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The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmenBRapihctitioners

3.2

Theimperative needs of dialogue between CSR
departmentsand PR practitioners

Empirical evidence from Spain

| sabel Ruiz-M ora:L and Jairo Lugo-Ocando

| ntr oduction

Recent research carried out in S&a&mggests that corporate social responsibility (CSR)
departments tend to downplay existing and potential conimifrom public relations
professionals. Accordingly, public relations practitianare not sufficiently involved in the
conceptualization, designed and implementation of CS@r@ms:.g,A' This lack of input from
PR professionals, in our view, accounts for some of th&t important operational deficiencies
and accountability deficits of CSR programs. To be quublic relations practitioneis
involvement in CSR has traditionally been limited to @asise in the production of the annual
reportss,6 or just seeking ways of using CSR as a peripheral actostyeputation management
purposesz This has become bluntly obvious in current tinweisen social media and interactive
technologies are re-configuring the relationship and landssepveen companies, institutions
and their stakeholders. It is in the face of this aderof transformational communications that
many CSR departments within large, medium and small orgamgdind themselves deprived

from the necessary expertise to address the challentes difjital age.
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3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

Indeed, many of those managing CSR, for example, stitiseeal reports as the main
tool for transparency and accountability in relation to théopmance and the politics of the
companies and organizations for which they W%Kkonsequently, not only these reports
continue to be at the core of reputation managemenlaitioreto CSR, but they also continue to
consume a disproportionate amount of time and resoffmraeghe organization. All of which
have meant neglecting other areas of public engagemdnasutialogue building with
stakeholders in times of increasing digitalization, ricw@nectivity and interactivity. The end
result is that CSR continues to be mosthparformative exerciSe9 = one that fails to engage
with stakeholders and the public in general in the boardsesen

Moreover, in this digital era, when stakeholders seebetmore proactive and constantly
demanding and looking for informati%% regarding the organizations performance and wider
impact upon society, some of the most traditional apprsacheards CSR have become
outdated or at least insufficient to comply with normataguirements regarding transparency
and accountability. Indeed, the increasing use by stakeholi&f3s, activists and journalists of
social media and other interactive communication teloigies present important challenges and
opportunities that do not curre;pdeem to be properly addressed by CSR departments in Spain.

To be sure, digital platforms and all their applicatio@saeating new ways in which
stakeholders, pressure groups and the public at large are engétithe organizations and
companiesflattening traditional hierarchical relations and bringingula further degree of
complexity. Contrary to the past, an organization canncitidenowadays to restrict its channels
of communication nor predict with certainty the ultimatutcomes of its engagement strategy.
Organizations no longer can avoid public criticism of theankds on Faceboojkz, and people

can share on Twitter or Instagram pictures about tleetsfof their commercial activities on the
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3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

environment, upload a video on YouTube of a major corpordtmincein wipe out the share
price value in seconds or create a WhatsApp group to meloital people in favor or against
that organization. All in all, the digital era has brouaibbut a forced reality of hectic and
complex engagement for all companies and organizations fiaumé the globél',3 which now
operate in the context of the so-caltedk societ;’/.:l'4

It is because of this context of increasing interconwigctind risk that CSR has to be
understood and examined in terms of the larger spectrummofoaicative action theor:)L/.5
Despite this, many of those studying, conducting and implenge€SR programs continue to
display a lack of engagement with areas such as pobliticaimunication and professional
communication. Indeed, CSR tends to be seen and treatedftheoretical perspective and an
empirical standpoint as an empty concefosely based on moral communicatiowhich is
“filled with different meaningsl6 It is a concept that in practice tends to accommodateto t
strategic priorities of each organization and it isroflevoid of wider societal considerations and
critical thinking.

Moreover, the prevalent meanings given to CSR by pi@utits tend to be articulated
without a proper contextualization within political comnuation. This is a gap that we
ourselves have found among practitioners in the case of, $ysave observed the gaps between
the communication requirements of modern CSR and titmbengagement with the
organizations own departments of PR and public affgﬁ?sThis, we argue, is not only due to
managerial perception towards what PR is and does (or ieffeat what it can do for CSR) but
also fundamentally a product of a misconception of what i§%&lRout in this day and age.

This all is aggravated by the very naive assumptions atthenwle of social media and

digital technologies in the practices of CSR &l These assumptions, we found, tend to
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embrace a techno-determinist view tr@tmmetrical communicatio%li8 can be achieved by
pure technological means, while downplaying the role of huagancy and political context.
According to this premise, the new technologies themseataild facilitate a process of
dialogue and democratization of corporate communicatidreaable further accountability of
corporate actions. A view, of course, that tends to igisstees such history and organizational
prerogatives.

Instead, as we suggest here, the configuration of meia ecologyfor Png has
exacerbated in many cases the fundamental dilemma iniG@SRRevalent functionalistic
assumption that is there to address issues on the pgrgittbe organization and that it should
be subordinated to managerial prerogatives, which isteimgethat public relations practice
also assumed for years in its own deontological realinthat many now have come to
question.zo,21 By doing this, CSR ends up reacting to issues managemereartdtion
management, rather than using the new technologies stitaba itself as a space for
stakeholders, the public and the organization to deliberagguedl terms.

It is because of this that we propose to examine how &§Rges with PR and other
forms of professional communication in the contexhefdigital age as an urgent ne@tie
chapter is based on an empirical study investigating, whiy2I practitioners fail to understand
that political communication and stakeholder engagemerdtahe core of what they do? In
order to answer this question, we have carried out semiistedanterviews with those in
charge of CSR in the top Spanish organization and coemane also included the analysis of
communication strategies, annual reports and most commsedydigital platforms among

these companies.

Section 1 Page 4of 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

Our overall suggestion is that CSR needs to engage withspiof@al communication in
the same way that natural science organizations andcechkeesahave been engaging with
professional communications over the past few dec%%é’m us this benchmarking is urgently
needed to enable CSR departments to develop their full @dtengin age in which virtual and
interactive communications foster meta-geographic contresraround the organizations.
However, this engagement cannot be carried out just imatiional terms ofcommunicative
actiorf,23 that is, as propaganda (or pure dissemination of messages).

To be sure, CSR ar®R departments can no longer be fixate with issues of geoma
and reputation, but instead, they need to advance towaatiistsng and consolidating
horizontal relational networks that bring about true actahility and dialogue between the
organization and the stakeholders. To do so, CSR depastm#iitave to embrace professional
communication and place it, as social practice, atdne of its own activities. Only in that
manner, we argue, can CSR departments use the new techad@greate spaces for a none-

hierarchical dialogue between organizations and the restoudty.

Failed mutual engagement

The professional definitions of %,25,26 and CSF%7,28 are closely related. This is because
accountability to the public is a capital premise for bzo%as they are seen as an opportunity for
transparency and accountability in the face of managiatjort between the organization and
its stakeholders. Otherwise, as some authors poin€C&R, and PR efforts are in danger of
becoming just agreenwashing reputatibexercise:.go,:ﬂ This point has been embraced by

several authors. Gonzalez-Herrero, for example, sttkigselation from a crisis
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communication perspective and argues how responsible com@aaien a stronger position to
avoid crisis when they are managing the relations thilr public in a proactive manner,
particularly in relation to issues managem?é%t.

Castillo-Esparcia, on the other hand, has examined tatsorefrom the need to achieve
equality among stakeholders, the public and organizations emgktessity to recognize each
other. For him &permanent dialogue with the publicsvhere all the stakeholders are
participating in the decision-making process, is cruciahauern times?f?’ L’Etang, also follows
a similar approach when she affirms that PR and CSBi@sely linked as professional
disciplines as they both are strategic for the orgein'rz_a‘?’t4 She states that PR implies
communication and exchange of ideas to generate a chat‘rgedrganizatior?,‘r’ while issues
management is related with CSR, because emerging issueally have a social
backgroundg.6

Moreover, Daugherty considers public relations practitioasrhe ‘corporate
conscience suggesting thdtpublic relations are the practice of social responsiUiﬁZ/This
concept ofcorporate conscientenay sound moral and seductive, maybe because of the
idealistic role given to PR as a peacemaker, breakengdlriers between organizations and
publics.38 However, as LEtang cautiously reminds us, in reality thésenscience effortsend
up focusing, too often, on protecting the organizadeaputation from external threg?srather
than providing organizational accountability to publics and stakers.

Putting LUEtangs well-reasoned reservations to one siderghee nevertheless very
convincing arguments to support the incorporation of publicioekiprofessionals in CSR
policy planning and executioAr'19,41 particularly in an era in which information and

communication technologies are fostering and extendém fanfluence and social
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responsibilities for all organizations. Daugherty, in faegrets the limited participation of

public relations professionals in the design and implementafiCSR, since its functions,

are increasingly being placed in the hands of others duis because many
public relations practitioners are unprepared to handle themswilities of
continuously monitoring attitudes and expectations of std#tetsy preparing
executives to develop strong relationships with stakeho#detgruly
understanding the relationship between and organizationsanshity
constituents‘!2

Contrary to this view, Signitzer and Prexl, in their owsaarch about sustainable
communication, stated thgpublic relations practitioners do have the necessary gsgand
competence to communicate on issues of corporate sustayjnabditCSR. This, according to
them, happens especially in the area of sustainability isatnese“professional communication
skills are urgently neediééI3 In this sense, these authors state that CSR and Rfhawesa
close relationship in the organization, while advising @@&R and professional communication
managers should work closely together.

This last is even more the case in a scenario in whgiR @partments not only need to
communicate what they do but are required to integrate caitiegiand stakeholders in general
into the process of design and implementation of org#pizal policy. To do so, one should ask:
who is better placed than communicational professionals? itapable and lssound
expertise in dealing with external and internal publicd®\Would be better placed to develop
the relational platform for CSR department than thelse know how to create content and
develop social media provisions in ways that are acdesaildl relevant for the variety of

publics and stakeholders?
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Having said that, CSR and PR departments have rarely wadicetlin hané‘.4 ,45
Furthermore, different organizations have different appresto CSR. Some of them assume
that CSR is a unidirectional exercise and they decide witgat,and how they communicate
with the public in relation to their own organizationabetf§. They practice an approach to CSR
from business-centrisr‘r"{5 one that maintains a relation with the publics from the
economic/profit point of vieV\Lll.7 These organizations tend to altogether overlook stakeholde
approaches to CS€28;,49 therefore, they do not take into account approaches thapgsewould
allow them to understand their impact upon society anesaobre structural issu5e(,).51

Overall, as some authors suggest, public relations practiide®d or are involved in
CSR efforts, even in those cases in which organizatiepart from the stakeholdérs
perspectives.2 In the cases in which public relations practitionersnatanvolved, dialogue
seems to be absent from the communication procesmgela CSR, which tends to be instead
unidirectional and hierarchical. Therefore, any possititfulfilling the potential of social
media and digital technologies to develop a relatiotzfqyrm with the variety of publics and

stakeholders of the organization is mostly hieddyy the inability of both disciplines to talk to

each other.

Social media and dialogue

There are, however, many cases from around the world @rganizations have undertaken a
distinctive approach, one defined fmpen and interactive communicat105r13 In these cases,
this relation of dialogue with the stakeholders and theipbbtomes an opportunity for

organizations to use CSR programs to create spaces for motiemstanding and accountability.
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This model to which Grunig and Husrﬁ referred to assymmetrical assumes that the public has
some effect upon the organizatismpolicy and actions. In it, stakeholders can be engaged
take part in shaping and evaluating the agenda of the organjzaitering the possibility of
implementing a creative problem-solving procsessm which the public in general and
stakeholders in particular become active actors.

In this sense, social media represents an opportunitytigte transcendental
organizational changes. By introducing new ways of dialdlgege organizations can foster a
relational approach that would help them achieve a two-wayretrical public relations
model.56 However, it is beyond the scope of this chapter to disstissher this is really
happening on the ground yet; moreover, there is alreadynprehensive body of literature that
has presented a set of criticisms toward some ofsdfienaptions around symmetrical models of
communication5.7,58,59 As Yang and Kent have highlighted in their own research aduomiel
media use in Fortune 500 corporations, the evidence inditt@esocial media is still mostly
used as one-way messaging tools by most organizations, ttzdheas relationship building
tools.60

Likewise, let us be clear in our own position, it is @& technologies themselves that
have catalyzed dialogue and relational networks in thasesaahere it has effectively happened
but the fact that these organizations decided to embracediel that privileges dialogue as they
consider it‘an efficient and ethical way for organizations to commuaigath their publics in
the social network and maintain corporate IegitirﬁaE(S:JyThis is not to say that information and
communication technologies have not played any role whats. On the contrary, it is

precisely because of them that dialogical spaceshes@me so important nowadays, but rather

they have had dacilitating’ role. This because the age of digital and interactigdia has
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incentivized new types of behaviors, both from the pulalicsthe organizations. As Charest,

Bouffard and Zajmovic state,

The listening strateg6y2 .. . assumes that new technologies, and particutzly
Internet, make it possible to invent new ways of sharingvletage faster. It is
therefore important to listen to the conversationstedat place on social
platforms and analyze them in order to stay abreast oicpanhion and, through
this, to recruit collaborators, or even create partnesshigh influencerse.3

In the digital age, stakeholders are more activeair tfehavior towards companies and
organizations and organizations are constantly underypsesgs maintain their reputation and
strengthen their brangfsl in away that was not that common in the past. Social metia h
changed the way people relate and participate in theimeonties by allowing them to create
and share content. The new digital media ecologydiatrced the ability of stakeholders to
express their identity, provoking co-creation, and &sditating the stakeholder#entification
with the company and with the communﬁ?/.lndeed, this new media ecosystemalso referred
to as newmedia ecology66 — is creating further demands for transparency, accoumyadild
dialogue. The public in general and stakeholders in particatanow manage their own
relations with the organizations while these last calonger avoid interaction or prevent public
exposure.

Therefore, what we want to rescue from tisgmmetrical approach is not its techno-
deterministic assumptions but its premise that commuoicarofessionals need to truly engage
with horizontal platforms to foster dialogue and that fhat the approach aspires to see the
organization, the stakeholders and the public at large asse@&R departments have to face to

the fact that public relations professionals have becdosreasingly important ificreating,
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cultivating, and managing online brand communities, as welf astablishing and maintaining
the relationships created by active, engaged pt’rb(?lzssomething that is becoming increasingly
important.

Indeed, if building, maintaining and enhancing relationshipls the stakeholders has
always been a function of public relations professioniis,has now extended to a global
scale6 | thanks to the new technologies, which facilitate glatierconnectivity and exposure.
This can create, neverthelessrisky environmerft69 for those companies with CSR programs
that stand away from transparency and a stakeholder appRes#arch in the context of Spain
indicates that CSR organizational programs that are naagea by public relations
professionals tend to present important deficiencies wiggng to engage stakeholders into the
process of corporate decision-making (this might be ofsma deliberated effort, but it is not a
sensible strateg%(.)

In the majority of these cases, dialogue is absenC&Rlbecomes a cynical and futile
performative exercise to preserve reputation and brantdaiyyast, with subsequent backlash
on the long term. The recent history of CSR is fillethwie graveyards of those who failed in
the attempt to reach out by means of unsatisfactory comgesrbetween the corporative
prerogatives and societal demar?&slt is precisely in this context in which we need to raee t
guestion about why companies are not exploring and incorpgtaenability of public relations
professionals to promote this engagement and why it hasrigesuch a missed opportunity,

particularly in the light of the rise of social mediad digital technologies?

Resear ch approaches
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To answer these questions, we have carried out semi-stidigtteeviews to those in charge of
CSR in top Spanish organizatiohcompanies, as well as public relations professionads als
working for them. We also included the examination of compation strategies, annual reports
and most commonly used digital platforms among these aaegpdn doingso, we wanted to
explore why particular companies and organizations arenaking full use of the possibilities
offered by the new media technologies. The key thesimighe lack of communication
professional, by which we mean individuals who have stuale prepared themselves to design
and implement communication policy within organizatians;SR departments hinders their
ability to appropriate and use the relatively new wave ofreonication technologies.

To do so, we looked at the top companies listed in the IBEX Spain, which happen
to be the ones that have invested more resources in G8& itountry. Our sample, however,
included only 28 companies in total. This because one companyo{Aditial) cannot really be
considered Spanish, while six others declined to take part stutg (Inditex, Bankia -Caja
Madrid-, Amadeus IT Holding, Grifols, EbroFoods, Bolsddercados Espafioles). At the time
of the fieldwork, the companies in our study included, amdhgrs, Telefonica, Santander,
Iberdrola, BBVA, Repsol, Gas Natural, Abertis InfraestruasufFerrovial, ACS Construccion,
Caixa Bank, Red Eléctrica Corporaciéon, Banco PopularialbBanco Sabadell, Acciona,
Mapfre, Enagas, Bankinter, Indra A, FCC, Endesa, TasriReunidas, OHL, Mediaset Espafia,
Acerinox, Abengoa, and Gamesa y Sacyr Vallehermoso.

We triangulated the data to examine a) the relationshipeleet CSR and professional
communication and b) how these companies engage wittstdkes and publics in general by
means of digital platforms. In so doing, we were tryingpetier understand not only the existing

gaps between moral communication, normative claims aiit&ctice, but also we intend to
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seek ways in which this gap can be addressed. We are fultg afiihe limitations that these
types of approaches carried out, particularly in relaticdheégerformative aspects of the semi-
structured interviews (that is, between what people saydb and what they actually do). We
triangulated the different sets of data by combining ssractured interviews with the close
reading of annual reports, communication strategies aigidethnographic observations of the

digital platforms (such as websites and social networks)

What the data say

Firstly, we map the professional profile of the CSR diepants of these companies. They are,
on average, small, as 71% of them have five or less engdoyidnere is also a particular
imbalance in terms of gender, despite the fact that 93¥teafemployees are women, 61% of
the managers are men. This, however, is not different fhe national trends in Spain in which
similar levels of inequality can be obser\zgd73 in other areas of these same organizations.
Secondly, almost a third of all employees in these @§bartments have a business background
(32%), followed by environmeat (16%), then information/computing and communicatidyut
none in PR- (14%), quality and engineering (9%) and, finally, human resources$. (6%
Overall, the semi-structured interviews suggest that paredaddhivities of CSR
managers in the companies included in the study relate.tbi®kever, those interviewed
confirmed that most of these managers do not have anyspiaifal training in PR or
background in professional communication. They are, iarotlords, professionals who lack
adequate training around professional communication, whiclpagadoxically- an area that

they themselves recognize ‘&sy part of their own work. Only in one case did we find a person
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with a communications background. This was, neverthelesgamte with a background in
journalism not in PR.

The data obtained from the semi-structured interviewshadgdight the low opinion that
CSR managers have of public relations professionals: 64bewf think they‘do not need any
professional communication expertise in their departgiemhey justify this because 1) their
companies have already a general communication deparame @) communication in CSR is
only for “doing reportd so“you can outsour¢ehat task. It is worth highlighting that there were
specific cases in which CSR managers had opted to inctegeraporarily communications
professionals in their departments. They did so, acaptdithe interviews, for two main
reasons, 1) to manage relations with stakeholders and 2ntowacate CSR policies.

Nevertheless, our data shows that there is scarcylaic relations practitioners
responsible for the formulation or communication &RCpolicies in major Spanish companies.
When we asked about the ideal professional profile forR @&nager, not in one single case
were public relations professionals mentioned. Moreover,af the managers went out of his
way to say that hénever would choose a public relations practitioner to fill gust’. This
reluctance to employ public relations professionals hapmiaspite the fact that 46% of the staff
in CSR departments seems well aware of the links with eaorwations departments as
‘strategi¢. Moreover, 64% of the interviewees think thebmmunicatiofi is “fundamental for
CSR programs.

The way we interpret these results is that there important gap between the awareness
of CSR departments in relation to communication neadgfze view they have about the ability
of communication professionals to deliver these goalesélindings correspond to similar

studies that have also indicated negative perceptiong@dqaublic relations practitioner7s.‘1f,75
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In any case, further research is needed to understandthettarreaucratic and organizational
barriers imposed to communication professionals in CSR thepats.

We do know, however, that this dichotomy is not only abesigaing importance to
communication while downplaying the role of professionahcwnication, butt also reflects a
wider paradox between theory and practice within CSR depatsimadeed, when asked about
the need to engage the public in the process of designing C8EBsp@I¥% responded that it was
in fact “very important. Moreover, many of the same respondents added how digital
technologies had enabled the possibility of ample caatgwitand dialogue. However, when the
responses from the semi-structured interviews were cosdragiinst the actual digital records
of the companies, we found that in only a few cases hagrtfamization actually used these
technologies to open bidirectional channels of comnatioins with its stakeholders and the
public. Moreover, in most cases in the sample, therenwavidence that any feedback had been
incorporated or even taken into account in the design or ¢iadua any of the CSR programs
in question. In other words, there is a big disparityveen the normative claims of
communication engagement and the actual practice ondabedyrRather than inclusive
consultation, the communication provisionboth organizational and digitalare in fact set in a
very traditional hierarchical form by the top managédrhe organizations.

The data also suggests that despite normative claims ofetyitathapproaches and the
rise of the interactive and digital technologies, ghedominant channels of communication
continue to be used in very unidirectional ways fromttigeto the bottom. To be sure, the main
channels used by CSR staff to engage with stakeholderseapdlthc are annual reports (93%),
traditional corporate website (86%), email (82%) and questitem@i9%). Other channels used

include discussion fora (64%) and group meetings (86%), but tarswhat we observed are
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performed in controlled environments, and none of itsesdator outputs seem to permeate into
CSR policy or actions.

To make matters worse, there seems to be an important gegpunderstanding of what
dialogue in the digital era means. Indeed, while 57% ointieeviewees claim to use Facebook
or LinkedIn, 32% use blogs and 32% use Twitter as channels towoicate with the public,
our own ethnographic observations found no conversationk lisi¢ad, what we were able to
observe were veristandardizedmessages with little or no interaction between the puahds
the organizations. In other words, these technologictbphas are mostly used as channels for
top-to-bottom dissemination rather than as a space for catia@ns This topto-bottom
dissemination is even more prevalent in the way theggn@ations understand and manage

their annual reports.

What CSR reports say

From previous research, we know that companies claim todikeeent reasons for issuing
CSR reports but that, in practice, those who do so maselytese reports as beimggpod for
business76 Therefore, despite the fact that an annual CSR repouid be an instrument to
engage with the general public in general and stakehdtdpesticular, it is not surprising to see
how in 61% of cases there is a clear focus on intsta&kholders. Moreover, 100% of
companies included employees, and a very large propoftitwese reports were dedicated to
shareholders and investors (97%), while 94% of these repalitathrl sections to customers
(94%). In other words, CSR reports have effectively becaminstrument for the company to

talk to itself and to its clients rather than with sbgiat large.
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Indeed, only in 33% of these reports we were able to find refesdanother
stakeholders such as foundations, regulators, indigenouswouti@a and media. The content
analysis found relatively low frequency in the use of woedtsting to corporate governance,
analysts and experts, opinion leaders and external blodybed.our content analysis highlights
is that CSR reports tend to leave aside what Bursont®iarscall ‘e-influential or ‘techno-

influential stakeholders,

A new breed of opinion leaders, influential and focused omi&ogy,
seamlessly connecting their work and personal lives whilertrittingg

information on companies, brands and prodZZts.

This again happens despite explicit normative claims madm@m@ommunication. Indeed, 85%
of the CSR reports provided information about the tools dbgliee and participation that are
used in the organization, both in the area of CSRmabdsiness in general. These reports make
explicit claims about external communication tools, Whace said to be both bidirectional and
unidirectional. These claims seem to be based on thenrtbt traditional websites and
microblogging are per se interactive and bidirectionalthadelief that this in itself is sufficient
to create spaces for symmetrical dialogue. In 100% of cmergports claim to use online tools
such as corporate websites, emails and online documerdatdable on the web to engage
with the public, while in 67% of the cases similar claims aaéarin relation to the use of
specific microsites.

In these reports, the CSR departments claim to use atie dpaces such as e-
conferences and e-meetings (61%), followed log-fa-face meetings with different

stakeholders (58%). But contrasting this with the semi-&tred interviews and the
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observations, it became clear that the use of thesespas heavily controlled and not entirely
open. With a lower frequency in their use, we fnahailbox for suggestions and complaints
(36%), online newsletters (27%), email services (email or maieesage) and online forums,
with 24% in both cases. In all, 21% turn to blogs and tosetegegree, corporate publications,
such as corporate magazines (18%) and institutional mag#z bfs.

Finally, social networks (15%) and subscription services @& @30) score at the bottom
of our analysis. In this sense, social networks appeari@$R reports as channels with
stakeholders are Twitter (36%), Facebook (36%) and YouTube (33#dge that appear less
prominently are Flirk (21%), LinkedIn (9%), Tuenti (9%) andi&hare (6%). Other social
networks are appearing, such as Xing (6%), Picassa (3%) argle®q8%), particularly as
these companies expand in other markets. Interestiipilgeae forms of social media and
networking scored way below very traditional channels siscthe corporate magazs&vhich
are still used in 58% of the cases to deliver the messdbe tbakeholders as the preferred

channel to communicate with stakeholders.

CSR on PR

The close reading of CSR reports can also help elégcitaw those producing the reperstaff

in CSR departmentssee the issues concerning to PR. The results pointftaredt categories.
On a first instance (Level A), we find that an overwhelmrmmajority of the reports deal with risk
management (85%), relationships with stakeholders (76%jyrtiuiction itself of CSR reports
(76%), ethical codes (70%), corporate image and reputation (@& nhal communication

management (61%), CSR training (61%), communication chanmelmeeto-face contact with
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the public (58%) and external communication management (3@%her words, CSR staff in
their own annual reports recognized these areessociated with PR as priorities in their day-
to-day work.

On a second level (which we will call B), we found that 33%hefreports deal with
communication channels online 2.0. These included issuesgetatiransparency, such as CSR
redemption accounts (33%), marketing and/or advertising regpei33%) and research on
CSR (6%). On a third level (called C), we found CSR agendastnytries and topics such as
education, health, productivity and energy efficiency, ésalution of conflicts through
approved systems, communication and crisis managemelet o€@thics in advertising and
suppliers, measuring 2.0 environments reputation and crediilityf these are issues that
demand professional communication expertise. Therafoeegbsence of public relations

professionals in CSR departments is even more striking.

Conclusions

The case remains that many CSR departments underpernfoetation to extracting the full
potential of professional communication approaches in géraard in particular, they fail in
taking advantage of the wide set of possibilities offeredewy digital and interactive media
technologies. We can only speculate as to why these depdst are so reluctant to engage in a
more comprehensive manner WRR as a professional discipline and as to why public relations
practitioners tend to seem systematically excluded from. G&Reover, when it is perfectly

clear to us that by developing these bridges between CSR deptstamd public relations

professionals they could become‘ambudsmeh78 for both stakeholders and the public at large
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and therefore fulfill their potential as a space for fpansncy and accountability in a complex
and challenging era in which social media and digital telolgnes are creating a set of new
demands7.9

Examining the interviews responses to this lack of recognitiand cooperation with
PR, it is clear that professional boundaries and protecficguilds seem to play an important
part in creating barriers against these professionalsomptecause of what the interviewees
and their CSR report said, but also because of whatideyot say. That is, a lack of reasonable
justification as to why they are reluctant to employ moreipublations professionals. These
silences perhaps also help explain, in part, the gendelaindes at the top of the managerial
scale, which no doubt are a key component in these attitomtasds PR.

Indeed, being small departments within large organizatioogl@enight become vgr
protective of their working space and jobs. In these cas@sagers tend to act as a Pretorian
Guard for vested interests and traditional organizatiaomahgements. However, this has
tremendous organizational and ethical implications as tweporation of public relations
professionals into CSR departments could also help diesgender gap. After all, it is a unique
professional area overwhelmingly pursued by women who tend to olagsrship and
managerial roles, something desperately needed in CSR depar?r?l

Our data, at least in the case of Spain, challenge inhgafindings of other authors in
relation to how in European companies CSR and commumcdéipartments seem to frequently
engage and cooperate in the continent. According to thékers, referring to other countries in
Europe, these are the two departments that tend to morerfthoeeoperate and are more likely
to have formalized their cooperatig%.This regrettably does not seem to be the case of Spain,

where instead the biggest compahi€SR and communication departments appear to be living
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in almost parallel universes. Nevertheless, againssé@mly distinctiveness of Spain let us not
forget— and warn-that the variety of studies around CSR departments iogeuasind the United
States have been mostly based on perceptions derivednt@mwiews, therefore dominated by
normative claims rather than by empirical observations

If anything, by triangulating different approaches and resestrategies, our findings
show the lack of professionalization for communicatm@8ER on an empirical level. This
applies well in Spain and perhaps also in other counttia®uld advisable for researchers of
these societies to examine factual empirical evidencerioethe normative claims made in semi-
structured interviews. Moreover, as Russo and Pgrzrihave stated, when we have seen
globally how*large firms still lack the ability to integrate the managatrof these specific
relationships into their corporate stratégy

If this gap is to be filled, then CSR departments ought nsider the incorporation of
professional communication practitioners at the cotbeif strategy, something that at the
moment is not happening. Perhaps, in all justice to the d&pRrtments, there seems to be a
generalized distrust against PR, not because of their piafas capacity but instead because
communication departments are generally perceived tallygmed to the strategic management
of the organization, whereas this is not always the ftagdbe CSR departmer’\’tg3 In other
words, it is not so much the professional capacitigbaxfe individuals which are in question,
but the ethical reservations around their ability to dethemselves sufficiently from the core
objectives of the organization. Public relations profesd®are in fact seen as prone to
‘contaminatéeor ‘hinder the ability of CSR departments to communicate effectiaaty
transparently with the stakeholders given these ettesalvations. Sadly, in these cases, the

tradition of PR is seen as towmtteri and too‘compromised by many.84
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This presents an important paradox, given the need of aggems to improve dialogue
with stakeholders and to show how companies are genuinefgsied in working with the
community to mitigate, if not eliminate, negative sadi@npacts. In toddy digital era, these
companies have to demonstrate how they are working to intrddectakeholdés point of
view in their agenda. They need to prove how committed tleewith CSR and society and, on
top of that, be able to communicate this message effggtparticularly in the light of
unfulfilled promises and mistakes made in the past. Buttbade this without a close
collaboration and engagement with professional commuaicaParticularly in light of the
emergence of a multiplicity of 2.0 tools, which sofaas we have seen herdave been mostly
sub-utilized. These questions, in our sample of companieajmevide open and in need of

further research. Nevertheless, these are issues, wigiehtly need to be addressed.

Notes

| Corresponding author.

a Ruiz-Mora, I., Lugo-Ocando, J. and Castillo, A. (2016)uBtint to talk, reluctant to listen:
Public relations professionals and their involvement iR@8grammes in Spain. Public
Relations Review, 42(3), 40207.

i Benn, S., Todd, L. R., and Pendleton, J. (2010). Publitmetaleadership in corporate social

responsibility. Journal of Business Ethi86), 403-423.

Section 1 Page 22f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

| Kim, S. Y. and Reber, B. H. . (2008). Public relatigpisace in corporate social responsibility:

Practitioners define their role. Public Relations Review, 383¥,342.

i Hou, J. and Reber, B. H. (2011). Dimensions of disclosui@qdtate social responsibility
(CSR) reporting by media companies. Public Relations Review),3/6-168.

i Neu, D., Warsame, H. and Pedwell, K. (1998). Managing publicessmns: environmental
disclosures in annual reports. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 233)82.

i/ Munshi, D. and Priya, K. (2005). Imperializing spin cycles: Atpolonial look at public

relations, greenwashing, and the separation of publics. PultéitidRes Review, 31(4),

513-520.

A Zadek, S., Evans, R. and Pruzan, P. (2013). Building corporate accotnt&bierging
practice in social and ethical accounting and auditing. London: Routledge.

i Morsing, M., Majken, S. and Kasper-UlIf, N. (2008). T@atch 220f communicating CSR:
Findings from a Danish study. Journal of Marketing Communications, 14(2)197

= Zhang, J. and Swanson, D. (2006). Analysis of news med&sentation of corporate
social responsibility (CSR). Public Relations Quarterly, 51(2)1I3

= McKie, D. and Willis, P. (2012). Renegotiating the termsrmjagement: Public relations,
marketing, and contemporary challenges. Public Relations Re38¢£%), 846852.

2 Ott, L. and Theunissen, P. (2015). Reputations at risk: Engageduring social media
crises. Public Relations Review, 41(1);-202.

= Merrill, T., Latham, K., Santalesa, R. and Navetta(AD11). Social media: The business
benefits may benormous. But can the riskgeputational, legal, operationabe

mitigated? (p. 7). Available from: Http://www.acegroup.com/us-en/sisgst-progress-

report-social-media.pdf [Accessed 1 December 2015].

Section 1 Page 23f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

= Beck, U. (1998). La Sociedad del RiesBarcelona: Paidos.

| Lehman, G. (2001). Reclaiming the public sphere: Problems angegetedor corporate
social and environmental accounting. Critical Perspectives anuAtiag, 12(6), 713
733.
= Schultz, F. and Wehmeier, S. (2010). Institutionalizatiboorporate social responsibility
within corporate communications: Combining institutional, semeking and
communication perspectives. Corporate Communications: An International Journa
15(1), 9-29 (p. 28).

4 Ruiz-Mora et al., op.cit.

= Grunig, J. E. (2013). Excellence in public relations and communication management.
Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

9 Kietzmann, J. H., Hermkens, K., McCarthy, I. P. and Sitee8. S. (2011). Social media?
Get serious! Understanding the functional building blocksoafal media. Business
Horizons, 54(3), 241251.

et L’Etang, J., Lugo-Ocando, J. and Ahmed, Z. (2011). Ethics, CSW®r@mnd strategic
communication. In @. lhlen, J. Bartlett and S. May (Ed$gndbook of communication
and corporate social responsibility (pp. £Z87). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

e Lugo-Ocando, J. and Hernandez-Toro, M. (2016). Public relaead humanitarian
communication: From persuasion to the creation of a cantynof equals. In J. L'Etang,

D. McKie, N. Snowand J. Xifra(Eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Critical Public

Relations. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Section 1 Page 24f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

@ An, N. and Mcllwaine, S. (2011). Who wants a voice in s@assues- and why? A survey

of European citizens and its implications for sciencerjalism. Journalism Practice
5(2), 210-226.

| Habermas, J., Lenhardt, C. and Nicholsen, S. W. (1990grIMonsciousness and
communicative action. Cambridge, MA: MIT press.

& Black, S. (2011). ABC de las Relaciones Publicas. BarcelonanoG&§100.

& Cutlip, S.M., Center, A.H. and Broom, G.M. (200Rglaciones Publicas eficaces.
Barcelona: Gestion 2000.

ge Seitel, F. (2002). Teoria y practica de las Relaciones PublicalsidvBretencie Hall.

& European Comission. (2011). Arenewed EU strategy-2BLfor corporate social
responsibility . Brussels: European Comission.

. European Comission. (2001). Green paper: Promoting a european frarfevemiporate
social responsibility. European Commission. Brussels: European {Ssimm

= Grunig, J. and Hunt, T. (2003). Direccion de Relaciones Publicas. Barc8lestéon 2000
(p. 241).

& Greenland, S., Bainbridge, J., Galloway, Ch. and Gill,ZR12). Strategic communication:
Cases in marketing, public relations, advertising and media. Sydney: iPeligber
Education.

oL Willers, Ch. and Kulik, A. (2013). CSR as corporate stpates:‘Greenwashingg CSR as a
new paradigm of brand management? In R. A. Conrady,(lEckhds and issues in
global tourism (pp. 364313). Berlin: Springer.

2 Gonzalez-Herrero, A. (2006). Comunicacion de Crisis y Resginlidad Social Corporativa.

En Capriotti, P. y Garrido, F.J. Guia de la Responsabilidad Social Emptgesa

Section 1 Page 2®f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

Fasciculo 4 (pp.-8.1). Santiago (Chile): Universidad del Desarrollo/Diario Financiero

(p- 8).
B Castillo-Esparcia, A. (2009). Relaciones Publicas. Teoria e HistaaraeBna: UOC

(p. 225).

= L'Etang, J. (2006). Corporate responsibility and public relateihics. En lEtang, J. y

Pieczka, M. (Eds.), Public relations: Critical debates and contemporarycpracti

(pp- 405422). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum (p. 409).

€2 L'Etang, J. (2009). Relaciones Publicas. Conceptos, practica y dBiicalona: UOC

(p- 25).
ge L'Etang (2006)pp-cit.
i Daugherty, E. (2001). Public relations and social respongildn Heath, R.L. (Ed.),

Handbook of public relations (pp. 3881). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage (pp.-ZHR).

B L'Etang (2006)op. cit. (p. 417).

& L'Etang (2006)op. cit. (p. 417).

& Soo-Yeon, K. and Reber, B.H. (2008). Public relatigriace in corporate social

responsibility: Practitioners define their role. Public Reles Review, 34(4), 33B42.

L Ruiz-Mora et al., op. cit.

2 Daugherty, op. cit (p. 401).
Signitzer, B. and Prexl, A. (2008). Corporate sustainalmiitymunications: Aspects of

theory and professionalization. Journal of Public Relations Res&®, 119 (p. 12).
44

Clark, C. E. (2000). Differences between public relations angbcate social responsibility:

An analysis. Public Relations Review, 26(3), 3830 (p. 376).

Section 1 Page 2&f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departnmrehBRapractitioners

- Kim, S.Y. and Reber, B.H. (2008). Public relatibpice in corporate social responsibility:

Practitioners define their role. Public Relations Review, 38&},342 (p. 341).
& Mayes, R., Pini, B. and McDonald, P. (2012). Corporateakoesponsibility and the
parameters of dialogue with vulnerable others. Organizatio),2Z8{0-859 (p. 841).
i Plowman, K., Ostrom-Blonigen, J. and Bornsen, S. (2@&i&@keholder theory: Antidote to a
drug companis market health? A case study of Synthroi. Journal of Communication
Management, 12(1)-87 (p. 8).
& Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A.C., ParBaand Colle, S. (2010). Stakeholder
theory. The state of the art. Nueva York: Cambridge University Press
& Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approacin: Bastan
Publishing.
| Freeman (1984), op. cit.

B Plowman et al., op. cit.

= Soo-Yeon, K. and Reber, B.H. (2008). Public relatigrigce in corporate social
responsibility: Practitioners define their role. Public Relas Review, 34(4), 33B42.
| Mayes et al., op. cit (p. 841).
= Grunig, J. E. and Hunt, T. (1984). Managing public relations. Holt, Rinahd Winston,
New York.

B Deetz, S. (2007). Corporate governance, corporate ses@bnsibility, and communicatio.
En S. May, G. Cheney, and J. Roper (Eds.), The debatearporate social
responsibility (pp. 267278). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

B Grunig, J. E. (2001). Two-way symmetrical public relations: Rassent, and future. En R.

L. Heath (Ed.), Handbook of public relations (pp-3Q). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Section 1 Page 26f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

Bi Kent, M. L. and Taylor, M. (2002). Toward a dialogic theof public relations. Public

Relations Review, 28(1), 237.
| Murphy, P. (1991). The limits of symmetry: A game theory apgréasymmetric and
asymmetric public relations. Journal of Public Relations Rese3(tht), 115-131.

N Roper, J. (2005). Symmetrical communication: Excellent puélations or a strategy for
hegemony? Journal of Public Relations Research, 1723669

B Yang, A. and Kent, M. (2014) Social media and organizakiis#ility: A sample of
Fortune 500 corporations. Public Relations Review, 40(3);5&2 (p. 563) DOI:
10.1016/j.pubrev.2014.04.006

Bl Gongalves, G. (2012). Whoafraid of social media? A normative approach to catpor
discourse on the Web. En Gongalves, G. (org). The dialoguedinee Trends and
challenges in strategic and organisational communication (pg533Covilha: LabCom
(p. 41).

b2 A Listening strategy allows for interaction with diert audiences to elicit first the
“conversations markein Balagué, C. and FaypD. (2012). Quelle est l'utilité des
réseaux sociaux pour les entreprises? In Facebook, Twviites @utres. Intégrer les
réseaux sociaux dans une stratégie d'entreprise (pplZ)p Paris: Editions Pearson,
Collection Mondial.

e Charest, F., Bouffard, J. and Zajmovic, E. (2016) Publitiosla and social media:
Deliberate or creative strategic planning. Public Relations Redi2\}) 530-538.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.03.008.

64Jones, B., Temperley, J. and Lima, A. (2009). Corpoegtetation in the era of Web 2.0:the

case of Primark. Journal of Marketing Management,-2B{f 927-239.

Section 1 Page 2&f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

e Korschun, D. and Du, S. (2013). How virtual corporate seegdonsibility dialogs generate

value: A framework and propositions. Journal of Business Rese&dch4941504.

(p. 1146).

e Lundby, K (2009). Mediatization: Concept, changes, consequeNesg York: Peter Lang.

el Hutchins, A. and Tindall, N. (2016). Public relations and participatoltyre fandom,
social media and community engageméntdon:Routledge (p. 4).

Be Hutchins and Tindall, op. cit. (p. 4).

B Jones et al., op. cit. (p. 931).

70 Ruiz-Mora, I., Lugo-Ocando, J. and Castillo, A. (2016)uBtnt to talk, reluctant to listen:
Public relations professionals and their involvement iR @8grammes in Spain. Public
Relations Review, 42(3), 40207.

e An example of this being the case of the CSR programmeyd| Dutch Shell in Nigeria

and the criticism it has drawn to it. See Marchiht(2014). Corporate social

responsibility and oil in the Niger Delta: Solution or part of the problem? United Nations
Research Institute for Social Development
www.unrisd.org/UNRISD/website/newsview.nsf/(httpNews)/F338B68CE5C7D543C125
7D1E00411594?0penDocument [Accessed 2 March 2016].

e Martin, M. T. T. and Recio, C. (2012). Desigualdades de g@&meed mercado de trabajo:
entre la continuidad y la transformacion. Revista de ect@noritica, 14(1), 17802.

E Simon, H. (2009). La desigualdad salarial en Espafa: Una pgvspaternacional y
temporal. investigaciones econdmicas, 33(1)-439.

& Grunig, L. A. (1990). Power in the public relations department.nkdwf Public Relations

Research2(1-4), 115-155.

Section 1 Page 2%f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

= Pincus, J. D., Rimmer, T., Rayfield, R.E. and Cropp1%98). Newspaper editors'

perceptions of public relations: How business, news, and sgbttss differ. Journal of
Public Relations Researci1), 27-45.

E Idowu, S. O. and Papasolomou, I. (2007). Are the corporais sesponsibility matters
based on good intentions or false pretences? An emsticdy of the motivations
behind the issuing of CSR reports by UK companies. Corporate GoverrEree:
International Journal of Business in Socig{2), 136-147 (p. 136).

i Burson-Marsteller. (2005). Los tecnoinfluenciadores, una nueva generadtiderds de
opinion. (Burson-Marsteller, Ed.) (p. 2). Available from: htipstiu.com/burson-
marsteller-emea/docs/e_fluenciadores [Accessed 9 January 2016].

E An official appointed to investigate individuals' complaiagainst a company or
organization, especially a public authority.

= Lugo-Ocando, J. and Hernandez-Toro, M. (2015). Public relagioddiumanitarian
communication: From persuasion to the creation of a cantynof equals. In J. L'Etang,
D. McKie, N. Snow and J. Xifra (Eds The Routledge handbook of critical public
relations (pp. 226234). New York: Routledge.

2 Salzman, M. (201,23 September). Why are there so many women in-PIRRSAY.
Available from: http://prsay.prsa.org/index.php/2014/09/23/why-are-g@neany-
womenin-pr/ [Accessed 9 January 2016].

Bl Pollach, I., Johansen, T. S., Ellerup Nielsen, A. dmahisen, C. (2012). The integration of

CSR into corporate communication in large European cai@paJournal of

Communication Management, 16(2), 2846 (p. 215).

Section 1 Page 3®f 31



3.2The imperative needs of dialogue between CSR departmehBRapractitioners

B4 Russo, A. and Perrini, F. (2010). Investigating stakeholesry and social capital: CSR in

large firms and SMEsJournal of Business Ethics, 91, 2@21 (p. 217).
B Pollach et al., op.cit (p. 216).
B Miller, D. and Dinan, W. (2007). A century of spin: How public relatibasame the cutting

edge of corporate power. London: Pluto Press.

Section 1 Page 31f 31



