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1. INTRODUCTION

During the last century and over the course ofglbbal reshaping of economic value
creation, regulation for ethical business condues Ishifted from so-called state-led
‘command and control’ regulation in the 1960s afd @ corporate self-regulation in the 80s
and 90s to more recent forms of multi-stakehold®eregulation in the field of Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) (Utting, 2002).

The academic literature offers various terms fdpraconstellations associated with
this most recent type of regulation, including NH8takeholder Networks, Transnational
Norm-Building Networks, or Global Public-Policy Netrks (Gilbert & Rasche, 2012;
Muckenberger & Jastram, 2010; Backstrand, 200Gralas& Kiihn, 2014).

In these so-called new modes of governance, firooperate with NGOs as well as
with governmental representatives, labor repretige&® scientists, and other actors to
encourage stakeholder dialogue and knowledge egehdn set social and environmental
standards, to monitor compliance, and/or to cerydpd business practice (Utting, 2002;
Fransen & Kolk, 2007; Scherer & Palazzo, 2007; IRi&2009; Roloff, 2008; Jastram &
Prescher, 2014).

In the management literature, the term Multi-Stakeér Initiative (MSI) has been
established and is most frequently used to desgalvernance networks in the field of CSR
(Rasche et al.,, 2013; Utting, 2002; Fransen & Kd®07). Rasche defines MSIs as
collaborative forms of governance involving an wrraf stakeholders, which define,
implement, and enforce rules that aim to fostepeasible and sustainable behavior (2012).

Prominent examples of MSIs include the United Nai&Global Compact (UN GC),
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), ISO 26000,the Accord on Fire and Building Safety

in Bangladesh (Jastram & Schneider, 2015; JastraRre&cher, 2014). In this context, the



term multi-stakeholder network refers to a conatalh of actors belonging to more than one
stakeholder group, often comprising three or movelved stakeholder groups.

Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives typically act in figé where state regulation alone is
limited (O’Rouke, 2006; Muckenberger & Jastram, @Q1such as the field of Corporate
Social Responsibility with many related social agavironmental issues in international
supply chains (Vogel, 2005). Accordingly, GilberidaRasche note that MSis “reflect an
opportunity to come up with a new form of globavgmance [...] in a time where national
boundaries become less relevant, economic andl gwolblems globalize and corporations
increasingly turn into political actors” (2012: )00 his new political role of corporate actors
has gained much attention in the management lileratand scholars have been intensely
discussing the impact of this new role, especiallth regard to questions of legitimacy
(Scherer et al., 2006; Scherer & Palazzo, 2007;Kdiiicerger & Jastram, 2010; Jastram &
Prescher, 2014; Jastram, 2012).

This interest in (mostly input and throughput)ilegacy of MSis is often related to an
assumed relationship between legitimacy on the lwawed and voluntary compliance or
effectiveness of governance (output legitimacy)tioa other (Jastram & Prescher, 2014).
However, empirical research on the effectiveness@amimpacts of various forms of private
governance is still largely missing. This mightretated to the lack of established conceptual
models and empirical indicators required to condaotpirical research in this field
(Baumann-Pauly & Scherer, 2013).

The collapse of Rana Plaza in 2013, the deadlyiriirhe Tazreen Factory in 2012,
and other incidents around the world have triggeaedew wave of skepticism about the
effectiveness of CSR and many of its managemetuments, especially with regard to the
so-called ethical management of global supply chdirabowitz & Baumann-Pauly, 2014;

Jastram & Schneider, 2015, 2018; Baumann-Pauly straka, forthcoming). NGOs such as



the Clean Clothes Campaign and Greenpeace as svefiudtilateral organizations like the
International Labor Organisation keep informing tpeblic about existing practices of
socially unethical and/or nonecological economilu@areation in the supply chains of many
leading international brands (International Labam#&hisation, 2013, 2014, 2015; Clean
Clothes Campaign, 2014; Greenpeace, 2014; Knodstrdm, forthcoming).

This brings up the question of the role and effertess of MSIs in this context as
their objective is to stimulate and to enable mettgcal business behavior in the globalized
economy. At the same time, there is no establisissédssment model yet, which can be used
to analyze the effectiveness of MSis.

Against this background, our first research questis: How can the outcome
effectiveness of Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives beessed in an empirical way?

We are addressing this question by relating itit@mapirical case and by challenging
one of the most established examples of a MSI Uttiged Nations Global Compact.

The UN GC is a principle-based initiative aimedbabsting social engagement of
corporations to enforce sustainable and ethicainbas conduct in a globalized economy.
Furthermore, it is a membership based initiativanprising corporate members as well as
NGOs, public sector organizations or academictunstns. Following the idea of cooperative
learning and based on ten core ethical principless UN GC aims to motivate and strengthen
corporate ethical conduct and CSR via an exchahg&periences and stakeholder dialogues
(Ruggie, 2001; Bruhl & Liese, 2004; Kell & LevinQ@3; Rasche & Waddock, 2014; Rasche,
2009; Post, 2013). It is a multi-level network etworks, comprised by a headquarter in New
York and a number of national and regional netwgrksmoting the ten principles at the
national and local level (Mickenberger & Jastra@i@. It offers several multi-stakeholder
engagement mechanisms for mutual learning and glialoincluding fora, summits,

conferences, meetings, and workshops on the intenad national and local level (Kell &



Levin 2003). Thematic multi-stakeholder policy diglies serve as a learning tool, with the
objective “to develop innovative solutions, basedaomulti-stakeholder model of shared but
diverse interests (...) and to culminate in comcretoposals for action* (Kell & Levin
2003:161). Kell & Levin further stress that the U@Ilobal Compact “is a global
amalgamation of strategic and wide public policgriteng networks that cultivates integrative
learning (...) through interorganizational interat (2003: 155).

Management research on MSIs has in the past beamaled by rather descriptive
studies, examining and describing the goals, siractoperational rules, and modes of
interaction of these rather new empirical phenom#@vith regard to the UN Global Compact
for instance, Rasche et al. (2013: 8) argue that rlated empirical literature can be
distinguished in “(a) research discussing the Ql@manpact in the historical context of UN-
business relations, (b) research investigatingofierational dimension of the initiative (e.g.,
the composition and impact of participants), anjdrésearch discussing the Global Compact
in the context of the changing dynamics of multa@nd multilevel global governance®.

The UN GC constitutes one of the most widely knowmd prominent Multi-
Stakeholder Initiatives, its impact and effectivenehowever, have often been debated
(Rasche, 2009; Baumann-Pauly & Scherer, 2013). Thiselated to the fact that clear
conceptual guidance on how to empirically asses®ttectiveness of MSls in general and of
the UN GC in particular has so far been lacking.

Against this background, our second research questiAre there outcome effects of
the UN Global Compact on the corporate level whiah be empirically assessed?

We aim to contribute to the existing literature andhe CSR discourse in three ways:
First, we introduce and build on the theoreticahiework of outcome-, output- and impact-
effectiveness which has so far received littlerdita in business research. The framework

provides a highly valuable systematic differentiatifor any empirical approach to



effectiveness analysis. Second, we further diffeaés this framework by developing a set of
indicators for one of its core elements, namelyonte effectiveness. Such a set of indicators
is currently missing in the existing literature wiiis one of the reasons why MSI outcome
related research is still underdeveloped. We beltbat this conceptual differentiation and set
of indicators will be highly useful for researchcésing on outcomes of any type of
governance, including business research as wellessarch in other disciplines such as
political science. Third, we contribute empiricata on the outcome effectiveness of the UN
Global Compact and thereby deepen the understaniirijer develop, and differentiate the
existing theory on MSiIs.

The remainder of this article is divided into fiparts. In the section immediately
following, we will present the state of researchatiag to the effectiveness of MSIs and
develop our set of indicators suitable for emplriesearch. Next, we will introduce the
methodological approach of our empirical study. Wik then discuss our results and close

the paper with conclusions and reflections on fitesearch avenues.

2. STATE OF RESEARCH AND SET OF INDICATORS

The starting point for the development of our debatcome indicators is a concept
originating in regime theory. From this perspectiedfectiveness of governance can be
differentiated into three dimensions characterizgdlifferent levels of analysis. These three
dimensions areoutput, outcome andimpact (Young, 2004; Underdal, 1992; Underdal &
Young, 2004; Wolf, 2010).

Outputs are defined agself-)commitmentof actors as a result of a governance
initiative. Such commitments could, for instance, imanifested in agreed-upon norms or

standards like the GRI reporting standards or émeprinciples of the UN Global Compact.



Outcomes encompass concrete and measurab&havioral changesbased on such
commitments, andmpactsdescribe a contribution tproblem solvingor goal attainment
resulting from such behavioral changes (Wolf, 2000Wolf explains, that these dimensions
are closely interrelated “and may even be regaadauharts of a causal chain” (2010: 4).

This analytical differentiation goes back to a famwntal contribution by Easton
(1965) and is particularly helpful in the field effectiveness analysis. It highlights different
levels of effectiveness that encompass differetst geempirical indicators that each require
different data collection methods and instruments.

In this paper, we will focus on theutcomedimension of effectiveness for several
reasons: First, the outcome dimension has so far brich less comprehensively researched
compared to theutput dimension (Cetindamar & Husoy, 2007; Mickenbergerastram,
2010). Output-related data is comparatively easyad¢oess via document and webpage
analysis whereas outcome analysis requires acodess visible data related to management
decisions and behavior. Accordingly, Wolf stateatttoutput [...] is the one [dimension]
which is the best manageable in scholarly terms,peuhaps also the least interesting in
practical terms in that it offers a measure of sgscconditions rather than of success itself”
(Wolf, 2010: 5). The impact dimension, in contrds,the most demanding in an analytical
sense” (Wolf, 2010: 6; Underdal & Young 2004). #sdribes the overall problem-solving
capacity of governance initiatives with regardheit general objectives and goals and can be
measured on various levels and dimensions (Wolf,02@!; Beisheim et al. 2007: 455;
Underdal, 1992).

In our research, we concentrate on the outcomerdiime because it is the primary
requirement without which impacts cannot be redliZEhe outcome dimension builds the
conditional bridge between outputs and impactscdmprises managerial reactions to

standards and principles formulated in order tachiepositive social and environmental



impact as a result of these managerial reactionsuil it differently, there can be no impacts
of MSis in the field of CSR without outcomes on thanagerial level in the first place. This
is why impacts cannot be related back to an MShavit initially analyzing the outcome
dimension.

The existing literature defines outcomes as beMhaliconsequences of the output
dimension. In other words, outcomes are measurebénges of behavior caused by a
governance initiative such as a MSI. Related tensed in the literature include compliance
or implementation (Wolf, 2010: 4; Beisheim, et 2007: 455; Young, 2002: 74; Easton,
1965: 351).

When assessing outcomes, it is important to stteessignificance of actually
assessinghangesin behavior instead of only assessing behavioe &halysis needs to
capture whether these changes have actually besedéy the MSI or if actions and policies
had already existed before and/or may have begyened by factors other than the MSI.

In order to develop a set of outcome indicatorsable for empirical research, we
employed the following seven-step process: 1. Weveed the literature for existing studies
related to MSI outcome measurement; 2. As exissituglies on outcome measurement are
limited, we further reviewed the literature for &duhal studies that are less directly related to
outcome assessment but could still be relevantugr such as studies which discuss
effectiveness and CSR more generally; 3. From falhe studies we found, we selected all
categories which relate to the outcome dimensiaefised above; 4. Next, we compared the
categories identified in the previous step and geduthem based on similarity; 5. We then
distilled the categories in each group by elimmgtiedundancies to derive a set of externally
heterogeneous categories; 6. As research on M8biméss is currently in its childhood and
empirical measurement is just starting, we addedesiurther categories of interest where we

believed that the categories which we found inlileeature were incomplete. For example,



when the literature recommended to look for behandbchanges in certain management
areas like communication and reporting, which amecfions that CSR management is often
related to, we added further management functiomsh sas research and innovation
management or financial management and investatioek to create a more holistic picture
and to allow for more unexpected potential corpoia¢havioural changes related to MSI
outputs; 7. As we rather found categories insteaithdicators in the existing literature, we

pursued a further step and constructed a set afatmis relating to the categories which we
identified in the previous steps. In the followwg describe the details of the process.

When looking for outcome measures and indicatoth végard to MSIs (step 1), the
literature provides few related studies. A studytled European Commission on “Policy
References made by large EU Companies to IntemaljoRecognised CSR Guidelines and
Principles” (European Commission, 2013) evaluat8& Quidelines and principles related to
MSIs. Data is generated from company websites, @nou CSR/sustainability reports,
business principles, or codes of conduct of 200 pzories from ten different EU Member
States. Hence, this study does not analyze bel@dbanges on all management levels but
focusses on MSI references in corporate commupitsiti

Other studies employ rather indirect categories #ra supposed to have positive
influence on effective implementation such as naing or reporting (Beisheim et al. 2007;
Wolf, 2010; Knox & Maklan, 2004; Bertelsmann-Stiity 2010; Arya & Salk, 2006).

Kaptein and Schwartz (2008) conducted a meta-aisabyf 79 empirical studies that
examine the effectiveness of corporate codes adstlhey stress that, on the company level,
code effectiveness is determined by corporate clenatics, corporate objectives,
implementation and administration processes, ad a®lconduct and characteristics of
management and employees. They further argue tieatollowing categories increase the

chance of effective code implementation: employamings, enforcement mechanisms, and



support by management for the code (Kaptein & Sctaw2008; Schwartz, 2001, 2004).
Other studies refer to additional but similar catégs such as stakeholder communication and
auditing (Singh, 2011; KPMG, 2008).

Baumann-Pauly and Scherer (2013) distinguish betvwg¢eommitment aspects (e.g.,
strategic integration or leadership support), B)cttiral and procedural aspects (e.g., relevant
human resource trainings, reporting, evaluationdl 3) interactive aspects (e.g., stakeholder
cooperation). Their assessment of the UN Global @mhis a useful source of this paper. It
demonstrates the need for empirical effectivenesearch and offers some interesting
categorizations and first empirical contributiotrs their study, Baumann-Pauly and Scherer
build on the notion of corporate citizenship (C®aften & Crane, 2005); they focus on the
organizational level and use the example of the GMbal Compact to assess the
embeddedness of CC in organizational structures modedures. Baumann-Pauly and
Scherer assess five Swiss companies based on docamayses and qualitative interviews
(Baumann-Pauly & Scherer, 2013).

We aim to build upon and complement this empirgtady by adding empirical data
collected from a larger sample in a different gepbic setting and through additional
methods of data collection (see section 3 for na@tails on our methodological design). The
above named conceptual categories for assessinglfh&lobal Compact were a helpful
resource for our own analytical approach.

To summarize the existing literature, it becomesarclthat two types of outcome
categories be found: a) categories that are agedciaith outcome effectslirectly, for
instance related behavioural changes on variousagament levels, such as new ethical
strategies, CSR activities, or improved ethicalpymhain management, and b) categories
that support outcome effectivenesslirectly, such as top management support, trainings,

measuring, monitoring, evaluation, auditing, cexdifion, and reporting. Depending on the

10



material nature of the outcomes (i.e. CSR stanjladisect and indirect outcomes may
overlap in cases where supporting processes amctigtes are part of a standard themselves,
as in the case of ISO 26000, for example.

Based on this literature review and our seven-giegess, we developed outcome
indicators related to direct behavioral changeswad as to supportive structures and
processes (see Table 1). When using the term todécan this context, we are referring to
Nowak (1977), who defined indicators as a “reldiiveasily observable phenomenon, feature
or event, that, having established its occurremaxistence, we come to the conclusion that a
phenomenon of interest to us has occurred” (13ayvak distinguished between definitional
indicators (definitory relationship between indaraiand the phenomenon of interest, i.e.
number of crimes committed per year (indicator) ariche rate (phenomenon of interest))
and empirical indicators (the factual relationshith phenomenon, to be empirically
verified). Empirical indicators can be classified bbservational empirical indicators
(indicator and phenomenon are both observable)iafedential indicators (indicator is a
symptom of the phenomenon and the phenomenon idireatly observable, i.e. a person is
blushing and we assume that he/she is ashamedheldater case, the occurrence of a
phenomenon cannot be confirmed by direct obsenvatio

To empirically assess MSIs we developed empiriadicators for the conceptual
categories which we found in the literature or abldarselves (see Table 1). In our research
context, a general definitional indicator would Heehavioral changes’ relating to the
phenomenon ‘outcomes’ because, as described abotemmes are defined by the existence
of behavioral changes. The category ‘MSI relateglegee trainings’ can be indicated by the
statement or judgement of our interview partnerSROnanagers) that ‘employee trainings
are/ were executed relating to this particularrursent or initiative’ (MSI) in their firm

(observational empirical indicator). An example af inferential indicator would be the
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statement of an interviewee that ‘top managemersuorting the instrument/ initiative’
relating to the not directly observable categorysiMelated top management support’.

As outcomes are a complex phenomenon one indiatore is not sufficient to
capture it. We, therefore, developed a set of atdis which as a group, so we argue, can
give an indication for the existence of MSI outcomiects on the managerial level.
Furthermore, the set of indicators helps to diffiéiede outcomes and is able to show variance

on different management levels and in differentfions.

3. METHODOLOGY

Motivated by our research interest to analyze UN i@l@ted outcome effects at the
management level, we pursued a mixed-method appraammbining qualitative and
guantitative methodological elements that suppldrienother (Kaptein & Schwartz, 2008).

Our analysis was guided by theoretically develojpelicators, as described in section
2. Similar to other studies (Baumann-Pauly & Sche?2@13), we did not define a priori
hypotheses in order to maintain a degree of opennad flexibility as we perceive our
research and effectiveness assessment as oveplatawery in nature (Yin, 2003).

Our empirical study was conducted in collaboratmith the Global Compact
Network Germany (UN GC NG) in May and June 2013e TBGCN is part of the
transnational multi-level network of the United Mats Global Compact, which is a strategic
policy initiative for businesses that has been ¢aed in 2000 and is coordinated by the UN

in New York and via decentralized national netwo(kseth, 2009; Kell & Levin, 2003;
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Jastram, 2010b).

The UN Global Compact has more than 12,000 pasaitgpin 170 countries. It has
frequently been used as an in-depth case studgubedt is one of the most prominent and
active Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives in the field Gorporate Social Responsibility (theoretical
sampling) (Rasche et al. 2013; UN GC, 2015). itgdanumber of participants and additional
partner organizations offer a rich source of ensplrdata that can be analyzed in much depth,
from various angles, and with several methodolodegsending on the focus of analysis.

We concentrated our analysis on the Global ComNativork Germany, because a
sample out of a single legislative, political, asakcial context excludes potential national
influences on company commitments (Baumann-Paulyc&erer, 2013). At the same time,
the German industry is very influential in the gibbmarketplace, which is why results
generated from this sample will be of interest tbe international debate about the
effectiveness of Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives likee UN Global Compact.

Our data collection was implemented through a tjsdive online survey and
subsequent qualitative expert interviews. The qtaive online survey was conducted in
May 2013. It was sent to all registered corpora€igipants of the UN Global Compact
Network Germany. Recipients of the survey wergatisons named on the UN GC NG’s E-
mail list of all member of the network at that tirfld=274). They were in most cases CSR
managers or managers with a similar title, resgmador the firm’s participation in the UN
GC NG. Like in the case of the UN GC, the UN GC B@nprises firms of all industries,
ranging from DAX enterprises and SMEs to very smepecialist companies. In the
distribution of the survey nine e-mails were undslable or generated out-of-office replies,
and 265 e-mails were successfully delivered. Weived 49 responses, which generates a
response rate of 18.49% (see Table 2 for sectepmesentation of respondents and Table 3

for firm sizes).

13



Directly relating to our set of indicators devetdpabove (Table 1), we constructed
questions for our online survey (see Appendix BrtiBipants were asked to make a yes/no
decision with regard to each of the questions. ésquestions were part of a larger survey of
the UN GC NG, we grouped the questions in two té&imats to be completed more easily
than 21 separately formatted questions. Furthernveeecould not obtain more fine-grained
responses (i.e. on a Likert scale from 1 to 7),cwhivould have been preferable from an
analytical perspective, because the survey lengdded to be limited not to risk drop-outs.
To analyze the outcomes as assessed by each ardiehsolute and relative frequencies
(percentages) of yes responses for each questisa wvadculated, and 95% confidence
intervals were computed for the percentage values.

In order to address some of the limitations of di=iive research (i.e. no flexibility
or interaction during the data collection procesg, conducted 17 additional qualitative,
semi-structured expert interviews with all partamps that agreed at the end of the online
survey to also participate in additional qualitatiinterviews (see Table 4 for sectoral
representation of the interviewees). Qualitativerwviews are more open and flexible but their
results are less representative than quantitativeegs. We therefore combined the two
research approaches to benefit from the strengéach approach and to gain complementary

and enriched research results.

All interviews took place in June 2013 and lasteé®l rAinutes on average. The

interviews were conducted in an open and flexiblaywo deepen and evaluate our
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understanding and interpretations of the resultsthf quantitative survey. Following
qualitative research paradigms (Glaser & Strau8§7), we only formulated very few
guiding questions for our interview script to alléar new insights and unexpected results in
addition to the more determined results of therenBurvey. We asked for strategic reasons
behind the application of the UN Global Compactvadi as for evidence and determinants of
its effectiveness. Initial questions were: How aaiyapply the UN GC in your firm? Why do
you apply it in a specific area? Why do you applyiarea x and not in area y? Do you also
apply the UN GC in area z? When asking these aquresstive again referred to the categories
of our assessment model. Depending on the ansvweyardnterviewees single topics and
questions were further inquired and deepened bipgétar examples or further illustrations.

All interviews were transcribed and analyzed byeaist two persons using a code-
based systematic content analysis. When codingntbeviews, we were particularly guided
by analytical puzzles and open gquestions that te$dtom our online questionnaire, e.g.,
why is the UN GC applied in certain managementsase®d not in others? Furthermore, we
looked for evidence and concrete examples relat¢let corporate answers in our survey. We
thereby aimed to create a better understandingdaeger meaning and to strengthen our
results through combining qualitative and quantitatiata.

The following section details the findings of ounadysis.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we will present and discuss #wsults of our online survey as well as
the insights from our qualitative interviews. Whehe findings of the online survey were
surprising to us, we asked for explanations indhaealitative interviews. We will therefore

present the findings of the survey together witd thsults from the interviews where the
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latter provided additional information or illusti@is. We will show the results of our two
groups of questions each by discussing strong méceffects first and weaker effects
afterwards. We further discuss the interrelatiomshifi the findings relating to the different
categories and indicators.

Table 5 shows the results of the first set of faes in our quantitative survey.
Participants were asked in which management fumstiand areas they applied the UN

Global Compact. Multiple answers were allowed.

The results indicate that the UN GC is appliedalinof the management areas that
were assessed in the survey (all lower bounds ®f9%P6 confidence intervals are above
zero). It is mostly applied on the strategic lemebrder to develop a code of conduct (84.1%),
to define basic values (80.4%), or to develop stiat objectives (75.0%). The UN GC
furthermore is strongly related to reporting (60)0%nd corporate communications and
reputation management (75.0%). These results drsumprising given that the UN GC has
frequently been referred to as a strategic pohayaitive (Waddel, 2011) with communication
and reporting as the UN GC'’s core engagement maaha.

The fact that 73.8% of the respondents use theé3@Nas a supply chain management
related tool was more surprising, so we conducigalitgtive interviews for more detailed
explanations and descriptions of related managemetntities. One interviewee explained
that the UN Global Compact is referred to in sugpltontracts in order to create legal
security (Interview No 3)*Once we notice, that someone is trying to [...] @ongthing [...]

against the ten principles [...] we have legal setyyrivhich allows us to terminate the
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contract or the business. [...] So not just glossyeatising brochures but facts, right? So, if |

notice that someone is really not compliant and sag, ‘we are not doing any further

business with you, this [is] unethical and we ao¢ doing this’. Therefore, you need to create
legal security. And that's what we do. [...] We talfr business partners very clearly that we
are committed to these ten principles and that they the fundament of any business”
(translation by the authors). Another intervieweklexd: “we address certain aspects or

elements [of the UN GC] in our yearly supplier digles, such as child labor, environmental
protection, human rights etc(interview No 4, translation by the authors).

It becomes clear that, with regard to outcomethermanagement level, the UN GC is
not only applied as a tool for strategy developmanteputation management but also to
communicate fundamental ethical standards to sengplAlmost three-quarters of our survey
respondents confirmed these managerial effectseofUN GC, including its application as a
reference and legal security instrument as wefbasupplier dialogues.

Our results further show that the UN GC is lesgjfiently used for risk management
(31.6 %), financial management (18.9%), or contigl(15.8%). These results are, again, less
surprising considering the overall design of the B as a learning platform comprising
rather generally formulated fundamental standafdstlical business conduct. Such broad
standards are less useful in controlling or finahoianagement if they do not include more
concrete key performance indicators. Interestinghty 50% of the respondents see the UN
GC as an instrument for lobbying/government refegtie@ven though this MSI has been
initiated by the former Secretary General of thetéthNations and is still coordinated from
their headquarter in New York.

At this point, our results show, that the UN GG lmutcomes mainly on strategic

management levels and on the supply chain managdeveh
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Another set of survey questions asked participentadicate which of the statements

summarized in Table 6 apply to the UN GC. Again|tipke answers were allowed.

As Table 6 shows, participants confirmed the apgibm of all eight statements to the
UN GC to varying degrees (here, too, none of thi @onfidence intervals included zero).
An outstanding number of 95.9% of survey partictpaagreed that the UN CG is supported
by their top management. This exceptionally highceetage is likely related to the fact that
companies aiming to join the UN GC have to prepaletter of commitment signed by their
chief executive expressing commitment to the UNb@loCompact and to take action in
support of UN goals.

In accordance with Table 5, 77.6% of the participaee the UN GC as an important
instrument for managing supplier relationships, @d% refer to the UN GC in supplier
contracts.

The third statement of Table 6 refers to behaviatenge, which, as mentioned
above, is an important indicator for outcome eHeahd is confirmed for the UN GC by
75.0% of survey participants. It is clear and pdirthe theoretical concept introduced above
that a MSI, which aims to stimulate more ethicadibass conduct, cannot be called effective
if its output does not lead to behavioral changeshe corporate management levels of its
addressees. We therefore asked for confirmatighisfquantitative finding in the qualitative
interviews.

In contrast to the impression provided by the qteinte study, some of our
gualitative interview partners explained, that tb®& GC did not necessarily lead to
behavioral changes within their firm, because thfieins had already been active in the field

of business ethics or Corporate Social Responsiltiiéfore joining the Global Compact. One
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interviewee argued:it's not like that the company starts at zero,diloh we don’t have
anything relating to these principles. That's imgibe. Every company has its historically
grown culture with certain strengths and weaknesggsterview No 7, translation by the
authors). Thus, even though almost three quartérsespondents confirmed behavioral
changes as a result of being a UN GC member, oalitgtive interviews showed that this
does not imply that those firms were not engagm@$&R before. Rather, the UN GC led to
changes by providing orientation and framing eREICSR activities instead of initiating new
ones (Interview No 1; Interview No 3; Interview Molnterview No 6, Interview No 8).

One interviewee explained why behavioral changes raot always easy to gain:
“those [CSR] standards are very good. However, livays requires new firm specific
processes, which need to be found and developesl.tifite, resources, and manpower
available to implement these processes are oftgnlveited” (Interview No 6, translation by
the authors).

Interviewee No 1, however, acknowledges that hidih@ might act more proactively
in those fields of activity after joining the UN GQChe interviewee said'since being a
member of the UN Global Compact, we have [...]ben implementing any real measures.
Everything is happening on the strategic level amdare still thinking about how we can, for
instance, implement a human rights or labor rigiegiated policy. [.. ]. But on the conceptual
level, things have improved much and there are mdeas about what we can do to
proactively implement the principles and to becamere sustainable”(Interview No 1,
translation by the authors).

In light of this reconfirmation that the UN GC idrangly used on strategic
management levels, it is surprising that only abdwlt of the participants (49.0%) indicated
that the achievement of the UN GCs core objectaresmeasured in their organization. This

raises the question of how serious the strategprogghes of the other half of UN GC
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members are, if they do not involve the measuremkgbal achievement. Furthermore, only
40.8% of the organizations have implemented empldy&nings related to the UN Global
Compact. This result is particularly remarkable sidaring the strong top management
support associated with the UN GC, according toesumparticipants. If top management
support of the UN GC does not involve related erypgdotrainings, the actual leadership
commitment and effectiveness must be doubted. Hewyeas one interviewee explained,
there might be employee communication that hagently been influenced by instruments
such as the UN GCwhat we do is, we communicate our strategy and guals, which are
partly based on these instruments [...], and we dis¢bese goals in workshops [...] and also
what kinds of instruments we need to bring thesalsgto life [...]” (Interview No 11,
translation by the authors). Thus, there mightilmi&éd business practice specific to UN GC
related trainings, but a more indirect effect af thN GC on employee communication and
trainings in some cases.

Another outcome indicator covered audits and ceatiés, and our results show that
achievement of the UN GCs core social, economid, erological objectives is audited or
certified by external actors in 23.4% of the repraged corporations. This result is interesting
as the UN GC is not an instrument designed forifamtion or audits. One interviewee
explained: The Global Compact is the macro norm. Below [tlaemm], each corporation has
to find their own specific strategy to implemergtatnability [...]. Then you reach the level of
implementation and processes. And on that level, Jwe. use further instruments like our
integrated management system. These are certitiégl. have a certified environmental
management system, [...] a certified safety systeralityg management and [...] energy
management. In these areas we have indicators argets, which we have to meet with
specific measures otherwise we will not receive egtifcate. So it's like a cascatle

(Interview No 2, translation by the authors). Ihatwords, even though it is not possible to
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certify the UN Global Compact, firm performance amdnagement systems are in some
cases still being certified in areas relating ®tiN GC core principles.

The next section will present our conclusions netato these results.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The aim of this paper was first to introduce enwairiindicators for assessing the
outcome effectiveness of Multi-Stakeholder Initta8. By developing and presenting
conceptual categories as well as empirical indrsatee aim to suggest an answer to our first
research questiortiow can the outcome effectiveness of Multi-Stakienolnitiatives be
assessed in an empirical way?

As such outcome indicators were missing so far hia existing literature, our
contribution will allow more differentiated assessits of MSIs in the future. Moreover, it
will support and enable the evaluation of othemferof governance and may therefore be
applied across inter- and transdisciplinary fields.

Second, we aimed to demonstrate the applicatioounfset of indicators to the
example of a specific MSI, the UN Global Compacte \Md this to assess the outcome
effectiveness of the UN GC as well as to demorestiide differentiated picture of
effectiveness that our set of indicators can draw.

To our knowledge, our study is the first one thaplees the conceptual differentiation
of the term effectiveness (outputs, outcomes arghats) to the field of business studies and
provides outcome indicators suitable for the assess of MSIs. In addition, we demonstrate
diversified outcome effects of the UN GC in difflerecorporate management functions,

which to our knowledge has also not previously besgomplished.
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Our findings are based on a sample of 18,49% oGirenan members of the UN GC.
Results show that most firms apply the UN GC on dtrategic management level, and in
almost every case, the UN GC is supported by topagement. These results confirm other
analyses that describe the UN GC as a strategi@ageament initiative (i.e. Waddel, 2011).
Our findings, however, go deeper and draw a mdiferdntiated picture of the managerial
adaptation of the UN GC.

We found that firms mostly use the ten principléstte UN GC to define basic
values, to develop corporate codes of conduct, tandevelop strategic objectives. They
further apply it as part of communication, repuatimanagement, and in supply chain
management. Our results further show the large enpgaat the UN GC has on supplier
contracts, especially with the goal of creatingalesecurity for buyer firms.

The UN GC has fewer or more indirect effects inaaresuch as corporate risk
management, financial management, controllingjfaation, and auditing. Furthermore, our
study shows that while most firms confirm the sgi¢ nature of the application of the UN
GC, only half of them measure related goal achiergror have implemented directly related
employee trainings. These are paradoxical ressltsserious strategic business integration of
the principles of the UN GC would imply the measneat of strategic achievements as well
as the utilization of trainings. If a strategy istnlinked to the measurement of goal
achievement, it remains unclear whether the styaseguccessful or if it needs to be adapted.
If the strategic business adoption of the UN GQsecprinciples does not imply directly
related employee trainings, the implementatiorhefgrinciples will be less effective.

Regarding one of the most fundamental criteria dotcome effects, our study
confirmed corporate behavioral changes for 75%efUN GC members. This generally very
positive result was hampered by some gqualitatiterviews, which revealed that some firms

had already existing social and environmental @ogr in place before joining the UN GC.
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Behavioral changes were, in some cases, rathetredel® new forms of structuring or
communicating existing initiatives rather than timplementation of new ethical standards.

To answer our second research questioa there outcome effects of the UN Global
Compact on the corporate level which can be enmglisicassessed)wve can thus conclude
that, yes, based on our assessment we find integemhd differentiated outcome effects of
the UN GC on the corporate management level. Quatystonfirms the UN GC as a strategic
policy initiative with primary corresponding outceneffects on the strategic management
level. However, outcome effects on the strategicnagament level should be accompanied
with equally strong measures regarding employeaeitgs and strategic monitoring. The UN
GC outcomes assessed here show clear weakneskatsnegard.

Strong outcome effectiveness depends on the secmusiitment of business actors,
top management in particular, and must involveamy external communicative efforts but
also strong and strategic leadership inside thearorgtions involving the strategic
measurement of goal attainment and effective engadsainings.

Our contribution of MSI outcome indicators will di@ and support a more
differentiated debate about the effectiveness oflsMi& the field of CSR as well as
corresponding governance implications. Reachingtesgic decision-makers is certainly an
important goal, but serious implementation managénaad best practice examples are
equally important and should be considered morevi8} initiators and operators in the
future. If outcome effects are limited or contradig, the chances for strong impacts
(problem solving capacity of MSIs) in the field 6fSR or in other governance areas are
limited.

With regards to future research avenues, it woddighly interesting to apply the
assessment model developed in this article to d#tf&s and to conduct comparative research

on their outcome effectiveness. It would furtherendre beneficial to use questionnaires
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employing Likert scales to allow for a more finexigred assessment on the strengths of
outcome effects on different management levelsnfgtance.

Our empirical sample covered participants of the Gldbal Compact Network
Germany as we preferred this single country foaugprevent the influence of different
cultural and institutional factors. Yet, regardifigure research on MSI effectiveness, it
would be interesting to add additional countriestgpectives and to compare results from
other cultural and institutional contexts. It waufurthermore, be interesting to compare our
results to future, larger outcome surveys as theght be a positive self-selection bias in our
sample of 49 UN GC GN members. If possible, higksponse rates and obtaining data from
larger parts of corporate UN GC members would eefieial in this regard.

Finally, the impact dimension of effectiveness wi# an important component of
future research endeavors as it is the core probtEwing aspect of effectiveness. Since
impacts are difficult to measure, systematicallyivail concepts and empirical indicators for

impact measurement are currently most needed tdeshather research in this field.
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Table 1:0utcome Categories and Related Indicators

Category Indicators

MSI related top management support The top management is supporting the instrumeitigtive

The instrument/ initiative contributed to changesarporate processes

MSiI related changes in corporate processes andiioeha and behavior

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied during ttefinition of

MSiI related strategic objectives . s
strategic objectives

30



MSI related code of conduct

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied during thevelopment of a
code of conduct

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied during ttefinition of basic
values

MSiI related CSR activities and projects

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied during thevelopment of
concrete CSR activities

MSI related supply chain management

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied duringgurement/ supply
chain management

This instrument/ initiative is important for the negement of supplier
relationships

Supplier contracts refer to this particular instemtd initiative

MSI related measurement (i.e. by means of key pedace
indicators)

The achievement of the instrument’s/ initiativetses social, economic,
and ecological objectives is measured (i.e. by medkey performance
indicators)

MSI related communication

The instrument/ initiative is/ was applied in core communication/
reputation management

MSI related reporting

The instrument/initiative is/was applied duringagjng

The corporation’s sustainability reporting consgéire requirements of
this particular instrument/ initiative

MSI related employee trainings

Employee trainings are/ were executed relatingisogarticular
instrument/ initiative

MSiI related lobbying/government relations

The instrument/initiative is/was applied duringlbging/ government
relations

MSiI related stakeholder dialogues

The instrument/ initiative is/ was applied durihg fplanning and
implementation of stakeholder dialogues

MSiI related risk management

The instrument/ initiative is/ was applied duringkrmanagement

MSiI related research and innovation management

The instrument/ initiative is/ was applied durimgearch and innovation

MSiI related financial management/investor relations

The instrument/initiative is/ was applied duringéfhcial management/
investor relations

MSiI related controlling

The instrument/ initiative is/ was applied durirantrolling

MSI related auditing or certification by externatars

The achievement of the instrument / initiative’seceocial, economic
and ecological objectives is audited or certifigcelternal actors
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Table 2:Sectorial Representation of Survey Respondents

Absolute Frequency  Relative Frequency

Electrical and Mechanical Engineering 10 20.4%
Chemical and Pharmaceutical 6 12.2%
Automotive 5 10.2%
Trading 5 10.2%
Energy Supply 3 6.1%
Textile and Clothing 3 6.1%
Construction 2 4.1%
Tourism and Transport / Logistics 2 4.1%
Scientific and Technical Services 2 4.1%
Printing 2 4.1%
Banking and Insurance 1 2.0%
Agriculture and Forestry, Fishing 1 2.0%
Media and Information Services 1 2.0%
Food 1 2.0%
Heating 1 2.0%
Services 1 2.0%
Telecommunications 1 2.0%
Trade Fair and Congress 1 2.0%
Renewable Energies 1 2.0%

Table 3:Firm Size of Survey Respondents

Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency
< 10 Employees 1 2,0%
10- 500 Employees 15 30,6%
501- 1000 Employees 4 8,2%
1001- 10.000 Employees 12 24,5%
10.001- 50.000 Employees 10 20,4%
> 50.000 Employees 7 14,3%

N =49

Table 4:Sectorial Representation of Interviewed Experts

Absolute Frequency  Relative Frequency

Electrical and Mechanical Engineering 5 29.4%

Chemical and Pharmaceutical 2 11.8%
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Automotive

Trading

Energy Supply

Construction

Tourism and Transport / Logistics
Banking and Insurance
Agriculture and Forestry, Fishing
Food

Heating

Renewable Energies

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

5.9%

N =17

Table 5:0utcomes Group | (The instrument/initiative waslaggpduring ...)

Absolute Relative Frequency

Frequency (95% CI)
Development of a code of conduct 44 37 84.1% (73,3%-94,9%)
Definition of basic values 46 37 80.4% (69,0%-91.9%)
Development of strategic objectives 44 33 75.0% (62.2%-87.8%)
Corporate communication / reputation management 44 33 75.0% (62,2%-87,8%)
Procurement/ supply chain management 42 31 73.8% (60,5%-87,1%)
Development of concrete CSR activities 43 28 65.1% (50.9%-79,4%)
Reporting 45 27 60.0% (45,7%-74,3%)
Lobbying/ government relations 38 19 50.0% (34,1%-65,9%)
Planning and implementation of stakeholder dialsgue 35 14 40.0% (23,8%-56,2%)
Risk management 38 12 31.6% (16,8%-46,4%)
Research and innovation 38 10 26.3% (12,3%-40,3%)
Financial management/investor relations 37 7 18.9% (6,3%-31,5%)
Controlling 38 6 15.8% (4,2%-27,4%)

Q: What for do you apply to the UN Global Compamaretely in your firm? (Multiple answers allowed)

N = 49 = total number of survey participants
n = number of participants that replied to the tjoaes

Table 6:0utcomes Group I

N Absolute Relative Frequency
Frequency (95% CI)
The top management is supporting the instrumenitiative 49 47 95,9% (90,4%-101,5%)
This instrument/ initiative is important for the nemement of supplier 49 38 77,6% (65,9%-89,2%)
relationships
48 36 75.0% (62.2%—-87.8%)

The instrument/ initiative contributed to changesarporate processes an
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behavior

The corporation’s sustainability reporting consgdééte requirements of this 49
particular instrument/ initiative

49
Supplier contracts refer to this particular insteuntd initiative

The achievement of the instrument’s/ initiativedse social, economic, anc 49
ecological objectives is measured (i.e. by mearepfperformance
indicators)

Employee trainings are executed relating to thiiqdar instrument/ 49
initiative

The achievement of the instruments’/ initiativetse social, economic and 47
ecological objectives is audited or certified byegeral actors

35

35

24

20

11

71.4% (58,8%-84,1%)

71.4% (58,8%-84,1%)

49.0% (35,0%-63,0%)

40,8% (27,1%-54,6%)

23,4% (11,3%-35,5%)

Q: Which statements apply for the UN Global CompdMultiple answers
allowed)

N = 49 = total number of survey participants

n = number of participants that replied to the tjoaes

Appendix 10nline Survey Questions (translated from German English by the authors)

Note: The survey questions analyzed in this paper weregba larger questionnaire addressing differempics

in one survey among UN GC GN members

What for do you apply to the UN Global Compact coeiely in your firm?(Multiple answers allowed)

Development of a code of conduct

Definition of basic values

Development of strategic objectives

Corporate communication/ reputation management

Procurement/ supply chain management

Development of concrete CSR activities

Reporting

Lobbying/government relations

Planning and implementation of stakeholder dialsgue

Risk management

Research and innovation

Financial management/ investor relations

Controlling

Which statements apply to the UN Global Compa@tltiple answers allowed)

The top management is supporting the instrumettigtive

This instrument/ initiative is important for the neyement of supplier relationships

The instrument/ initiative contributed to changesarporate processes and behavior
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The corporation’s sustainability reporting consgdtére requirements of this particular instrumenmitiative

Supplier contracts refer to this particular instentd initiative

The achievement of the instrument’s/ initiativetses social, economic, and ecological objectiveséasured (i.e
by means of key performance indicators)

Employee trainings are executed relating to thiiqdar instrument/ initiative

The achievement of the instruments’/ initiativetg& social, economic and ecological objectivesiditad or
certified by external actors

Please indicate the sector in which your firm isenating. (one answer allowed)

Electrical and Mechanical Engineering

Chemical and Pharmaceutical

Automotive

Trading

Energy Supply

Textile and Clothing

Construction

Tourism and Transport / Logistics

Scientific and Technical Services

Printing

Banking and Insurance

Agriculture and Forestry, Fishing

Media and Information Services

Food

Heating

Services

Telecommunications

Trade Fair and Congress

Renewable Energies

Please indicate the size of your firfone answer allowed)

< 10 Employees

10- 500 Employees

501- 1000 Employees

1001- 10.000 Employees

10.001- 50.000 Employees

> 50.000 Employees
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Would you be willing to participate in a personakgert interview following up this surveyne answer
allowed)

No

Yes, please contact me using the following E-Mddr@ss:
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