated that it works with Company A

(bank) to fund socially responsible projects. For instance, Company A

has provided several green loans to Company C, including the largest

green loan to date on a global scale, to finance projects linked to

energy efficiency and renewable sources. In these transactions, the

financing margin is linked to the progress of its CO2 emissions'

intensity, as certified by an external environmental agency, which also

acknowledges that the proceeds will be allocated in accordance with

SDG 7.
3.5 | Quantitative data: Materiality analyses and
stakeholder‐based reputation assessment

CSRIN strategies have the potential to proactively engage stake-

holders and address their needs. For this reason, we add to our

primary‐data analysis secondary sources that reflect stakeholders'

perception of the reputation of the companies analysed. We measure

reputation by the Merco index, which provides a complete assessment

of the 100 most reputed firms in each country. Table 3 matches

Merco reputation perceptions for the three companies in their home

and host country over a 4‐year period. We also triangulate our find-

ings by using the ESG assessment as an objective measure of the
3 Corporate reputation perceived by stakeholders at home and h

rank (highest score: 1) Com

tion host (Mexico) 2016 18
2015 45
2014 34
2013 26

tion home (Spain) 2016 4
2015 6
2014 6
2013 7

/A: not applicable.

notes best annual scores across companies.
corporate sustainability efforts during the same period (Table 4). We

apply the overall ESG score and specific scores regarding ESG pillars.

These dimensions are measured on the basis of 178 different indica-

tors. Reputation perceptions according to Merco are robust across

the three cases considered in the home country. However, in the des-

tination country, there are strong differences between them, the bank

having the highest reputation. This result is paired by the ESG analysis,

where the bank ranks in the best position.
4 | DISCUSSION

Table 5 summarizes our empirical findings. We draw conclusions from

the selected quantitative data (NBS analysis, ESG, and reputation rat-

ings), qualitative information (analysis of interviews), and observation,

which is regarded as a valid data source (Eisenhardt & Graebner,

2007). The three cases illustrate how CSRIN strategies allow to pursue

sustainable development in different ways by addressing the various

INs in an emerging country context. We found evidence in line

with our research questions. More specifically, we found different

patterns through which these strategies deliver institutional change

and sustainable development: (a) institutional entrepreneurship; (b)

multistakeholder initiatives; (c) leveraging the interconnection of the

different goals; and (d) subsidiary entrepreneurship.

We found evidence of MNCs' institutional entrepreneurship strat-

egies, aimed at transforming the institutional setting. For example, the

bank analysed addresses INs that originate from financial exclusion

and low educational levels. Thus, this company provides services that

increase financial access, which in turn leads to institutional change

and contributes to sustainable development as per its positive effect

on SDG 1. Banking products provide a basis for entrepreneurship to

escape from poverty and enhance savings. Other CSRIN initiatives of

this company include educational programmes that have direct influ-

ence on SDG 4. Furthermore, the telecommunications company is

focused on the IN produced by digital exclusion. This explains its focus

on extending telecommunications infrastructures, which definitely

provides institutional change through the direct attainment of SDG

9. Finally, the electric utility firm directly addresses INs that appear

as a result of the lack of access to electric power. Furthermore, the

company extensively invests in renewable energies, thus combating

pollution levels. Both CSRIN actions lead to institutional change

that can be measured through the incidence of environmental SDGs

(7 and 13).
ost country

pany A Company B Company C

50 N/A
36 N/A
45 N/A
45 97

6 8
5 7
5 7
6 5



TABLE 4 ESG assessment

Highest score: 100 Company A Company B Company C

ESG score 2016 49.98 50.05 47.64
2015 88.42 39.38 40.29
2014 92.25 38.16 77.18
2013 88.18 45.46 42.6

Social pillar score (work force, human rights, community, and product responsibility) 2016 88.40 93.91 90.88
2015 93.35 81.03 91.10
2014 90.60 80.38 88.33
2013 88.95 75.80 86.98

Governance pillar score (management, shareholders, and CSR strategy) 2016 88.81 62.89 71.23
2015 77.80 49.10 66.36
2014 93.94 53.03 69.49
2013 86.68 63.32 70.77

Environmental pillar score (resource use, emissions, and innovation) 2016 89.23 86.39 68.38
2015 92.74 85.85 71.63
2014 92.39 85.87 72.65
2013 89.99 85.54 75.43

Note. CSR: corporate social responsibility; ESG: environmental, social and governance.

Bold denotes best annual scores across companies.

TABLE 5 Institutional change provided by CSRIN strategies

Strategies that address specific IN
Outcomes

Institutional necessities CSRIN actions

Institutional
dimensions Outline of IN Company A Company B Company C

Contribution
to sustainable
development
SDGs incidence*

Financial
system

Financial
exclusion

Correspondent banking
business model (#1 in
Mexico)

1

Simplified accounts
Microfinance
Multi‐platform mobile banking

apps

Political
system

Electricity
exclusion

Expand electricity access: 2.4 M
beneficiaries in emerging markets

7

Pollution Banns funding of polluting
industries

Recycling mobile devices
and batteries

Energy efficiency: CO2 emissions
prevented by fuel switching.
Company's CO2 emissions 70%
below the European average

13

Funding renewable energies
operations in 2016: €4.4bn;
issuance of green and social
bonds: €5.3bn

Renewable energies deployment:
intensity reduction of its emissions
in 2030 by 50% versus 2007 level.

13

Digital
exclusion

Cooperation with
government and private
companies to increase
telecomm infrastructures

17

Promoting telecomm
infrastructures that
reduce the digital divide

9

Corruption

Labour and
educational
system

Low
educational
levels

Scholarships: 74,000
beneficiaries in Mexico over
the last 10 years

Education on digital skills to
use new technologies

1 and 4

Financial education: 910,000
courses and 2.5 mn people
benefitted in 2016

Digital education 1 and 4

Note. CSRIN: corporate social responsibility aimed at institutional necessities; IN: institutional necessity; SDGs: sustainable development goals.Source:
Companies A, B, and C Annual Reports (2016) and findings from interviews.

FORCADELL AND ARACIL 9
MNCs tend to join efforts with local governments or other firms

and small entrepreneurs in their CSRIN actions, collaborating in the

achievement of several SDGs. In particular, the bank contributed to
the funding of Company C's clean investments, and Company B has

been building telecom infrastructures through the private–public

partnership formula. These alliances exert institutional change by



TABLE 6 SDG contribution. Measurement at macro and micro level

SDG Indicators at the macro level (World Bank) Indicators at the organizational level Company

No poverty 1 Number of people living below $1.9/day Financial inclusion: 5.6 million clients in Mexico A

Quality education 4 Gross enrolment ratio 30,000 grants in Mexico (2017) A

Affordable and clean
energy

7 People without access to electricity (%
population)

Electricity for all programme: 4,000,000 beneficiaries (June
2018)

C

World leader in wind power: 16,077 MW in 2017
Energy efficiency: 59 million tons of CO2 emissions

prevented (2014–2017)

Infrastructures and
innovation

9 Manufacturing sector/GDP By focusing on goal #9, the company can indirectly help in
the achievement of other goals

B

Climate action 13 Annual CO2 emissions The company's CO2 emissions 70% below the average for the
European industry

C

Reduce company emissions in 2030 by 50% versus 2007
levels and to become carbon neutral by 2050

Close all of its coal‐fired power plants
The largest photovoltaic power station built by the company

in the world can be found in Mexico.

Note. SDG: Sustainable Development Goal. Source: World Bank (2018); companies reports.
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simultaneously meeting different IN and have an impact on SDG 17,

among others.

The institutional context is complex and multidimensional, as evi-

denced by the interconnection between different SDGs. This means

that, through the direct attainment of a particular SDG, companies

can contribute to other SDGs indirectly. For example, corruption has

been found as a major IN in Mexico that influences other institutional

weaknesses. As a response, we find CSRIN strategies in the three

cases aimed at combating corruption through different approaches.

These may lead to major institutional changes that can indirectly

mitigate other challenges measured by the SDGs. For example, by

enhancing financial inclusion in Mexico, Company A contributes to

institutional change in the financial dimension and indirectly pursues

SDG 1. Company B extends telecommunications access to reduce

the digital divide, which indirectly combats corruption. Finally, both

companies deploy intensive CSRIN actions aimed at promoting educa-

tion, which directly impacts on SDG 4 and thus exerts institutional

change in the educational dimension and, indirectly, in the labour

dimension.

We consider the different views of managers based both at the

headquarters in Spain and in the subsidiaries in Mexico. Similarly, we

compare ESG and reputation ratings in both the home and the host

country. In this respect, we observe a considerable alignment between

the managerial views of CSR in the headquarters and the subsidiary.

However, we also found ad hoc strategies aimed at the specific insti-

tutional setting of the host country, thus following patterns of subsid-

iary entrepreneurship and innovative initiatives. In particular, we

observe an important degree of freedom to adapt the general policies

of CSR stated by the headquarters to the local reality. This is particu-

larly notable in the financial company, which concentrates on specific

actions tailored to the destination country that enhance financial

inclusion.

The analysis of the ratings related to ESG performance and repu-

tation perceived by stakeholders reinforces the above findings, as it

represents the views of external third parties. First, the perceived rep-

utation in the home country is stronger than in the subsidiaries in all

three cases, with slight differences among them. This may well reflect

the liability of foreignness and the difficulty that MNCs have to
legitimize themselves when operating abroad. Yet the bank holds the

best perceived reputation in the host country rankings among the

three companies. As we measure reputation based on stakeholders'

perception, we may suggest that sustainable strategies by this com-

pany are closer, and more aligned, to stakeholders' interests. In fact,

the bank is the company most focused on specifically tailoring its

CSR to the needs of the destination country. Thus, the reputational

benefit of engaging in CSR is contingent on institutional factors (Borda

et al., 2017), more specifically, to addressing the host country's INs.

Moreover, we suggest that institutional entrepreneurship accompa-

nied by subsidiary entrepreneurship strategies amplifies the reputa-

tional stakeholder perception. Second, when the ESG criteria are

considered, the bank holds pre‐eminent positions, nearly doubling

the scores obtained by Companies B and C. More specifically, Com-

pany B does not show specific measurement of their sustainable

actions, whereas Company C does not provide sustainability targets

to subsidiaries, as opposed to Company A. In this respect, the three

companies coincide in the difficulty of measuring the impact of their

CSR strategies on institutional change and sustainable development.

This constitutes an important shortcoming in order to monitor and

optimize the company efforts in these areas. Although the World Bank

has well established how to measure the achievement of the SDGs at

a macro level, companies are still developing standards for sizing their

impacts at the organizational level (Table 6).
5 | CONCLUSIONS

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first analysis that links

corporate sustainability strategies in developing countries with the

institutional change that it provides and its potential to promote sus-

tainable development in these regions. Overall, our study shows that

CSRIN consists in a specific CSR action, which stresses the role of

MNCs as developmental agents (Blowfield & Dolan, 2014) becoming

“part of the solution” (Wright & Nyberg, 2017) to major social chal-

lenges (Buckley et al., 2017). However, both institutional change and

economic development are made up of continuous transitions, where

MNCs' CSR constitute only a piece in a wider process of change

https://www.iberdrola.com/sustainability/society/disadvantaged-groups/electricity-all-programme
https://www.iberdrola.com/sustainability/society/disadvantaged-groups/electricity-all-programme
https://www.iberdrola.com/about-us/company-profile
https://www.iberdrola.com/sustainability/environment/energy-efficiency
https://www.iberdrola.com/sustainability/environment/energy-efficiency
https://www.iberdrola.com/sustainability/environment/energy-efficiency
https://www.iberdrola.com/about-us/lines-business/flagship-projects/photovoltaic-power-stations-mexico
https://www.iberdrola.com/about-us/lines-business/flagship-projects/photovoltaic-power-stations-mexico
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shaped by the actions of different stakeholders, such as government,

NGOs, and local actors. In this line, our findings also suggest that some

major institutional failures in emerging markets need to be solved in

collaboration between companies, social, and political agents. This is

shown by the agreements of Companies A and C for funding projects

that allow a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and in Company

B's CSRIN strategies to fight against corruption by reaching agree-

ments with the government. These multistakeholder initiatives extend

the previous findings of Doh et al. (2010) on public–private partner-

ship in emerging markets and also Davila, Rodriguez‐Lluesma, and

Elvira (2018), who analyse the Latin American MNCs' stakeholders'

engagement in the same institutional context.

The CSRIN perspective shows how MNCs can co‐evolve their

CSR strategies with the institutional landscape rather than simply

adapting or accommodating to it as a form of external pressure (Buck-

ley et al., 2017; Cantwell et al., 2010). This might seem paradoxical,

though prior studies (Meyer, 2004) suggest a combination of MNCs'

adaptation with simultaneous influence on the institutional environ-

ment. Cantwell et al. (2010) associate institutional entrepreneurship

with an increasing autonomy of MNCs' subsidiaries, arising from the

institutional duality (Jamali & Neville, 2011) faced by the parent com-

pany and the subsidiary. For example, we find evidence that reinforces

this view in Company A's educational programme “For those left

behind,” which constitutes a CSR initiative specifically tailored to the

Mexican institutional environment. Our study shows that those com-

panies that design specific measures in the destination countries to

deal with institutional needs in that particular region are perceived

as having a strong reputation by their stakeholders.

Moreover, we find that the institutional landscape of the country

analysed shows interrelations between different institutional dimen-

sions (Parmigiani & Rivera‐Santos, 2015). For instance, corruption

limits the development of other institutional realities (Jetter &

Parmeter, 2018). These institutional needs can be directly or indirectly

mitigated by companies providing institutional change. As such, we

find that a particular CSRIN action can strengthen multiple

institutional areas. For example, better access to telecommunications

services can improve educational levels, and electric power infrastruc-

tures can enhance safety at night. Thus, the achievement of institu-

tional change and progress through the network of SDGs requires

thinking beyond sectors to deal with institutional interactions. This

illustrates North's (1990) findings regarding the evolutionary process

of development and the lags between the changes in different institu-

tional dimensions. However, there is little academic evidence on the

linkage between different SDGs and their connections to multiple

institutional perspectives (Le Blanc, 2015). Thus, further attention to

the interrelations between NBS dimensions and SDGs is required in

order to better understand the institutional realities and improve the

developmental outcomes of CSR activities.This exploratory paper

makes a number of contributions to further analysis in the field of

the SDGs, and the preceding millennium development goals, as effec-

tive instruments to deal with society's major challenges (Buckley et al.,

2017; Dalgaard & Erickson, 2009; Fukuda‐Parr, Greenstein, & Stewart,

2013). In particular, we respond to one of the research questions pro-

posed by Oldekop et al. (2016) for the 2015 post‐development agenda

by examining how sustainable and responsible business practices
impact on development outcomes. Additionally, we follow the Buckley

et al. (2017) recommendation for using SDGs to analyse the impact of

MNCs' CSR on societies' major challenges. Moreover, by shedding

light on how MNCs deal with IVs, we extend prior findings mostly

focused on the positive outcomes for the firm (Wang & Cuervo‐

Cazurra, 2017), towards an emphasis on the external or social effects.

This fills the Schreck et al. (2013) call for investigations of “win‐win”

strategies that serve firms' interests and those of the society.

Overall, we contribute to the CSR literature by proposing the

notion of CSRIN, which allows for a better understanding of CSR

determinants and outcomes in the presence of institutional weak-

nesses. Furthermore, we extend existing evidence about CSR activities

to developing countries (Blowfield & Frynas, 2005; Jamali & Mirshak,

2007; Jamali & Neville, 2011; Muller & Kolk, 2009; Yin & Zhang,

2012), where the major challenges differ from those in the developed

world (Visser, 2008). In addition, we contribute to the institutional lit-

erature by applying the NBS framework to Latin American countries,

scarcely applied before (Forcadell & Aracil, 2017; Sá de Abreu &

Barlow, 2015). We argue that CSRIN actions involve institutional

agency, as per the deep changes experienced in key institutions where

IN prevails. Thus, we extend prior findings on institutional change

influenced by MNCs (Campbell, 2004; Cantwell et al., 2010; North,

1990). Finally, our framework combines firm‐level responses to

challenging institutional deficits with macro‐level institutional change

measured by the SDGs. In this manner, we follow Wang, Tong,

Takeuchi, and George's (2016) identification of new research direc-

tions that encompass CSR and the major challenges for society.

A major limitation that we faced in our empirical analysis was the

difficulty that companies acknowledge in measuring their sustainabil-

ity impacts and providing quantitative indicators of their contribution

to the different SDGs. Nevertheless, quantifying helps companies to

take better decisions in the resources they manage and to direct

efforts most effectively. Therefore, the measurement of the impact

of CSRIN is essential to the monitoring, design, and communication

of these strategies. This should constitute an important area of focus

from a managerial perspective, as we noted that the company that

provides a more detailed analysis of its social impacts enjoys superior

recognition from its stakeholders—enhanced reputation—and a greater

control of its ESG risks. Also, the measurement of the impact of CSRIN

activities is essential both to generate the necessary feedback about

the efficiency of the efforts made by the company and to design

useful CSR strategies.

One single‐country case study may be non‐generalizable. How-

ever, case studies show greater validity (Ullah, Jamali, & Harwood,

2014) than quantitative studies due to their broad analytical approach.

Rich contextualization methods, such as qualitative studies, allow to

acknowledge the complexity surrounding the particular settings of

emerging countries (Teagarden, Von Glinow, & Mellahi, 2018). The

findings, albeit drawn from a small sample, highlight common features

in national institutions across the developing world. Nevertheless,

further evidence in other countries is desirable to complement these

preliminary findings. We also call for empirical studies on emerging

MNCs' CSR practices outside their home country to further investi-

gate their influence on the progress of their host economies. Another

important future line of research may consider extending our findings
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on the collaboration between government, companies, and social

parties for the development of institutions in emerging markets. In

sum, for a successful participation of MNCs in the institutional

transformation of developing countries, we suggest that the CSRIN

perspective opens interesting avenues for research that can contrib-

ute to a better understanding of CSR actions and can effectively guide

sustainable strategies for those MNCs that wish to alleviate pressing

social needs in developing countries.
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APPENDIX A

INTERVIEWER'S GUIDE

A. Corporate social responsibility aimed at institutional necessities

motivations
Theoretical rationale: Analyse whether firms' corporate social

responsibility (CSR) obeys to normative or ethical motivations

and whether this strategy is unique for the overall organization

or designed ad hoc to address local institutional needs.

Questions: Would you define your CSR strategy as transna-

tional or is it built ad hoc to the host country's specific needs?

Do you think that your company encounters specific barriers

when trying to adapt its CSR strategy to the destination country

reality? Are these barriers or difficulties related to (a) external

conditions (i.e., difficulty in assessing the specific social or institu-

tional conditions in the host country); (b) internal forces, such as

lack of resources or need to deploy the strategies designed in
the headquarters to every country where the company is

present?

B. Operational aspects

Theoretical rationale: Find out the specific mechanisms that allow

companies deliver institutional change, that is, institutional entrepre-

neurship, multistakeholder initiatives, interconnection of different

institutional dimensions, and subsidiary entrepreneurship.

Questions: Would you say that subsidiaries hold a certain degree

of autonomy to design and implement local CSR strategies? In

destination countries, does the company openly seek to collaborate

with other companies or government to improve social conditions?

Are there specific barriers—internal and/or external—that prevent

reaching these agreements? Are the sustainable development goals

shared by the organization? Would you focus on specific goals or

would you try to achieve a constellation of goals by differentiating

direct and indirect impacts?

C. Analytical aspects

Theoretical rationale: To understand how the company perceives

or quantifies the effect of its CSR strategies on sustainable develop-

ment and the efforts made concerning data collection and analysis of

the different institutional dimensions and their co‐evolution.

Questions: How does your company measure the effect of

socially responsible and/or sustainable strategies? Is there a particu-

lar set of indicators that you follow? Are these built in‐house or by

an external provider? Are these indicators shared with employees?

Would you set internal and/or external goals related to those indica-

tors? How would your internal indicators of sustainability, if existent,

relate to the sustainable development goal?
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