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Abbreviations

CSR Corporate social responsibility

HRM Human resource management

EU European Union

Interest in corporate social responsibility (CSR) has

increased exponentially over the last few decades. Many

articles and special issues have been published that define

and document the roles and responsibilities of business

organizations in different contexts (see, for example, Flem-

ing et al. 2013; Jack et al. 2012; Scherer et al. 2009). CSR has

expanded in several fields. First, a significant proportion of

the research on CSR has focused on the business organiza-

tion itself, including organizational motivation, internal

processes, implementation challenges, and strategic aspects

focused on the integration of CSR or ethics in corporate

strategy (Behnam and Rasche 2009; Singer 2010). A second

field has focused on the business case for CSR as well as on

the alignment of interests between business organizations

and stakeholders around so-called win–win solutions (Porter

andKramer 2006; Brammer andMillington 2008; Caroll and

Shabana 2010; Schreck 2011; Brennan et al. 2014).

However, the 2008 financial crisis demonstrated the

impact of ideologies on markets, organizations, society,

business, and, more specifically, CSR and business ethics.

It became clear that what was presented prima facie as a

mere lack of governance, the result of bankers’ greed and

malfeasance, or the irrationality of the financial markets

could not be understood without reference to ideologies

and the values or worldviews related to them (Padelford

and White 2009; Lusch and Webster 2011; Davies and

McGoey 2012). More specifically, this crisis revealed that

in this expanding body of CSR literature, insufficient

attention has been paid to the role that ideologies play in

the way policies and markets are designed and decisions

are made, and how corporate actors understand, interpret,

and conduct business and CSR. This special issue of the

Journal of Business Ethics examines the ties between ide-

ology, markets, CSR, and business ethics. The remainder of

our introduction is organized in three sections. The first

section aims to map out ideology in terms of ideas and

beliefs, on the one hand, and the subjective and objective

dimensions of ideology, on the other hand. The second

section ties ideology with management research, generally

and more specifically CSR/business ethics research, prac-

tice, and education. The last section introduces the con-

tributions of the nine articles published in this special issue.

On the Commonalities of and Differences Between
Ideology and Knowledge

The term ‘‘ideology’’ was coined by Antoine L. C. Destutt

de Tracy (1754–1836), a French philosopher of enlight-

enment and director of the Institute de France. As part of
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the enlightenment project, Destutt’s intention was to object

to the legitimization of knowledge on the basis of religion,

metaphysics, or authority. Destutt de Tracy equated ‘‘ide-

ology’’ with ‘‘empirically approved knowledge about

ideas’’ and thus provided the term with a positive conno-

tation (Haase et al. 2009). His intent was to map different

forms of ideas (ideos) in an organized way (logos) in order

to promote an objective and systematic form of knowledge.

Thus, knowledge and ideology were viewed as being sep-

arate on the basis of empirical evidence and methodical

standards.

Based on the works of Cheal (1979), Schmid (1981), and

Van Dijk (1998), we approach the meaning of the concept of

ideology by broadly understanding ideologies as frame-

works of ideas. From the cognitive perspective, ideology

relates to ideas or frameworks of ideas, on the one hand, and

to beliefs and beliefs systems or worldviews, on the other

hand. Both ideas and beliefs are essential for the under-

standing of ideology and its impact on theory and practice:

they drive the development of knowledge and influence

business practice. A division between knowledge and ide-

ology that puts knowledge on the bright side and ideology on

the dark one is hard to justify. The reasons for the inadequacy

of such a division between knowledge and ideology are, first,

that ideas and the belief in ideas play a significant role in

science (we include all sciences—natural, social, and oth-

ers—in this statement). With reference to Lakatos’s work in

the philosophy of science (1978), we argue that ideas are

among the constituents of the hard cores of theories, while

the scholarly beliefs in these ideas are what drive the

empirical development of theories.More or less, all papers in

this special issue deal with such ideas: they address, for

example, interpretations of business–society interactions

(Djelic and Etchanchu 2015; Dey and Lehner 2016); the

relationship between employer and employee (Greenwood

and Van Buren III 2016); or compare the ideas related to the

concepts of tolerance and respect (Lozano and Escrich

2016). A broad, pragmatic concept of theory includes these

beliefs and the scholarly practices related to them. Second,

the endeavor to change practices or to initiate social move-

ments against prevailing practicesmust be accompanied by a

critical reflection on ideologies. In addition, when criticized,

doubted, or even rejected, ideas do not simply disappear into

thin air; they tend to be substituted for other ideas based on

the perception that the promotion of an alternative and

‘‘better’’ or more ‘‘adequate’’ or more ‘‘sophisticated’’ ide-

ology is required.

Illustrative of this ‘‘replacement’’ process within busi-

ness ethics is the assessment of the stakeholder approach as

being more adequate and fair, or a more ‘‘morally tainted’’

approach, when compared with the shareholder approach.

In arguing in favor of their approach, the advocates of the

stakeholder approach have contributed to the dissemination

of the view that the stakeholder perspective is a more

adequate guide for the understanding, design, and conduct

of business relationships.

The Subjective and Objective Dimensions

of Knowledge and Ideology

That knowledge and ideology are so close makes distin-

guishing between them so important. In this regard, it is

helpful to consider the subjective and objective dimensions

of ideology. We start with the objective dimension: In the

same way as knowledge, ideology exists independently of

the beliefs of individuals and groups, and ideology can be

documented, codified, and described. As mentioned above,

ideas are part of the hard cores of theories and, as such, are

part of our knowledge embodied in theories, or so-called

objective knowledge. However, the objective dimension is

not sufficient to characterize ideology. An ideology has an

objective dimension that refers to ideas and a subjective

dimension that refers to beliefs in ideas. In this vein, an

ideology is a Janus-faced entity: one side of its face looks

into the world of objective phenomena. In the objective and

timeless ‘‘world of ideas,’’ ideas are disconnected from

their origins and from the concrete individuals who have

brought them to the forefront, or have advocated them, or

have any other relationship to them. In this vein, ideas are

time-independent and mind-independent entities (i.e.,

objective entities). These objective characteristics make

ideology comparable but different to knowledge. In case of

ideology, independence from beliefs ‘‘guarantees’’ their

‘‘objective existence’’ in a ‘‘world of ideas.’’ However,

nobody needs to have belief in these ideas and they thus

unfold no impact on social reality. In the case of knowl-

edge, a natural law might be true even if nobody believes in

it, and it might be wrong although (close to) everybody

believes in its truth. Realistic strands in epistemology

believe that the truth of the law is determined by the way

the world is, not by what we believe how it is. Basing our

understanding of the world on knowledge leads us to

believe that the world is as it is, and if we have knowledge

about it, then this knowledge is true or false independent of

what we believe. However, if we take a closer look at the

generation of objective knowledge, we detect methodically

backed intersubjective agreement as its origin, not the ‘‘real

world.’’ As it is impossible to decide on the truth of sen-

tences in the correspondence-theoretical sense, both the

extension of subjective judgments from the individual or

groups or scientific communities and intersubjectivity are

required in order to recognize something as conjectural

knowledge in the sense of Popper. In other words, in the

case of knowledge, the subjective dimension is harnessed

to generate intersubjectivity, which is interpreted as

objectivity.
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The other side of the Janus face looks into the world of

subjective beliefs, and this world is populated by individual

and group beliefs as well. Ideology translates into practices

as individuals and groups hold and promote these beliefs

through their interactions and practices. Individuals can

believe in ideas, or they can trust them, or they can con-

sider them as important—important enough to take action

to disseminate, justify, or criticize them, or fight against

them. Beliefs are put into action (Da Fonseca 1991) and, in

their wake, ideas as well. That and how beliefs are put into

action is addressed by the majority of the articles in this

volume. ‘‘Beliefs in action’’ have led to, for example,

shifting frontiers between economy and polity (Djelic and

Etchanchu 2015) and the mobilization of ideologies to

prevent the importation of Chinese solar panels to Europe

(Kolk and Curran 2015); it sparked activities of social

movements (Panayiotis 2016) or social entrepreneurs (Dey

and Lehner 2016); coined health reforms in New Zealand

(Brunton 2016); or counteracted CSR measures (Bento

et al. 2016).

Ideas come into contact with contemporary ‘‘social

worlds’’ via partly conscious and partly unconscious

mental processes and via the social action taken by indi-

viduals or groups. The latter play a particular role in the

social process of disseminating ideology. Because ideas are

put into action by individuals and groups, ideas can influ-

ence the consciousness within groups or even societies and

their practices as well. Dey and Lehner (2016) report this in

the case of an intermediary organization involved in the

creation of meaning for social entrepreneurship. As the

articles in this volume are indicative of, scholars play a part

in the dissemination of ideology and its influence on

practices as well. Lozano and Escrich (2016), for example,

argue for the preferableness of the ideology of respect

compared with the ideology of tolerance in order to cope

with diversity in business; Greenwood and Van Buren III

(2016) detail the consequences of unitarism in human

resource management (HRM) on the understanding of the

employer–employee relationship and favor pluralism in

HRM; Martineau et al. (2016) plea for more variety in

ethics programs. These scholars aim at bringing about

positive consequences of their analysis of ideology. The

same can be assumed of the scholars working in the field of

CSR. Did they fail and, if the answer is ‘‘yes,’’ does this

happen because they flagged the wrong ideas? Fleming and

Jones’ (2013) criticism of ‘‘the idea that the logic of neo-

corporate enterprise might be reformed to consider social

issues beyond economic rationality’’ (Fleming and Jones

2013, p. 2) may count as an illustration of such a process

that has resulted in the ‘‘deep conservatism of CSR’’ (ibid.,

p. 3) or in CSR practice being frequently shriveled up to a

‘‘tokenistic gesture’’ (ibid.).

Ideologies as Social Phenomena

As part of the overarching structure of belief systems in a

society, ideologies are social phenomena that constitute or

inform the mental models of individuals. The effects of

ideologies may unfold in an eclipsed or indirect manner;

however, individuals can also play an active part in the way

they consciously and unconsciously refer to ideologies or

allow ideologies to shape their personal belief systems

(DiMaggio 2002; for an example, see Becker 2011). Both

the personal experiences of individuals and their social

intercourse (i.e., the communications between individuals)

play a part in this process (Bacon 1902). Durkheim

believed that ‘‘our basic mental architecture, those ‘cate-

gories of the understanding’ […] were socially acquired’’

(Bergesen 2004, p. 397; Durkheim 1912).

How human beings (scholars and nonscholars) deal with

ideologies depends in part on how they understand and

assess them. The Frankfurt School in the philosophy of

social science (Habermas) distinguishes between three

research programs about ideology: descriptive, pejorative,

and positive (Geuss 1981). The relevance of ideology in the

study of culture and institutions has been highlighted by

scholars from different disciplines (Alverson 1986; Denzau

and North 1994; Van Dijk 1998). As compared with

knowledge, ideologies raise a claim to truth as well, but are

barely open to discussion with other schools of thought.

They are seen as solidified certainties, doctrines, or stan-

dards, of which the majority of their followers or believers

are deeply convinced, resulting in the fact that their basic

assumptions or effects are no longer to be questioned. This

has added to the negative assessment of ideology by Geuss

(1981) in terms of ideology in the pejorative sense. This

author, in the tradition of Habermas, elaborates on ideology

in the positive sense as well. We think that all three

‘‘senses’’ are important for the understanding of ideology

and how we can deal with it.

In a nutshell, the way human beings deal with ideologies

is important. Are they critical or uncritical? How do they

deal with ‘‘rebellious evidence’’ speaking against their

beliefs? A critical stance on all ideas or frameworks of

ideas can help to avoid slipping into stances or practices

that would be assessed pejoratively. Ideology itself is not

the problem, but the issue is with why and how individuals

or groups take it into action, assess it, maintain it, dis-

seminate it, etc. Bento et al. (2016) article shows how the

ideology expressed in the beliefs of practitioners has

thwarted the impact of an incorporation of CSR measures

in the balanced scorecard. Although it can be assumed that

the ideas undergirding ideologies also have a great impact

on the development and application of theories in business,

as well as on the emergence of business practices, these
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effects have never been investigated in detail. The articles

in this volume are pointing the way ahead.

The Study of Ideologies in Business Ethics
and CSR

The study of ideology within and beyond business ethics

and CSR is not new: Ghoshal (2005) has highlighted the

relevance of ideology in theory and everyday theory. The

former has been addressed in the study of ideas and values

that play a part in management or marketing philosophies

(e.g., Nowotny 1964; Brown 1999) and the latter in the

study of ideas and values that play a part in business

philosophies (Jones 1960). Ideologies also influence and

shape business education (Ghoshal 2005).

More specifically, business ethics and CSR are academic

fields of study that generate knowledge on the basis of

ideas regarding the relationship between business and

society and the roles that self-interested and/or ethically

motivated actors play (and should play) in this regard

(Barnett et al. 1994). The age-old debate regarding social

responsibility or CSR, which links business to society, as

promoted by Bowen (1953) and opposed by the neoclas-

sical view of CSR (Friedman 1962, 1970; Husted and de

Jesus Salazar 2006), has been a central feature in the

construction of CSR as a field of study (Acquier et al.

2011). However, it has rather seldom been conceived of as

a debate on ideologies. Djelic and Etchanchu (2015) put

the business–society relationship in historical perspective

and show how the perspectives identified by them are

ideologically framed. In the next subsection, we list

examples of studies in business ethics and CSR related to

ideology on different levels of analysis.

Multi-level Analysis of Ideology: Research

Questions

Ideologies have far-reaching impacts on societies and

societal institutions on different inter-related levels of

analysis:

• On the macro-level, ideology has informed the under-

standings of the different forms of capitalism (Hall and

Soskice 2001; Matten and Moon 2008), which are used

in turn to design institutions. These institutions shape

the context in which companies operate and the

expectations of the relationship between business and

society are formed, including interpretations of CSR.

• On the meso-level, ideologies influence the formal and

informal structures of markets and marketing systems

(Layton 2007, 2009; Haase et al. 2016) and organiza-

tions (Thérien 2012), that is, institutional logics

(Thornton et al. 2012), industrial and professional

associations, cooperation and coordination schemes,

and participation and decision-making rules (Chelli and

Gendron 2013). Within organizations, ideologies are

mobilized to shape ethics and justify internal policies

and interactions within organizations.

• On the micro-level, ideologies are part of the belief

systems of individuals and exert partly conscious and

partly unconscious influences on their decision-making

processes. This influence has been discussed in, for

example, gender and family studies (for example,

Kroska 2002) and has also found expression in business

ethics (Forsyth 1980; Barnett et al. 1994; Davis et al.

2001). Furthermore, ideology is used by agents and

managers as a strategy to legitimize specific corporate

stances and behaviors (Jackall 2010) (Table 1).

Table 1 Illustrations of research addressing the impact of ideology on diverse levels of analysis

Micro-level approaches Personal ethical ideologies (Barnett et al. 1994; Forsyth 1980)

Personal attributes such as religion, gender, age, and other personality variables, including locus of control,

neuroticism, and extroversion (Davis et al. 2001, p. 36)

Antecedents of individual ethical ideologies (Mustamil and Quaddus 2009)

Meso-level approaches Nonclass ties (group affiliations, Merton 1957, p. 465)

Patterned ideologies in the American big business community (Seider 1974, p. 805)

Specific firm ideological development (Seider 1974, p. 805, Fig. 2)

Organizational culture and the ideologies of a company (Durif et al. 2008, p. 64)

Macro-level approaches Business-related paradigms (Goldsby et al. 2006, p. 74)

Sociology of knowledge based on Marx (Seider 1974, p. 803)

General ideological development (Seider 1974, p. 804, Fig. 1)

Interplay between levels of

analysis

What are the effects of culture on ethical decision making (Vitell et al. 1993)?

What are the relationships between corporate ethical values, religion, and gender and personal ethical ideologies

(Fernando et al. 2008)?

What is the relevance of collectivist cultural values for individual judgment (Parboteeah et al. 2005)?

To what extent can moral insight be considered a social process (Smith and Dubbink 2011, p. 227)?
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Scholars within business ethics and beyond have pro-

vided many detailed analyses of ideology related to single

levels of analysis; however, more light needs to be shed on

their interplay (see Woodbine et al. 2012, p. 211). Empir-

ical studies are required to identify and analyze the social

mechanisms (Bunge 1967, 2004; Swedberg and Hedström

1996; Mayntz 2004) that link the different levels of anal-

ysis. For example, the study of individual mental models

means the study of ‘‘input’’ into social mechanisms, and the

study of the dissemination of ideologies means the study of

the ‘‘output’’ of social mechanisms. According to Panayi-

otis (2016), multi-level theory is required to explain the

influence of social movements on the origination of cor-

porate social initiatives.

Ideologies in Business Ethics and of Business Ethics

As applied ethics, business ethics is affected by ideology in a

twofold manner: First, its social-scientific constituents do

not differ from other disciplines in this regard. Second, its

philosophical constituents draw on ideas or frameworks of

ideas as well. The key debate on the opposition between the

shareholder and the stakeholder approach is an example of

this. The shareholder approach is recognized as an ideology

(Lazonick and O’Sullivan 2000; Fligstein 2005; Lazonick

2013). This is said mainly by making reference to ideology

in the pejorative sense. The ‘‘negative’’ connotation of the

concept of ideology is imparted in the field of study or

approach that is designated by it simply by the use of the

word ‘‘ideology.’’What is the difference between theories as

knowledge and theories as ideologies if ideas are part of the

hard cores of theories? Should the shareholder approach be

rejected because it is an ideology? Is the shareholder

approach sufficiently characterized by naming it ‘‘an ideol-

ogy’’? What does this mean when it comes to the details?

This is a matter of dispute, and different opinions may be

justifiable. It seems that the use of the term ‘‘ideology’’ can

bring things to an end; however, this is amisunderstanding at

best. On the one hand, the formulation ‘‘is an ideology’’

needs specification; on the other hand, what about the

approaches that we have called ‘‘moral qualities’’ but that

have been characterized as ideology as well (see Freeman

1994)? How can we compare the two ideologies or choose

between approaches that include ideas in their hard cores that

are not susceptible to or intentionally excluded from

empirical proof (Lakatos 1978)?

That business ethics is a discipline not unaffected by

ideologymeans that it does not only study problems accruing

from consequences ascribed to pejorative ideology (Lazon-

ick 2013). Ideology in the positive sense plays a part as well.

For that reason, we need to ask the fundamental questions

about the nature of our discipline: What approaches on the

basis of what ideologies do we want to draw on? For

example, representatives of Marxist and critical approaches

to CSR and business ethics have asked critical questions

concerning CSR: Is CSR more just a ‘‘tokenistic gesture’’ or

band-aid for the injuries sustained by capitalism (Fleming

and Jones 2013, p. 3)? As Fleming and Jones (2013, p. 8)

argue, CSR has failed because it never began:

For sure, what might have called external pressure

(from, say, social movements, environmental agen-

cies and so-forth) is now transfigured into a business

opportunity to deepen the logic of the firm either

through legitimization strategies […] or through

socio-political capture, a capitalization on the grow-

ing ethos of dissent among consumers, workers and

popular culture more generally.

In addition, Silver (2015, p. 280), in his review of Bowie

(2013), points out: ‘‘This is another clue that business

ethics in the twenty-first century, as it is actually practiced,

is not really about efficiency or shareholder value; rather, it

is an effort that rationalizes a transfer of wealth to those

who, in the minds of decision makers, truly deserve it.’’

We think that the questions asked above cannot be

answered if we decide to restrict the analysis of ideology to

the pejorative meaning of the concept. As is well-known,

the adoption of an approach is a judgment based on values

(Velasquez 1996). It is less obvious (or less made public)

that it is also a decision pro or contra certain ideas or

ideologies. Several articles in this volume plea for or

against particular ideologies: Lozano and Escrich (2016)

for the ideology of respect; Greenwood and Van Buren III

(2016) against unitarism and for pluralism; and Dey and

Lehner (2016) against social-entrepreneurship ideology.

Business Ethics Practice and Education

Business ethics draws on knowledge, both philosophical and

empirical. From our perspective, it is an acknowledged

academic discipline and education. That notwithstanding the

impartment of knowledge about social-scientific phenomena

in the domain of business ethics or the discussion of nor-

mative knowledge, including principles and values, might

not touch upon the beliefs systems of students or future

business people to an appreciable amount. Business ethic

knowledge may not find expression in business philosophies

(Jones 1960). What role does ideology play in the under-

standing of such possible shortcomings?Andwhat role can it

play in overcoming them? The social science perspective in

business ethics is strong; the valuable empirical work done is

this field is indicative of the presence what Geuss (1981) has

called positivistic ideology criticism. Lozano and Escrich

(2016) point to a positive role of ideology criticism in

business ethics; however, research on what Geuss (1981)

called positive ideology is still in its infancy. It is easier for a
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critic to address his or her target in the light of alternatives

that two articles in this volume (Greenwood and Van Buren

III 2016; Martineau et al. 2016) plea for pluralism is not by

chance. Positive ideology criticism needs orientation; it

needs to be informed by both moral–philosophical and

empirical knowledge. Dowe ask the right questions and how

can we avoid to get stuck in blind alleys (see Fleming and

Jones 2013)?

This special issue does not add to a well-developed body

of knowledge in business ethics; it prepares the ground for

the development of a new core research topic. We mapped

the territory and, with it, a landscape ‘‘populated’’ with

many and diverse research opportunities. The conduct of

research in this field is both necessary and rewarding.

Because of his early death, Sumantra Ghoshal was not able

to continue working on the issue of ideology. We are at the

beginning of research on ideology in business ethics and

CSR, and we hope that this special issue can help to pave

the path for studies in business ethics that might be con-

sidered as building on some of his ideas and as continuing

and extending the field of study.

The Articles

As one reviewer of one article for this special issue rightly

pointed out, ‘‘ideology is everywhere.’’ This is reflected in

the broadness of the call for papers for this special issue. As

we explained in the call for papers, we are interested in the

investigation of the links and relationships between the

organization–market–society nexus and ideology. We

welcomed theoretical and empirical papers from various

disciplines related to all levels of analysis and their

interactions.

The articles in this special issue are divided in four

groups. We begin with theoretical perspectives in busi-

ness ethics, CSR, and management studies, or at the

intersections of these fields, respectively. These articles

address the influence of ideology on theoretical perspec-

tives and give reasons for the choice among conflicting

perspectives or ideologies. There are three articles in this

group. The first article, authored by Marie Laure Djelic and

Helen Etchanchu (Contextualizing Corporate Political

Responsibilities: Neoliberal CSR in Historical Perspec-

tive), puts CSR and its political role in the historical con-

text. The authors argue that contemporary CSR is just one

form of business–society interactions that reflect a unique

ideological framing. They compare contemporary CSR

with two historical ideal types: paternalism in nineteenth

century Europe and managerial trusteeship in early twen-

tieth century US. They outline how the political responsi-

bilities of businesses were constructed, negotiated, and

practiced in both the cases. This historical

contextualization shows that the frontier between economy

and polity has always been blurry and shifting, and that

firms have played a political role for a very long time. It

also shows how the nature, extent, and impact of that

political role changed through history and co-evolved with

shifts in dominant ideologies.

While Djelic and Etchanchu put the CSR approach into

historical perspective, Michelle Greenwood and Harry J.

Van Buren III (Ideology in HRM Scholarship: Interrogat-

ing the Ideological Performativity of ‘New Unitarism’)

contrast two ideologies having their origin in HRM: uni-

tarism (or new unitarism) and pluralism (or new pluralism).

(New) Unitarism dominates HRM scholarship. From the

perspective of the authors, this approach reflects the

employer perspective in that it aligns the employer and

employee interests. Thus, employer ideology has turned

into management ideology. The authors begin with an

analysis of frames of reference in HRM. They argue ‘‘that

frames of reference can be both ideological and perfor-

mative while also serving as epistemic tools communicat-

ing various validity claims.’’ After that, building on

Habermas, they conduct an epistemic analysis of new

unitarism with respect to ‘‘claims to power and validity’’

that can have descriptive, normative, or instrumental ori-

entation. Then, the authors discuss the implications for

HRM research, HRM researchers, and the practice of

HRM. From their perspective, a ‘‘unitarist frame of refer-

ence […] supports a shareholder-centered view of man-

agerial responsibility whilst avoiding the discomfort of

believing that doing so requires managers to treat

employees instrumentally.’’ Unitarism is limited with

respect to its descriptive, normative, and instrumental

claims. The authors conclude that an alternative pluralistic

frame is more adequate for the understanding of employer–

employee relationships, as well as for the taking into

account ethical aspects in HRM.

Jose-Felix Lozano and Teresa Escrich (Cultural Diver-

sity in Business: A Critical Reflection on the Ideology of

Tolerance) argue that economic change has led to an

increase of diversity in businesses. This diversity can be

changed into economic opportunity. The authors argue that

not only should economic arguments be involved in the

study of diversity in businesses but so should ethical

arguments. For this reason, Lozano and Escrich inspect

ideas related to tolerance and sketch their development.

The discussion of tolerance leads them to a point where it

becomes obvious that tolerance contains in it ideas that go

beyond it and can be discussed under the heading of

respect. The integration of business-case thinking and

ethics can overcome the limitations of the tolerance-based

perspective and can give rise to the emergence of respect.

Lozano and Escrich first unfold their understanding of

ideology and explain why they relate their research to the
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study of ideology. Then, the authors discuss the concept of

tolerance. This discussion spans the time period beginning

with the concept’s origin and ending with contemporary

interpretations. They illuminate the diverse ideas related to

the concept of tolerance, connecting it with political and

ethical ideologies. However, as the authors point out, it is

not only ideas that play a part in the understanding of

tolerance but also beliefs in ideas and how these beliefs are

put in action. The authors come to the conclusion that the

development of ideas subsumed under the ideology of

tolerance has led to a new ideology that deserves further

attention: the ideology of respect.

The second group of articles focuses on the influence of

ideology on public policy. Ans Kolk and Louise Curran’s

study (Contesting a Place in the Sun? On Ideologies in

Foreign Markets and Liabilities of Origin) addresses the

controversy around Chinese solar panels in the US and

Europe and, with it, ‘‘the mobilisation of ideologies in

markets and international business’’ (Kolk and Curran

2015). If technologies whose use can reduce the amount of

carbon in the atmosphere are offered at comparatively low

costs, does this not harmonize with the objectives of public

policy in, for example, Europe? Should it thus not be

expected that the importation of these technologies finds

support or is promoted by public policy? Based on a case-

study approach, Kolk and Curran examine the role of

ideology in attempts to influence public policy and in

business representation in the European Union (EU)–China

solar panel anti-dumping dispute. In this dispute, the

alleged role of the Chinese government was brought to the

fore, and a ‘‘Chinese threat’’ was invoked in order to

undermine the legitimacy of the Chinese suppliers of solar

panels. The study also sheds light on the recent notion of

the ‘‘liability of origin,’’ in addition to the traditional

concept of the ‘‘liability of foreignness’’ that explored in

international business research. The case-study analysis

illustrates the complexities involved in the interaction

between markets and ideologies in the midst of debates

regarding different forms of subsidy regimes for renewable

energy, free trade versus protectionist tendencies by gov-

ernments, and the economic and sustainability objectives of

firms and societies. It demonstrates how ideology is used to

maintain market shares in an EU market, and how the

Chinese firms or promoters managed to act counter to these

efforts.

While the first article in this group shows how ideology

can be instrumentalized for policy issues, the second article

addresses a change in public policy and the ideological

underpinnings and consequences of this change. Margaret

A. Brunton (Rethinking the Sustainability of the Public

Health System: Ethical Conundrums and Ideologically

Embedded Reform) unveils the outcomes arising from the

ideologically driven health reforms that confronted an

enduring socialized model of public health care in New

Zealand. The article investigates how the change affected

the professional identities of junior doctors in New Zealand

and their commitment to work. The analysis of an

unprecedented strike action of junior doctors in the midst

of a reform revealed the tensions between a socialized

public healthcare system that privileges cooperation and

relies on a public service ethos, espousing the commitment

and goodwill of health professionals, with a new public

management, market-oriented approach that promotes

competitive and self-interested behavior. This article

interestingly evidences the links between the macro- and

meso-levels of analysis, by which a change in the way the

health system is conceived of exerts pressure on the self-

understanding of junior doctors. The study shows how the

implementation of a political reform agenda gives rise to

clashes of principles and values; for this reason, political

reform should be accompanied by a communication pro-

cess that makes the changes wished for ‘‘visible’’ to those

involved in the process. However, this does not avoid the

fact that a system loses resources (e.g., the doctors who

choose to quit the system), but it may help keep away from

the system those acting on the basis of motifs inadequate

for a health care system.

The third group of articles addresses multi-level inter-

actions and social mechanisms. Panayiotis Georgallis

(The Link between Social Movements and Corporate

Social Initiatives: Towards a Multi-Level Theory) aims to

provide a first step toward an integrative theoretical

approach to explaining the link between two groups of

social phenomena: first, the activities of social movements

directed at the initiation or involvement of firms into social

initiatives; second, the participation of firms in such ini-

tiatives. The article examines social initiatives, the moti-

vations, and results intended, and how ideas (ideologies)

influence their belief systems. The article further discusses

how can social movements lead firms to engage in such

initiatives? In other words, what are the social mechanisms

that bring such results about, and what role does ideology

play in these mechanisms? According to Georgallis, these

mechanisms span phenomena at all levels of analysis and

their respective interactions. The study of individual,

organizational, and field-level mechanisms is the source of

what the author calls multi-level theory. At the field level,

the author emphasizes the expectations of key stakehold-

ers; at the organizational level, a corporation’s reputation

and legitimization are at stake; and at the individual level,

the value orientations of the members of the organization

and the cognition of the managers are affected by the

activities of social movements. In this light, the article

understands social movements’ activities as ‘‘ideologically

structured action’’ that can spark corporate social initia-

tives. In its conclusion, the article discusses its
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contributions to the debates in the areas of social move-

ment studies, CSR studies, and stakeholder theory. As the

author emphasizes, this paper is an invitation for further

study of the causal links between the activities of social

movements and the propensity of firms to engage in social

initiatives using a multi-level theoretical framework and

the role played by ideology in this regard.

Pascal Dey and Ottmar Lehner (Registering Ideology in

the Creation of Social Entrepreneurs: Intermediary Orga-

nizations, ‘‘Ideal Subject’’ and the Promise of Enjoyment)

examine the identification of people with social

entrepreneurship. Dey and Lehner notice that research on

social entrepreneurship has taken an increasing interest in

issues pertaining to ideology. Thus, although the authors

underline the relevance of ideology in the understanding of

social entrepreneurship, they doubt that a singular ideology

is at stake. As the authors show, social entrepreneurship is

shaped by many ideologies. They argue that the meaning of

‘‘social entrepreneurship’’ does not only draw on scholarly

theories but is ‘‘created’’ by intermediary organizations in

the field of study as well. The authors conducted a quali-

tative single-case study of one of these organizations, the

Impact Hub, addressing how this organization manages ‘‘to

establish a relatively coherent, temporarily stable sense of

social entrepreneurship as an ‘ideal subject’ ’’ (Dey and

Lehner 2016). The social entrepreneur’s commitment to the

moral good or the common good is accomplished by a

‘‘beatific narrative’’ ‘‘told’’ to create the belief that the life

of the social entrepreneur is both meaningful and enjoy-

able. The authors highlight that ideology shapes the playing

field of business practices: it shapes the ‘‘standard way’’ of

doing business, and it shapes what is considered as alter-

native. In all, Dey and Lehner contend that this ‘‘social-

entrepreneurship ideology’’ sits in the way of serious

reflections on the contributions of social entrepreneurs to

the common good. In their conclusion, Dey and Lehner ask

critical questions concerning the constitution of the ‘‘ideal

subject’’ in both moral and hedonistic terms. Is a re-

politicization of social entrepreneurship required, drawing

on ideas originating from ethics and political theory rather

than on ‘‘empty pleasure’’ (Dey and Lehner 2016)?

In all, the first and the second papers in this group share

the view on the performative role of ideology in playing a

part in the social mechanisms that bring social phenomena

about. In addition, both articles consider ideology not only

as a negative ‘‘force’’ in the social realm, but also as a

‘‘positive’’ force that can bring about the desired change.

The fourth group of articles documents the influence of

ideology on organizational decisions and practices in the

domain of business ethics. Regina F. Bento, Lasse E.

Mertins, and Lourdes F. White (Ideology and the Balanced

Scorecard: Am Empirical Exploration of the Tension

Between Shareholder Value Maximization and CSR)

address the balanced scorecard, whose interpretation ran-

ges from an instrument in organizational accounting to a

management system. In any case, the balanced scorecard

was an attempt to pay adequate attention to both intangible

and physical assets, and it changed the thinking about

performance metrics. For this reason, the incorporation of

CSR measures in the balanced scorecard is seen or can be

seen as a promising step toward the implementation of

CSR in an organization’s strategy, management, and

decision-making process. However, there is no algorithm

that steers the reading and assessment of information

contained in the balanced scorecard. This information

‘‘interacts’’ with the ideological dispositions of the readers

and evaluators. Thus, the presence of CSR measures in a

balanced scorecard does not guarantee their impact. In two

experiments, the authors investigate ‘‘whether CSR is

perceived as relevant when financial and CSR measures of

managerial performance point in different directions’’

(Bento et al. 2016). Using a case the authors wrote about a

commercial bank, participants were asked to evaluate the

performance of two managers. They found that (1) evalu-

ators are more willing to drop CSR performance measures

than financial measures from the evaluations; ‘‘2) per-

ceived CSR relevance is influenced by where evaluators

stand in regard to CSR […] and also by where evaluators

believe shareholders stand (shareholder support); [and] 3)

there is a financial bias in appraisal and bonus decisions

when CSR measures are used in the balanced scorecard’’

(Bento et al. 2016). The latter is consistent with share-

holder value ideology, as the authors emphasize. The

authors show that there are issues to be explored in the

practice of evaluators. It is worth mentioning that Bento

et al. questioned practitioners who are experienced in

accounting. Their article points to the fact that, given the

objective to bring about changes in the CSR practices of

organizations, it is insufficient to focus on the adaptation of

institutions only; instead; the ideologies expressed in the

beliefs of practitioners need to be replaced by different

ideologies or beliefs.

While the first article in this group shows how ideology

can prevent CSR measures from becoming effective in an

organization, the second paper advocates for a pluralism of

ethics programs as being useful for the improvement of an

organization’s ethical performance. With regard to the

balanced scorecard, the relevance of CSR measures and

financial measures were assessed differently, and this result

was related to the primacy of shareholder ideology. Com-

pared with the balanced scorecard, ethics programs are not

introduced to complete the sources of information addres-

sed in accounting and beyond; they are thought to prevent

corporate scandals or to achieve positively assessed con-

sequences of organizational activities, such as integrity,

trust, or reputation. As Joé T. Martineau, Kevin J. Johnson,
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and Thierry C. Pauchant (The Pluralist Theory of Ethics

Programs Orientations and Ideologies: An Empirical Study

Anchored in Requisite Variety) note, ethics programs are

usually designed with respect to integrity or compliance.

They argue that ethics programs may become infused by

dominant logics or ideologies; consequently, a portfolio

containing only two orientations may be inferior to a

bundle of options. In addition, a list of only two ethics

programs runs counter to organizational complexity. There

is thus a need for more variety in ethics programs. For this

reason, the authors propose what they call a six-orientation

model, derived from the literature and empirically vali-

dated on the basis of the statistical analysis of responses to

an ad hoc questionnaire on organizational ethics practices.

The authors identify six different orientations to ethics

programs, corresponding to as many types of organiza-

tional ethics practices and being complementary and even

synergistic rather than in opposition to each other. These

authors highlight the links between ideology-related

assumptions in business ethics education and the need to

foster diversity in designing and delivering ethics courses

and curricula.

Both the diversity and the quality of the articles pub-

lished in this special issue around the diverse facets of

ideologies are encouraging signs that the concept is rele-

vant to helping us, both individually and collectively as a

community of scholars, go beyond disciplinary silos and

enhance the development of more critical, reflexive, and

systemic understandings of markets, organizations, society,

management, and education. It is our hope that these arti-

cles will invite and inspire many more researchers and

practitioners in this less traveled direction.
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