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 Abstract
The purpose of this paper is to highlight the importance and impact of terminology used to describe Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Through a review of key literature and concepts, we uncover how the economic business case has become the dominant driver behind CSR action. With reference to the literature on semiotics, connotative meaning and social marketing we explore how the terminology itself may have facilitated this co-opting of an ethical concept by economic interests. The broader issue of moral muteness and its relation to ethical behaviour is considered. We conclude by proposing a number of important attributes for any proposed terminology relating to ethical/socially responsible/sustainable business. 
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Introduction

The contention made in this paper is that terminology matters. What we call things has attitudinal, affective and behavioural consequences. With reference to the literature on semiotics, connotative meaning and social marketing, it is argued that our current terminology for addressing issues of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), or sustainability, are not fit for purpose. Whereas marketers wanting to sell products will commit great resources to establishing the precise connotations and behavioural outcomes associated with various words and advertising copy, those seeking to influence business or individual behaviour along more sustainable lines have relied on terms that have emerged through economic theory, government initiatives or historical means. This has resulted in terms that can be seen as jargon, i.e. not understood by the general public and/or have connotations that may be antithetical to their primary purpose of encouraging more ethical and pro-social policies and behaviour.
This conceptual paper will start by reviewing some of the criticisms of the main terms used, and in particular CSR. We briefly touch upon some of the debates around terminology and consider how terms/labels can affect behaviour, including a discussion on the effects of language together with the broader issue of moral muteness and its relation to ethical behaviour. Finally, we propose a number of important attributes for anyone wishing to ‘release’ yet another CSR-related term to consider before doing so.  

Some issues with the concept of ‘CSR’
CSR
 has now risen to prominence in management practice, education and research; but never before has a term achieved so much popularity in the face of so many criticisms. The growth of the concept is unprecedented, with articles about CSR going from under 10 in the year 1990 to the thousands today. Almost all FTSE500 companies have some kind of CSR report and a search on Google for the term results in nearly 5 million results. Yet there is no agreed definition, with CSR remaining an essentially contested concept Okoye 2009()
. SMEs, which make up over 99% of European enterprises, appear not to like it - most do not know the term, but those that do feel no affinity with it 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Baden et al., 2011; BITC 2003)
. Even though the EU definition stresses its voluntary nature, CSR can still be perceived in the same way as regulation – pointless bureaucratic hoops to jump through Baden et al., 2009()
. Some view CSR as simply philanthropy, others as theft from shareholders, or as a cynical PR exercise. Many think it is just old wine in new bottles. And these are just its detractors. If you judge a concept by its supporters, CSR fares no better – it is the companies with the worst reputations, such as oil and tobacco companies, that have most enthusiastically embraced the concept Corporate Watch 2006()
. Yet an article in The Economist conceded in 2005 that ‘CSR has won the battle of ideas’ Crook 2005()
.

Instrumental CSR

However, it is argued that CSR has won the battle but lost the war in the sense that although it has achieved acceptance in academic and business circles, most of the debate has been conducted in terms of contribution to business success – so its legitimacy is couched in terms of shareholder interests, which has detracted from the imperative for ethical justification of business practices Jensen 2002


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Margolis and Walsh 2003; Scherer and Palazzo 2007)
. This may be due in part to the term ‘CSR’ being associated with anti-Friedmanite views. It is rare to come across a chapter or paper on CSR without reference to Friedman’s assertions that the social responsibility of business is to make a profit. So while some writers assert that CSR (in particular corporate philanthropy) is undemocratic and theft from shareholders Crook 2005(; Friedman 1962)
, others, such as Freeman 1984()
, draw attention to the responsibilities that companies have to all their stakeholders. The aim of much of the CSR literature since has been to reconcile these two points of view by emphasising the business case for CSR Vogel 2005()
.
Numerous studies and meta-analyses have attempted to determine linkages between corporate social performance (CSP
) and corporate financial performance (CFP) 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Allouche and Laroche 2005; Margolis et al., 2007; Orlitzky et al., 2003)
. Indications for the interest in this topic are the exceptionally large number of articles published relating CSP and CFP (e.g. a search of papers including both terms ‘Corporate Social Performance’ and ‘Corporate Financial Performance’ in the title on Google scholar yielded 217 results at the time of writing). However, many of these papers also make reference to the methodological difficulties of finding appropriate metrics to measure both CSP and CFP, and of the further difficulties of establishing cause and effect relationships between them see Vogel 2005 for a review()
. For example, two meta-analyses of the literature arrived at different conclusions while using the same data set Griffin and Mahon 1997(; Roman et al., 1999)

 in part due to the subjective nature of determining what constitutes a valid measure of CSP and/or CFP.  In addition to highlighting the methodological issues that limit the validity of attempts to relate CSP and CFP, Vogel 2005()
 proposes an alternative critique of the attempts to justify CSP in terms of CFP. He claims that the nature of competitive advantage, such as a unique selling point relating to CSR, is that it is relatively unique. Therefore, if all companies practice CSR, it no longer constitutes a competitive advantage, thus CSR will always remain a niche strategy.
The attempts to emphasise the business case for CSR are understandable in the context of motivating businesses to engage in CSR, for whom ethical concerns may not make a strong enough motivator on their own. However, this risks drowning out other approaches. It has been argued (e.g. Wood, 2010) that the countless attempts to justify CSR in terms of CFP have been an unproductive use of time which could have been much better spent looking at how the CSR initiatives actually affected society – in other words their social impact rather than their financial impact. Such efforts have also been argued to be counter-productive because, not only can the financial impact of CSR not be established, the effort spent trying to establish a causal link between CSP and CFP has helped to perpetuate the assumption that CSR can – or even should - be justified in terms of CFP. This seems contrary to what CSR is actually supposed to be about, for if it was genuinely about social responsibility, then its relation to CFP should be moot. Indeed, Wood 2010()
 argues that it is illogical to look for CSP-CFP relationships as, according to her influential model of CSP, CFP is a subcategory of CSP. The fact that there is such a paucity of studies on CSR’s relation to CSP and the social and environmental impact is a further testament to how far the term ‘CSR’ has strayed from a focus on societal good.  
Brooks 2010()
 talks of ‘the straitjacket of economic rationality in the CSR discourse.’ In other words, when all discourse on CSR is constrained within the ‘business-case’ logic, then there is little room for ethical arguments and impacts that do not have a win-win outcome i.e. will negatively impact the bottom line. This raises the obvious question - what if CSR is not good for business? Should we then abandon it? This emphasis on the business case for CSR inevitably allows companies to cherry pick responsibilities in line with business priorities 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Bondy et al., 2012; Burchell and Cook 2008)
, and to focus their CSR efforts on the most profitable projects and practices (e.g. energy saving projects or those that provide positive marketing opportunities), rather than those that are most needed by society Parkes et al., 2010()
.  Similarly, Nijhof  and Jeurissen 2010()
 contend that the concept of CSR has become commodified, limiting its ability to be a framework for radical organizational change. They claim that business case logic has imposed a ‘glass ceiling’ on CSR and that the attempt to make CSR more palatable to business has led to the concept of CSR shifting from being about responsible practice to becoming about innovation, new markets and businesswise approaches. They conclude that “a business case approach results in opportunism, leaves institutional blockades intact and drives out the intrinsic motivation for engaging in CSR” (p.618). A recent study on CSR professionals within Multinational Corporations (MNCs) confirms that a strategic form of CSR that undermines the broader concept of social responsibility has become institutionalised within MNCs Bondy et al., 2012()
. Based on intensive interviews with 38 CSR professional in MNCs, focusing on motivations/drivers for CSR engagement, types of practices and implementation, Bondy et al. found that the CSR managers felt under pressure to demonstrate CSR engagement, particularly to keep up with their competitors, but did not demonstrate any moral pressures.  Bondy et al summarise the results by concluding that: ‘By increasingly working to align CSR activities with core corporate strategy, these MNCs undermined the multi-stakeholder concept of CSR.’
This matters. If key negative impacts of business practices (e.g. sweatshop labour in the retail industry, destruction of communities as a result of the activities of extraction industries, unsustainable consumption encouraged by the marketing sector) are not addressed, as the costs of being genuinely responsible for their social and environmental impacts far outweigh any gains, then this has an on-going detrimental effect on entire communities, and our planet as a whole. Once CSR loses its foundation in ethics it becomes not only irrelevant, but counter-productive as it distracts attention from more effective solutions to social and environmental impacts. For example, critics of CSR have pointed to the historical argument that all genuine reform in the past has been driven by regulation or trade union activity rather than by self-regulation 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Corporate Watch 2006; Utting 2000)
.

Ambiguity of CSR-related terminology

Kreps and Monin 2011()
 highlight the popularity of the phrase ‘doing well by doing good,’ which forms the title of numerous articles and gives rise to millions of hits on the internet. However they point out that the phrase does not simply capture the win-win narrative common in much CSR discourse, it also communicates the relative importance of social and financial objectives: “in its use of the preposition ‘by,’ it also communicates that doing good is a subordinate goal, one whose desirability is determined by the extent to which it promotes doing well.” (Kreps and Monin, 2011, p.101) – a narrative which they describe as ‘worrisome’, fearing that this allows ethical obligations to be jettisoned when they come into conflict with business interests. 
In this paper, we focus on how the language and terminology within the CSR discourse itself has facilitated this co-opting of the concept by economic interests. A key issue is the ambiguity inherent in the term ‘CSR’ Carroll 1994


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Garriga and Mele 2004; Windsor 2006)
, as where there is ambiguity, an opportunity arises for corporations to define it in their own self-interest. For example, it is unclear if the term is describing something that ‘is’, something that ‘should be’, or an ‘aspiration if finances permit’ (Windsor, 2006). If it is the former, meaning ‘what corporations are responsible for’ then that is a matter of great contention. Many key responsibilities are covered by laws or regulations, in which case they cannot be classified as CSR, according to many definitions of the term. Much of the literature tends to assume the latter – that CSR is ‘something to aspire to when finances permit’. Indeed, the best known pictorial model of CSR is Carroll’s 1979()
 pyramid of responsibility which suggests an order of priorities with economic obligations as the foundation, followed by legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities in diminishing order of importance. This has been challenged, for example Kang and Wood 1995()
 turn this pyramid on its head (although philanthropic responsibilities are still seen as of least significance) and claim that moral responsibilities are paramount, with businesses only free to make money once their moral and legal responsibilities have been met. Perhaps if this had been the dominant paradigm, then the notion of CSR may have taken a different path, but it is telling that while Carroll’s pyramid has thousands of citations, Kang and Wood’s alternative model is barely mentioned.
Sustainable Development

A term that many businesses are now using in preference to CSR is Sustainable Development (SD). However for this term, the ambiguities are even greater due to the various ways in which the term ‘sustainable’ has been used historically. Its literal meaning centres around a capacity to endure. However, since 1987 when SD was defined by the Brundtland Commission as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs,”WCED 1987()
 it has been used predominantly in relation to environmental sustainability. Since then its domain has broadened to include social and economic sustainability, for example at the 2005 World Summit, emphasis was placed upon the ‘three pillars of sustainability’, often expressed as three overlapping ellipses representing economic, social and environmental demands, a concept associated with the triple bottom line Elkington 1999()
. However in business, the term ‘sustainable’ is often used in its literal sense with no social or environmental associations
. 
Barbier 1987()
 proposed that SD was a multidimensional construct with unavoidable conflicts due to competing goals. For example, as argued by Norgaard (1988, p. 607) Redclift 2005(: “Environmentalists want environmental systems sustained. Consumers want consumption sustained. Workers want jobs sustained . . . With the term meaning something different to everyone, the quest for sustainable development is off to a cacophonous start.” Among environmentalists, the term SD has been seen as an oxymoron as development generally entails environmental degradation  )
.  As concluded by Ratner 2004()
, SD remains a ‘dialogue of values’ that defies consensual definition. The result is that when the term ‘sustainability’ or SD is used there is little certainty that everyone understands the same thing by it. As with CSR, this ambiguity has allowed the term to be used outside its original intended meaning to serve different interests. For example, attention has been drawn to the way in which businesses and governments abuse the term by using SD as a buzzword, while remaining dedicated to the dominant paradigm of continued economic growth, despite the fact of diminishing and finite resources Dryzek 1997(; Hajer 1995)
. Similarly O’Riordan 1988()
 claims that developers “seek to exploit the very ambiguities that give sustainability its staying power”. This argument has been supported by many case studies illustrating how the rhetoric of sustainability has been used to mask destructive practices by both corporations e.g.Kimerling 2001()
 and environmentalists e.g. Lohmann 1999()
, for example, with respect to indigenous peoples and marginalized groups.
Consistent with these arguments, ironically it is the companies in sectors with the potential for the greatest negative environmental impact that make most reference to sustainability in their literature Harwood and Baden 2009()
.  SD and sustainability are the most frequent terms in the industrial sector, and also in the extraction sector, where sustainability is arguably not even possible. Conversely, sectors that have relatively little environmental impact, such as the finance and non-industrial sectors, make less use of the term SD and more use of terms such as CSR. It would seem more appropriate for extraction industries to use terms such as CSR that do not specifically promise sustainability, but do indicate an awareness of their wider societal and environmental responsibilities. These findings support the argument that these terms are being used more as a PR tool to deflect criticism and show an awareness of the issues, rather than as a genuine description of their activities.
Stakeholder Theory

Central to the CSR discourse is stakeholder theory, the idea that companies are responsible to a broad range of stakeholders beyond simply shareholders (Freeman, 1984). However, the research in this area has also been criticized for being dominated by a business-centric perspective Kennedy 2010()
. Like CSR, stakeholder theory suffers from ambiguity with Donaldson and Preston 1995()
 showing how articles tend to implicitly assume a descriptive, normative or instrumental stance. Whereas a descriptive theory simply describes how organizations relate to their stakeholders Swanson 1999()
, normative stakeholder scholars posit that managers ought to consider stakeholders as ends, and not a means to an end Boatright 1992


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Clarkson 1995; Goodpaster and Holloran 1994; Mellahi and Wood 2003; Quinn and Jones 1995)
. On the other hand, stakeholder theorists taking an instrumental approach focus on the extent to which stakeholder engagement promotes business objectives Berman et al., 1999


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Hillman and Keim 2001; Jones 1995; Moore 1999)
. For example, Jensen’s 2002()
 enlightened stakeholder theory recommends that stakeholders’ interests should be considered only when they lead to long term shareholder wealth maximization. This ambiguity again limits the effectiveness of stakeholder theory as a driver of ethical business practice Philips et al., 2003()
. As with CSR, corporations can choose how they interpret the theory, with empirical evidence based on interviews with CSR professionals indicating that an instrumental approach is taken to stakeholders, with corporations choosing which stakeholders to attend to, based on business imperatives as opposed to stakeholder needs Bondy et al., 2012()
. 
Moral Muteness

A broader issue, which relates also to the ambiguity over whether such terms should be used in the normative, descriptive or instrumental sense, is that of the reluctance of both business and academic discourse to use normative language. This is an issue because, as we will discuss in later sections, the lack of a moral language which people feel comfortable with can inhibit moral thought. Ghoshal (2005), for example, gives a scathing account of how management academics in pursuit of objectivity and scientific method avoid normative language and present an amoral account of business. He claims that “a precondition for making business studies a science as well as a consequence of the resulting belief in determinism has been the explicit denial of any role of moral or ethical considerations in the practice of management” (Ghoshal, 2005: 79). Similarly, McPhail 2001()
 draws attention to the way in which management accounting tools dehumanise people, treating them as numbers, thus ignoring the moral significance of managerial decisions.
In the business arena also, this lack of ease with normative language has been noted. The term ‘moral muteness’ was coined by Bird and Waters (1989) to describe the reluctance of managers to account for their actions in normative terms. In interviews with sixty managers they found that, even when making decisions on ethical grounds, managers justified them in instrumental terms. Reasons given included fears about failing to project an image of power and authority. There were also fears that moral language limits flexibility, as once an issue is seen in moral terms, there is less flexibility about how to deal with it, as the ethical obligations have been openly expressed
. In their analysis of the reasons behind this ‘moral muteness’ Bird and Waters discovered an underlying recursive argument whereby no-one talked about morality because no-one talked about morality. Scholars (e.g. Ferraro et al., 2005, Ghoshal, 2005; Miller, 1999) have drawn attention to the mechanisms by which the current dominant discourse of self-interest in the corporate world, proposed and promulgated by economic theory, creates a social norm of self-interest which both justifies and implicitly promotes self-interested behaviour, which may explain why managers appear to present themselves as more self-interested than they actually are. Bird and Waters concluded that moral muteness prevented important ethical issues from being addressed, in part because the lack of moral language inhibited awareness, but also the lack of open discussion about ethical issues limited the ability to explore possible solutions. 
There is a striking contrast here with public and media discourse, which is very comfortable with normative terms such as ‘right’ ‘wrong,’ ‘good’, ‘bad,’ ‘should’ etc. One just has to observe the tone of moral outrage explicit in many newspaper headlines and television chat shows to see how freely normative terms are used. This is not surprising, indeed it has been recently demonstrated that moral sentiments are hardwired into the human brain, with specific neurons which fire when presented with issues relating to fairness and justice Tancredi 2005()
. Indeed an evolutionary social psychology approach would explain this easily, as it is the human ability to co-operate and work together for mutual benefit that is the foundation of our success as a species. What is more surprising though is the lack of normative terminology in academic discourse relating to business. A number of possible explanations present themselves. When one considers the bloody battles between scientific and religious institutions from the 15th to 19th centuries and the history of faith wars, it is understandable that social scientists have chosen to talk in terms that are more neutral or ‘value free’. The hesitancy apparent in adopting normative language may also derive in part from sensitivity to cultural differences in ethical judgements of right and wrong, and a fear of being seen to engage in prescriptive cultural imperialism. However, it has been argued that the language of economics for example is not value free, it is in fact ‘amoral’, which is a value position in its own right 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Ghoshal 2005; Ghoshal and Moran 1996; Giacalone and Thompson 2006)
. This fear of value conflicts may also be overstated, as research indicates that, in fact most of our core values are common across cultures Park et al., 2006()
. Although cultures may differ in how acceptable they find certain business practices such as gift-giving, differences in the prevalence of illegal activities such as cheating and outright bribery across countries do not generally reflect any differences in core values, but differences in competitive and regulatory environments Donaldson and Dunfee 1999()
.
It may also be the case that the reluctance to use normative language may be due to a lack of confidence in meeting ethical obligations. Kreps and Monin 2011()
, for example, speculate that managers may fear opening themselves up to charges of hypocrisy. Businesses may also avoid talking in normative language as once the ethical implications of their business practices are acknowledged, they become a responsibility. If businesses feel they are unable to meet these responsibilities without compromising their own self-interest, then it is tempting to deny them as a form of pre-emptive rationalisation:

 “In fact, many of the times when we think the ethics of an issue is unclear, or even when we don’t see the values conflict at all, this ambiguity or invisibility is actually a second-order response. That is, because we have so internalized that it will not be possible to raise a concern or change a situation, we (often unconsciously) begin to craft ways of seeing the situation that obscures the values conflict. This is a kind of pre-emptive rationalization. If we felt more confident that voice and action were possible, we would be able to see the issues more clearly, or at least be able to raise the questions that make our collective clarity possible.” Gentile 2010()
.
Terms such as CSR tap right into that fear and hinder the ability of business to deal with their social and environmental impacts by cutting off the first step of ethical decision making – that of ethical awareness.

Terminology debates
Another issue with CSR terminology is that it fails to resonate with smaller businesses 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Baden et al., 2011; BITC 2003)
, which is an issue bearing in mind that SMEs (defined as any business with less than 250 employees) account for the majority of enterprises (e.g. over 99% of European enterprises). It has been estimated that SMEs have a greater environmental impact per unit than large firms and are the largest contributors to pollution, carbon dioxide emissions and commercial waste Environment Agency 2003()
. A study of SMEs’ views on CSR terminology concluded that the term CSR is not particularly functional or useful to express the range of community, environmental and social activities that companies engage in (BITC, 2003). SMEs regarded the CSR terminology as inappropriate, in some cases even presenting an obstacle to their further involvement in such activity (ibid). They saw the need for a better choice of words and suggestions included a focus on the totality of responsible business practice; use of action verbs that reflect the nature of the engagement with the community and environment e.g. recycling; avoidance of perceptions of further regulation and bureaucracy; emphasis on the benefits and value to the business; and non-exclusive descriptors. The most favoured term was ‘Community, Social and Environmental Responsiveness’ as it made particular reference to the community. However this suggestion is founded on the attempt to make the term more palatable to SMEs who, by their nature, are often situated within specific communities, and thus risks being seen as less relevant to MNCs.
The term ‘responsible entrepreneurship’ has been proposed as a substitute for CSR, to reflect the dynamic nature of the individual entrepreneur striving to make a contribution to sustainable development European Commission 2002()
. We contend, however, that ‘entrepreneurship’ intrinsically carries with it an array of connotations and contested meanings, ranging from positive, such as creator of wealth and innovation, to more negative, such as deviant self-interested opportunists Bogenhold 2004


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Chell 2008; Kets de Vries 1977)
. It is imagery that can cause further confusion.
  Acar et al., 2001()
 also highlight the need for more meaningful terminology and suggest ‘organizational social responsibility’ (OSR) as it is more inclusive across the full variety of organizational types, taking into account the not-for-profit sector. Although OSR avoids the big corporation image, it nevertheless does not convey any better meaningfulness for the SME sector (BITC, 2003). The term ‘ethical footprint’ is a recent addition to the CSR discourse, occurring in a range of websites hosted by NGOs, businesses and media (e.g. ethicalfootprint.wordpress.com). A perusal of the issues and foci of these sites indicates that this is a term that can apply equally well across a range of levels from MNCs, SMEs, NGOs and individuals.
These terminology debates have been explored in a series of recent conference presentations and workshops designed to investigate the views of CSR scholars. Harwood and Baden 2009()
 opened a debate at the British Academy of Management (BAM) conference on the conflicting associations with the term ‘CSR’. Feedback from the (mainly academic) participants at that stage emphasised the importance of definitions but that ultimately ‘actions speak louder than words’. The next year saw further developments with CSR being put ‘on trial’ in a pseudo-court case Baden and Harwood 2010()
, and again terminology was hotly debated, with no real resulting ‘winners’. However, at the 2011 BAM conference a lively debate ensued at the CSR Special Interest Group AGM, focussing on whether or not to rename the group. Strong arguments in favour of sticking with CSR were countered with those wishing a more inclusive term (such as ‘Organisational Integrity’
 for example). The vote on that occasion eventually went with a change away from CSR to ‘Sustainable and Responsible Business’, with inclusivity and clarity being key drivers.
Effects of terminology on perceptions/attitudes 

Philosophers such as Wittgenstein, social theorists such as Foucault, and linguists such as Chomsky all agree on the centrality of discourse – that our ideas are dependent upon the words we use to describe them, and that the terminology we use influences how our world is perceived Edelman 1985()
. An example of how this can work in practice is vividly portrayed by Cohn’s 1987()
 account of her role as participant/observer within the defence industry. She noted that the terminology ‘clean bombs’, ‘counterforce exchanges’, and ‘first strikes’ tended to shift the referent away from the human impacts to the weapons. More relevant for this argument, she also noted that the language used undermined her capacity to challenge the ethical implications of decisions:  

“I found that the better I got at engaging in this (insider) discourse, the more impossible it became for me to express my own ideas, my own values. I could adopt the language and gain a wealth of new concepts and reasoning strategies-but at the same time the language gave me access to things I had been unable to speak about before, it radically excluded others. I could not use the language to express my concerns because it was physically impossible. This language does not allow certain questions to be asked or certain values to be expressed” (p. 708).

There has been much literature on how political institutions and policy makers use language to legitimize their actions. As claimed by Edelman, “while most political language has little to do with how well people live, it has a great deal to do with the legitimation of regimes and the acquiescence of publics in actions they had no part in initiating” (1985, p. 14). As MNCs are now taking over many of the functions of the state in developing countries, in terms of providing infrastructure, employment, education and so on Rondinelli 2002()
, and to a lesser extent in advanced countries by means of the shift towards the privatization of formerly public goods and services Weizsäcker et al., 2005()
, it is important also to look at business language in the context of business legitimacy.

George Orwell, in his essay ‘The politics of language’ 1946()
 emphasized the power of metaphors and language to create reality and the importance of being careful in the choice of terminology to express abstract concepts. He claims that language does not only reflect social conditions, but can be used to create them or even obscure them. For example, Orwell draws attention to how the term ‘pacification’ obscures the reality of the practice of destroying defenceless villages. He thus cautions against an over-hasty choice of terminology to express abstract concepts and recommends taking time to consider the impressions the words chosen will form upon listeners and the kinds of behaviours they may give rise to. Orwell also proposes that we do not shrink from killing off terms that do not serve their purpose well in favour of more carefully chosen language, providing examples of how unsatisfactory words and expressions have disappeared through the conscious action of a minority.

Similarly in his discussion of how language is involved in the perpetuation of inhumanities, Bandura 1999()
 talks about ‘sanitizing euphemisms’ and presents examples of how language is used to diminish the appearance of harm and personal responsibility: “Bombing missions are described as ‘servicing the target’, in the likeness of a public utility. The attacks become ‘clean, surgical strikes’, arousing imagery of curative activities. The civilians whom the bombs kill are linguistically converted to ‘collateral damage’” (p.195). Rest 1986()
 developed a four stage model of ethical decision-making, the first step of which is moral awareness. Jones 1991()
 in his later issue-contingent model that built on Rest’s model, makes the point that moral awareness incorporates two steps - awareness of harm done to others and  that there is individual agency,  i.e. the individual can choose whether or not to engage in the activity. With respect to the former, it is clear that language can play a key role in affecting how situations are perceived and encoded in the first place, so ‘sanitising language’ as Bandura (1999) puts it, often seeks first and foremost to disguise the harm done to others through euphemisms. With respect to agency, again Bandura highlights the way in which euphemising language seeks to avoid generating any sense of moral responsibility and engenders a deterministic outlook though use of the passive voice.

Butterfield et al. 2000()
 draw on social cognition theory to show how the way in which an issue is framed directs the encoding of the information, how the information is processed and where attention is focused. Where issues are framed as ethical issues, this becomes the lens through which the issue is seen, triggering ethical awareness and judgements, whereas issues that are framed in neutral or amoral terms do not prompt such awareness, making it less likely that the ethical issues will be perceived. Indeed in a deconstruction of the Ford Pinto scandal, Gioia 1992()
 claims that the ethical implications of failing to recall a dangerous product were obscured through the manipulation of language. For example, corporate norms at Ford dictated that non-moral language was used in the recall process - terms such as ‘catching fire’ or ‘bursting into flames’ were not allowed, and the prescribed term was the more ambiguous ‘lighting up’. Awareness of the magnitude of consequences and harms of decisions is a key factor in the likelihood of ethical awareness and ethical behaviour (Jones, 1991), thus terminology like this that uses neutral language to obscure these harms can be a key factor in perpetuating unethical decision-making.

In support of a link between language and ethical decision-making, a study of decision-making in organizations (Treviño, 1987, cited in Treviño and Nelson, 2010) found that those who made the unethical decision described the situation using business language of costs and benefits, whereas those who made the ethical decision tended to employ more normative language, using words such as ‘ethics’, ‘morals’, and ‘honesty’. In light of such findings, the research on moral muteness which indicates that managers are often reluctant to use normative language in business settings Bird and Waters 1989()
 suggests that business language is presenting a hindrance rather than a help in enabling ethical decision-making. Treviño and Nelson  2010()
 emphasize the importance of an acceptable vocabulary to support discussions of organizational ethics, claiming that educators and employers need to provide students and workers with the language to enable them to discuss organizational issues from an ethical perspective. Kaptein 2011()
 provides empirical support to this contention, finding that one of the predictors of observed unethical behaviour was the level of openness in discussing ethical issues. Similarly, as claimed by Anita Roddick, one of the most lauded proponents of ethical business, “Wittgenstein said, words create the world. You've got to have a language of socially responsible business.” Roddick 2002()
.
Effects of terminology on behaviour: The ‘double hermeneutic’
Giddens 1987()
 draws attention to the ‘double hermeneutic,’ i.e. how our assumptions about our world, framed through the language we use and the theories we propound cannot be separated from the reality they attempt to portray. In other words, the assumptions implicit in our language and theories can both reflect and also create reality. For example, Miller 1999()
 describes how the assumption of self-interest plays a role in its own confirmation. He proposes that:
“a norm exists in Western cultures that specifies self-interest both is and ought to be a powerful determinant of behavior. This norm influences people's actions and opinions as well as the accounts they give for their actions and opinions. In particular, it leads people to act and speak as though they care more about their material self-interest than they do.” (p. 1053). 

Indeed, Keynes argued back in 1953 that the influence of economic theorists was much more influential in affecting the normative framework in society than we consciously realise, legitimising certain activities and mindsets, and delegitimising others, through cultural discourses, education, media, laws and so on.  For example, businesses may be seen as stewards of society’s economic resources, or as self-interested organisations with a legal duty to maximise profits. Ghoshal (2005) argues that these contextual assumptions play a crucial role in unethical management behaviour. For example management theory and classic economic models tend to take a deterministic perspective, undervaluing the role of individual intentions and focussing on models based on pessimistic assumptions about human nature which assume all behaviour is based on self-interest. As persuasively argued by Ghoshal (2005) and others (e.g. Ferraro et al. 2005), unlike the physical sciences, models based on human behaviour can turn into self-fulfilling prophesies. 
Ghoshal and Moran 1996()
 criticise the theory of Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) in particular for influencing practice by ‘norming’ self-interested behaviour. Their concern is that embedded in the logic of TCE, is a model of human behaviour as opportunistic: “self-interest unconstrained by morality” (p.14), which has normative implications.  Norming refers to the tendency to base our behaviour upon our perception of what is normal in that context. For example, if we believe people generally cheat, this creates pressure on us to cheat to avoid being disadvantaged by being the only one following the rules. 

Ferraro et al 2005()
 argue that language is a key mechanism by which theories about the world become self-fulfilling. They draw on the social constructionist literature to argue that language frames our perceptions, shaping what we see and what we pay attention to, and ultimately our behaviour Bicchieri 1988()
. To illustrate, Ferraro et al (2005) describe how the metaphor of the firm as a ‘family’ or ‘community’ which was prevalent in the 1950s, has been replaced by the metaphor of the ‘market’ with associated behavioural implications. Kicking a member out of a family is an extreme measure taken only in the most extreme conditions, whereas the market metaphor allows employees to be treated as commodities, freely hired, fired, or even traded with little compunction. These linguistic changes have been accompanied by changes in firm behaviour. For example, Ostermann 1999()
 comparing the way in which layoffs are reported over time, found that in 1972, layoffs were justified as a last resort to cope with poor economic performance, whereas in 1994  layoffs were presented more as a proactive measure in response to anticipated future competition. 

An elegant illustration of how terminology can affect behaviour was provided by Liberman et al 2004()
 who engaged American students in a prisoners dilemma game -  in both cases the rules were the same, but for one group the game was named ‘Community Game’ and in another it was called the ‘Wall Street Game’. The name clearly acted to prime behaviour, leading to those participating in the Community Game to co-operate significantly more often than those on the ‘Wall Street Game.’ A parallel example of the importance of terminology in real life settings has been the slow progress made in attempts to protect ecosystems by creating ‘markets’ for ecosystem ‘goods’ such as carbon sequestration, biodiversity conservation, and landscape beauty. Wunder and Vargas 2005()
 found that the terminology itself was hindering the creation of new approaches to environmental protection. They found that in developing countries such as Ecuador, the term ‘market’ with its amoral overtones created distrust, and projects progressed much faster when these payments for eco-goods were couched in terms which had more co-operative implications such as ‘reciprocal solidarity arrangements.’ It is clear that the language being used in both cases is ideological, giving rise to different norms about what kind of behaviours are to be expected or would be considered acceptable. 

Terminology and connotative meanings

In the field of semiotics and linguistics, there is a distinction made between denotive (literal) meaning and connotative meaning, which encompasses the range of personal associations and secondary meanings, many of which have affective associations. Those working in the media, advertising, PR and marketing pay great attention to connotative meanings of words, as they can have affective and behavioural implications. For example those naming a new product may spend millions market-testing the connotative meaning of potential names. In contrast, those hoping to foster ethical behavioural choices have tended to use terminology inherited from pressure group campaigns, academic debates and political discourse, with little attention paid to whether such terms are understood by the very people they are hoping to influence, or what the connotative meanings are.
An example of how an ill-considered change in terminology backfired due to differences in connotative meaning is when the terminology relating to energy usage changed from ‘energy conservation’ to ‘energy efficiency’ in the 1980s. Moezzi 1998()
 argued that ‘conservation’ and ‘efficiency’ both have complex social meanings. In the 1980s ‘conservation’ was thought to have resonances of sacrifice, whereas the term ‘efficiency’ had more progressive connotations. However although these different connotative meanings did change the attitude towards energy – the term ‘energy efficiency’ was considered more positive and upbeat - the effects on behaviour were unfortunate. Whereas implicit in the term ‘conservation’ is the idea that less is used, the term ‘efficiency’ has no such implications. Therefore any increases in energy efficiency were seen to lower the implicit price of energy, making it appear more affordable, and consequently leading to greater consumption – a phenomenon known as the ‘rebound effect’ Herring 2006()
.
In an attempt to bring a greater appreciation of the importance of terminology to efforts to encourage sustainable behaviour, Futerra 2007()
 conducted focus groups to explore the connotative meanings of a range of terms used to promote sustainability.  Overall they found that a lot of the terminology used in academic and business circles was not understood by the general public. In addition, some connotations seemed to inspire proactive behaviour whereas others generated positive attitudes, but led to apathy or a sense of someone else being responsible. For example ‘one planet living’ was a term that none had heard of, but which received a favourable response and was well liked, capturing a sense of global community and shared values. However it was felt to “denote government responsibility rather than personal behaviour.” (p.18). Similarly, the term ‘in-house generation’ was held to have positive associations with connotations of self-sufficiency, whereas the term ‘micro-generation’ was poorly understood and thought to refer to very small energy sources such as microchips. The term ‘carbon footprint’ was liked and has clear imagery as indicated by some of the comments: “What you leave behind” and “It’s not about blame, it’s about responsibility,” however few had ever heard the term. It was also noted that, in contrast to the connotation of negative impact associated with the term ‘carbon footprint’, an associated term ‘positive footprint’ appeared more likely to inspire proactive sustainable behaviour:  “We all leave a trail behind us. We’d like the world to be a nice place when they grow up” and “If we could all make our footprints a bit more positive, we could really do something.

Implications for the on-going use of terminology

From the above discussion, we propose a number of important attributes for any proposed terminology that relates to ethical/socially responsible/sustainable business.  
1. Based on the research on the critical role of normative language in ethical decision making, and the persuasive arguments of management scholars such as Ghoshal, it is important that any term is explicitly normative. It is also clear from the literature that any term that does not explicitly denote a normative focus will tend to be co-opted by the dominant paradigm of instrumental economic rationality, with the ethical component becoming subservient to the economic component. 
2. It should apply across a range of cohorts and levels. For example terms that too narrowly specify their targets such as corporate social responsibility are alienating to small businesses and other organisations that are not corporations. 
3. It should have a clear meaning that does not rely on specialist knowledge. Terms, such as ‘sustainability’ that are poorly understood by the public, rely on scientific knowledge or have historically been associated with a range of different meanings should be avoided, as such ambiguities can at best lead to unproductive debate, or at worst be cynically exploited. 
4. It should have connotative meanings conducive to ethical conduct, i.e. that inspire a sense of responsibility, and increase a sense of efficacy and impact. For example, terms that have connotative resonances that are not conducive to a sense of personal responsibility such as ‘one planet living’ should be avoided in favour of terms such as ‘footprint’ whose connotative meanings lead to more proactive ethical behaviour.  
We propose that the term ‘ethical footprint’ meets all these attributes. It is clear from Futerra’s (2007) research that the term ‘carbon footprint’ generated a sense of efficacy and proactive behaviour. Although the ‘carbon’ part of the term was sometimes misunderstood, the metaphor of the ‘footprint’ had great resonance and seemed to be inspirational in focussing attention on personal responsibility for their impact. Thus ‘footprint’ is a term that can operate across cohorts, being equally relevant to individuals, businesses and countries thus allowing a shared language and shared understanding, in contrast to CSR which specifies corporations.  In addition the term ‘ethical’ is explicitly normative.
As well as having implications for business behaviour, terminology also directs the research agenda. As discussed earlier, the current terminology of CSR has tended to focus discussion on the business case for CSR, leaving the social and environmental impacts of business practices and CSR initiatives relatively unexplored. In addition, the term CSR with its ambiguity and contested meanings has made much empirical research on business difficult to assess. For example, attempts to establish links between CSR and business success are hindered by the lack of consensus of what CSR actually involves Orlitzky et al., 2003(; Vogel 2005)
. In some cases it appears as if the term is being understood simply as Corporate Philanthropy, especially when terms such as ‘CSR budget’ are used, as it is difficult to see what a CSR budget has to do with business decisions that have both financial and ethical implications (e.g. whether to cut corners on product safety, fully disclose tax liabilities, pay workers in developing countries a fair working wage, etc.). Lastly, while we do not dispute that a term such as ‘ethical footprint’ would lead to a great deal of academic debate and differences of opinion over its precise meaning and application in different contexts, unlike the debate on the CSP- CFP link, this would be a much more productive discussion. Such discussions would be more focused on the social/environmental impacts of decisions and how we know what is ethical. For example, how do we know what is right or wrong in this context and whether we are exporting our values and imposing them on host nations? That is fine, these are the kinds of discussions that should be happening as their focus is on the impacts of business decisions and operations on others – the social/environmental impacts which is purportedly what ‘it’ – whether it be CSR, SD, ethical business is all about. 

Conclusion
Shakespeare claimed that ‘a rose by any other name would smell as sweet,’ and of course it is possible that no matter what the terminology, business will still only address their social and environmental impacts insofar as it satisfies the ‘business case’. However our review of the literature in the field of post-modern ethics, semiotics and connotative meaning leads us to propose that terminology does matter (including the underlying conditions and values), making some aspects of a concept more salient than others. Therefore it would be wise to pay more careful consideration to how terminology is being used (or abused), and how to choose the terminology that best accomplishes our aims.
Much of the CSR literature has bemoaned both the multiple definitions of the term, and also the proliferation of similar terms. We have therefore been hesitant in suggesting new terminology. However we have come to believe that the lack of consensus on the definitions and usages of terms such as CSR, SD and stakeholder theory are due to the ambiguities inherent in these terms, in particular whether they denote a normative, descriptive or instrumental position. In addition we also suggest that perhaps the proliferation of terms has come about precisely because no single term as yet has fulfilled the criteria of applying across a range of cohorts and institutions, being explicitly normative, intuitively understandable and having associations commensurate with ethical behaviour. A new term such as ‘ethical footprint,’ which although may have a range of meanings and usages in its own right, would nonetheless remain indisputably normative and thus avoid some of the pitfalls and abuses that have befallen other terminology. In light of the above arguments, we propose that:

a) the terminology we use affects attitudes, values and behaviour both at the organizational level and at the individual level,

b) the lack of familiarity and ease with normative terminology in both business and the academic literature presents an obstacle to ethical management,

c) the current terminology used by business and academics to describe and proscribe ethical behaviour is not optimal for the encouragement of ethical behaviour, suffering from ambiguity at the fundamental level due to its co-optation by instrumental arguments and justifications,

d) the studies on connotative meaning can provide relevant input into the search for a terminology that is more fit for purpose, 

e) the limited evidence we have so far indicates that terms that specify normative concerns as a priority (e.g. ‘ethical’) and also have connotations of impact (e.g. ‘footprint’) inspire a sense of personal responsibility and efficacy that we expect would be more conducive to a genuine prioritizing of ethical issues over profit maximization. 

We are not alone in lamenting the capture of the CSR debate by the search for the business case. However, while many authors have convincingly articulated the drawbacks and limitations of the instrumental approach, there have been few solutions proposed to this tendency, other than to exhort businesses and business academics to adopt a more ethical mind-set. Our contribution to this literature is to highlight the role of language and terminology, and proposing terminology that directs attention more explicitly towards a normative rather than an instrumental focus.
Abbreviations

CFP

Corporate Financial Performance


CSP

Corporate Social Performance

CSR

Corporate Social Responsibility

MNCs

Multinational Corporations

NGOs

Non-Governmental Organizations

OSR

Organizational Social Responsibility

SD

Sustainable Development

SMEs

Small and Medium Sized Enterprises
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  ADDIN 
� CSR is “a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis” (Commission of the European Communities, 2001, p.8.).





� We are viewing CSP along the lines of Wood’s � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1" ExcludeYear="1" Hidden="1"><Author>Wood</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>1748</RecNum><record><rec-number>1748</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="stda0p9wxpefv6ezzfjpr2adtxz9vw209ffd">1748</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Wood, D. J.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Corporate social performance revisited</title><secondary-title>Academy of Management Review</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Academy of Management Review</full-title></periodical><pages>691-718</pages><volume>16</volume><dates><year>1991</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>��(1991, p. 693) definition: ‘a business organization's configuration of principles of social responsibility, processes of social responsiveness, and policies, programs, and observable outcomes as they relate to the firm's societal relationships.’





� Griffin & Mahon (1997) found 33 research studies indicating a positive relationship between CSP and CFP, 20 that found a negative relationship and 9 with no relationship or which were inconclusive, whereas Roman et al (1999) report 33 studies that suggest a positive CSP-CFP relationship, 5 studies that show a negative relationship and 14 with no relationship or which were inconclusive.





� In preparation for a paper (XXX, 2009) we looked up the frequency of terms such as CSR and ‘sustainable’ on the ISI Web of Knowledge database. We found that in many cases the term ‘sustainable’ was being used to mean business survival rather than in its environmental or social sense.





� It is worth noting that these were managers’ perceptions only, in fact, as discussed by Kreps and Monin (2011), evidence points to managers’ fears being unjustified, with open expression of ethical concerns being generally associated with positive outcomes for both the manager and the organisation.





� The term ‘Organisational Integrity’ arose from a discussion between one of the authors and Prof. Roderick Martin (Centre for Policy Studies at the Central European University, Hungary) at the BAM conference 2011. Others have drawn on the concept of ‘organizational integrity’ � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Paine</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>1752</RecNum><DisplayText>(Kayes et al., 2007; Paine 1994)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>1752</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="stda0p9wxpefv6ezzfjpr2adtxz9vw209ffd">1752</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Paine, L.S.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Managing for Organizational Integrity</title><secondary-title>Harvard Business Review</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Harvard Business Review</full-title></periodical><pages>106-117</pages><volume>72</volume><number>2</number><dates><year>1994</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Kayes</Author><Year>2007</Year><RecNum>1753</RecNum><record><rec-number>1753</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="stda0p9wxpefv6ezzfjpr2adtxz9vw209ffd">1753</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kayes, D.C.</author><author>Stirling, D.</author><author>Nielsen, T.M.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Building organizational integrity</title><secondary-title>Business Horizons, 50, pp.61-70</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Business Horizons, 50, pp.61-70</full-title></periodical><pages>61-70</pages><volume>50</volume><dates><year>2007</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_54" \o "Kayes, 2007 #1753" ��Kayes et al., 2007�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_76" \o "Paine, 1994 #1752" ��Paine 1994�)�.









