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The thesis explores the origins of the corporate social responsibility(CSR) 

policy of the European Union(EU). The research question starts from the 

followings: how and why has CSR become a salient issue in the EU, beyond 

national member state level and developed into an EU policy?. The thesis seeks 

to answer the questions by looking at the agenda-setting dynamics and thus the 

story of the rise of CSR at the EU level. It conducts a qualitative case-study 

with utilizing the theoretical framework of Kingdon’s Multiple Streams 

Model(MS Model) to examine the two major policy changes in the EU CSR 

arena: the first, the entrance of the CSR issue itself into the EU policy agenda 

in early 2000s and the second, the establishment of 2014 Non-Financial 

Reporting(NFR) Directive (2014/95/EU). Through the empirical analysis, the 

thesis mainly argues that the EU CSR policy outcomes depend on the 

interaction of problems, politics, and policies during the open policy window 

with policy entrepreneurs coupling and pushing for a viable policy solution. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

Corporate Social Responsibility(CSR) is a multidimensional concept that 

fundamentally entails private sector’s engagement in addressing the issues that 

have social and collective impacts. In short, it implies that businesses not only 

serve to fulfil economic but also social and environmental ends1. 

When it comes to CSR, the European countries have been playing a leading 

role with UK and Nordic countries initiating some noteworthy developments in 

CSR, then spreading to Western and broader parts of Europe. Beyond the 

member states level, the European Union(EU) has been pursuing both active 

and pioneering role in developing CSR policy, particularly with its recent 

establishment of the Non-Financial Reporting Directive(2014/95/EU). 

Moreover, the EU’s development of CSR policy can be considered as the first 

and foremost attempt to create CSR policy beyond national level, in regional, 

supranational organizational level. For these reasons, it is meaningful to 

observe the CSR policy of the EU.  

Here, the research question of the thesis arises. Then, how and why has CSR 

become salient issue in the EU, beyond national member state level and 

ultimately developed into an EU policy? The thesis seeks to answer these 

questions by looking at the agenda-setting dynamics of the EU and thus the 

story of the rise of CSR at the EU policy arena. Particularly, the thesis attempts 

                                           
1 Elkington, John. 1994. “Towards the Sustainable Corporation: Win-Win-Win Business 

Strategies for Sustainable Development”. California Management Review 36 (2): 90–100. 
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to investigate the reasons behind the specific timing of certain policy creation 

or change. The thesis addresses two major EU CSR policy moments; first, the 

entrance of the CSR issue itself to the EU policy agenda in the 2000 Lisbon 

Council and the second, the establishment of the 2014 Non-Financial Reporting 

(NFR) Directive(2014/95/EU). In order to examine these two major policy 

changes, the thesis utilizes the theoretical framework of Kingdon’s Multiple 

Streams Model(MS Model). Each policy change is analyzed to uncover the 

reasons and process behind the policy creation or change at each of that 

particular moment. Through the empirical analysis, the thesis mainly argues 

that the EU CSR policy outcomes depend on the interaction of various problems, 

politics, and policies during the open policy window with policy entrepreneurs 

coupling and pushing for a viable policy solution.  

The thesis commences with presenting literature reviews on the followings. 

First, the previous major discussions on CSR are introduced, showing the 

overall trends on the discussion, expanding from engaging only business as 

actors to including more diverse stakeholders with government emerging as a 

major player. Then, previous studies on connecting CSR and public policy are 

reviewed. Finally, the EU CSR policy development process is briefly presented, 

providing backgrounds on choosing two major policy moments which are 

analyzed in the thesis.  

In the subsequent chapter, the agenda-setting approaches are introduced 

while explaining the merits of utilizing Multiple Streams Model(MS Model) in 
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the EU context among other frameworks. Then the MS Model of Kingdon is 

presented in detail, operationalized into the EU context.  

The methodology chapter follows, presenting the operationalized MS 

Model with an attempt to address standing-out features particularly in the EU 

policy-making process in which “early non-US applications revealed some 

theoretical underdevelopments”2. 

Throughout the empirical chapters, the thesis investigates and maps the 

agenda-setting process of each of the two policy creations. The chapter mainly 

argues that the EU CSR policy outcomes depend on the interaction of problems, 

politics, and policies during open policy windows. The last chapter comes to 

the conclusion of the thesis, elaborating the main arguments and revealing 

possible speculations on opening of policy windows at different levels; it yields 

some insights into shaping of potential agenda-setting dynamics of other EU 

policy agendas. 

The thesis strives to fill the gap in existing literatures through several 

aspects. Most importantly, the thesis’ examination on the emergence of public 

policy on CSR in a supranational organization level, the EU, beyond national 

government level can make contribution to the existing academic discussions 

on the topic of CSR which have been much focused on the emergence of public 

policy within the national government context. In doing so, the thesis aims to 

                                           
2 Ackrill, Robert, and Adrian Kay. 2011. “Multiple Streams in EU Policy-Making: The Case of 

the 2005 Sugar Reform”. Journal of European Public Policy 18 (1): 85 
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contribute to existing literature that observe actors, relations and major players 

and struggles that shaped the EU CSR policy (most notably De Schutter, 2008; 

Fairbrass, 2011; Ungericht and Hirt, 2010; and Kinderman, 2013). Another 

potential contribution is that the thesis provides a new empirical case for the 

theoretical framework on agenda-setting by operationalizing the MS Model in 

the EU context and applying it to the case of the EU CSR policy. 

 

Chapter 2. Literature Review  

 

2.1.  Major Discussions on Corporate Social Responsibility(CSR): The 

Way Toward Public Policy 

As mentioned, CSR is a multidimensional concept that fundamentally 

entails private sector’s engagement in addressing the issues that have social and 

collective impacts, implying that businesses not only serve to fulfil economic 

but also social and environmental ends3. However, as Fairbrass mentions, it is 

rather a “contested and fuzzy concept”4. This is mainly because the term itself 

is internally complex. It is a cluster concept that overlaps with other concepts 

such as “business ethics, corporate citizenship, corporate philanthropy, 

sustainability, and environmental responsibility”5.  

                                           
3 Elkington, 1994 
4 Fairbrass, Jenny. 2011. “Exploring Corporate Social Responsibility Policy in the European 

Union: A Discursive Institutionalist Analysis”. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 49 

(5): 952 
5 Carroll, Archie B., and Kareem M. Shabana. 2010. "The Business Case for Corporate Social 

Responsibility: A Review of Concepts, Research and Practice". International Journal of 
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In this section, previous academic discussions and approaches in CSR are 

reviewed. These can provide basic backgrounds on development of the CSR 

concept and how various actors beyond companies come in to play roles in CSR 

discussions. Overall, the literature review reveals the general trends in CSR 

discussion being expanded to engage more various actors. In the beginning, the 

discussion engaged almost only business sector focusing on ethical and 

management approach, initiated mainly in the US in 1950s. As time goes, the 

discussion has been expanded to include more actors, most prominently 

through stakeholder approach and government/civil society-focused approach, 

ultimately leading a way to the public policy discussion. 

 

2.1.1. Conceptualization of CSR   

In line with above general definitions of CSR, there is one useful 

conceptualization of CSR. It is Matten and Moon’s distinction between 

“explicit” and “implicit” CSR which assists us to comprehend the different 

approaches regarding scope of CSR before looking at the specific discussions.  

According to Matten and Moon (2004 & 2008), explicit CSR circumscribes 

the corporate policies containing the responsibilities for the interests of the 

society. It normally involves “voluntary, self-interest driven policies, 

corporation’s strategies and programs dealing with issues perceived as being 

                                           

Management Reviews 12 (1): 86 
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part of their social responsibility by the company and/or its stakeholders”6. In 

this regard, explicit CSR focuses on corporations as the main actors who 

address the issues of social responsibility through namely the explicit CSR 

policies.  

Meanwhile, implicit CSR refers to implicitly codified norms, legal 

framework, and standards, etc. that result in obligatory or customary 

requirements for companies to “address issues stakeholders consider a proper 

obligation upon corporate actors” 7 . In other words, implicit CSR can be 

understood as a country’s both formal and informal institutions allocating a 

conceded share of responsibility for concerns and interests of a society.  

This conceptualization between explicit and implicit CSR is essential to 

look at for two main reasons: first, it encompasses two fundamental 

understandings on CSR including an approach that considers CSR as 

companies’ internal and voluntary matter as well as an approach that views CSR 

in broader terms, thus bringing in more various stakeholders. Second, the 

distinction makes sense for generating a need for an analysis on transformation 

from explicit to implicit CSR or vice versa. This conceptualization is embedded 

in the following reviews on previous studies on CSR topic including 1) business 

management and ethics approach, 2) multi-stakeholders approach, and 3) role 

of government and NGO/civil society approach. 

                                           
6  Matten, Dirk and Moon, Jeremy. 2004. “A Conceptual Framework for Understanding 

CSR”. In Habisch and Jonker (eds.) Corporate Social Responsibility Across Europe. 

Springer Berlin. Heidelberg: 9 
7 Ibid: 9 
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Table 1. Explicit and Implicit CSR Compared 

Explicit CSR Implicit CSR 

Describes corporate activities that 

assume responsibility for the 

interests of society 

Describes corporations’ role within 

the wider formal and informal 

institutions for society’s interest and 

concerns 

Consists of voluntary corporate 

policies, programs, and strategies 

Consists of values, norms, and rules 

that result in (often codified and 

mandatory) requirements for 

corporations 

Incentives and opportunities are 

motivated by the perceived 

expectations of different 

stakeholders of the corporation 

Motivated by the societal consensus 

on the legitimate expectations of the 

roles and contributions of all major 

groups in society, including 

corporations 

Source: Matten, Dirk and Moon, Jeremy, 2008: 410 

 

2.1.2. Business Ethics and Management Approach 

Academic discussions on CSR goes back to the 1950s, particularly among 

the scholars in the United States. Some of the early major discussions were 

carried out through seminal works on CSR, including those of Bowen (1953), 

Davis (1973), and Friedman (1970). The most notable characteristic of their 

works is that the discussions tend to place CSR topic mainly within the business 

ethics and management studies8.  

First, Bowen’s work (1953) is most commonly considered as the first effort 

to theorize the relationship between society and corporations and thus find the 

location of CSR. His perspectives on social responsibility of business sector 

                                           
8 Fairbrass, 2011: 952. 
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was oriented fundamentally based on moral values that should be pursued by 

businessmen. Considering that his book was part of a larger six-volume study 

of Christian Ethics and Economic Life and also that he indicates his idea on 

CSR as “a particular interest to many Puritan and Protestants”9, it can be said 

that his fundamental understanding of CSR was based on ethical, “spiritual, and 

moral”10 approach. As Bowen figures that business has the position of huge 

influence and scope of consequences occurred by their decisions is far-reaching, 

he views CSR as an ethical obligations of businessmen to pursue values and 

policies that are in line with creating desirable objectives and values of a society. 

In other words, he recognizes CSR as lines of philanthropic action11, locating it 

within the business ethics field. Additionally, Bowen argues that economic and 

social goals can reinforce each other, conceiving CSR as a “complementary and 

corrective measure for some social failures inherent in laissez-faire economy”12. 

In this regard, it is considered that Bowen locates CSR in the context of business 

management as well as along with business ethics.  

 Similarly, Davis (1973) approaches CSR through the lens of business 

management, although now the discussion has been expanded to more 

observable level from Bowen’s focus on ‘duties of businessmen’. Davis’ study 

                                           
9 Lee, Min-Dong Paul. 2008. “A Review of the Theories of Corporate Social Responsibility: Its 

Evolutionary Path and the Road Ahead”. International Journal of Management Reviews 10 (1): 

57 
10 Ibid: 57 
11 Hack et al. 2014. “A Critical Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Timeline: how should it 

be understood now?”, International Journal of Management Cases 16(4): 46 
12 Bowen, H.. 1953. Social Responsibility of the Businessman (New York: Harper and Row): 

14-21 
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followed the conceptualization of CSR as assisting the companies long-term 

interests and profits by bolstering the environment in which companies belong 

to13. It means that businesses should implement social responsibility to protect 

society which they belong, so that they would not lose their significant 

customer base as well as support structure. In this regard, Davis presents 

arguments for businesses’ social responsibility. The major points include 

businesses’ consideration for long-run self-interest, enhancement of public 

image, viability of business as an institution, avoidance of government 

regulation, sociocultural norms, stockholder interest, cases where problems can 

turn into profit making opportunity, and less cost for prevention than curing14. 

Here, we clearly see Davis’ perspective on CSR in context of business 

management, viewing it as one of a way to sustain businesses’ economic gain 

while accomplishing social benefits.  

Friedman (1970), on the other hand, presents skeptical views on the very 

idea of businesses’ social responsibility. He asserts that corporations should not 

engage in CSR15 because the idea is “fundamentally subversive”16 of the free 

capitalist economy. He argues against the other scholars’ approach on CSR in 

business ethics and management context, presenting ‘the agency problem’.17 

                                           
13 Lee, 2008: 59 
14 Davis, Keith. 1973. “The Case For and Against Business Assumption of Social 

Responsibilities”, Academy of Management Journal 16(2): 312-322 
15 Lee, 2008: 59 
16 Frederick, William C. 1994. “From CSR1 to CSR2: The Maturing of Business-and-Society 

Thought”. Business & Society 33 (2): 152 
17 Friedman, Milton. 1970. “The Social Responsibility of business is to increase its profits”, 

New York Times Megazine, 33 & 122-126. 
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This refers to the situation which he draws as follow: if business managers 

utilize the corporate resources to expands social goods, beyond maximizing the 

benefits of shareholders, it is to only advance a personal agenda of business 

manager, the agency. Although Friedman presents skeptical perspective on CSR, 

his ideas are meaningful to be observed in this section because it was to argue 

against the works on CSR in business ethics and management studies.  

 

2.1.3. Stakeholders Approach 

Subsequently emerged distinct stream of discussion, prominent in the body 

of CSR topic is related to various ‘stakeholders’. The concept of stakeholder 

first appeared in 1960s in the business management literature18 and has been 

expanded since.  

The body of CSR scholarship that relates to concept of stakeholders 

includes works of Freeman (1984), Clarkson (1995), Donaldson and Preston 

(1995), Harrison and Freeman (1999), Steurer et al (2005), and Steurer (2006). 

Amongst these, Freeman’s work (1984) is a pioneer study in constructing 

coherent and systemic framework of stakeholder management19. According to 

Freeman, stakeholder theory is a theory of corporate governance which 

considers companies’ willingness to satisfy their stakeholders’ needs as a 

powerful incentive behind corporate activities and governance in general20 . 

                                           
18 Lee, 2008: 61 
19 Ibid: 61. 
20 Freeman, R. Edward. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: 

Pitman. 
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CSR can be one of these corporate activities with a motivation to satisfy 

stakeholders. An individual corporation is located in a center of a network, 

potentially including “employees, customers, owners, suppliers, local 

communities, government bodies, political groups, trade associations, and 

NGOs/civil society”21. Because they are located in a position as such, individual 

business organizations have the unavoidable task of attempting to appease and 

satisfy often incompatible interests and demands of the various stakeholders. In 

this regard, the difference between corporations’ economic and social goals is 

no longer relevant, because the pivotal issue in this framework is the survival 

of the corporations22. In this context, CSR is claimed to be included in core 

business strategy23 as part of the strategic management.  

 

2.1.4. Roles of Government and NGO/Civil Society Approach 

More recently, a notable development in the field of CSR discussion has 

been underpinned by thoughts from political science and public administration 

literatures, going beyond the ones which focus on business as relevant entity, 

with particular focus on two of the sets of stakeholders, government and 

NGO/civil society24.   

                                           
21 Fairbrass, 2011: 953 
22 Lee, 2008: 61 
23 Nelson, J. 2004. “The Public role of private enterprise: Risks, opportunities and new models 

of engagement”, Working paper No.1 of the Corporate Social Responsibility Initiative: 7, 

https://sites.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/CSRI/publications/workingpaper_1_nelson.pdf, accessed 

on 7-Oct-2018 
24 Fairbrass, 2011: 953 

https://sites.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/CSRI/publications/workingpaper_1_nelson.pdf
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Some of the major works include that of Matten and Moon (2004 & 2008) 

and Moon (2004) who conducted wide-ranging surveys and studies on CSR 

policy in the European countries, concentrating on the role of government as a 

driver for private corporations’ CSR policy and implementations. They focus 

on one important driver, government, and address the growing governmental 

interest in CSR in context of responding to new societal demands.  

Moreover, Albareda et al. (2007) and Steurer (2010)’s studies on 

understanding how governments develop policies of CSR as part of public 

policies and how to describe governments’ approaches in relational perspective 

broaden the discussion. This stream of study is particularly relevant in this 

thesis because it sheds light on connecting CSR and public policy. Thus, this 

part will be reviewed in more detail in the subsequent section. 2.2. Connecting 

CSR and Public Policy.  

Additionally, attention has been put on the role of NGO/civil society. Most 

prominently, works of Doh and Guay (2006) investigates NGO’s activism in 

Europe and the United States while observing how NGOs influence labor and 

environmental codes of conduct simultaneously25.  

 

2.2. Connecting CSR and Public Policy: Role of Government in CSR  

The discussions explained above have expanded the CSR issue to much 

                                           
25 Doh, Jonathan P., and Guay, Terrence R. 2006. “Corporate Social Responsibility, Public 

Policy, and NGO Activism in Europe and the United States: An Institutional-Stakeholder 

Perspective”. Journal of Management Studies 43 (1): 47–73 
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more diverse related entities. These noteworthy developments have offered an 

impetus for further analysis of CSR in the public policy arena. In this sense, the 

discussion and research on CSR have been extended to sphere that has systemic 

legislation relevance in form of public policy26. Addressing the necessity on 

certain level of regulation through systemic legislation in order to sustain the 

effectiveness of CSR has brought the issue closer to political science. This 

thesis observes the EU CSR policy from this public policy perspective. A 

review on previous literatures reveals two fundamental focuses in the analyses 

on links between CSR and public policy27, answering in what circumstances 

the role of government and public policy come into CSR discussion. In the 

subsequent sections, the thesis observes previous studies that investigate how 

governments become to be involved in a new type of relationship with 

businesses in promoting CSR and how public policies for CSR have been 

integrated into CSR field.  

 

2.2.1. Roles of Government: Drivers and Responses 

   Firstly, many of literatures observe the links between CSR and public policy 

through studying the emergence of new roles taken by governments in CSR 

issues28. With regard to this stream, some studies focus on driver and origins of 

                                           
26 Steurer, Reinhard. 2010. “The Role of Governments in Corporate Social Responsibility: 

Characterising Public Policies on CSR in Europe”. Policy Sciences 43 (1): 49 
27 Albareda et al. 2008. “The changing role of governments in corporate social responsibility: 

drivers and responses”, Business Ethics: A European Review 17(4): 348 
28 Albareda et al. 2007. “Public Policies on Corporate Social Responsibility: The Role of 
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governments’ role and emergence of public policies in CSR field. For instance, 

Zadek (2001) pays particular attention to the context of transnationalization and 

globalized economy as a main driver in birth of CSR policies. The globalized 

economy has derived new political challenges, such as various forms of crisis 

in welfare state and thus the need to search for new forms of governance. In 

this context, Zadek argues that CSR is viewed as useful framework because it 

can provide a new way of collaborating between governments, corporations, 

and civil society29 . And this collaboration in context of CSR can construct 

innovative mechanisms for new forms of governance30. 

   Another key issue that previous literatures suggest demand for societal 

governance as a major driver for emergence of new role of government and 

policy in CSR topic. This perspective is overlapped with previous approach 

linking CSR and public policy. The literatures in this focusing area understand 

that social challenges or demands surfaced in the post-industrial societies, 

including poverty, unemployment and social destructuring caused the 

emergence of demand for societal governance31. In this approach, scholars view 

                                           

Governments in Europe”, Journal of Business Ethics 74: 392 
29 Zadek, Simon. 2001. Third Generation Corporate Citizenship: Public Policy and Business 

in Society. London: Foreing Policy Centre: 21 
30 Ibid; Albareda et al. 2004. “The Role of Public Policies in Promoting CSR: a comparison 

among the EU-15” Paper presented at the Interdisciplinary CSR Research Conference. ICCSR, 

University of Nottingham; Midttun, A. 2004. “Realigning business, government and civil 

society: the C(S)R model compared to (neo) liberal and welfare state models”, Paper presented 

at the 3rd Colloquium of the European Academy of Business in Society, Ghent; Midttun, A. 

2005. “Policy making and the role of government. Realigning business, government and civil 

society. Emerging embedded relational governance beyond the (neo) liberal and welfare state 

models”, Corporate Governance: International Journal of Business in Society 5(3): 159-174 
31 Albareda et al. 2008: 349. 
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that governments adopt CSR policies in response to a crisis in conventional 

governance and increase in social demands. Most prominently, Moon (2002, 

2004, 2007) proposes this approach of applying concept of governance directly 

to CSR public policies, studying on the case of CSR policy of the United 

Kingdom. In this regard, CSR is no longer a sole feature of corporations “but 

also increasingly a feature of new societal governance”32, shedding lights on 

link between CSR and role of government and thus public policy in this field.  

   Thirdly, some literatures concentrate on increase in social partnership and 

link it with CSR. As crisis of welfare state and various social challenges have 

expanded, people look for new methods to promote collective actions to deal 

with social demands. This has derived the appearance of partnership projects33. 

The partnership projects stimulated the collective works among governments, 

corporations, and civil society organizations. In this context, the government 

comes up with public policy based on the followings: 1) its need to discover a 

way to design and implement policy that will create “leadership and partnership 

innovation during the partnership process”34 and 2) its “natural interest in co-

defining the involvements of the different sectors rather than being passive 

                                           
32 Moon, J.; Vogel, D. 2007. “Corporate social responsibility, government and civil society”, In 

A. Crane, A. McWilliams D. Matten, J. Moon, D.S. Seigel (Eds), The Oxford handbook of 

corporate society responsibility, Oxford: Oxford University Press: 302 
33 Nelson, J. and  Zadek, S. 2000. “Partnership Alchemy – New Social Partnerships in 

Europe”, The Copenhagen Centre, Copenhagen; Gribben, C. et al. 2001. “Governments as 

Partners: The Role of the Central Government in Developing New Social Partnerships”. The 

Copenhagen Centre , Copenhagen; Kjaergaard, C.; Wesphalen, S. 2001. “From Collective 

Bargaining to Social Partnerships: New Roles of Social Partners in Europe”. The Copenhagen 

Centre, Copenhagen 
34 Albareda et al. 2008: 349 
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objective”35. And under this circumstances, public policy on CSR comes into 

the context.  

Lastly, some literatures focus on the link between CSR and sustainable 

development. 36  As European Commission (2002) suggests, CSR has been 

considered as corporate contribution to sustainable development 37 . The 

literatures concentrating on this perspective understand that governments come 

up with public policy on CSR in attempt to have an “opportunity and the 

responsibility to assume a leadership role in creating more sustainable 

environment in which sustainable business can thrive, building conditions that 

promote sustainability”38.  

 

2.2.2. Political Initiatives 

   While some literatures suggest the emergence of new roles adopted by 

government in field of CSR, focusing on drivers and responses, the other 

literatures directly investigate the political initiatives established by 

governments. These researches include characterizing different roles that 

governments can adopt, “development of political frameworks and 

                                           
35 Steurer, 2010: 51. 
36 Albareda et al. 2008: 349 
37 COM(2002) 347 Final. European Commission. 2002. “Communication from the 

Commission Concerning Corporate Social Responsibility: A Business contribution to 

sustainable development”. 2 July 
38 Albareda et al. 2008: 349; Bell, David V.J. 2002, “The Role of Government in Advancing 

Corporate Sustainability”, Background Paper prepared by the Sustainable Enterprise Academy, 

York University 
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implementation of public policies”39.  

   Firstly, Zadek (2001) identifies government roles in field of CSR. He 

analyzes the incorporation of governments in the framework of CSR as an 

innovative step in the CSR development and called it as a ‘Third CSR 

Generation’ or ‘Third Generation Corporate Citizenship’40. According to Zadek, 

Third Generation Corporate Citizenship means to involve “broadening our idea 

of citizenship so that it is not just a commitment to developing communities 

that benefit companies, but also a recognition of the need to respect 

government’s duty to deliver public policy goods” 41 . In this regard, he 

recognizes the role of government as a new protagonist in promoting CSR.  

   Meanwhile, some scholars characterize the different forms of roles adopted 

by governments in CSR issues (Fox et al., 2002; Lepoutre et al,, 2004; Nidasio, 

2004). Most notably, Fox et al. highlight the public sector roles enabling and 

promoting favorable environment for CSR. They classify different types of 

roles in specific that government may adopt including the following: 

mandatory(legislative approach), facilitating(guidelines on contents, fiscal and 

funding mechanisms, generating framework conditions), partnership(engaging 

in multi-stakeholder process, stimulating dialogue), and endorsing 

tools(publicity and tools) 42 . Similarly, Lepoutre et al. (2004) observe the 

                                           
39 Albareda et al. 2008: 348 
40 Zadek, Simon. 2001. Third Generation Corporate Citizenship: Public Policy and Business 

in Society. London: Foreing Policy Centre: 13-14 
41 Ibid: 14.  
42 Albareda et al. 2007: 392 & Albareda et al. 2008: 350; Fox et al. 2002. “Public Sector Roles 

in Strengthening Corporate Social Responsibility: A Baseline Study” (The World Bank, 
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strategic roles to be implemented by governments, coping with institutional 

uncertainty (activate, orchestrate, and modulate). They also propose common 

tools or channels for government action in managing strategic uncertainty 

(public information campaigns, organizational reporting, labeling, contracts, 

agreements, and incentives)43 . Benbeniste et al. (2005)’s study can be also 

understood in parallel. They propose that CSR policies can be categorized 

based on different purposes including CSR formalization, promotion of 

transparency, and encouragement of scrutiny44.  

   Another significant stream of study in direct analysis in political initiative 

literatures is on new forms of public-private partnership that is linked to CSR 

(Gribben et al., 2001; Nelson and Zadek, 2000). Gribben et al. (2001) compare 

the public-private partnership in most innovative countries, proposing that 

governments could develop CSR policies with purpose of solving social 

problems and promoting coordination with corporation, social organizations, 

and local governments45.  

   Last but not least prominent stream of literature in studying political 

initiatives in CSR field include researches on CSR policies based on cultural 

and geographical differences. For example, Aaronson & Reeves (2002), Matten 

& Moon (2004), and Tschopp (2005) observe CSR policy of European 

                                           

Washington) 
43 Albareda et al. 2007: 392 
44  Benbeniste, S.; Pueyo, R.; Llaría, J. 2005. “Responsibilidad social corporative y políticas 

públicas”. Informe 2004. Zaragoza: Fundación Ecología y Desarrollo – Translated by Albareda 

et al., 2008 
45 Albareda et al. 2007: 392 
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countries (and the EU) and the United States and compare the different 

characteristics. Recently, particular emphasis has been placed on the EU case 

with the establishment of the 2014 Non-Financial Reporting 

Directive(2014/95/EU). This thesis falls into this category, investigating CSR 

policy of the EU.  

2.3. EU CSR Policy Development  

In this section, EU CSR policy development process is briefly reviewed in 

order to provide general background. When looking at the European context, 

there were several major countries that adopted concept of CSR actively and 

thus served as pioneer in the continent. UK was one of the countries that 

showed noteworthy development in the field of CSR46. As Moon suggests, 

CSR concept and related practices emerged in the UK starting from the 1970s, 

as Thatcher governments “downsized the role of state as a regulator and 

provider of social goods and services”47. In addition, there were also some 

social responsibility traditions in the Nordic countries. The Nordic welfare 

states have had traditions of combining economic growth with strong 

environmental and social welfare. Within this framework, corporations are 

expected to maximize its profits, but within the boundaries and regulations 

that social and environmental factors such as decent wages, workplace 

                                           
46 Steurer, 2010: 55 
47 Moon, J. 2005. “An explicit model of business-society relations” in Habisch A.; Jonker, J.; 

Wegner, M,; Schmidpeter, R. (Eds.), Corporate Social Responsibility Across Europe, Berlin: 55 
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democracy, wages, and high environmental standards are considered48.  

From the 1990s onwards, CSR began to spread across Western Europe. 

One of the strongest drivers for this change was the active role that the EU 

played49. The EU’s raise of awareness and focus on CSR dated from early 

1990s as the European Commission published the White Paper on growth, 

competitiveness and employment50. However, it is considered that CSR policy 

formally entered the EU’s discourse in 2000 in Lisbon51. In March 2000 in 

Lisbon, the European Council first formally appealed to business sector’s 

sense of corporate responsibility in supporting with the EU’s strategic goals 

as part of the Lisbon Strategy52, bringing the issue of CSR into the EU policy 

arena for the first time.  

The Commission followed by publishing the Commission’s Green Paper 

on CSR in 2001, which provides the first concrete definition of CSR as a 

“concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in 

their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a 

voluntary basis”53. By explicitly and concretely defining the term, the Green 

Paper initiated the wider deliberation process in the EU.  

                                           
48 Mittun et al. 2012. “Public Policies for Corporate Social Responsibility in Four Nordic 

Countries: Harmony of Goals and Conflict of Means”, Business & Society 54(4): 467 
49 Steurer, 2010: 55 
50 COM(93) 700. Commission of the European Communities. 1993. “Growth, competitiveness, 

employment: the challenges and ways forward into the 21st century”, White Paper. December 
51 Fairbrass, 2011: 959.  
52 European Council. 2000. “Lisbon European Council 23 and 24 March 2000 Presidency 

Conclusions” 
53 COM(2001) 366 Final. European Commission. 2001. Green Paper on “Promoting a 

European framework for corporate social responsibility”.18 July: 6 
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The Commission then published a second document, “Communication 

from the Commission concerning corporate social responsibility” in 2002. 

Here, the Commission maintained the definition of CSR from 2001’s 

publication and set out a ‘European Action Framework’ for CSR, calling for 

the launch of an EU Multi-Stakeholder Forum(EMSF) on CS54. Consequently, 

the EMSF was established in October 2002.  

Following the EMSF, the Commission published an expanded 

Communication in 2006. This Communication reinforces majority of elements 

of EU CSR that are previously pointed out, retaining the 2001 definition of 

CSR, referring to the voluntary character of CSR. It also describes CSR as a 

part of topic on globalization, competitiveness, and sustainability55. European 

Parliament’s publication of “Report on corporate social responsibility: a new 

partnership” in the same year backs up the Commission’s publications on CSR. 

It even goes beyond, calling for mandatory disclosure for corporations and 

other stakeholder groups56.  

Then in 2011, the EU has published a new communication, presenting “a 

renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for corporate social responsibility”57. Here, the 

                                           
54 Fairbrass, 2011: 959; COM(2002) 347 
55 COM(2006)136 Final. European Commission. 2006. “Communication from the Commission 

to the European Parliament, the Council, and the European Economic and Social Committee: 

Implementing the partnership for growth and jobs: making Europe a pole of excellence on 

corporate social responsibility”. 22 March 
56 A6-0471/2006. European Parliament. 2006. “Report on corporate social responsibility: a 

new partnership”. Committee on Employment and Social Affairs. 20 December: 8 
57 COM(2011) 681 Final. European Commission. 2011. “Communication from the 

Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 

Committee and the Committee of the Regions: A renewed EU Strategy 2011-14 for Corporate 
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EU puts forward a new definition on CSR, suggesting that CSR is “the 

responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society”58. The publication 

describes that “respect for applicable legislation, and for collective agreements 

between social partners, is a prerequisite for meeting that responsibility”59 

and “to fully meet their corporate social responsibility, enterprises should have 

in place a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical, human rights and 

consumer concerns into their business60”. Here we see a clear shift in focus 

from previous 2001 definition, referring CSR on voluntary basis, to the new 

definition, expanding the scope of the concept to encompass all business 

impacts61. In addition to providing the new definition, it stresses the need for 

‘complementary regulation’ as mandatory non-financial reporting, respect for 

the law, social dialogue, human rights, international CSR frameworks, etc.62  

This publication in 2011 was soon followed by the most recent and critical 

policy creation in the EU CSR policy development process, the establishment 

of the 2014 Non-Financial Directive. The Directive requires some large 

public-interest entities/ companies with more than average number of 500 

employees to disclose certain non-financial statement containing information 

to the extent necessary for an understanding of the undertaking’s impact of its 

                                           

Social Responsibility”. 25 October 
58 Ibid: 6 
59 Ibid: 6 
60 Ibid: 6 
61 Kinderman, Daniel. 2013. “Corporate Social Responsibility in the EU, 1993–2013: 

Institutional Ambiguity, Economic Crises, Business Legitimacy and Bureaucratic Politics”. 

JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 51 (4): 711  
62 COM(2011) 681: 5-6 
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activity, relating to environmental matters, social and employee-related 

matters, respect for human rights, and anti-corruption and bribery matters63. 

This is a milestone moment for the EU CSR policy because it sets out the new 

era in generating CSR policy in form of legislation. 

                                           
63 Directive 2014/95/EU of the European Parliament and the Council of 22 October 2014 

amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards disclosure of non-financial and diversity 

information by certain large undertakings and groups. L 330/1, Article 1 
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Table 2. Recent Developments in EU CSR Policy 

2000  
⚫ The Lisbon European Council (March) 

➢ First time that the EU explicitly addressed the issue of CSR and 

appealed to business sector’s sense of corporate responsibility  

 

2001  

⚫ European Commission Green Paper ‘Promoting a European framework for 

corporate social responsibility’, COM(2001) 366 Final (July)  

 

2002  

⚫ ‘Communication from the Commission concerning corporate social 

responsibility: a business contribution to sustainable development’, 

COM(2002) 347 Final (July) 

⚫ Launch of EU Multi-Stakeholder Forum(EMSF) on CSR (October) 

 

2006 

⚫ ‘Implementing the partnership for growth and jobs: making Europe a pole 

of excellence on corporate social responsibility’, COM(2006) 136 Final 

(March)  

⚫ European Parliament, “Report on corporate social responsibility: a new 

partnership”, A6-0471/2006 (December) 

 

2011 

⚫ ‘Communication from the Commission : A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 

for corporate social responsibility’, COM(2011) 681 Final (October) 

 

2014 

⚫ Establishment of 2014 Non-Financial Disclosure Directive (2014/95/EU) 

Source: Author 

 

Chapter 3. Analytical Framework  

The review on previous literature serves as backgrounds on overall concept 

of CSR, its relations to public policy and the overall development process of 

EU CSR policy. The thesis can be considered as a study that falls into the stream 
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of study which investigates the drivers of creation of public policy in CSR field, 

focusing on the case of the EU.  

As the thesis focuses on the origin of the EU CSR policy and attempts to 

uncover the reason and process behind particular policy formation, the agenda-

setting process should be observed. Looking at the agenda-setting dynamics of 

the EU CSR policy can demonstrate the process of how CSR issue has become 

an EU policy agenda and ultimately led to creation of certain EU CSR policy. 

Moreover, it enables to map and contrast the positions of major groups of actors 

who have been engaged in shaping the EU CSR policy establishment process.  

 

3.1. Agenda-setting Dynamics 

Studies in public policies and their agenda-setting dynamics have been 

explored by many scholars with various approaches. While the earliest 

academic works tend to focus on rationality as the main driver behind policy 

decision-making, later works take more synthetic approach.  

The earliest works include those of Lasswell (1951, 1956) and Simon (1955, 

1997a, 1997b). They tend to focus on rationality as the main driver behind 

policy decision-making64. Firstly, Lasswell pays particular attention to seven 

stages of policy related decision making in his book, The Decision Process: 

Seven Categories of Functional Analysis (1956). According to the book, he 

                                           
64 John, Peter. 2018. “Theories of Policy Change and Variation Reconsidered: A Prospectus for 

the Political Economy of Public Policy”. Policy Sciences 51 (1): 2 
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concentrates on seven stages including intelligence, promotion, prescription, 

invocation, application, termination, and appraisal as core elements in policy 

agenda-setting process, putting emphasis on the rational steps. Meanwhile, 

Simon focuses on the concept of ‘bounded rationality’, which argues that 

people make decisions on policy agenda with limited time and information. 

Thus, rather than always choosing or obtaining the ideal solution, it is rather to 

make choices on an appropriate alternative65.  

Meanwhile, some of major synthetic approaches include Multiple Streams 

Model, Advocation Coalition Framework, and Punctuated Equilibrium Model. 

Firstly, Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Model (first publication in 1984; 1995) 

stresses on interaction of agendas, ideas, external aspects, and institutions. 

According to the model, policy-making or agenda-setting process contain three 

streams – problem, politics, and policy streams. At the point where all the 

streams are merged together, the possibility for an issue to gain more serious 

attention is enhanced. And with the works of policy entrepreneurs, when a 

feasible solution emerges during the open policy window, policy creation or 

change occur.  

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith’s Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier 

1987, 1988; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993) puts emphasis on coalition of 

bodies having similar interest based on ideas, knowledge, or belief system. 

                                           
65 Zahariadis, Nikolaos (ed.) 2016. Handbook of Public Policy Agenda Setting. Cheltenham, 

UK and Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar: 111 
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According to the framework, people engage in politics to spread and eventually 

translate their beliefs into action. People with similar belief and ideas become 

part of the same advocacy coalition, competing other advocacy coalitions. And 

the framework focuses on these advocacy coalitions' interpretation and 

response to various events in the process of agenda-setting66. 

Lastly, Baumgartner and Jones’s Punctuated Equilibrium Model (1993, 

2009) pays attention on “rapidity of change between periods of partial 

equilibrium and of issue expansion”67. According to this model, public policies 

are characterized by quite long period of stability punctuated by short periods 

of radical or abrupt change. In other words, the model argues that the policy 

tends to change very little and then at some point, a radical change occurs in 

response to certain factors68. Some of the major concepts in the model include 

subsystems, conflict expansion, and policy venue, etc. 

 

3.2. Multiple Streams Model in EU Context 

Among the observed approaches in agenda-setting theory, Kingdon’s MS 

Model serves as a suitable framework with various merits for investigating the 

agenda-setting dynamics or critical impetuses for a policy creation or change, 

particularly in the EU context, especially in case of the EU CSR policy. This is 

                                           
66 Sabatier, Paul A. 1988. "An Advocacy Coalition Framework of Policy Change and the Role 

of Policy-Oriented Learning Therein". Policy Sciences 21 (2–3) : 129–68 
67 John, 2018: 4 
68 Masse Jolicoeur, M. 2018. “An Introduction to Punctuated Equilibrium: A Model for 

Understanding Stability and Dramatic Change in Public Policies”. Montréal, Québec: National 

Collaborating Centre for Healthy Public Policy: 1 



28 

 

mainly because of the following two factors.  

Firstly, it focuses on ambiguity and spillover, both in institutional setting 

and issues, which can well describe policy-making of the EU that is fluid and 

complex69. As Ackrill and Kay (2011) and Zahariadis (2008) argue, its focus on 

ambiguity and spillover allows taking account for the special characteristics of 

the EU including “jurisdictional overlap, institutional fluidity, endemic political 

conflict, policy entrepreneurship, and varying policy cycles”70.  

Secondly, the MS Model is established to explain the mechanism behind 

one policy agenda at the US state level moving up to be discussed in the federal 

level71. This process resembles the situation where one policy agenda originally 

discussed on the EU member state level, moving up the ladder and eventually 

addressed in the EU level. This point is related to what Sarmiento-

Mirwaldt(2015) discusses, the Multiple Streams Model being useful to look at 

the multi-level structure of the EU. There are 'multi-level governance' with 

different levels of government sharing policy-making competences in the EU. 

Also, the policy-making authority is dispersed “upwards to European 

institutions and downwards to national and local authorities”72. Furthermore, 

                                           
69 Andersen SS and Eliassen KA. 2001. “Introduction: the EU as a political system”, In: 

Andersen SS and Eliassen KA (eds) Making Policy in Europe. 2nd ed. London:.3-19; Bohme 

KT, Richardson GD and Jensen OB. 2004. “Values in a vacuum? Towards an integrated multi-

level analysis of the governance of European space”, European Planning Studies 12(8): 1175–

1188 
70 Ackrill et al. 2013. “Ambiguity, Multiple Streams, and EU Policy”. Journal of European 

Public Policy 20 (6): 871 
71 Kingdon, John W. 1995. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. 2nd ed. London: 

HarperCollins 
72  Sarmiento-Mirwaldt, Katja. 2015. “Can Multiple Streams Predict the Territorial 

Cohesion Debate in the EU?” European Urban and Regional Studies 22 (4): 431-45 
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the subnational or non-state actors including lobbying groups, etc. often act 

independently as well in order to put their own wishes during the policy-making 

process. And Multiple Streams Model, in contrast to other models, can 

encompass these factors which are particularly prominent in the case of the 

CSR policy.  

Due to these merits, the Multiple Streams Model has been utilized by many 

scholars to analyze the EU’s agenda-setting process or policy-making process 

on specific issues73. In this regard, the thesis adapts the Multiple Streams Model 

in the case of the EU CSR policy and attempts to productively explain and 

analyze the complex interactions among EU institutions, issues and policy 

entrepreneurs, etc. In doing so, the thesis expects to contribute to the strand of 

literature by providing a new empirical case.  

 

3.2.1. The Multiple Streams Model 

The MS Model explores “which issues get attention, and when, how, and 

which actors are mobilized to participate in a given choice opportunity, how 

issues are framed and meanings are generated, and how the process is politically 

manipulated by policy entrepreneurs” 74 . According to the model, policy-

making, agenda-setting process in specific, contains three streams–

conceptualization of three sets of development–that show distinct dynamics. 

                                           
73 Ackrill and Kay(2005)'s analysis on EU sugar reform in 2005 as well as their case 

study(2014) on EU biofuel policy and Sarmiento-Mirwaldt(2015)'s analysis on EU Territorial 

Agenda 2020 and Cohesion Policy for 2014-2020, etc. are some of the examples.  
74 Ackrill et al. 2013: 872 
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The three streams flowing through the system are the problem-, the politic-, and 

the policy streams. The problem stream contains awareness and concerns about 

a particular problem that eventually come to the attention of policy-makers. The 

politics stream involves factors generating a political environment conducive 

to agenda-change while the policy stream is the stream where proposals and 

ideas are formulated and suggested to policy-makers. Each stream develops 

quite independently and separately with its own dynamics and rules. However, 

Kingdon acknowledges there is, in practice, the possibility of interaction 

between them75. The streams come together at critical points in time, known as 

a ‘policy window’ or ‘window of opportunity’. 

The combination of all streams into a single package then enhances the 

opportunities for an issue to gain more serious and profound attention by 

policy-makers. Out of this coupling of the streams, significant policy changes 

can occur76 . During the process, policy entrepreneurs play a major role in 

coupling the streams together during an open policy window. In summary, the 

analytical lens contains five main structural elements: problems, politics, and 

policy streams as well as policy window and policy entrepreneur. The task of a 

researcher is to specify and analyze the major factors within structural elements 

and observes the dynamics and interactions that generate specific policy 

outcomes. In addition, there are some distinct features – most prominently 

                                           
75 Kingdon, 1995: 22 
76 Ibid: 19 
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ambiguity and spillover – that should be highlighted in order to make 

appropriate adaptation of the model to the EU context, embedding institutional 

and issue complexity. 

In this chapter, the thesis presents the MS model operationalized in the 

context of EU agenda-setting dynamics by looking at the five structural 

elements of the model. In the subsequent section, features of ambiguity and 

spillover in the model which are particularly apparent in EU agenda-setting 

dynamics are discussed.  

 

3.2.2. Problem Stream 

The problem stream involves conditions that policy-makers and citizens 

want addressed. In other words, it is about the process of how a problem gets 

to capture the attention of policy-makers at the EU level. Policy-makers 

discover about conditions by way of indicators including focusing events such 

as crises and disasters, and feedback from existing programs 77 . The 

Commission in particular serves as a main channel to look for and even to 

provide indicators on certain issues, playing the role of problem-raiser or -

definer78. The Commission often raises the issue and calls for further European 

integration on certain agendas by publishing Green Papers or its 

                                           
77 Ibid: 19 
78 Zahariadis, Nikolaos. 2008. “Ambiguity and choice in European public policy”. Journal of 

European Public Policy 15 (4): 518-520; Princen, Sebastiaan, and Mark Rhinard. 2006. 

“Crashing and creeping: agenda-setting dynamics in the European Union”. Journal of 

European Public Policy 13 (7): 1121 
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Communication papers79.   

In addition, an abrupt change activates attention and the events that induce 

this attention is called focusing event. There are two types of focusing events 

that may create EU problem: international and internal. On an international 

level, sudden events or an increase in international discussion on particular 

issues may influence the rise of a certain problem on the EU-level agenda 

through “interaction among governments, international, or supranational 

organizations and private actors”80. On an internal EU level, events within a 

member state can be extended to drawing an EU attention or response. 

 

3.2.3. Politics Stream 

The politics stream broadly contains factors creating an atmosphere 

conducive to policy generation or change. It consists mainly of political 

activities, development, and administrative and legislative turnover. According 

to Zahariadis (2008; 2016), there are three important factors in the EU politics 

stream: leading personnel of the EU institutions particularly the Council and 

the Commission; ideological balance and partisanship in the Parliament as well 

                                           
79 Princen, Sebastiaan. 2007. “Agenda-setting in the European Union: A theoretical exploration 

and agenda for research”. Journal of European Public Policy - J EUR PUBLIC POLICY 14 

(Jan): 21–38; Princen, Sebastiaan. 2009. Agenda-Setting in the European Union. Palgrave 

Studies in European Union Politics. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan; Princen, Sebastiaan. 

2010. “Venue Shifts and Policy Change in EU Fisheries Policy”. Marine Policy 34 (1): 36–41; 

Princen, Sebastiaan. 2013. “Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and the European Union”. Journal 

of European Public Policy 20 (6): 854–870 
80 Saurugger, Sabine and Fabien Terpan. 2016. “Do Crises Lead to Policy Change? The 

Multiple Streams Framework and the European Union’s Economic Governance Instruments”. 

Policy Sciences 49 (1): 38 
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as on national level; and the European mood. Influx of new faces in the 

Commission or in the Council may change the dynamics of consensus in the 

politics stream81. Political ideology and partisanship matter especially in the 

stage of member state’s supporting or rejecting certain policy change. Lastly, 

the European mood refers to the European ‘climate of the times’, meaning the 

period when significant policy-makers, opinion leaders and other politicians 

think along similar lines82. 

 

3.2.4. Policy Stream 

The policy stream consists of a ‘policy primeval soup’, in which the ideas 

and proposals float around and are advocated by specialists in EU policy 

networks, who are also members of national networks83 . The specialist are 

individuals–such as Commission officials, experts in national ministries, 

industrialists, and civil societies–who share common understanding, 

knowledge and interest in specific policy sector as well as coalition of 

individuals in forms of interest groups and associations. These specialists or 

policy entrepreneurs (refer to 3.2.5. for details) attempt to try out their ideas 

and proposals. In this regard, proposals are floated, come into contact with each 

other and interact. During the process, policy entrepreneurs come into 

discussions and intervene in order to advocate the proposals or ideas that they 

                                           
81 Zahariadis, 2008: 518 
82 Kingdon, 1995: 148 
83 Kriesi et al. 2006. “Comparative analysis of policy networks in Western Europe”. Journal of 

European Public Policy 13 (3): 341-61 
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prefer.  

Along the process, the selection of proposals and ideas are carried out. 

Some ideas survive this initial period while other are combined with new 

proposals and some others disappear. The survival and disappearance of the 

ideas or proposals depend on various criteria, including their “technical 

feasibility, their degree of fit with problem and politics streams, budgetary 

workability, and political support or opposition, etc.”84 . In the EU context, 

whether a proposal is successfully picked up or not depends on the degree of 

agreements among major participants in the network and the degree of network 

integration. Degree of network integration may refer to the followings: degree 

of coalition or ‘togetherness’ among individuals or groups who share similar 

policy proposals appealing their approach through for instance, lobby group, 

etc.; and the level of successfulness of the appeal85. 

 

3.2.5. Policy Entrepreneurs 

Policy entrepreneurs are largely part of policy streams in most cases 

although there are some policy entrepreneurs in other two streams as well, 

opening the policy window. In any case, they are actors who play a major role 

in coupling the streams together during an open policy window as well as who 

contribute to opening a window through various types of advocacy. At an 

                                           
84 Kingdon, 1995: 20 
85 Moskvina, A., and J. Liu. 2016. "Togetherness: An Algorithmic Approach to Network 

Integration". In 2016 IEEE/ACM International Conference on Advances in Social Networks 

Analysis and Mining (ASONAM), 223–30: 1 
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opportune moment when circumstances are conducive for a change, they 

attempt to “specify the condition under which specific solutions are packaged 

with specific problems and ‘sell’ to the policy-makers”86. This role of policy 

entrepreneurs sheds light on why attention is fixed on some issues and not 

others and why some solutions appear more tempting to policy-makers than 

others. Ackrill and Kay (2011) extend this concept of policy entrepreneur and 

argue that “not only selling ideas to policy-maker is entrepreneurial but 

selecting ideas by policy-makers may also be entrepreneurial”87. In this sense, 

policy-makers can be also considered as policy entrepreneurs who play 

brokering or promoting role.  

Meanwhile, regarding policy entrepreneur’s relationship with policy 

window, Kingdon originally argues that policy entrepreneurs are not directly 

involved in the opening of the window. However, Corbett (2005) argues that 

policy entrepreneurs can open the window, placing them on the higher levels of 

the Commission in the case of the EU. In this regard, the Commission–both in 

forms of institution as a whole and of individual commissioner– is often seen 

as a policy entrepreneur in the EU with capability of coupling the streams or 

bringing in an issue itself to a policy discussion thereby opening the policy 

window. Policy entrepreneurs in the EU policy making arena may be 

“Commission officials by virtue of privileged position in EU information 

                                           
86 Zahariadis, 2008: 520 
87 Ackrill & Kay, 2011: 78 
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networks, prominent national policy-makers, high-level members of other EU 

institutions, or well-connected NGO actors with a stake in EU policy”88. 

3.2.6. Policy Window 

Although the three streams evolve in a quite isolated manner, sometimes 

they come together in cases where a problem is perceived as critical; a viable 

solution is available; and the political environment is favorable for a change. 

This moment is a ‘policy window’ or ‘window of opportunity’. In other words, 

a window signifies the catalysts, which “circumscribes the context for action”89.   

A policy window can be opened by developments or changes within one or 

more of three streams for a variety of reasons. In the problem stream, a major 

focusing event or crisis at the international or the EU level can suddenly 

increase awareness of a certain issue and bring some problem to the force in the 

EU arena, thus opening the window. Then when a problem becomes pressing 

at the EU level, a variety of actors perceive it as an opportune time for 

promoting their proposals to attach each of their solutions as part of policy 

stream. In the politics stream, emergence of new members in the EU institutions 

or turnover of key personnel in related spheres can also open a window. For 

instance, a new president of the Commission and appointment of a particular 

commissioner can produce lively discussions on a particular issue. Moreover, 

in EU policy making, predictable windows for structural change usually exist 

                                           
88 Ackrill et al, 2013: 87 
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when “the Parliament and the Commission start a new term of office, or when 

new policy programs are developed based on the Commission’s annual work 

programs”90.   

Considering the policy window where all streams come together, it can be 

said that the model acknowledges the interactive impact and reciprocity among 

the streams. The link among the three is usually made by policy entrepreneurs, 

individuals or groups of individuals who actively try to bring problems and 

solutions collectively91 . In this regard, a concrete policy-making process or 

dynamics can be observed in this policy window factor. 

 

3.2.7. Ambiguity and Spillover 

In applying the MS Model into the EU agenda-setting dynamics, the 

features of ambiguity and spillover, which are present in the system as an 

integral part of the process, should be observed. First regarding ambiguity, 

Kingdon, in his original thesis, rejects the linear and rational decision-making 

process92, which assumes “policy outputs as a function of the rational design of 

institutions”93. Instead, he argues that policy-makers’ goal and policy problems 

are essentially ambiguous and policy-makers struggle to find a possible solution 

quickly. These are especially evident in discontinuous or abrupt agenda 

                                           
90 Saurugger & Terpan, 2016: 39 
91 Versluis et al. 2011. Analyzing the European Union Policy Process. The European Union 

Series. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan: 118 
92 Kingdon, 1995: 19 
93 Zahariadis, 2008: 514 
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change94.  

Bearing these in mind, Ackrill, Kay, and Zahariadis describe largely two 

aspects meant by ambiguity in the policy process of the EU95. First, it means 

that one policy issue can overlap multiple thematic areas96 . For example, a 

single policy issue, sugar, can be present in both policy areas of agriculture and 

trade at the same time 97 . In this context, the framing of issue by policy 

entrepreneur comes in. Second, organizational technology is opaque due to 

unclear jurisdictional boundaries, inducing some competences overlapped 

among the institutions98. This can induce wider extent of the competences of 

many different actors. For instance, some policy issues occupy the policy arenas 

of different Directorates-Generals (DGs) in the European Commission; 

however, the “hierarchical structure of authority between DGs in cross-cutting 

cases is ambiguous”99. In other words, there is an “institutional ambiguity” as 

Ackrill and Kay (2011) call it, referring to a policy-making environment of 

overlapping institutions without a clear hierarchy100.  

The second major feature is spillover in the EU policy making process. In 

                                           
94 Kingdon, 1995: 19 
95 Zahariadis, Nikolaos. 2003. Ambiguity and Choice in Public Policy: Political Decision 

Making in Modern Democracies. American Governance and Public Policy Series. Washington: 

Georgetown university press; Zahariadis, 2008; Ackrill & Kay, 2011 
96 Ackrill & Kay, 2011: 75 
97 Ibid 
98 Junker (the president of the European Commission since 2014)’s reform of the Commission 

structure attempts to address this issue by structuring the “work of Commission around several 

Vice-Presidents responsible for cross-cutting project teams in different policy fields” 

(COM(2018) 95 Final: 8). 
99 Ackrill & Kay, 2011: 73 
100 Sarmiento-Mirwaldt, 2015: 433 
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Kingdon’s original thesis, he borrows the concept of spillover from Haas’ (1968) 

study of EU integration, stating that a spillover refers to the cases where a policy 

decision is made in one arena influencing on future policy decisions in others, 

even compelling a decision when otherwise not would be made101. However, in 

the EU, a spillover occurs more in a present sense, because “policy issues can 

occupy different policy arenas (such as remits of different DGs) and this affects 

the nature of the spillover that can occur”102.   

 

Figure 1. The Multiple Stream Model 

 

Source: Carroll, 2012: 21 
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Chapter 4. Methodology 

4.1. Research Design and Methodology 

The thesis attempts to observe the agenda-setting dynamics in the EU 

policy-making process. The main focus in exploring agenda-setting is about 

how an issue is placed on the policy agenda of the EU, beyond member states’ 

national level and what types of actors are engaged in the process. A qualitative 

research has been chosen over a quantitative style because it enables to collect 

richer information and more profound insights into the topic by enabling a 

researcher to employ flexible method of analysis with investigating various 

forms of communications103. The thesis has conducted a single case study on 

EU CSR policy in theory-guided case study manner, aiming to “describe, 

explain, interpret, and/or understand the case”104 and thus sheds light on some 

potential explanations on the EU agenda-setting dynamics. A single case study 

is suitable because it provides in-depth, intensive and rich details. Here, 

Kingdon’s MS Model is utilized as a guiding framework and operationalized 

into conceptual framework that is applied to the case of the EU policy agenda-

setting.  

Qualitative, directed content analysis and process tracing are employed. In 

order to carry out the theory-guide single case study, directed content analysis 

is suitable because it is a research method which is guided by a structured 

                                           
103 Prior, Lindsay. 2014. "Content Analysis". in Patricia Leavy (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of 

Qualitative Research. Oxford University Press: 201 
104 Levy, Jack S. 2008. “Case Studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of Inference”, Conflict 

Management and Peace Science 25(1): 4 
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framework provided by existing theory or previous study105. Therefore, data in 

the thesis were coded into predetermined codes that reflect indicators provided 

by the analytical framework: problem stream, politics stream, policy stream and 

policy entrepreneurs, policy window along with ambiguity and spillover.  

This directed content analysis was done in process tracing manner, which 

contains a rigorous examination of the development of a sequence of events 

over time. Process tracing is chosen and employed because it has a 

“comparative advantage in the empirical analysis of decision making at 

individual, group, and organizational levels, as wells as the analysis of leaders’ 

perception, preferences, internal decision-making environment and choices, 

etc.” 106 . This advantage of process tracing is useful in understanding the 

agenda-setting dynamics and broadly policy development process of the EU 

CSR issue which involves engagements of a variety of actors, including 

individuals, groups, and organizations, etc. It serves as a valuable method in 

investigating theoretical propositions which often generate observable 

implication107 and thus suitable for this thesis’ theory-guided single case study.  

 

 

 

                                           
105 Hsieh, Hsiu-Fang, and Sarah E. Shannon. 2005. “Three Approaches to Qualitative Content 

Analysis”. Qualitative Health Research 15 (9): 1281 
106 Levy, 2008: 11; Bennet, Andrew. 2010. “Chapter 10. Process Tracing and Casual Inference” 

in Brady, Henry and Collier, David (ed.), Rethinking Social Inquiry, Rowman and Littlefield 

(second ed.) 
107 Levy, 2008: 11 
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4.2. Data Collection and Analysis 

Because the content analysis is related to “the study of inscription”108 

contained in different forms of communications such as official documents and 

media coverage, the main data of the thesis are various types of documents109. 

The primary documents include official EU policy documents including 

strategy documents, communications, reports, actual legislation, summit 

conclusions or speeches, declaration, meeting summaries and the EU’s official 

press release, etc. The secondary documents include media reports and 

scientific articles.  

Documents are systematically chosen based on relevant participants and 

process within each structural element of the MS Model. In addition to the 

primary documents, secondary documents were analyzed; contents of the 

secondary documents were rechecked with those of the primary documents to 

ensure the veracity. For data analysis, as mention earlier, data were categorized, 

tagged, and coded into predetermined codes as indicators suggested by the 

analytical framework. The table below briefly summarizes the major primary 

data chosen and analyzed based on the predetermine codes provided by the MS 

Model through operationalization.  

 

  

                                           
108 Prior, 2014: 4 
109 Bowen, Glenn A. 2009. “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method”. 

Qualitative Research Journal 9 (2): 27–40 
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Table 3. Operationalization of the Multiple Streams Model 

Predetermine codes Primary data chosen and analyzed 

based on the operationalization of the 

framework 

Problem Stream - Summit conclusions/ meeting summaries 

- Speeches 

- EU official press release 

- European Commission Communications 

Politics Stream - European Commission Communications, 

staff working documents 

- European Parliament Reports, Resolutions, 

Procedural files 

- European Council Resolutions, Conclusion 

of the presidency 

- Declarations 

- EU official press release 

Policy Stream 

(Policy primeval soup) 
- European Commission Communications 

- European Parliament Reports, Resolutions 

- European Council Resolutions, Conclusion 

of the presidency 

- Position papers of corporations, NGOs, 

business lobby groups, and other 

organizations 

- Legislations including Directives of the EU 

Source: Author 

 

4.3. Structure and Time Frame 

The thesis addresses two major agenda-setting moments in field of EU CSR 

policy: first, the entrance of the issue to the EU political agenda in early 2000s 

and second, establishment of the 2014 NFR Directive. As suggested by 

Monciardini (2016), the EU debate on CSR policy or regulation can be 
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generally divided into these two phases or ‘regulatory cycles110. Although the 

policy in form of legal provision has appeared since the establishment of the 

2014 Non-Financial Reporting Directive, the first part of the analysis is a 

prerequisite for addressing the latter Directive in the second part. This is 

because a policy window, an environment conducive for a policy change, in the 

EU tends to stay open for a long time mainly due to various kinds of spillovers 

which “create space for contestation over control of the policy agenda”111. And 

it is also because policy making is considered to be a process evolving over 

time112, rather than a product that just arises one day out of thin air.  

The specific time frame for the first part of the analysis is from 1992 to 

2008. The starting year 1992 is the moment when the first relevant focusing 

event, which directly influenced the opening of the policy window in the 1993, 

occurred. The ending point 2008 is the beginning of the economic crisis, which 

marked a focusing event for opening a policy window at higher level for a 

policy change, legislative process of the 2014 NFR directive.  

The second part analyzes the more recent policy development on the 2014 

NFR Directive. The analyzed time frame is from 2008 to 2014 for this section. 

The year 2008 was the moment when the problem stream started to open the 

policy window with beginning of the economic crisis while 2014 was the year 

                                           
110  Monciardini, David. 2016. “The “Coalition of the Unlikely” Driving the EU Regulatory 

Process of Non-Financial Reporting’. Social and Environmental Accountability Journal 36 (1): 

79. 
111 Ackrill & Kay, 2011: 74 
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when the Directive was ultimately established.  

The thesis considers the policy window for CSR issue in the EU was open 

first at the lower level, being introduced and placed on the EU political agenda 

during the period of 1992-2008 but not yet high enough to become an EU 

legislation. Then a new policy window at a higher level was open later during 

the 2008-2014 period with the issue rising to the top of the political agenda and 

ultimately generating a policy in form of legislation.  

 

Chapter 5. Analysis on the EU’s CSR Policy and its Agenda-setting 

Dynamics 

The empirical analysis addresses two major agenda-setting moments in 

field of the EU CSR policy: first, the entrance of the issue to the EU political 

agenda in the early 2000s and second, establishment of the 2014 NFR Directive. 

In each chapter, the operationalized MS Model is applied, analyzing the 

problem, politics and policy streams as well as how policy entrepreneurs acted 

during the periods of open policy window. 

 

5.1. Emergence of CSR Issue as an EU Policy Agenda 

Although there has been a relatively long European tradition of “socially 

responsible initiatives by entrepreneurs”113 , the CSR issue had been largely 

regarded as a matter of business and discussed mostly in the fields of business 
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management. In the public policy arena, the issue was dealt in some member 

states’ national level mostly in forms of voluntary initiatives. Some examples 

include the Danish Minister of Social Affairs initiating a campaign on CSR as 

a collective concern of both public and private partners, the UK creating a 

ministry of the CSR in 2000, and France acknowledging CSR through 

legislative texts such as the Barnier Law (1995), LOADDT (Orientation law for 

territorial planning and sustainable development, 1999) and the NRE (New 

Regulation of Enterprise) law in 2001114.  

From the early 2000s, the CSR issue commenced to be discussed as an EU 

agenda as the exact term, starting from the European Council in Lisbon in 2000 

which put CSR “at the top of the policy agenda within the framework of 

sustainable developments”115 . Then in 2001, the Commission first officially 

defined the exact term “corporate social responsibility” through its Green paper. 

Here the questions arise. Then why has CSR issue developed into an EU agenda 

item? Why at this particular moment and not earlier or later? The chapter 5.1. 

strives to uncover the answers for the questions, setting the analytical time 

frame from 1992 to 2008.  

  

                                           
114 Eberhard-Harribey, Laurence. 2006. “Corporate Social Responsibility as a New Paradigm 

in the European Policy: How CSR Comes to Legitimate the European Regulation Process”. 

Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society 6 (4): 360 
115 European Commission. 2002. “Corporate Social Responsibility: Commission launches 

European Multi-Stakeholder Forum”. Press Release (16, Oct.). http://europa.eu/rapid/press-

release_IP-02-1487_en.htm, accessed on 3-Oct-2018; De Schutter, Olivier. 2008. “Corporate 

Social Responsibility European Style”. European Law Journal 14 (2): 203 
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http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-02-1487_en.htm
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5.1.1. Problem stream: “A need for integration and social protection” 

The problem stream involves conditions that policy-makers want addressed. 

These conditions can be acknowledged by policy-makers through indicators 

such as focusing events. In this case, three major regional-level focusing events 

served as major impetus that induced EU policy-makers to pay attention to the 

CSR issue, pushing for initiation and expansion of CSR discussion at the EU 

level.  

The first event was the introduction of the 1992 European single market. It 

pushed for increased attention in theme of European integration in general116. 

Although some scholars such as Logan argues that “the emergence of the Single 

Market has not led to a surge in transnational projects in Europe” 117 , its 

combination with second and third focusing events was sufficient enough to 

create conditions for policy-makers to acknowledge the CSR issue as potential 

EU agenda item.  

The second event was the forthcoming enlargement of the EU. First starting 

from Nordic countries, eastern enlargement was also upcoming after the fall of 

the Berlin Wall 118 . This European regional level focusing event provided 

backgrounds for increased necessity of heightening a collective understanding 

                                           
116 Kinderman, Daniel. 2011. “The Political Economy of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Across Europe and Beyond: 1977-2007”, Dissertation for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, 
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118 Whitfield, Edward. 2015. “The 1995 Enlargement of the European Union: The accession of 
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both in member states and candidate states. The acknowledgement of the 

necessity is apparent in the Lisbon Council in 2000 in its statement: “the Union 

must shape changes in a manner consistent with a view to the forthcoming 

enlargement”119 . Through the EU enlargement as a focusing event, policy-

makers realized the need of promoting further Community action. In this regard, 

the CSR issue was recognized as one of the themes that required extended 

Community action. The Commission shows its problem recognition clearly in 

its Communication (2002), stating that “in view of the EU enlargement it is 

important to enhance common understanding both in member states and 

candidate countries”120. Furthermore, the Commission addressed two reasons 

pointing to the opportunity and the need of Community action in the field of 

CSR at the moment. Firstly, “CSR may be a useful instrument in furthering 

Community policies” and secondly, “the proliferation of different CSR 

instrument (such as management standards, labelling and certification schemes, 

reporting, etc.) … could be source of market distortion. Therefore, there is a 

role for Community action to facilitate convergence in the instruments…”121. 

The third focusing event occurred in form of crisis, the European economic 

slump in the mid-1990s. In particular, unemployment rate was high, rising 

above 10%. As Schäfer describes, “there was a widespread notion that 

integration was too exclusively focused on market integration, disregarding 

                                           
119 European Council. 2000: 1 
120 COM(2002) 347: 5 
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unemployment as the most pressing problem” 122 . Through this condition, 

policy-makers such as Commission President Delors acknowledged the 

problem, looking for solutions for encouraging social protection (refer to 5.1.2. 

for more details).  

 

Figure 2. The Problem Stream (1992~2008) 

 

Source: Author 

 

5.1.2. Politics stream: “Commission President, calling for business 

engagement for social protection”   

One of the important factors in the EU politics stream is the political 

development created by leading personnel of the EU institutions, particularly 

the Council or the Commission. In this case, the president of the Commission 

opened the policy window in 1993 with the initiation of his third college of the 

Commission as the first Commission of the European Union with the 

Maastricht Treaty coming into force. Jacque Delors, the Commission president 

                                           
122 Schäfer, Armin. 2004. “Beyond the Community Method: Why the Open Method of 

Coordination was Introduced to EU Policy-making”. European Integration online papers 8 
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at that time, called for business to address the complications of unemployment 

and social exclusion123, bringing in the theme of corporate responsibility124 into 

the EU arena beyond individual business- and national-level. In its Green Paper 

(2002), the Commission acknowledges that an earliest milestone moment was 

when President Delors appealed to European business to “take part in the fight 

against social exclusion resulted in a strong mobilization and in the 

development of European business network” 125 in 1993. Under Delors’ lead, 

the Commission associated the EU CSR with regulated capitalism, “a project 

to build environmental, social, infrastructural, and redistributive policy at the 

European level” 126 . Delors attempted to endorse social protection as 

complement to market liberalization at the EU level. According to him, “justice, 

participation, and the dignity of every person are values that the market as such 

can neither create nor preserve”127. Here, we see not only the influx of a new 

personnel itself matters in politics streams but also political ideology of that 

person matter in creating a conducive political circumstance for a policy change.  

In addition, Delors viewed the issue of the EU’s social dimension in the 

same line with the European integration, considering that two are integral to 

                                           
123 Kinderman, 2013: 702 
124 The exact words “Corporate Social Responsibility” (CSR) entered the EU-level discourse 

from 2000. However, as Kinderman argues, “labels must not be confused with content. The 

meaning of corporate responsibility that Delors called upon was surely in aligned with the 

contents of CSR” (Kinderman, 2011: 226).  
125 COM(2001) 366: 3 
126 Marks, Gary & Marco Steenbergen. 2002. “Understanding Political Contestation in the 

European Union”. Comparative Political Studies 35 (8): 887 
127 Kinderman, 2011: 227 
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each other. This can be regarded as policy spillover which is analyzed in more 

detail in 5.1.5. Ambiguity and Spillover section. Delors’ aim was “to consolidate 

integration…, a political economy in which competitive firms in a mixed 

economy thrive in a broader social setting characterized by negotiation and a 

willingness to assume the burdens of solidarity through a humane system of 

social services”128. Thus, we can see Delors’ calling for corporate responsibility 

in the context of his emphasis on social protection as well on the EU integration. 

Forthcoming EU enlargement in problem stream coincided in similar period, 

increasing the opportunity for policy window to be open.  

 

5.1.3. Policy stream and Policy entrepreneurs: “Voluntary vs. Regulatory 

Approaches” 

In order to observe the policy stream, it is necessary to look at the policy 

primeval soup in which different ideas and proposals float around advocated by 

policy entrepreneurs in EU policy network regarding contextualization of CSR 

issue in the EU level. The approaches within the soup can be investigated 

through both primary (Table 3) and secondary data. In the primeval soup at the 

specified time frame, there had been largely three types of policy options that 

were promoted by different individual policy entrepreneurs or by coalition of 

policy entrepreneurs within the institutions.  
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First option was an approach to CSR in a more market-liberal 

contextualization, promoting voluntary-basis CSR activities with the aim of 

disseminating good practices. The main advocators of this approach include the 

Commission and the Council, Business Europe, a lobbying group representing 

enterprises in the EU, CSR Europe(previously European Business Network for 

Social Cohesion until 2000), a leading European business network, and 

European Roundtable of Industrialist(ERT), etc. Although the president of the 

Commission had first called for bringing CSR to the EU level in 1993 as 

mentioned, the Commission had posited itself more with the market-liberal 

approach129. It defined CSR as a “concept whereby companies integrate social 

and environmental concerns in their business operations in their interaction 

with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis”130 and called for “proposals built 

on the voluntary nature of corporate social responsibility”131. Business Europe 

and CSR Europe132 have taken similar neo-liberal approach, rejecting an CSR 

approach with “standardized ways of proceeding, specific certification 

procedures or specific demands in the area of CSR reporting”133. Their neo-

                                           
129 The Commissions’ approach in EU CSR shifted from time to time from regulated social-

liberal capitalism to neo-liberalism and returned to more regulation-favor attitude. For more 

details, refer to Kinderman,; Daniel. 2013. “Corporate Social Responsibility in the EU, 1993-

2013: Institutional Ambiguity, Economic Crises, Business Legitimacy, and Bureaucratic Politics”, 

Journal of Common Market Studies 51(4): 701-720.  
130 COM(2001) 366: 6 
131 Ibid: 6 
132 CSR Europe’s position was more aligned with social-liberal approach at inception as it was 

founded with direct support of the social-liberal Commission in 1996, being charged with the 

task of dealing with social exclusion problems. However, as time passed, it has become 

increasingly business-driven, shifting its approach closer to the neo-liberal views. For more 

details, refer to Kinderman , 2013: 708.   
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liberal ideas in the policy primeval soup are clearly shown in their statements 

made at the EMSF in 2004134 as well as through the open letter sent to the 

Commission President Prodi in 2002 by Business Europe and ERT which stated 

that “CSR should be voluntary and business driven. An approach advocating a 

European CSR model…does not correspond to the real challenges facing 

business in a global context” 135 . These advocators served as policy 

entrepreneurs pushing for their preferred approach in form of group.  

The second policy proposal was more of a mix of voluntary and regulatory 

initiative approach. This approach was mainly advocated by the European 

Parliament. The Parliament’s advocacy of this type of policy option is evident 

in its report(2002)136. The document consists of several statements that clearly 

reveal the Parliament’s push for this policy option. It states that “an EU 

framework for CSR should comprise a mix of voluntary and regulatory 

initiatives, in line with the emerging international consensus”137. Also, in the 

conclusion, the report states that “whereas if ‘corporate social responsibility’ is 

actually to be practiced, both a voluntary and a regulatory approach to the issue 

                                           
133 Ungericht & Hirt. 2010. “CSR as a Political Arena: The Struggle for a European 

Framework”. Business and Politics 12 (4): 11 
134 Loew, Thomas. 2005. “The Results of the European Multistakeholder Forum on CSR in the 
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should be adopted”138 and the Parliament “welcomes the initiative taken by the 

Commission on corporate social responsibility and calls on the Commission to 

draw up a directive establishing a European regulatory framework applicable 

in this area139. These statements clearly reveal the Parliament’s promotion of a 

mix of voluntary and regulatory initiative approach. Richard Howitt, a CSR 

rapporteur on behalf of the Committee of Development and Cooperation, had 

been a distinguished policy entrepreneur, as he was in charge of the CSR subject 

in the Parliament. For instance, as one of his major activities, he acted as a 

rapporteur behind the 1999 European Parliament Resolution on EU Standards 

for European Enterprises Operating in Developing Countries: Toward a 

European Code of Conduct140, a document which provided “more developed, 

monitored code of conduct for corporate sector, particularly in the context of 

human rights” 141 , setting clearer standards for European enterprises in 

developing countries142. 

The third policy idea in contextualizing CSR issue in the EU policy agenda 

is regulatory framework approach. It is to put CSR issue in regulatory 

framework that established ‘minimum standards’ and ensured ‘a level of 

                                           
138 Ibid: 29 
139 Ibid: 29 
140 A4-0508/98. European Parliament. 1998. “Resolution on EU Standards for European 

Enterprises Operating in Developing Countries: Toward a European Code of Conduct”. 17 

December  
141 Tully, Stephen. 2005. International Documents on Corporate Responsibility. Edgar Elgar 

Publishing Ltd. Cheltenham, UK: 25 
142 This was a major step in the context of EU CSR policy development in a sense that “the 

Codes had remained under the consideration by the European Communities on the basis that 

voluntary initiatives do not preclude regulatory measures” (Tully, 2005: 26). 
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playing field’. This policy option was mainly advocated by NGOs and trade 

unions. Regarding the emphasis on the voluntary nature of CSR revealed in the 

Commission’s Green Paper, many of NGOs and trade unions reacted negatively, 

arguing that a regulatory framework should be established. These groups’ 

advocacy of regulatory framework approach is evident in the individual 

responses of the NGOs and trade unions to the Commission’s Green Paper. 

According to the synthesis of consultation on Green Paper on CSR within the 

2002 Communication, “trade unions and civil society organizations 

emphasized that voluntary initiatives are not sufficient to protect workers and 

citizens’ rights. They advocated for a regulatory framework establishing 

minimum standards and ensuring a level playing field. They also insisted that 

in order to be credible, CSR practices could not be developed, implemented and 

evaluated unilaterally by businesses, but rather with the involvement of relevant 

stakeholders. They also asked for “effective mechanisms to ensure a company's 

accountability for its social and environmental impact”143 . Here, NGOs and 

trade unions were acting as policy entrepreneurs advocating regulatory 

approach.  
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Figure 3. Policy Primeval Soup in the Policy Stream (1992~2008)  

Source: Author 

 

5.1.4. Policy Window: “The Politics stream, opening a window with 

extreme polarization within” 

During this analyzed time frame, the politics stream opened the policy 

window in earnest by actually placing the issue of CSR in the EU policy agenda. 

As mentioned briefly, a leading personnel in the Commission, the Commission 

president Delors opened the policy window by being a spearhead of calling for 

corporate responsibility in the context of his emphasis on social protection and 

EU integration. His acknowledgement and selecting the theme on corporate 
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responsibility were able in given conditions in the problem stream with three 

focusing events including introduction of European single market, forthcoming 

EU enlargement, and European economic slump in 1990s. Under these 

circumstances in the problem stream, Delors was able to call upon corporate 

responsibility in the context of social protection with the EU integration and 

forthcoming EU enlargement in problem stream, coinciding in similar period. 

This increased the opportunity for policy window to be open144 . In short, 

conditions provided in the problem stream and the political environment 

created by Delors enabled the policy window to open for CSR issue at the 

particular moment in early 1990.  

However, despite the efforts by Delors and his opening of the window, the 

EU CSR policy remained focusing on the voluntary nature and did not go 

further to a form of legislation during the specified time frame. While the CSR 

emphasis was initially given to transparency and disclosure, which was already 

predominant principle in regard to business regulation145, the debate was very 

polarized during the specified time frame. Even among the EU institutions, 

there were many contrasting positions as observed in the previous section. 

Firstly, the European Commission was rejecting any regulation, focusing on 

initiatives to raise awareness and comprehension among stakeholders and 

general public. In comparison, the European Parliament was demanding more 

                                           
144 COM(2001) 366 
145 Monciardini, 2016: 80 
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of a mandatory regulation in form of companies’ reporting on their social and 

environmental impacts for transparency146. 

The positions of the other stakeholders outside the EU were also very 

dispersed during this period. The managers and block-holders fiercely opposed 

any obligation while other social stakeholders such as NGOs and trade unions 

supporting mandatory social and environmental reporting (SER). Business 

Europe lobbied Gunther Verheugen, then commissioner, to cancel the draft 

proposal that was ongoing at that time to be replaced with a phrase which reject 

any regulatory action. At the end, the definition of CSR adopted effectively 

ruled out further dialogue in creating any type of legislation147. In other words, 

the policy entrepreneurs who took the approach of CSR in a more market-

liberal contextualization succeeded in keeping SER voluntary148 , despite the 

efforts of the social stakeholders and the European Parliament.  

Soon in 2006, the Barrosso Commission officially stated that CSR should 

not be regulated in the EU level. In reaction to this flow of the agenda, the major 

NGOs such as European Coalition of Corporate Justice(ECCJ) commenced to 

boycott the European multi-stakeholder forum(EMSF) while having intensive 

campaigning149. Then a new policy cycle began only in 2008 with the burst of 

                                           
146  Mullerat, Ramon. 2013. “Corporate Social Responsibility: A European Perspective”, , 

Miami-Florida European Union Center of Excellence 13(6): 7 
147 Howitt, Richard. 2014. “The EU law on non-financial reporting – how we got there”, 

The Guardian 16 April 2014. https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/eu-non-

financial-reporting-how-richard-howitt. Accessed on 12-Oct-2018 
148 Monciardini, 2016: 80 
149 Howitt, 2014 

https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/eu-non-financial-reporting-how-richard-howitt
https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/eu-non-financial-reporting-how-richard-howitt
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the financial crisis, putting public pressure on EU policy-makers to act for 

corporate transparency and accountability150, which is discussed in more detail 

in section 5.2., addressing the agenda-setting dynamics behind the 

establishment of the 2014 Non-Financial Reporting Directive. 

 

5.1.5. Ambiguity and Spillover: “Interlinkage between corporate 

responsibility and EU integration” 

When applying the MS model to the EU policy-making cases, features of 

ambiguity and spillover stand out in particular151  as stated in the analytical 

framework. In this case, the features of ambiguity and spillover were 

interlinked as spillover induced the ambiguity of the agenda to some extent. 

The most notable spillover during the specified time period occurred from the 

agenda area of EU integration to that of social responsibility. As briefly 

mentioned in the 5.1.2., the issue of the EU’s social dimension was considered 

in the same line with the European integration particularly by the Commission 

with Delor’s lead. Commencing with liberalization of the markets through the 

Single European Act and the Maastricht Treaty, the issue of EU integration was 

no longer a single issue alone. It had spillover effect to various social 

dimensions, particularly, social services and social exclusion152. In this regard, 

the issue of social responsibility of private firms also received increased 

                                           
150 Monciardini, 2016: 80 
151 Zahariadis, 2003; 2008; Ackrill & Kay, 2011 
152 Kinderman, 2011: 227 
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attention.  

Under this circumstance, CSR issue as an EU agenda had two major 

ambiguities. First, the CSR policy issue overlapped multiple thematic areas 

especially in the beginning of the time frame, most prominently in the fields of 

corporate responsibility and of European integration as direct effect from the 

spillover. Also, organizationally, the issue occupied the policy arenas of 

different Committees in the Parliament and Directorate-Generals (DGs) in the 

Commission. The agenda was dealt in Committee of Development and 

Cooperation in the European Parliament then moved to the Committee on Legal 

Affairs and Committee on Employment and Social Affairs. Meanwhile, within 

the Commission, DG for Employment and Social Affairs as well as DG 

Enterprise were in charge of the CSR issue.153 

 

5.2. Establishment of 2014 Non-Financial Reporting Directive (2014/95/EU)  

In 2014, the NFR Directive has been established, “amending the 

Accounting Directive (2013/34/EU)154 as regards disclosure of non-financial 

and diversity information by certain large undertakings and groups”155 . The 

Directive requires some large public-interest entities/ companies with more 

                                           
153  Although the “de facto leadership of the Commission’s file moved from the DG for 

Employment and social affairs to DG Enterprise in 2006” (Kinderman, 2013: 709), the clear 

jurisdictional line was not clear.  
154 The Accounting Directive (2013/34/EU) on the “annual financial statement is regarding the 

consolidated financial statements and related reports of certain types of undertakings”. It aims to 

“simplify the accounting requirements for small companies and improve the clarity and 

comparability of companies’ financial statements within the EU” (EUR-Lex. https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32013L0034. Accessed on 2-Oct -2018) 
155 Directive 2014/95/EU 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32013L0034
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32013L0034
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than average number of 500 employees to disclose certain non-financial 

statement containing information to the extent necessary for an understanding 

of the undertaking’s impact of its activity, relating to environmental matters, 

social and employee-related matters, respect for human rights, and anti-

corruption and bribery matters 156 . The Directive commenced from the 

Commission’s adoption of a proposal on 16 April 2013 to improve business 

transparency on social and environment issues. The Council and the European 

Parliament reached a mutual consent on 26 February 2014 followed by the 

Parliament’s adoption of the Directive on 15 April 2014157.  

Then why was there a policy change in CSR agenda, creation of NFR 

Directive at that particular moment? In this section, the thesis attempts to 

discover potential answers for the question. The analyzed time frame is from 

2008 to the year of 2014. Similar to the previous chapter, each of problem, 

politics, and policy streams, policy entrepreneurs within the policy stream as 

well as the policy window, ambiguity and spillover are analyzed.   

 

5.2.1. Problem stream: “The financial crisis”  

Within the problem stream during the specified time frame, one of the most 

significant focusing events had occurred in form of crisis, the financial crisis. 

The financial crisis which started in 2007 and deepened in 2008 has had a 

                                           
156 Ibid: Article 1 
157 European Commission. 2014. “Disclosure of non-financial information: Europe’s largest 

companies to be more transparent on social and environmental issues”. European Commission 

Statement (29 Sep.). http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-14-291_en.htm, 

accessed on 9-Nov-2018 
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significant impact on eurozone since 2010 through the sovereign debt crisis158. 

It was both an international and regional level focusing event, serving as a 

critical means to let the EU policy-makers to acknowledge the condition in 

which policy change in the area of CSR was necessary, as an effort to discover 

potential solutions to overcome the crisis. Social deprivation and 

unemployment rate have intensified in many countries, outpacing the rates 

witnessed in the 1990s. These situations “undermined the legitimacy of 

business while re-legitimating the role of public”159, being a powerful catalyst 

for a CSR policy reform.  

Some of the EU official documents reveal the fact that rise of attention and 

awareness on re-formulating the CSR agenda were in fact induced by the EU’s 

realization of the financial crisis. In the Commissions’ renewed EU strategy 

2011-14 for CSR, it acknowledges the weakening of business legitimacy and 

confidence, stating that “the economic crisis and its social consequences have 

to some extent damaged consumer confidence and levels of trust in business. 

They have focused public attention on social and ethical performance of 

enterprises”160. In addition, the Parliament report (2013) points out the critical 

reason for the economic crisis and highlights the role of the EU to address the 

issue in the context of CSR: it emphasizes that “the current economic crisis 

arose from fundamental errors with respect to transparency, accountability, 

                                           
158 Buti, Marco, and Nicolas Carnot. 2012. “The EMU Debt Crisis: Early Lessons and 

Reforms”. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 50 (6): 899–911 
159 Kinderman, 2013: 712 
160 COM(2011) 681: 4 
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responsibility and from short-termism, and that the EU has a duty to ensure that 

these lessons are learnt by all;… CSR can make a great contribution towards 

restoring lost confidence, which is necessary for a sustainable economic 

recovery, and can mitigate the social consequences of the economic crisis”161.  

 

5.2.2. Politics stream: “Political developments in the member states and the 

influx of individuals”  

In the politics stream, there are four main elements that contributed to 

setting of the political conditions favorable to pushing for the NFR Directive. 

First, there were significant political developments in member states, setting 

the European mood for a policy change. Starting from mid-2000s to early 2010s, 

some member states have introduced disclosure requirements that go beyond 

the Fourth Company Law Directive 162 . For example, the UK introduced 

legislation in 2006; Sweden adopted legislation in 2007; Spain in 2011; 

Denmark amended its legislation in the same year; and France in 2012163. Under 

this circumstance, the EU level of playing field and update in the EU Internal 

Market were needed. According to the Commission’s memo (2013), these 

                                           
161 A7-0017/2013. European Parliament. 2013. “Report on corporate social responsibility: 

accountable, transparent and responsible business behavior and sustainable growth”. 

Committee on Legal Affairs. 28 January: 4 
162  This Directive “coordinates member states' provisions concerning the presentation and 

content of annual accounts and annual reports, the valuation methods used and their publication 

in respect of all companies with limited liability” (EUR-Lex. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al26009, accessed on 10-Oct-2018).  
163 European Commission. 2013. “Disclosure of non-financial and diversity information by 

certain large companies and groups (proposal to amend Accounting Directives) – Frequently 

asked questions”. Memo (16 Apr.). http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-13-

336_en.htm?locale=en. Accessed on 9-Sep-2018 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al26009
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al26009
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-13-336_en.htm?locale=en
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legislative reforms in member states pushed for an EU action at the particular 

moment and not wait until the economic crisis is finished164. In other words, 

these establishments of legislations in the member states set the European mood, 

or ‘climate of the times’. 

From second to the fourth factors in the stream are concerned with the 

impacts of influx of individual agencies into the politics scene. The second 

factor was the appointment of the Commissioner Michel Barnier as Internal 

Market DG Commissioner in 2010. The appointment of Barnier was significant: 

he had fought for non-financial disclosure and financial regulation165. He acted 

as a policy entrepreneur along the process, launching the CSR proposal and 

Social Business Initiative which aligned with the non-financial disclosure 

proposal in the context of promoting responsible businesses. His specific 

actions are observed in detail in the subsequent section, 5.2.3.  

Another critical individual agency factor had to do with Pedro Ortún of the 

Commission DG Enterprise and Industry. During 2005 and 2006, as a director 

of the Directorate “Basic and Design Industries, Tourism, IDABC” in DG 

Enterprise and Industry, he was responsible for handling the issue of CSR166. 

Then from 2007 on, he continued to be responsible for EU CSR agenda. His 

efforts further casted a glow when Tom Dodd, a policy coordinator, joined as a 

                                           
164 Ibid 
165 Howitt, 2014 
166 European Commission Environment Green Week, Introduction on Mr. Pedro Ortún Silvan, 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/greenweek2008/speaker_mr_pedro_ortun_silvan.html

. Accessed on 4-Oct-2018 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/greenweek2008/speaker_mr_pedro_ortun_silvan.html
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/greenweek2008/speaker_mr_pedro_ortun_silvan.html
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member of CSR Team in the DG for Enterprise and Industry and of the EU 

High Level Group on CSR. As a team, the two played a key role in guiding the 

Commission’s proposal on non-financial reporting167.  

Last element in the politics stream was the influx of new face in the Council, 

the 2012 Danish presidency. The Danish presidency received a notable 

expectation for creating a favorable condition for the Commission to further 

push for non-financial disclosure proposal. As Crets, an executive directive of 

CSR Europe, mentioned in his interview with the Euractiv in 2011, the 

Commission “intended to adopt a legislative proposal on CSR reporting under 

the Danish EU presidency in 2012”168 . The Danish EU presidency indeed 

offered an amicable environment for non-financial disclosure to be expanded 

as a prominent EU policy agenda. The 2012 Expert Conference hosted by the 

Danish EU Presidency (particularly the key messages of the Presidency) 

addressing the non-financial reporting and disclosure under transparency 

context, clearly demonstrates the Danish Presidency’s support on calling 

European non-financial reporting initiative169. Under this political circumstance, 

                                           
167 Kinderman, 2013: 713; Bizzarri, Kim. 2013. “Refusing to be accountable: Business hollows 

out new EU corporate social responsibility rules”. Corporate Europe Observatory. 

https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/publications/refusing_to_be_accountable.pdf. 

Accessed on 10-Nov-2018: 8 
168 Euractiv. 2011. “Crets: ‘CSR now part of corporate vocabulary’”. Euractive (3, Nov.). 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/social-europe-jobs/interview/crets-csr-now-part-of-corporate-

vocabulary/. Accessed on 11-Sep-2018 

 
169 Danish EU presidency, 2012. “From Principles to Practice: The European Union 

Operationalizing the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human rights”. Expert 

Conference hosted by the Danish EU Presidency in Copenhagen on 7-8 May 2012: 25,  

https://www.ihrb.org/pdf/2012-05-07-Danish-EU-Presidency-Conference-Report.pdf. Accessed 

on 9-Nov-2018 
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in its renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for CSR, the Commission called “on 

European business leaders,…, to issue, before mid-2012, an open and 

accountable commitment to promote,…, the uptake of responsible business 

conduct by a much larger number of EU enterprises, with clear targets for 2015 

and 2020”170, specifically mentioning the timing of the proposal. 

 

Table 4. The Politics Stream (2008~2014) 

 
• Mid-2000s to early 2010s 

- Introduction of disclosure requirements in some of the EU member 

states 

➢ 2006, UK introduced the legislation 

➢ 2007, Sweden adopted the legislation 

➢ 2011, Spain adopted the legislation 

➢ 2011, Denmark amended the legislation 

➢ 2012, France amended the legislation 

 

• 2007 

- Pedro Ortún commenced to be responsible for EU CSR agenda within 

the Commission DG Enterprise and Industry  

 

• 2010 

- Appointment of the Commissioner Michael Barnier as Internal Market 

DG Commissioner 

 

• 2012 

- Influx of new face in the Council, the 2012 Danish Presidency 

 

Source: Author 
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5.2.3. Policy stream and Policy entrepreneurs: “Is the current non-

financial disclosure sufficient?” 

In this section, the prominent policy options within the primeval soup and 

the policy entrepreneurs during the specified time frame are analyzed. In the 

policy primeval soup, there were distinct positions and policy proposals from 

largely four groups of policy entrepreneurs.  

First, the EU institutions–the Commission with Michel Barnier as 

individual specialist, the Parliament with Richard Howitt as individual 

specialist, and the Council–took the approach of continuing their promotion on 

having an European legislation on disclosure of social and environmental 

information. The Commission called for “both self- and co-regulation processes 

and their effectiveness” in its renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for CSR171. Its more 

concrete policy proposal was an amendment of the Fourth Company Law 

Directive of 1978172. Looking at the individual specialists in the Commission, 

there was Barnier (along with Todd) as a main policy entrepreneur. As a 

Commissioner and then Vice-President in charge of Internal Market and 

Services, Barnier had been putting much efforts in the field of CSR from the 

outset of his term of office. For instance, he launched the social business 

initiative which suggests a comprehensive map of social enterprise and thus 

supplements the Communication on CSR173.  

                                           
171 Ibid: 9-10 
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Meanwhile, the Parliament basically supported the proposal of the 

Commission174 and went beyond by directly calling “on the Commission to 

consider reviewing of the Accounting and Transparency Directive so that the 

new proposed CSR strategy would complement the revised directive”175and “to 

give further consideration to both binding and non-binding measures to 

facilitate the recognition and promotion of efforts by businesses in connection 

with transparency and the disclosure of non-financial information”176. Going 

beyond agreeing on the proposal of the Commission, the Parliament seemed to 

put emphasis on more regulatory measures. This is demonstrated through its 

statements saying that it “emphasizes the need for any regulatory measures to 

be drawn up within a robust legal framework and in line with international 

standards…”177 and “that CSR will only be viable if the legal provisions in 

force”178.  

Richard Howitt, a CSR rapporteur in three successive Parliament terms by 

then within the Committee on Employment and Social Affair continued to be a 

critical individual policy entrepreneur, presenting the overall European 

Parliament’s position. As mentioned in section 5.1.3., he was the person who 

first proposed a change to EU accounting directive in a Parliament report as 

                                           
174 A7-0017/2013: 7-8 
175 Ibid: 5 
176 Ibid: 7 
177 Ibid: 10 
178 A7-0023/2013. European Parliament. 2013. “Report on corporate social responsibility: 

promoting society’s interests and a route to sustainable and inclusive recovery” Committee on 

Employment and Social Affairs. 29 January: 11 
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long ago as 1999 and he kept attempting to couple the streams together to push 

for his and the Parliament’s policy proposal. For instance, he worked closely 

with a counterpart in the UN system, John Ruggie, who “endorsed the concept 

of a smart mix between regulation and voluntarism”179; and he co-authored a 

parliamentary report with an Italian Christian Democrat to “put maximum 

cross-party pressure in support of the legal proposal”180. By doing so, Howitt 

tried to reach high degree of agreements among major participants in the CSR 

network and of the network integration. 

The Council also was in favorable position toward the proposal of the 

Directive, backing up the proposals made by the Commission and the activities 

by the Parliament. This is demonstrated in the Conclusion of the European 

Council (2013) which stated “…proposal amending the Directives on 

disclosure of non-financial and diversity information by large companies and 

groups will be examined notably with a view to ensuring country-by-country 

reporting by large companies and groups”181.  

Second approach proposed in the primeval soup came from the business 

associations including Business Europe, Euro Commerce, UEAPME182, CSR 

Europe, and Euro Chambres, all attempting to push for their position as policy 

entrepreneurs in a group form. Overall, the entities in this group emphasized 

                                           
179 Howitt, 2014 
180 Ibid 
181 European Council, 2013. “European Council 22 May 2013 Conclusions”. EUCO 75/1/13 

REV 1: 8 
182 An acronym for European Association of Craft, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 
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that CSR needs to be based on voluntary approach by companies, rejecting 

regulatory actions despite some small differences in details. Corporate lobby 

associations, Business Europe and Euro Commerce argued against the 

mandatory reporting while emphasizing the voluntary engagement of 

companies by respectively stating that “current legal requirements on 

disclosure of non-financial information by companies are sufficient”183  and 

that “regulation and additional administrative burdens must be avoided”184 . 

UEAMPE as well showed its concern that the responsibility for providing data 

would “fall upon their shoulders, as many larger companies rely on SMEs 

further down the supply chain for many of their products and services”185 . 

Meanwhile, CSR Europe’s position was a bit more complex as it had both 

positive and negative voices within. While welcoming the thrust of the 

Commission’s new proposal and supplementing by launching its own initiative 

Enterprise 2020, it showed concerns on “EU moving too fast toward legislation” 

at the same time since “some CSR Europe corporate members are also members 

of Business Europe”186. Lastly, Euro Chambres also proposed its solution as 

maintaining the CSR in voluntary nature, stating that “the current regime is 

                                           
183 Business Europe. 2012. Position Paper on “EU Strategy 2011-2014 For CSR”. 9 January: 1 
184 Euro Commerce. 2012. Position Paper on “A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for Corporate 

Social Responsibility”. 7 March: 6 
185 Bizzarri, 2013: 5 
186 Kinderman, 2013: 714-715 



71 

 

satisfactory”187, and “non-financial reporting should be voluntary”188. 

The third critical element in the policy stream is the global policy 

developments in field of CSR, particularly the arena of non-financial reporting. 

As many EU official documents have mentioned, some of the major 

developments include recently updated OECD Guidelines for Multinational 

Enterprise, the ten principles of the United Nations Global Compact, the ISO 

26000 Guidance Standard on Social Responsibility, the ILO Tri-partite 

Declaration of Principles Concerning Multinational Enterprises and Social 

Policy, and the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human 

Rights189. These global policy developments played an important role in the 

policy stream as they empowered the standard-setters among the EU policy-

makers, bolstering the proposal on non-financial disclosure.  

The fourth approach came from other European organizations, most notably 

the Eurosif, an European association for the promotion and advancement of 

sustainable and responsible investment across Europe and European Coalition 

for Corporate Justice (ECCJ), an “European coalition bringing European 

campaigns and national platforms of NGOs, trade unions, consumer 

organizations, and academics to promote corporate accountability”190 . These 

two proposed their support for the Commission’s legislative proposal. Eurosif 

                                           
187 Euro Chambre. 2013. Position Paper on “European Commission’s proposal for a Directive 

on disclosure of non-financial and diversity information by certain large companies and groups 

COM(2013) 207”. October: 1 
188 Ibid: 2 
189 COM(2011) 681; A7-0017/2013; A7-0023/2013 
190 ECCJ Website. http://corporatejustice.org/about-us/about-eccj. Accessed on 4-Oct-2018 
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stated that it “strongly supports European Commission legislative proposal 

COM(2013) 207, both in terms of disclosure of non-financial information and 

of diversity policy”191  and “sees it as a major advancement for Europe”192 . 

Similarly, ECCJ showed its favorable position and regarded non-financial 

reporting can improve corporate accountability193.  

Likewise, there were four major groups of policy entrepreneurs who 

propose each of their own ideas and proposals within a policy primeval soup. 

At the end, the policy proposal which pushed for creation of NFR Directive was 

successfully picked up thanks to the activities of the policy entrepreneurs. More 

importantly, those activities were carried out at the right moment with both 

problem and politics streams serving as conducive conditions for a change.  

 

  

                                           
191 Eurosif. 2013. “Position Paper on EU Non-Financial Reporting”. 27 May: 1, 

http://www.eurosif.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/May-2013-Eurosif-Position-Paper-on-EU-

Non-Financial-Reportingi-1.pdf. Accessed on 15-Oct-2018 
192 Ibid: 1 
193 ECCJ. 2014. ECCJ Briefing “Assessment of the EU Directive on the disclosure of non-

financial information by certain large companies”. May 
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Figure 4. Policy Primeval Soup in the Policy Stream (2008~2014) 

 
Source: Author 

 

5.2.4. Policy window: “A window opening in problem and politics streams” 

The policy window was opened both in the problem and politics streams 

during the specified time frame. In the problem stream, focusing event in form 

of economic crisis served as a primary window opener by weakening the 

business legitimacy and re-legitimizing the role of public authorities. This 

moment indeed contributed as a catalyst for generating the context of action, 
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“re-opening the question of the role of regulation generally”194. Meanwhile, the 

politics stream further opened the window by experiencing political 

developments in some member states as well as the emergence of new 

individual agencies in the EU institutions, allowing the conditions to become 

more amiable for pushing of the NFR Directive.  

Then how did the concrete agenda-setting dynamic look like during the 

period of open policy window? Firstly, the mood of revisiting the corporates’ 

transparency and accountability issue with the onset of the financial crisis 

newly emerged from 2008. This mood buttressed the NGO’s efforts of 

boycotting the EMSF as well as ECCJ’s implementation of intensive campaigns, 

pushing for non-financial reporting legislation. Moreover, Howitt from the 

Parliament was working hard in supporting the legal proposal as observed in 

5.2.3. In 2011, the Commission declared its renewed commitment to legislate 

in CSR issue, saying that it “will present a legislative proposal on the 

transparency of the social and environmental information provided by 

companies in all sectors”195.  

After this new commitment was made, the opposition was raised from 

various groups. The association of the European enterprises (particularly SMEs) 

such as Business Europe raised fierce opposition. Not only the business 

association expressed their opposition to the proposal, but some member states 

                                           
194 Monciardini, 2016: 80 
195 Commission of the European Communities. 2011. “Disclosure of Non-financial 
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did as well. The German government wrote a letter rejecting the proposal, 

delivering word-for-word from a letter written by their own German Business 

Association196. This made the adoption of a “far-reaching initiative by the EU 

Council complicated”197. UK as well called for more flexible approach, calling 

for “all unlisted European companies to be exempted from the proposed ruling 

– not only small firms, but large companies too”198. Howitt again argued against 

this, saying that “the exemption will likely to make the law largely irrelevant 

because high proportion of corporation remain unlisted in Europe”199.  

Meanwhile, the supporting side attempted to push their position as well. 

The most prominent policy entrepreneur during the period of open policy 

window is the fourth group mentioned in 5.2.4., the investors (Eurosif) and the 

social stakeholders largely including network of NGOs, trade unions, and civil 

society. After the start of the financial crisis, there was growing interest of 

investors in non-financials. And this interest of the investors in increase of 

transparency converged with the NGOs’ interest in pushing for mandatory 

disclosure legislation200. As Monciardini(2016) argues based on his interviews 

with NGOs and investors, Eurosif and ECCJ had much more contact after the 

Commission launched the public consultation on non-financial reporting in 
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November 2010201 , working closely to push their position in the regulatory 

process. They also shared each other positions before sending them to the EU 

Commission202. In sum, they shared the same policy objective of enhancing EU 

policy on non-financial reporting for strengthening corporate transparency and 

accountability. As discussed in 3.2.4. of the thesis, in the EU context, whether 

a proposal is successfully picked up or not depends largely on the degree of 

agreements among the major participants in the network. In this regard, the 

coalition of two major groups of participants, NGOs and investors, enhanced 

the degree of agreement within the agenda-setting process, as their interests 

converged, enabling the supporting position to gain more weight in the policy-

making process.   

In addition to the ‘transparency coalition’, the steadfast support was coming 

from the new commissioner Barnier from the politics stream. In member states 

level, center-left governments in France and Denmark helped in negotiations to 

make progress203. With these supports, the Commission and Howitt from the 

Parliament consistently attempted to break the sharp dichotomy between the 

voluntary and mandatory approach and smoothen the deadlock. As a result, the 

mood was altered as the CSR Europe had put: at least some business began to 

question not whether but how in regard to non-financial disclosure204. This was 

a big change during the period of open policy window. And ultimately, with the 

                                           
201 Commission of the European Communities, 2011. 
202 Monciardini, 81 
203 Howitt, 2014. 
204 Ibid 
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soon forthcoming of the European election in 2014, the supporting side 

succeeded in pushing for the establishment of the EU Non-Financial Reporting 

Directive205. 

 

5.2.5. Ambiguity and Spillover: “Corporate social responsibility connected 

with other various themes” 

Similar to the first empirical chapter, there are some features of ambiguity 

and spillover during the agenda-setting process of the 2014 NFR Directive. 

Regarding ambiguity, there was first, one policy issue present in multiple 

thematic areas. During the specified time frame, the CSR issue (or non-

financial disclosure in specific) was existent in thematic areas of single market, 

corporate responsibility, and company law simultaneously.  

In the single market policy area, the CSR is present in the context of social 

entrepreneurship as one of the twelve projects of the Commission’s 2012 Single 

Market projects. The fundamental aim is to “make life easier for everyone on 

the Single Market: citizens, businesses, consumers and workers” 206 . 

Additionally, CSR has been considered as one of the policy instruments for 

improving overall coherence and integral reporting standards, etc. within the 

European Single Market.  

Secondly, CSR was in the policy thematic area of corporate responsibility. 

                                           
205 Ibid 
206 European Commission. 2011a. “Twelve projects for the 2012 Single Market: together for 

new growth”. Press Release (13, Apr.) http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-11-

469_en.htm?locale=en. Accessed on 15-Oct-2018 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-11-469_en.htm?locale=en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-11-469_en.htm?locale=en
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The key elements of the corporate responsibility theme include: “encouraging 

CSR focusing on Country-by-Country Reporting; facilitating social 

entrepreneurship; and cutting red tapes for SMEs by amending the 

Transparency and Accounting Directives”207.  

Lastly, the issue existed in the policy field of company law. Within the 

company law arena, CSR was discussed as one of the “action plans to 

modernize European company law and corporate governance”208 . The key 

elements here included “transparency, long-term shareholder engagement, and 

increase in initiatives in the field of company law”209. 

The second meaning by ambiguity is the vague organizational jurisdictional 

boundaries. The most notable example would be more than one Commission 

DGs and Committees in the Parliament having remits to the non-financial 

reporting issue. In this case, DG Employment, Social affairs, and Inclusion and 

DG Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs have addressed the 

issue of CSR, specifically non-financial disclosure at the same time. In the 

Parliament, both Committee on Legal Affairs and Committee on Employment 

and Social Affairs have been dealing with non-financial disclosure issue. Here, 

the institutional ambiguity of organizations and of their authorities between 

                                           
207 European Commission. 2011b. “More responsible businesses can foster more growth in 

Europe”, from http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-11-1238_en.htm?locale=en. Press 

Release (25, Oct.). Accessed on 12-Oct-2018 
208 European Commission. 2012. “Commission plans to modernise European company law and 

corporate governance”. http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-12-1340_en.htm?locale=en. 

Press Release (12, Dec.). Accessed on 12-Oct-2018 
209 Ibid 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-11-1238_en.htm?locale=en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-12-1340_en.htm?locale=en
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DGs and Committees in cross-cutting cases are witnessed.  

Meanwhile, spillover effect refers to the cases where a policy decision is 

taken in one arena, impacting directly on policy decisions in others, pressuring 

a decision. The CSR and non-financial disclosure issue have had both direct 

and indirect spillover effect from other policy areas: most markedly, industrial, 

and tax governance policy areas. Industry policy arena directly called for 

building on CSR in the context of increasing the competitiveness and 

sustainable performance of European industry, stating CSR policy “helps to 

strengthen trust in business, which is important for the creation of a business 

environment in which industry can thrive”210.  

In addition, tax governance policy area’s effect on CSR policy arena is 

apparent. The Commission’s new strategies on CSR were influenced by the tax 

governance principles on “transparency, exchange of information, and fair tax 

competition”211. Also, the impact from tax governance policy area is detected 

from the Parliament’s report (2013) which states that “the Parliament believes 

that a business’s tax policy should be considered part and parcel of CSR and 

that social responsible behavior consequently leaves no room for strategies 

aimed at evading tax or exploiting havens”212.  

  

                                           
210COM(2010) 614 Final. European Commission. 2010. “Communication from the 

Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 

Committee and the Committee of the Regions: An integrated industrial policy for the 

globalisation era. Putting competitiveness and sustainability at centre stage”. 28 October: 22-23 
211 COM(2011) 681: 7 
212 A7-0017/2013: 4-5 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

The thesis sets out to contribute toward an explanation on the origins of the 

EU CSR policy, specifically on how and why the issue has become the policy 

of the EU beyond national member states’ level. More concretely, the thesis 

aimed to investigate the agenda-setting processes of each of the two major 

changes in the EU CSR policy; the emergence of the issue as an EU policy 

agenda and the establishment of the 2014 NFR Directive. Each of the policy 

creation and change was analyzed through the analytical lens of Kingdon’s 

Multiple Stream Model, including the problem-, politics-, policy streams, 

policy entrepreneurs, and policy window as well as features of ambiguity and 

spillover. 

The thesis has shown that the case of EU CSR policy can be observed in 

profound manner through analytical tools provided by the MS Model as it could 

entail various types of participants, information and the interactive nature of the 

agenda-setting process. Through the empirical analysis, the thesis has found 

that the EU CSR policy outcome depend on the interaction of problem, politics, 

and policies during the open policy window with policy entrepreneurs coupling 

and pushing for a viable policy solution. During the first analyzed time frame, 

the policy window was opened in the politics stream. The policy entrepreneurs 

coupled the streams together and pushed the CSR issue into the EU agenda, 

resulting in official EU discourse since the Lisbon Council in 2000 and 

ultimately the establishment of a new EU policy through the publication of the 
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Green paper in 2001 and the Communication (COM(2002) 347). During the 

second analyzed time frame, the policy window was opened both in the problem 

and politics streams. The policy option of creating a non-financial disclosure 

directive ultimately survived, resulting in establishment of the NFR Directive. 

Unfortunately, the main limitation of the thesis is the absence of data 

derived from interviews with the policy entrepreneurs who directly involved in 

the agenda-setting process. The thesis attempted to overcome the limitation as 

much as possible by collecting more primary documents as data. 

Despite some limitations, the thesis contributes to the scholarly discussion 

on both the CSR policy and the overall agenda-setting dynamics of the EU. 

Firstly, the thesis has provided a deeper insight into the creation of the CSR 

policy beyond the national government level by analyzing the case of the EU, 

a regional or supranational organization. Also, through operationalizing the MS 

Model in the EU context and conducting a case study on the EU CSR policy, 

the thesis contributes with a new empirical case for the theoretical framework 

on agenda-setting.  

Lastly, the findings of the thesis on policy windows opening at different 

levels may yield some meaning speculations or insights on potential agenda-

setting dynamics of the other EU policy agendas. In this regard, future studies 

may investigate other cases of the EU policy with an aim to examine the impact 

of policy windows opening at different levels on policy outcomes.  
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본 논문은 기업의 사회적 책임 (CSR) 관련 유럽연합의 정책의 기원을 분

석하고자 하였다. 본 논문의 연구질문은 다음과 같다: ‘왜 기업의 사회적 

책임 이슈가 회원국들 수준의 정책을 넘어 유럽연합 차원에서 다뤄지게 되

었으며, 어떤 과정을 통해 유럽연합 차원의 정책으로 발전되었는가?’. 본 

논문은 기업의 사회적 책임과 관련한 유럽연합의 정책의제설정 과정을 살

펴봄으로써 연구질문에 대한 답을 찾고자 하였다. 이를 위해 질적 사례연

구 방법론을 택했으며, Kingdon의 다중흐름모형(Multiple Streams Model)

을 분석틀로 사용하여 유럽연합의 기업의 사회적 책임 관련 두 가지의 중

대한 정책 변화와 그 의제설정 과정을 분석하였다. 첫 번째 정책 변화로는 

2000년대 초반에 회원국 수준을 넘어 유럽연합 차원에서 기업의 사회적 

책임 이슈를 공식적으로 다루기 시작한 것이고, 두 번째 정책 변화로는 

2014년 비재무정보 공시 지침(Non-Financial Reporting Directive, 

2014/95/EU)을 설정한 것이다. 해당 정책 변화들에 대한 실증적 분석을 

통해, 본 논문은 유럽연합의 기업의 사회적 책임 정책은 정책변동의 창

(policy window)이 열린 시기에 정책문제, 대안, 정치적 흐름이 서로 상호

영향을 미친 것에 대한 결과로 생성되었다고 주장한다. 이 시기에 정책혁

신가들(policy entrepreneurs)이 세 흐름을 결합시켰으며, 가장 실행가능

한 정책 대안을 내놓았다고 주장한다.  

 

제시어: 기업의 사회적 책임 (CSR), 유럽연합(EU)의 기업의 사회적 

책임(CSR) 정책, 2014 비재무정보 공시 지침, 정책의제설정, 

다중흐름모형  
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