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Abstract 

 

Political CSR (PCSR) recognizes corporations as political actors that are embedded within the 

society. The PCSR literature mostly focuses in situations where the public authorities are 

unable or unwilling to fulfil their roles regarding certain public provisions. Rather than aligning 

with the current literature’s tendency on the dichotomy of developed state vs. fragile/failed 

state with weak governance – an approach emphasizing the strength of the state institutions 

via the notion of governance gaps – , this study attempts to reframe the PCSR concept with a 

particular focus on the political regime type of the context. Besides pointing literature’ lack of 

focus on the various PCSR modalities depending on the political regime type, this study calls 

for a more granular mapping between the PCSR behaviour and the political regime type of the 

context. The study focuses on hybrid political regimes via taking Turkey  – a typical hybrid 

regime encompassing both democratic and autocratic features – as its background. Besides 

the study’s focus on this semi-democratic regime type that constitutes almost one third of the 

countries in the world, another focal point is the gender equality related PCSR activities of 

firms, as the gender (in)equality issue is treated as the flagship issue of democracy in the 

studied context (and possibly in several other similar contexts). The empirical findings of the 

study demonstrate that PCSR can be utilized as a contestation tool in such contexts to show 

the political stance of firms against illiberal policies of their governments. As a novel overall 

addition to the literature, the study claims PCSR to be a tool for political ideology 

manifestation for firms in such contexts. The study proposes a PCSR behaviour model covering 

macro-mezzo-micro levels, attempting to shed partial light on the interplay between the 

hybrid context and PCSR behavior of firms. The study first examines the contextual factors 

that serve as a foundational layer for a hybrid environment for firms. With the help of the 

empirical data, the PCSR modalities of firms that are likely to spring under such a hybrid 

regime are identified. Accordingly, PCSR behaviour of firms in the hybrid context are 

categorized into four main types depending on the overtness of the firms’ PCSR behaviour and 

their expressed intentionality of contestation. Additionally, the drivers that might lead 

seemingly similar firms to diverse PCSR modalities are also identified in three levels 

(individual, firm and systemic relational) and added to the overarching model as well. Overall, 

this study attempts to partially fill the existing gap in the PCSR literature regarding the 

significance of regime differentiation and its effects on the PCSR behaviour. The study 

particularly contributes to the wider discussion around PCSR and democratization. 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION  
1.1. Political Corporate Social Responsibility (PCSR) in Hybrid Regimes 

 “PCSR entails those responsible business activities that turn corporations into political actors, 

by engaging in public deliberations, collective decisions, and the provision of public goods or 

the restriction of public bads in cases where public authorities are unable or unwilling to fulfil 

this role” as stated by Scherer, Rasche, Palazzo, & Spicer (2016, p. 276). PCSR revolves around 

the idea of firms meeting the fundamental rights of citizens (Valente & Crane, 2010).  So far, 

the majority of the PCSR studies have focused on the cases of MNCs that are from 

industrialized western countries with decent democratic institutions and the rule of law, yet 

operating in fragile states, which lack these institutional properties (The Fund for Peace, 

2015). In this regard, enablers of PCSR have been seen as either fragile states themselves 

(those that have limited governance capacity) or globalization (which causes a loss of 

regulatory power of national governments on MNCs). As Scherer (2018, p. 397) points out, 

firms are faced with various institutional frameworks such as weak and failed states, strong 

but oppressive states, fragile states that has undemocratic institutions but are economically 

strong and so on, and still “political CSR scholarship is yet to take account of these varieties”. 

When we look at the PCSR literature, we see a keen interest in the dichotomy of western 

model with fully functional democratic institutions or the exact opposite failed state model. 

However, hybrid regimes are not paid due attention in the PCSR literature although they 

constitute almost 1/3rd of the countries in the world with 1.8 billion people citizens (Freedom 

House, 2018). As such, local and global repressive tendencies are increasing, identities are 

becoming divisive and democratic institutions are turning into hybrid institutions that 

embrace freedom and repression at the same time (Scherer et al., 2016). 

 

This study offers a novel perspective by examining the link between the macro political 

context (the regime type) and PCSR – which has not been adequately addressed by the current 

literature. PCSR fills the institutional voids and governance gaps, and possibly changes the way 

the government acts in the future regarding the same subject. Thus, the qualities of the state 

(and the regime) might not stay solely as a static background for PCSR (Schrempf-Stirling, 

2018, p.4), but through the macro impact of PCSR, those very same qualities might also 

become the receiving end of PCSR along with the rest of the society. At the end, it is very 

possible to create and promote social change via PCSR. At the end, “companies’ responses to 

changing social expectations – in particular their serious implementation of PCSR initiatives 

into their strategic goals – have the potential to change not only the organizations’ corporate 
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culture but also to impart true social change” (Aguilera, Rupp, & Williams, 2007, p. 38). The 

hybrid regime context has been chosen as the political context of this PCSR study, for the 

globally increasing footprint even in the western democracies and the attention hybrid 

regimes are attracting (The Washington Post, 2022). Hence, examining the PCSR behaviour of 

the local companies regarding the provision of civil liberties, and juxtaposing these with the 

confines of hybrid regime would give us a novel interpretation of PCSR and insight into its 

potential social and political role.  

 

In an illiberal political setting where the government frequently “hurts the party’s rivals 

among entrepreneurs through the partisan use of taxation and bankruptcy trusteeship” (Esen 

& Gumuscu, 2016, p. 362), how can firms react to illiberalism and autocratic tendencies of the 

hybrid regime? Is it possible that in such hybrid contexts, PCSR might give the firms the 

‘implicit’ tool that they require in order to manifest their opposition to the illiberal 

government policies and to the government in general? Could PCSR be considered as a 

form/tool for contesting against government (policies)? 

 

Turkey has a hybrid political regime. The illiberal and liberal forces in the country are 

simultaneously present at various levels. Turkey is one of the top 20 economies in the world 

(G20), and a member of OECD. With a population of 80 million people and an approximate 

GDP per capita of 10,000 USD, Turkey is a vibrant free market economy. It also has been 

regarded as stable country holding accession negotiations to the European Union (EU). 

Unfitting to this picture, the country has one of the worst rankings on the Global Gender Gap 

Index – being 124th out of 146 countries (WEF, 2022). Despite the fact that various legislations 

addressing gender discrimination have been introduced and updated in line with the EU 

standards and accession requirements, the country still battles with the gender issues such as 

domestic violence, forced child marriages, girls’ access to education and the like. Thus, the 

picture is quite perplexing at first sight; why is it that Turkey cannot make any meaningful 

progress on such an important issue despite all the positive momentum (the right legislations, 

the media campaigns and the business support about the issue)? In this context, 

understanding the source of the problem requires going beyond the legislations on paper and 

examining the current government’s position on the gender issues, as having the right 

legislations in place (perhaps adopted to save face during the EU accession process) does not 

guarantee the actual implementation of them in daily public life. In Kandiyoti's (2016a) words, 

it is “the chasm between the letter of the law and its implementation”. 
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In 2011, the Justice and Development Party (AKP), having secured a loyal voter base for a long 

time, got elected for the third consecutive time and formed the government. Subsequently, 

the government began to tighten its grip on the people and adopted a more authoritarian 

tone. Controlling the media through intimidation, later on through closures and change of 

ownerships (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018); slowly, breaches of separation of powers, restrictions 

on freedom of speech and suppression of any kind of protest have become the new norms in 

Turkey (Köseoğlu, 2019). As a result, Turkey has come to be regarded as a hybrid regime rather 

than a democracy (Selcuk, 2016, p. 571). In this context, in line with the ruling party’s 

Islamist/conservative ideology, the role of woman in society has been redefined within the 

confines of the family, and, as Akboga (2014, p.612) puts it “at the political level, the headscarf 

issue has augmented the long-standing tension between the secular official ideology and 

Islamist politics”. Consequently, the debate on the role of women in society has become a 

highly politicized issue, often dividing the Turkish society into two poles – the conservative 

AKP constituency and the liberals. What has exacerbated the issue further was the hybridness 

of the regime resulting in restrictions of voicing dissidence. As a result, the hard-earned rights 

of women were in a backwards march despite the protests of the civil society (The Atlantic, 

2011). In sum, the gender issue – the systematic pattern of institutional discrimination, 

marginalization, intimidation and abuse of women – has become a litmus test for democracy 

in Turkey (Deniz Kandiyoti, 2015), and accordingly, themes such as improving education of 

young women, women’s participation in social, economic and political life, and gender 

equality in general have come to be regarded as the flagship topics representing the liberal 

democratic values – and at times indicating a position against the government’s attitudes and 

policies –  in this regard.  

 

The question of how firms fit in this wider picture is an important aspect to be considered at 

this point. The AKP government has been utilizing a system of rewards and punishments to 

construct a new business class loyal to the party since 2002 (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018), and the 

firms with close connections to the leading AKP members and pro-government business 

associations have monetized these connections richly (Özcan & Gündüz, 2015). A pro-

government non-governmental organization MUSIAD (Independent Industrialists and 

Businessmen Association) amassed 3000 members via whom the government stays highly 

connected to the Islamic business cadre (Silverman, 2014). At the opposing end, there is 

TUSIAD (Turkish Industry and Business Association), a version that is controlled by the old 
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guards: liberal business elite with old money. TUSIAD is known to be a significant pressure 

group for democratic reforms in Turkey (Yilmaz, 2014), along with their various long term 

societal initiatives such as Business Against Domestic Violence (BADV) project (Ararat, 2020). 

Thus, the post 2002 (AKP’s accession to power) constructed pro-AKP business circles have 

their rivals too: the country has numerous strong family-owned firms and business groups 

with liberal and pro-western backgrounds. Thus, although it is a governmental responsibility 

to guarantee the equal treatment of citizens and ensure no systematic violation of human 

rights takes place, in Turkey it seems that the liberal business circles have partially shouldered 

this responsibility through various gender-related (political) corporate social responsibility 

initiatives (e.g. to prevent domestic violence), since the gender issue is regarded to be one of 

the most critical and politically sensitive social issues both by the public and the civil society. 

Thus, Turkey provides us a suitable example to shed light on why and how firms engage in 

PCSR in hybrid political settings. 

 

1.2. The Aim, Objectives and Contributions of the Study  

A three-level framework can be used to explain the possible determinants of PCSR: Country 

level determinants, firm level determinants and individual level determinants. The emphasis 

of this study is on the macro hybrid regime context and the highly capitalized local firms (local 

MNCs and local uni-nationals). Thus, by focusing on the case of Turkey and the gender-related 

PCSR activities of various types of firms, the study aims at understanding how operating in a 

hybrid context as a local company affects PCSR activities. The purpose of the study is to shed 

light on how do local firms use PCSR in hybrid regimes and if it could be considered as a form 

of/tool for contesting against government.  

 

Thus, the objectives of the study are:  

- to understand the role of the hybrid context (as a macro level determinant) on PCSR   

- to examine how the gender-related PCSR activities of the selected companies are 

implemented in Turkey 

- to evaluate the aim/role of gender-related PCSR activities of local Turkish companies 

in relation to the political contexts (hybrid democracy) of Turkey 

- to assess the drivers of the divergence in the PCSR modalities of companies 
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- to discuss the practical and theoretical implications of the results (i.e., how the 

motives, practices, results for PCSR differ than what the literature has covered so far due to 

the hybrid context and locality of the companies) 

 

The main contribution of this study is to instigate discussion around the relationship between 

PCSR and the political regime type of the context it takes place. While attempting to partially 

fill the knowledge gap around the effects of political context on PCSR, the study firmly links 

the PCSR to political regime types and postulates that PCSR might have different 

characteristics under hybrid political regimes. Thus, in order to deeply elaborate on the effects 

of hybrid regimes on the PCSR behaviour of firms, the study produces substantial empirical 

data via semi-structured interviews with top executives of local firms (local MNCs and local 

uni-nationals), foreign MNCs, foundations of these firms ,NGOs, activists as well as with a 

current member of the Turkish parliament. The study takes place in Turkey – a typical hybrid 

country – and it focuses on a political regime type that has not received much attention in the 

CSR/PCSR literature before.  

 

In light of the empirical findings, the study demonstrates the two-way interplay between PCSR 

and hybrid context: the hybrid context affects the nature of the PCSR activity, and, the firms 

attempt to affect the hybrid context via their PCSR activities. This brings us to the main 

premise of the study that PCSR can be and is being used as a ‘contestation tool’ by the firms 

in a hybrid context – a novel perspective in the literature. Another important contribution of 

this study is to demonstrate that, firms engage in certain types of gendered PCSR for the public 

good with purely normative intentions despite the potential short- and medium-term 

business-related harms, which is also a departure from the existing PCSR literature’s 

instrumental focus.  

 

The existing literature has not shown much attention to PCSR strategies employed by firms in 

hybrid contexts, and this study contributes to the literature in that aspect via describing 

different strategies used by such firms. These strategies give us a novel 2-dimensional PCSR 

modality based on the levels of overtness and the intentionality of contestation of the firms in 

hybrid regimes. Consequently, the PCSR behaviour of the firms can be categorised in a 

typology of four quadrants where each quadrant represents a different PCSR behaviour type 

based on the two dimensions: overtness and intentionality of contestation. Additionally, the 

drivers of PCSR behaviour of firms have been analysed at three different levels, empirically 



	

	 17	

tying PCSR to individual level features such as CEO/shareholder features, to firm level features 

such as locality and size, and to systemic relational features such as the firm’s relationship 

with the NGOs and international organizations, as well as firmly tying the PCSR behaviour to 

the overall hybrid political regime context.  

 

These findings not only provide important theoretical contributions to the literature, but also 

has practical implications for both firms and a variety of other stakeholders who operate in 

such hybrid political contexts. This study allows the firms to better understand their potential 

impact on the democratization process of the countries as members of the civil society. 

Although hybrid regime governments try to confine the firms in the economic sphere only, 

this study has demonstrated that certain firms are eager to act as agents of democratization 

despite the governmental pressures. Thus, the study allows the governments of hybrid 

regimes to better comprehend the fact that firms may take part in the discursive processes of 

democratization of their countries too. By pointing to the relationship between the firms and 

the NGOs, the study further demonstrates the various possibilities of deeper partnership 

options between the private sector and the NGOs regarding the controversial issues. The 

study chronicles the enabling and legitimizing effects of the international institutions such as 

the U.N. on the PCSR behaviour of firms, and demonstrates the need for such international 

organizations to reach further to the local companies in hybrid regimes in an effort to promote 

partnerships around controversial issues that may serve as flagship issues for democracy. Last 

but not the least, firms’ normative intentions regarding the promotion of democratic values 

and the risks they bear associated with doing such PCSR activities deserves to be heard by the 

public, as this study aims to accomplish. 

 

 

1.3. The Structure of the Study  

The study is structured into eleven chapters. The first chapter is the introduction where aim, 

objectives and the contributions of the study is laid, as well as the structure of the manuscript. 

The second chapter is the literature review where the notion of political corporate social 

responsibility (PCSR), along with the conventional approaches to PCSR – the focus on MNCs 

and in the contexts of in fragile states or globalization – will be discussed. This chapter will 

also present an overview of the determinants (country, firm and individual level determinants) 

of PCSR activities. The literature review section will conclude with a short summary 
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pinpointing the gaps in the literature, and thus, presenting the perspective and the research 

question of the study. The third chapter will lay out the methodology to be pursued to answer 

the research question. It addresses the issues of the research strategy and design, sampling 

of companies, data collection and analysis, and ethical considerations. The fourth chapter will 

present an overview of the Turkish context by highlighting the hybrid nature of the regime, 

the developments that contributed to this during the AKP period, state-business relations 

during the AKP government, and the gender issue in Turkey. The section will conclude by 

referring back to the research question in the context of Turkey. The fifth chapter will cover 

the findings  that are related to the hybridity of the context via looking into the perceived 

traits of hybridity and gender equality issue specific problems as the main drivers. The sixth 

chapter will cover the translation of the gender equality problem into a PCSR issue via 

demonstrating the emergence of gender equality issue as a flagship issue in the Turkish 

context and the classification of this flagship issues as PCSR Rather than CSR in this hybrid 

contexts. The seventh chapter lays out the dimensions of firms’ PCSR modality – the overtness 

and the intentionality of contestation –  and introduces the typology of firms which gives us 

the quadrants of dissent: the lion, the fox, the horse and the ant quadrant. The eighth chapter 

explains the reasons for divergence in PCSR modality for firms via a three-level model that 

covers individual, firm and systemic relational factors, and further dives into the main 

individual, firm, and systemic relational level characteristics of the firms in the four PCSR 

behaviour quadrants. The ninth chapter is the discussion chapter where a brief summary and 

overview of the complete model of PCSR divergence leading to typology of firms is laid out, as 

well as discussing the theoretical and practical implications of the study, followed by the 

limitations and further research suggestions. The tenth chapter is the conclusion chapter and 

is the place where the overall importance of the study is reiterated within a wider perspective. 

This last chapter is followed by the bibliography and the appendices. 
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CHAPTER II - LITERATURE REVIEW  

This study will revolve around the notion of political corporate social responsibility (PCSR) and 

will examine the workings of it in a hybrid country setting. This part of the study will present 

the relevant literature and the research question derived. More specifically, it will start with 

an overview of the concept of PCSR by focusing on how the notion of CSR has evolved and 

which debates have given rise to the political aspects of CSR. Next, the context and the actors 

of PCSR as laid out in the current literature will be examined. It will be followed by a discussion 

of three different levels of determinants of PCSR: the country level, the firm level and the 

individual level. The section will conclude with presentation of the focus of the study, PCSR 

activities of local companies operating in the macro context of a hybrid regime, while also 

taking into consideration the individual level factors.   

 

2.1. The Notion of Political Corporate Social Reasonability (PCSR) 

The discussion on the social responsibility of the business started with Bowen’s book titled 

Social Responsibility of the Businessman in 1953, and then shifted towards the notion of 

corporate social responsibly (CSR) (Garriga & Melé, 2004, p. 51). Since then, the CSR theories 

have emerged under four headings: (1) instrumental theories that regard CSR as a means to 

profits, (2) political theories that emphasize the firm-society interdependence and the firm’s 

responsibility in the political sphere, (3) integrative theories that prescribe to business to 

integrate social demands in order to survive, (4) ethical theories that prioritizes ethical 

obligation of firms above other concerns (Garriga & Melé, 2004, p. 52). Although giving a 

complete account of all the CSR theories would be an insurmountable task, briefly talking 

about couple of them would still be useful for setting the context of PCSR.  

 

The only responsibility of the company is the maximization of its profits, is what Milton 

Friedman (1970) asserted in his world-wide famous New York Times article. He maintained 

that the society would be served best only if the managers act in a manner to increase their 

company’s profitability, and that it would be questionable to spend somebody else’s 

(company’s) money on wider social issues. The same perspective still dominates some 

scholarly circles today. Sundaram & Inkpen (2004) for example, argue that the shareholder 

maximization goal should lie at the hearth of management practice, and that the notion that 

the managers should try to figure out what to do with their shareholder priorities while other 
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various stakeholders’ wishes pile on the side is a naïve way of interpreting the harsh dilemmas 

managers are facing. They also add that managing the company on behalf of the stakeholders 

will cause problems such as confusion in objectives and lower levels of entrepreneurial risk 

taking. Henderson (2009, p. 11) even goes further and argues that CSR doctrine “rests on 

mistaken presumptions” and could make the world over regulated and actually poorer. The 

CSR literature indicates, however, that not everyone agrees with this very perspective.  

 

In 1984 Freeman introduced the stakeholder theory, and acknowledged that there are 

stakeholders apart from shareholders that a company must take into consideration. 

Donaldson & Preston (1995) regarded the stakeholder theory to be descriptive, instrumental, 

and normative at the same time, but underlined that its strength laid with its normative 

foundations. In a similar way, Jones (1995) claimed that firms could gain competitive 

advantage by eliminating opportunism through ethical behaviour such as being trusting, 

trustworthy and cooperative since, he noted, this would decrease external costs, insisting on 

the instrumental grounds. Porter & Kramer (2011) coined the notion of “creating shared 

value” (CSV), which was not defined as social responsibility, but rather a new way of reaching 

successful economic results for the firm. This concept was regarded as a mere extension of 

the instrumental stakeholder theory of Donaldson & Preston (1995) and was critiqued about 

easily marrying business profitability with social progress without a realistic take on the 

tensions between social and economic goals of the firm (Crane, Palazzo, Spence, & Matten, 

2014). While the idea of business profitability of CSR has attracted attention, and become 

popular among the business circles, such an approach to CSR does not leave much room for 

normative discussions. Accordingly, the questions relation to the purpose of a company and 

the role of business in society are still being discussed. 

 

Institutional theory has been one of the answers to these questions, and become a major 

strand in the CSR literature as well. The theory postulates that corporate actions are shaped 

by their institutional environments. Thus, in regard to CSR, it is argued that a broad set of 

institutional conditions, such as regulations, outside monitoring (e.g. NGOs), institutionalized 

norms, associative behaviour of firms and stakeholder dialogue influence the likelihood of 

responsible corporate behaviour (Campbell, 2007). In other words, according to the 

institutional theory, corporations engage in CSR due to the pressures of various actors 

stemming from their own instrumental, relational and moral motivations (Aguilera et al., 

2007).  
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A novel perspective, however, regards the corporation as a political actor who shapes 

government policy and who is involved in citizens’ wellbeing, as the role of the state 

continuously changes (e.g. Matten & Crane, 2005; Scherer, Palazzo, & Baumann, 2006; 

Scherer & Palazzo, 2007). As Bell & Hindmoor, (2009, p. 157) point out, the nation state has 

been pronounced “in retreat” (Strange, 1996), “in decline” (Mann, 1990) and outright “dead” 

(Hobsbawm, 1990); and the concept of governance has become synonymous with a wider 

web of relationships between the state and the non-state actors such as the private sector. In 

that regard, the concepts of “corporate citizenship” (CC) (Matten & Crane, 2005)  and “political 

CSR” (PCSR) (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007) were introduced to emphasize the governance gaps in 

nation states and the state-like role multinational corporations (MNCs) assume. These 

concepts, hence, relied on a different standpoint than the instrumental approaches that focus 

solely on the business aspects of CSR ( Vogel, 2005; Carroll & Shabana, 2010)– that is, the 

economic and financial gains that a firm derives from CSR activities (Carroll & Shabana, 2010, 

p. 92).  

 

There were also a critical alternative to another purely instrumental view of CSR, the notion 

of corporate political activity (CPA), which is defined as corporate attempts to shape 

government policy in ways favourable to the firm (Hillman, Keim, & Schuler, 2004), where the 

focus remains on corporations’ financial or competitive advantage gains resulting from their 

political dealings. Valente & Crane (2010) also conceptualized a related concept of “strategies 

of public responsibility”, which include activities that are aimed specifically at filling in for 

governments’ absence of infrastructure or process, and take the form of supplement strategy, 

support strategy, substitute strategy and stimulate strategy. Valente & Crane (2010) are 

concerned with how the basic entitlements of citizens are met through private enterprise, 

rather than corporate efforts to give something back through discretionary social 

investments. Depending on the gaps in the public service and the commitment levels of the 

firms, firms adopt one or more of these strategies to satisfy public responsibilities left 

underserved by government actors. In the supplement strategy, the firm engages in direct 

public service provisions such as building schools and laying physical infrastructure, and as a 

result improves their competitive context or address a public crisis. In the support strategy, 

the firm engages in shaping the governmental policy in order to achieve public goals such as 

social justice and nonviolence. Here, the firm might do capacity building of governmental 

agencies or NGOs to facilitate the desired change, which has no direct relations to their core 
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operations. In the substitute strategy, the publicly procured services are privatized and 

offered by the private sector directly. In the stimulate strategy, firms use their products and 

services to stimulate different forms of economic activity or regulatory behaviour that 

contributes to the public goals, and these public goals are a pivotal part of the firm’s core 

operations. For example, internet companies who lobby against the internet censoring and 

microfinance institutions who help alleviate poverty as a result of their operations are good 

examples of stimulate strategy (Valente & Crane, 2010).  

 

Overall, in this new context of CSR, while some scholars have interpreted the political turn of 

CSR as resource distribution and interdependence on both sides, and as a corporate strategy 

that enables companies to exercise power in the global political economy (Banerjee, 2018; 

Cornella, 2007), others have pointed out the changing global governance mechanisms 

characterized by the decentralisation of power and the rise of political power of a wider set 

of non-political actors, such as NGOs, intergovernmental organizations, and multinational 

corporations (Beck, 2000; Risse, 2002; Zürn, 2002 cited in Scherer & Palazzo, 2011)  (Beck, 

2000; Risse, 2002; Zürn, 2002 cited in Scherer and Palazzo, 2011, p. 904). Frynas & Stephens 

(2015), for example, view Scherer & Palazzo's (2011) PCSR definition to be related to an 

extended model of governance where business firms contribute to global regulation and 

provide public goods – hence dismissing the instrumental view of corporate politics related to 

CSR in favour of a normative understanding of PCSR. The authors, however, claim that their 

own approach embraces a more inclusive pluralist research agenda about PCSR, which can 

integrate different perspectives on PCSR in order to account for global governance changes at 

macro level, instrumental concerns at organizational level, and cognitive dimensions at 

individual level (Frynas & Stephens, 2015, p. 485). They refer to PCSR as activities where CSR 

has an intended or unintended political impact, or where intended or unintended political 

impacts on CSR exist – i.e. impacts related to the functioning of the state as a sphere of activity 

that is distinctive from business activity (Frynas & Stephens, 2015). Their definition of PCSR, 

therefore, encompasses CSR-related activities that are (1) deliberate attempts to assume 

government regulation, (2) geared solely towards responding to government policy, and (3) 

those where firms recognize their impact on society and their social responsibilities in a way 

that has a clear impact on regulation, even though this may not be the intended aim of the 

activity. However, according to Scherer (2018, p. 390), Frynas and Stephens fails to define the 

function of the state, and define normatively what functions a proper state should provide. 

Accordingly, Scherer argues that their definition of PCSR is vague, and that the implicit aim of 
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their conception of PCSR is questionable.  

 

In sum, therefore, it can be stated that while the advocates of PCSR emphasize deliberations, 

collective decisions, and a concern for global public goods (Scherer et al., 2016), there is still 

no single accepted definition of political CSR, which represents a challenge for setting clear 

conceptual boundaries (Frynas & Stephens, 2015). Nevertheless, in the light of the recent 

debates, new definitions of PCSR have been suggested. In their more recent article Scherer et 

al. (2016, p. 276), for example, redefines PCSR as PCSR v2 and describe it as such: 

“PCSR entails those responsible business activities that turn corporations into 

political actors, by engaging in public deliberations, collective decisions, and 

the provision of public goods or the restriction of public bads in cases where 

public authorities are unable or unwilling to fulfil this role. This includes, but 

is not limited to, corporate contributions to different areas of governance, 

such as public health, education, public infrastructure, the enforcement of 

social and environmental standards along supply chains or the fight against 

global warming, corruption, discrimination or inequality. These corporate 

engagements are responsible because they are directed to the effective 

resolution of public issues in a legitimate manner, often with the (explicit) aim 

of contributing to society or enhancing social welfare, and are thus not limited 

to economic motivations.” 

 

Different from the earlier version, Scherer et al.'s (2016) new definition of PCSR takes into 

consideration the changing global context, such as (but not limited to) hardening of identities 

(e.g. new nationalism and religious fundamentalism); repressive tendencies on local, national, 

and global levels; weakening of democratic institutions and civic liberties (even in developed 

countries). The new definition is built on a dynamic/historic view on division of labour 

between private and public actors, as well as an enlarged set of business firms (such as MNCs, 

small and medium enterprises, state owned enterprises, social enterprises). They also draw 

explicit attention to MNCs with home base in transition or emerging economies, which is very 

relevant to the present study. 
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2.2. Determinants of PCSR Activity 

The determinants of PCSR activity, that is, the factors that are likely to affect the nature of 

PCSR, can be examined at three levels: the country level, the firm level, and the individual 

level. The country level determinants of PCSR concern contextual macro/country features 

such as economic and political structure; company/firm level determinants refer to the 

characteristics of different company types; and the individual level determinants relate to the 

CSR mindset of CEOs/managers. Although the literature is not specifically explicit on the 

effects of country, firm or individual level differences upon PCSR, there still exist valuable 

insights.  

 

2.2.1.  Country Level Determinants of PCSR Activity 

2.2.1.1. The Conventional Contexts of PCSR: The Extent of Statehood and State Authority 

The role of the local context (or the impact of the country level characteristics) upon PCSR 

activity has been recognized in the literature. Jamali & Karam (2018), for example, underline 

that PCSR approaches are based on local values, ideas and practices in developing countries. 

Scherer et al. (2016) also state that PCSR has to take institutional context into consideration 

as it is where the relationship between the business and society occurs. Additionally, it is 

highlighted that the local governments are the regulatory bodies and they set the operational 

context in which the business activities take place (Schrempf-Stirling, 2018). Therefore, while 

socio-economic context of PCSR has been considered mostly at the macro/transnational level, 

its various manifestations in different national business systems (NBS) offer us a rich research 

area (Tengblad & Ohlsson, 2010). And, such studies on CSR in emerging countries have been 

undertaken by various scholars (Jamali & Karam, 2018). 

 

Via various governmental mechanisms such as trade agreements and legislations, it is the 

state who sets the context within which business takes place and it is this institutional setting 

that the firms operate (Schrempf-Stirling, 2018, p.4). The state also controls offshore business 

conducts of the local firms, and is a crucial part of the novel governance mechanisms 

(Schrempf-Stirling, 2018, p. 9). Accordingly, the political economy becomes an essential part 

of the PCSR discussion. Cuervo-Cazurra (2018), for example, divides countries into three 

groups: underdeveloped, emerging and advanced. Underdeveloped countries are fragile 
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states with the majority of the population living under poverty. Emerging countries are 

identified as diverse economies with supportive infrastructure. And, advanced economies are 

well-developed infrastructure-wise, and have a strong state capacity with an economy based 

on services and advanced manufacturing. Within this framework, it is argued that CSR 

activities of domestic business groups change accordingly with economic development stages 

of the country. More specifically, the author argues that underdeveloped (or fragile) states, 

due to the fact that businesses have to compensate for the negative impact of infrastructure 

deficiencies on their daily business (such as energy, educational opportunities, availability of 

healthcare), display low diversity and high spending in CSR activities. As the economy 

develops, the infrastructure requirements get taken care of by the host government, hence 

the business groups spend less money on CSR. However, as the country becomes an advanced 

economy, the cost of negative externalities (e.g., pollution) increases; and, so does the 

diversity and amount of CSR spending of business groups on social and environmental areas. 

Although Cuervo-Cazurra (2018) stresses on the link between the type and spending on CSR 

activity and the level of economic development, he does not ignore the role of the level of 

democracy, along with other factors such as the company’s societal role and the resource 

intensity of the industry. The study posits that undemocratic governments are more open to 

corruption and business influence, which in turn decreases the necessity of the company to 

obey the rules/regulations; thus, they can avoid the cost of negative externalities, leading to 

lower CSR spending. It is worth noting that, in this argument, while the political system of a 

country is taken into consideration as a determinant of CSR, CSR is still seen within the 

conventional framework of ‘governance gap’ and the instrumental concerns such as ‘cost 

avoidance’ for the firm take the leading role. 

 

The role of the political structure on business activities, and hence on PCSR has been more 

specifically discussed in relation to the concept of national business system (NBS). As noted 

by Whitley (1999), every country has a different NBS that stems from that county’s own 

political and governmental structure, coupled with a specific legal framework that is in place. 

Companies, especially MNCs have two types of relationship they have to nurture in this 

setting; a relationship with the host government, and a relationship with the standard-setting 

global governance mechanisms (Detomasi, 2015). It is stressed by various scholars that the 

specific NBS, i.e. the local government’s political tendencies and the institutional structures, 

place companies in a particular institutional context where different legal, economic and 

societal rules and norms influence the firms’ strategy, including PCSR decisions (Whitley, 1999; 
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Detomasi, 2015; Preuss, Barkemeyer, & Glavas, 2016). Detomasi (2015) states that MNCs 

make decisions about “whether to participate in or not in PCSR”, and if yes, “how” depending 

on these domestic systems. He argues that MNCs’ PCSR capacity and willingness partly 

depends on the locally existing national systems of government-business relations, for 

different NBSs give different management skills and capabilities to the managers who conduct 

business in such systems, and PCSR strategy of an MNC is influenced by these experiences and 

skills (Detomasi, 2015). Acosta & Pérezts (2017) also argue that with different political 

practices and roles companies undertake in a specific NBS, the meaning of responsible 

business changes.  

 

Zhao (2012), on the other hand, analyses the nature of business-state relations in different 

political settings, with a particular focus on CSR activities. Similar to other scholars, he also 

argues that different political contexts characterize different forms of business-state relations, 

yet Zhao proposes the notion of “political embeddedness” and a strategic view of CSR to 

capture a realistic view of what he calls the “transitional economies” (Zhao, 2012, p. 441). In 

that regard, he uses the concept of “CSR-based political legitimacy”, which denotes that the 

state verifies a company’s appropriateness and desirability accordingly with its local political 

values, while the company seeks to use the state resources or to influence the state (Zhao, 

2012, p. 442). This is a realistic concept in transitioning economies where the state controls 

crucial resources needed by the business and can easily intervene the business operations and 

create a regulatory system full of uncertainties; for strong relations with the state may protect 

the company from the impact of regulatory uncertainty and even from the state persecution 

(Zhao, 2012, p. 451). Zhao (2012) contrasts OECD/western countries, which mostly act in line 

with market economy and democracy, and where there is a high level of policy consistency, 

with transitioning economies (such as China and Russia) where the change in the wishes of 

political constituents in those countries might easily result in a change in government policy. 

Zhao claims that in countries like China and Russia, the state-business relationship is critical 

to the business operations, and accordingly, PCSR is materially different from PCSR in Western 

countries because of this intertwined and almost sine qua non relationship with the state. 

Therefore, he states, meeting the expectations of state becomes the criterion for companies 

to reach the state resources in less developed economies. Regarding the CSR dynamics in such 

countries, not only is its context largely shaped by the state’s wishes, but meeting the state’s 

socio-political expectations is critical for the business to succeed reaching state resources 

(Zhao, 2012).  
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Overall, the main concern in relation to MNCs in the PCSR literature has been how MNCs do 

behave and should behave I the prevailing governance gaps; i.e., whether and to what extent 

they can take advantage of these gaps or whether and to what extent they are responsible to 

close these governance gaps and/or to provide public goods or avoid externalities (Scherer & 

Palazzo, 2011, 2007). In this regard, two specific contexts have been highlighted as generating 

the governance gaps, and thus, enabling PCSR: fragile states (those that have limited 

governance capacity) and globalization (which causes a loss of regulatory power of national 

governments on MNCs).  

 

As seen above, the literature on PCSR acknowledges that the country level context matters in 

determining the way companies conduct CSR and PCSR in such environments. However, the 

way the relationship between the country level political context and the PCSR activities is 

theorised lacks the necessarily precision due to the coarse classification of regime types. While 

exceptions, which take into consideration different types of macro contexts, exist (e.g. Zhao, 

2012; Detomasi, 2015; Jamali & Karam, 2018), in most of the PCSR literature a dichotomy 

between the liberal democratic western world (with strong institutions) and the fragile states 

has been presented. The major problem with this classification is that, because the latter 

concept is based on the extent of statehood or state authority, it may include various types of 

political regimes – both authoritarian and hybrid regimes. In other words, as discusser earlier, 

the PCSR literature has not shown much interest in regime differences and how they map onto 

PCSR activities; and hence puts both hybrid and authoritarian regimes into the basket of 

‘failed, fragile or weak states’. Furthermore, companies do not operate and engage in PCSR 

solely in fragile states (versus in western liberal democracies with advanced economies) but 

also in states with considerably stable economies, strong and centralized state structures that 

hold regular elections while still maintaining various authoritarian political and cultural 

practices – i.e., in hybrid regimes. Therefore, the political context of hybrid regimes, as a 

potential macro/country level determinant of PCSR, should also be introduced.  

 

Fragile States     

The majority of studies on PCSR have focused mainly on the cases of MNCs that are based in 

industrialized western countries, which have decent democratic institutions and the rule of 

law, yet operating in fragile states, which lack these institutional properties (The Fund for 
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Peace, 2015). Relatedly, PCSR has been mainly discussed in relation to governance in the 

contexts of limited statehood – i.e. the limited ability to enforce collectively binding decisions, 

if needed through coercion by utilizing the state’s domination/license to use violence (Börzel 

& Risse, 2010, p. 118) – especially in fragile, weak and failed states. Accordingly, the concept 

of governance has come to be defined in this literature as comprised of “hierarchical steering 

by state actors, but also includes the involvement of non-governmental actors (companies, 

civil society) in the provision of collective goods through non-hierarchical coordination” (Börzel 

& Risse, 2010, p. 115).  

 

According to Rotberg (2004), the main purpose of nation-states is to deliver political/public 

goods (such as security, education and etc.) to their citizens, and the degree of the 

competence to do so is what distinguishes weak states from strong states, as well as, weak 

states from failed states. According to a report by the Canadian Government (Failed and 

Fragile States, 2006), fragile states, weak states, failing states, and failed states lack both the 

state authority and the political legitimacy to different degrees.  

 

Fragile states lack the functional authority to provide basic security within their borders, the 

institutional capacity to provide basic social needs for their populations, and/or the political 

legitimacy to effectively represent their citizens at home and abroad. Weak states are 

susceptible to fragility or failure because of limited governance capacity, economic stagnation, 

and/or an inability to ensure the security of their borders and sovereign domestic territory. 

Failing States exhibit key elements of fragility, and are experiencing organized political 

violence. Peace processes are weak or non-existent. Failed States are characterized by 

conflict, humanitarian crises, and economic collapse. Government authority, legitimacy, and 

capacity no longer extend throughout the state, but instead are limited either to specific 

regions or groups (Failed and Fragile States, 2006, p. 5). 

 

USAID’s Fragile States Strategy report (2005), on the other hand, uses the term Fragile State 

to cover a wider array of states, including failing, failed and recovering states in order to 

simplify the lexicon; and categorises states along a spectrum of effectiveness and legitimacy 

(Figure 1). According to an OECD report (OECD, States of Fragility, 2018) on fragile states, 1.8 

billion people (24% of the world’s population) live in fragile contexts, and most fragile contexts 

are classified as authoritarian regimes. Additionally, Börzel & Risse (2010) argue that 

developing states sometimes lose the control of a part of their territory or population and/or 
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cannot enforce central decisions due to inadequate political and administrative capabilities; 

and present Brazil, Indonesia, China, Pakistan and Mexico as cases.  

 

Figure 1.  Framework for Fragile States  

 
Source: Adapted from Failed and Fragile States, 2006; USAID, Fragile States Strategy, 2005.  

 

In certain conditions, therefore, political institutions become too weak to hierarchically adopt 

to deliver public and political goods, and even to enforce binding rules, which indicates limited 

statehood, and hence, other actors do step in and undertake more active roles in governance 

– such as the international organisations, the indigenous/domestic firms, political elites or 

MNCs (Jamali & Karam, 2018). By the same token, the seminal political CSR literature mostly 

concurs about the given pre-condition of fragile states, ineffective governmental processes or 

institutional voids, and consecutively MNCs stepping in as major actors to fill the shoes of the 

governments via PCSR activities. Jamali & Karam  (2018), for example, focus on the national 

business systems (NBSs) of developing countries and argue that, while there are many 

differences across countries, the NBSs of many of these countries have evolved similarly, 

denoting unstable or failing structures such as higher levels of corruption, weaknesses in 

regulatory enforcement and financial institutions, bad governance and pressured citizen 

freedoms. Accordingly, the authors argue that the responsibility-free space in developing 

countries, created by the institutional voids, enables corporations to define the type and level 

of CSR engagement. These weakened structures are often referred to as institutional voids or 

lack of proper governance, and markets need to adapt and continue to function with these 

structures (Khanna, 2010, p. 656). Valente & Crane (2010) also, as noted earlier, underline the 

gaps in public welfare and voids in public service provision in developing countries, which they 

see as the main concerns resulting from the deficits in public resources and capabilities, poor 
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governance, or corruption. Hence, they use the concept of public responsibility strategies to 

refer to the strategies that firms develop to address public problems in the absence of 

effective governmental structures or processes. Other scholars underline the notion of 

legitimacy as leading MNCs to contribute to the production of regulations in fragile states.  

Scherer & Palazzo (2011) point out the absence of the rule of law and democratic control 

mechanisms in the offshore or fragile states, to where considerable parts of the world’s 

business activities have been shifted. The fragile states may have inadequate or unpredictable 

norms and actual regulations due to lack of democratic processes, and compliance with such 

expectations might dent the legitimacy of the corporations. In other words, corporations 

operating in such countries might not be able to maintain their legitimacy when they comply 

with the local norms and the wishes of ruling cadres, as this might entail being involved in 

human rights abuses or other mishaps (Scherer et al., 2006). As a result, because complying 

with the institutional context might bring international illegitimacy, corporations find 

themselves trying to avoid public bads and create public goods (such as public 

policies)(Scherer et al., 2006). 

 

 Globalization  

The rights embodied in the traditional concept of citizenship are linked to the state, which is 

sovereign in its own territory. In the globalized world, however, a number of activities take 

place outside the influence sphere of the nation-state (Matten, Crane, & Chapple, 2003), thus, 

weakening the binds between the state and the citizens, and leading to a decline of the 

Western style liberal citizenship (Falk, 2000). Under the conditions of globalization, it is argued 

that when the states are unwilling or unable to provide public goods, corporations step in to 

fill governance gaps by providing public goods and defining and enforcing public rules (Scherer 

et al., 2006). Scherer (2018) notes that even the western liberal governments cannot (and 

sometimes prefer not to) answer to certain needs of their citizens that are of transnational 

nature, such as global warming. Accordingly, as Valente & Crane (2010) assert, in the absence 

of powerful transnational governing bodies, companies are increasingly expected to exert 

leverage within their sphere of influence for international public welfare. The emerging global 

institutional context for CSR (the post-national constellation) is also characterized by a loss of 

regulatory impact of national governments on MNCs (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). Thus, it has 

been pointed out that corporations’ involvement in the provision of public goods has 

heightened due to the regulatory vacuum opening up around the activities of multinational 
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corporations (Matten & Crane, 2005; Scherer et al., 2006). 

 

The existing research on PCSR has been criticized for viewing relevant corporate engagement 

exclusively as a consequence of globalization stating that global connections effect countries 

in different ways and that not every country’s power dynamics have been radically altered vis 

a vis non-state actors (Whelan, 2012, p. 713). The political nature of CSR also relates to gaps 

in local or regional governance (Scherer et al., 2016) – as discussed in the context of fragile 

states.  Acosta & Pérezts (2017) maintain a historical and institutional perspectives on PCSR, 

and offer an alternative account on the assumption that globalization is the starting point of 

PCSR. They claim that de-territorialisation and fuzziness of responsibilities at the transnational 

level do not have to prevent the local territory from influencing the corporate actions. In other 

words, the authors assert that PCSR did not originate due to globalization, but rather has 

coevolved with it, hence, replacing the traditional political roles (provision of education, 

health care, housing and recreation, etc.) and actors (religious orders, elite families, etc.). 

Thus, they conclude that PCSR is not a new concept brought by globalization, as Scherer & 

Palazzo (2011) claim.  

 

2.2.1.2. An Unexplored Context of PCSR: Regime Type  

As the previous discussion has shown, the current PCSR literature has, to a large extent, 

concentrated on two setups as the context of PCSR. One of these is the western society with 

well-functioning democratic processes and strong institutions, where the role of the state has 

been willingly shrunk, and where certain global public needs of the citizens (e.g. climate 

change) have been left to be addressed by global governance mechanisms that rely on 

voluntary and weak enforcement instruments (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). The other one is the 

governance gap of fragile states, where, as Visser (2009, p. 483) puts it “CSR is often seen as a 

way to plug the ‘governance gaps’ left by weak, corrupt, or under-resourced governments that 

fail to adequately provide various social services (housing, roads, electricity, health care, 

education, etc.)”. In essence, the existing literature, has treated the notion of PCSR mostly in 

the context of advanced-market contexts (i.e., USA and UK) with activities such as lobbying, 

or in failing states (e.g., Congo) with activities aiming at filling in a governance gap such as 

infrastructure support or activities that will primarily lessen the severity of MNCs’ 

environmental externalities. Firms, however, do operate in a variety of settings including 

highly regulated developed states (e.g. France, Scandinavian countries), less regulated 
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developed states (e.g. UK, US), strong but undemocratic states (e.g. PR China or Saudi-Arabia), 

weak and undemocratic states (e.g. Belarus or Uzbekistan), and failed states (e.g. Sudan, Iraq) 

(Scherer et al., 2016, p. 285). And, the CSR debate is mostly a by-product of the deeply rooted 

societal debates related to an array of macro contexts – while it can be about environmental 

concerns in Europe, it can also be about minority rights in African countries or Australia – and 

might also play “a role in the transformation of political systems” in certain contexts (Crane et 

al., 2014, p. 18-20). Accordingly, a study on PCSR has to take into consideration this complex 

environment. Crane et al. (2014) recognize this complexity and confirm the existence of a third 

group (of countries) between the developed and developing country categories, and examine 

the Russian and the Chinese contexts as examples, as well as the countries who went through 

the Arab Spring in 2010.  

 

Furthermore, governance gaps have never been an exclusive feature of fragile states, for they 

may also stem from the concerns about the legitimacy of certain actions of the state or of 

state actors in developed countries. For example, the recent populist / xenophobic / 

discriminatory tendencies in the political scene of certain western countries against the 

vulnerable constituencies of their own states (immigrants, ethnic minorities, etc.), as well as 

against a wider global audience, raises the question of whether there could be a void to be 

filled by the responsible businesses even in those ‘well-functioning and democratic’ states. 

This concern may even be present in the most developed parts of the world; for, as Giroux  

(2017) notes, with the election of Donald Trump, a discourse of authoritarianism and fascism 

has found a new home at the centre of the American politics, whereby offenses against legal 

immigrants, Muslims, people of colour and women’s reproductive rights have been 

normalized by the state.  

 

Therefore, the question of whether a different context of PCSR is possible is even more 

pertinent in the contexts where certain authoritarian traits, embedded in ‘democratic’ 

governance models, exist yet where the state is not weak (such as Turkey, Poland, Hungary, 

Russia, etc.). Some of these countries have experienced democratic backsliding – which is a 

decline in the quality of democracy, involving somewhat slight changes rather than a drastic 

regime change (Waldner & Lust, 2018, p. 95). According to the Freedom House report (2018), 

democracy is in crises and there is a decline in global freedom. There are more countries that 

experienced democratic setbacks than those that recorded gains for the past 12 consecutive 

years. Even the United States has lost points on the freedom scale due to reduction of 
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government transparency and violations of ethical standards by the Trump administration. 

There are also various studies regarding the anti-democratic turns in Central and Eastern 

Europe (i.e. Iusmen, 2015; Sedelmeier, 2014). Thus, as Kourula at al. (2019, p. 1116) points 

out, CSR literature around government power has left out important questions such as 

“implications of government reasserting power” and whether such strong states are a “cure 

or a curse” when we consider the authoritarian tendencies various governments have been 

lately showing. 

 

In sum, today’s corporations operate in various political and cultural contexts. Furthermore, 

local and global repressive tendencies are increasing, identities are becoming divisive and 

democratic institutions are turning into hybrid institutions that embrace freedom and 

repression at the same time (Scherer et al., 2016). Such variations in national systems lead to 

different business–government relations (Mäkinen & Kourula, 2012), and possibly to new 

forms of PCSR approaches on the part of the companies. Different from advanced markets 

(with strong institutions and advanced level of democracy) or fragile states (with weak 

institutions and low democracy levels), hybrid regimes offer politically and materially different 

business environments with a centralized and strong state displaying authoritarian tendencies 

in political and cultural respects. Therefore, what we should offer is to change the lenses from 

examining/understanding PCSR in the much debated and well examined context of ‘fragile 

states with weak governance’ towards exploring PCSR’s (potential) role in the overlooked 

context of ‘strong states with undemocratic tendencies’, which the concept ‘hybrid regime’ 

(Diamond, 2002) covers the best. Although there have been a few studies examining the 

implications of the hybrid regime context – e.g. on governance by Petrov et al. (2010) and on 

perceived policy uncertainty by Kenyon & Naoi (2010) – the effect of hybrid regime, as the 

macro context, on PCSR have not been studied so far. Thus, exploring PCSR in the context of 

hybrid regimes will allow us to better understand the implications of different political 

contexts (regimes) for PCSR.  

 

Besides changing the focus to evaluating the macro political context of PCSR activities, types 

of companies should also be taken into consideration, for different types of companies might 

manifest different styles of engagement with the wider society and the government. In other 

words, different types of companies might display different PCSR manifestations in the same 

environment. The CSR literature has been mostly concerned with the activities of MNCs; 

therefore, shifting the focus to companies other than MNCs’ might also provide a less travelled 
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road with novel findings.  

 

Hybrid Regimes  

There are various indexes that classify countries in terms of their level of democracy. Among 

the most widely used ones are The Economist Intelligence Unit’s (EIU) Democracy Index, 

Freedom House (FH), Varieties of Democracy, and Polity IV. The EIU Democracy Index (2021) 

scores 167 countries on a scale of 0 to 10 based on 5 criteria: electoral process and pluralism; 

civil liberties; the functioning of government; political participation; and political culture. The 

countries are classified as one of the four types of regime: full democracy, flawed democracy, 

hybrid regime, and authoritarian regime. According to the latest index, there are 21 full 

democracies, 53 flawed democracies, 34 hybrid regimes, and 59 authoritarian regimes in the 

world. Freedom House uses a categorization of “free, partly free, and not free” based on 

political and civil right scores (Freedom House, 2018). According to their 2018 report, out of 

210 countries, the number of ‘free’ countries stand at 88, while 49 countries are categorised 

as ‘not free’, and 58 as ‘partly free’ (which can be regarded as hybrid regimes) – constituting 

almost 1/3rd of the countries in the world, and being home to nearly 1.8 billion people or 1/4th 

of the world’s population. When it comes to what exactly a hybrid regime is, however, there 

is no a clear-cut definition in the literature.   

 

The democratization literature includes various methods of classification of regimes. A 

prominent student of democracy, Dahl (1971) suggested a classification of regimes based on 

two criteria: “contestation” (meaningful elections) and “inclusion” (right to participate in 

politics). According to Dahl (1971), the key feature of democracy is the responsiveness of the 

government to all citizens. Yet because no government can answer to the needs of all citizens, 

he uses the term polyarchy to denote the open, competitive and inclusive systems that are 

not perfect democracies. Thus, polyarchies are characterized by high levels of contestation 

and inclusion, while closed hegemonies display low levels of contestation and inclusion (e.g., 

a monarchy without elections). In-between, there are competitive oligarchies, with high level 

of contestation but low inclusiveness (e.g., a state where only males can vote), and inclusive 

hegemonies, with low level of contestation but high inclusiveness (e.g., a state where 

everyone can vote but there is only one candidate allowed to run for the elections). Another 

way to approach regime classification is the method of “diminished subtypes” (Collier & 

Levitsky, 1997). The classification starts with a procedural minimum definition of democracy 
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as the root concept, which consists of contested elections, full suffrage, absence of massive 

fraud, and civil liberties (freedom of speech and association) (p. 434), and from this the 

diminished subtypes are derived depending on the missing attribute (Table 1). For example, 

when the missing attribute is civil liberties, such as limited freedom of speech, the regime can 

be called electoral democracy (Hadenius, 1994) or illiberal democracy (Emmerson, 1994).  This 

way of thinking, the authors argue (Collier & Levitsky, 1997, p. 437), enables us to move 

beyond the binary vision of democracy versus authoritarianism, and provides a stronger 

recognition for diminished subtypes of democracy (i.e. hybrid/mixed regimes). However, as 

Levitsky & Way (2002, p. 51) point out, although the literature has produced various terms for 

the mixed cases (e.g. hybrid regimes, semi-democracy, virtual democracy, electoral 

democracy, semi-authoritarianism, partly-free), these terms are still quite general and do not 

reflect the important differences in regard to the main undemocratic features of each specific 

case.  

 

Table 1. Diminished Subtypes  

 
Source: Collier & Levitsky, 1997, p. 440.   

 

Within the same classification method, Bogaards (2009) attempts to address the confusion 

around the subtypes and diminished versions of democracy and authoritarianism due to lack 

of agreed upon definitions and measurement. In order to clarify the terminology and their 

classification, he uses the term “defective democracy” coined by Lauth (1997), and the 

concept of democracy with three dimensions (vertical legitimacy, horizontal accountability 

and the rule of law) adapted from Merkel & Croissant (2004). Bogaards (2009) then proposes 

a double-rooted framework where both democracy and authoritarianism are used as root 

concepts, and other cases are defined with a view of both. He points to the gray zone between 

classic democracy and classic authoritarianism as diminished subtypes of these regimes, and 

calls them hybrid regimes. The qualifier for the diminished subtype of authoritarianism is 

elections, and hence is labelled “electoral authoritarianism”. The diminished subtypes of 

democracy are the defective versions of the classic democracy, and hence they may take 

various names such as exclusive democracy (lacking elections and political participation 

Mising Attribute: Full Suffrage Mising Attribute: Full Contestation Mising Attribute: Civil Liberties
Limited democracy Controlled democracy Electoral democracy
Male democracy De facto one-party democracy Hard democracy
Oligarchical democracy Restrictive democracy Illiberal democracy

Diminished from Procedural Minimum Definitions
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rights), delegative democracy (lacking horizontal accountability), illiberal democracy (lacking 

civil liberties), or democracy with reserves domains (lacking an effective government) (Table 

2). Bogaards (2009) asserts that the hybrid regimes are not transition phases from one root 

regime to another, but rather a regime type of their own, and reminds us that the world has 

been witnessing a surge in the number of such hybrid regimes after the third wave of 

democratization which triggered various European, Latin American and Asian countries’ 

transition to democracy (Huntington, 1993).  

 

Table 2. An Overview of Regime Types with a Double-Root Strategy  

 
Source: Bogaards, 2009, p. 411.  

 

Wigell (2008) also uses a two-dimensional typology to classify various regime types between 

closed authoritarianism and liberal democracy using the two main elements of liberal 

democracy as signifiers: electoralism (representation of people) and constitutionalism (rule of 

law). These concepts are operationalized by their minimum defining attributes: free, fair, 

competitive, inclusive elections for electoralism and, freedom of organization, expression, 

information, from discrimination for constitutionalism.  

 

Another prominent figure of democratization, Diamond (2002) offers a more substantive 

understanding of hybrid regimes. He claims that countries like Russia, Ukraine, Nigeria, 

Indonesia, Turkey or Venezuela are not even electoral democracies – i.e., do not fulfil the 

minimum criteria of democracy, which are free, fair and regular elections – and, thus, explores 

the ‘hybrid’ regimes located between electoral democracy and politically closed authoritarian 

regime. Depending on the degree of competitiveness he classifies these regimes as 

ambiguous, competitive authoritarian, hegemonic electoral authoritarian. Diamond (2002, p. 

32) states that among the indictors of a regime falling short of electoral democracy and falling 

into a hybrid category can be listed the situations when the president ‘wins' three-quarters or 

more of the popular vote (e.g., Kazakhstan’s president got elected with 95% of the votes in 

Regime (Hybrid) Totalitarianism
Subtype Classic Diminished Diminished Classic

Qualifier Functioning Defective Electoral Closed

Majoritarian	vs. Exclusive Electoral Military	dictatorship
consensus Delagative authoritarianism One-party	state
democracy Illiberal Personalist	rule

Democracy	with	
reserved	domains

Note: Based on Merkel et al., Band 1: Theorie; Lauth, Demokratie und Demokratiemessung; Schedler, Electoral Authoritarianism; Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy; Brooker, Non-Democratic Regimes.
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1995, then again with the 80% of the votes in 1999), or the prolonged presidential tenure 

(e.g., presidency of the same person for 22 years in Zimbabwe, 35 years in Gabon). Diamond 

(2002, p. 24) adds that the common characteristic of such regimes is that they lack an arena 

of contestation sufficiently open, free, and fair so that the ruling party can readily be turned 

out of power if it is no longer preferred by a plurality of the electorate. While an opposition 

victory is not impossible in a hybrid regime, it requires a level of opposition mobilization, unity, 

skill, and heroism far beyond what would normally be required for victory in a democracy.  

Therefore, in such contexts, the presence of elections masks the fact that no free and fair 

contestation can actually occur due to various reasons such as lack of freedom of speech 

and/or organization, repression and intimidation, vote buying, and other forms of electoral 

fraud. 

 

A Different Type of PCSR in Hybrid Regimes  

As covered so far, the democratization literature acknowledges the existence and the variety 

of hybrid regimes, which do not neatly fit into the classic political regime definitions. 

Therefore, even though a state can be recognized as a democracy on paper, the way it 

functions might point more to a hybrid regime. The notion of hybridness provides a different 

and yet to be researched perspective about the context of PCSR. Because the differences of 

hybrid regimes are manifest in the way civil and political rights are enjoyed by citizens, and 

even by the way the laws are applied, it is not unreasonable to expect that PCSR activities of 

corporations would be affected by this very political atmosphere. However, as discussed in 

the previous sections, the existing scholarly attention has been mostly on either the 

developed states or the less developed fragile states without paying a particular attention to 

their political systems. Although most of the fragile states are hybrids or authoritarian states, 

there are numerous hybrid states that are neither failing nor fragile. Some scholars have gone 

outside the fragile state context and used classifications such as “developed” vs. “developing” 

(e.g. Visser, 2009) or “emerging markets” vs. “high-income OECD countries / developed 

markets” (Baskin, 2006). Yet in these studies, the criteria used to classify the context of PCSR 

are economic factors, such as per capita income and the level of industrialization, rather than 

the political regime.  

 

While economic factors may be suitable criteria to contextualize CSR activities, a political lens 

might be more fruitful to study PCSR engagement of companies. More specifically, mapping 
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PCSR onto whether or not a state has full authority and whether or not it can effectively deliver 

public goods to its citizens is quite different than mapping PCSR onto different kinds of political 

regimes. Features of a political regime are crucial elements that should be taken into 

consideration as macro level determinants of PCSR context. It is quite plausible to expect that 

various democratic defects of hybrid regimes (such as defects about free and fair elections, 

full suffrage, civil liberties etc.) will have various effects on the motivations, the nature and 

the methods of PCSR. Since the regime type will be a major determinant of what kind of 

political goods will exist for the citizens and for the firms alike, the firms will be bound by the 

perimeters set by the same political system, thus adapt their PCSR according to the system (or 

risk being alienated by the government or even being outside the law). For instance, the 

extent to which a French, a Venezuelan and a Saudi company could engage in PCSR activities 

about human rights abuses in their respective countries would show considerable variation 

due to the macro context that the regime type defines. Thus, it is very plausible to expect that 

the political environment will act as a regulator as to what kind of issues can be targeted by 

the firms via their PCSR activities. Maier & Gilbert (2022) touches upon the related subject of 

boundary conditions of PCSR in non-democratic contexts, looking at examples of government 

constraints on political CSR in the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. To put it differently, it is 

logical to expect that politically closed and to same extent hybrid regimes would be highly 

focused on preserving their concentrated power, and the firms’ PCSR activities would be 

regarded hostile if it appears to challenge the limits and the principles of the existing political 

system. For example, while education related PCSR might be welcomed, minority rights 

related PCSR would not resonate well with the same government.  

 

In sum, closed authoritarian systems do not allow any kind of opposition, while hybrid regimes 

do allow to some extent. However, in hybrid regimes, explicit voicing of political disagreement 

with the policies of the government may still be dangerous for the business; thus, they might 

choose indirect methods to show their disagreement and counter certain effects of 

government policies in society – for which PCSR may be a tool. Therefore, the type of political 

regime is crucial in determining the true nature of PCSR, the motivations behind it and the 

ways firms engage in PCSR; as such, the present study endeavours to contribute towards filling 

this gap by examining PCSR in a typical hybrid context.   
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2.2.2.  Firm Level Determinants of PCSR  

2.2.2.1.  MNCs versus Local Companies 

Companies, depending on their characteristic, such as ownership structure, locality, size, 

sector and ideology may behave differently under the same socio-political context. 

Management scholars emphasize strategic choice and assume that managers choose to 

engage in political activity (in the form of PCSR) in order to enhance the value of the firm, and 

that these choices largely depend upon such firm specific factors as size, financial resources, 

and dependence on government contracts (Hillman et al., 2004). The literature on PCSR 

discusses the differences in the context and aim of CSR activities in relation to the origin and 

size of companies.  

 

However, a major problem in the CSR literature is the overemphasis on western MNC activities 

at home or at abroad. As Scherer et al. (2016, p. 283) puts it “the discourse on PCSR has focused 

mainly on large MNCs with a home base in industrialized countries”. However, there are other 

types of firms (Table 3) and they are also actively pursuing CSR (and/or PCSR) strategies in 

other contexts as well. Although PCSR literature often concerns itself with western MNCs, 

today’s MNCs do not only have their home bases in western countries but rather have a more 

diverse fingerprint. Some of the globally operating companies are based in less democratic 

states like China or Saudi Arabia (e.g., Huawei, Alibaba, Lenovo). When we look at the global 

trends, we observe that global MNCs do not necessarily come from the western world. The 

non-western MNCs do attract some attention from the CSR scholars under various labels such 

as “emerging market multinational enterprises (EM-MNEs)” (Mellahi, Frynas, & Collings, 

2016), “developing country multinational enterprises (DMNEs)” (Preuss et al., 2016) or 

“foreign multinationals” (Yunis, Jamali, & Hashim, 2018). There are also MNCs that are locally 

owned by the state, which, in contracts to the rich research on market-owned MNCs, have 

not received much attention either (Detomasi, 2015). It is also plausible to expect increased 

state influence on PCSR decision if the company is wholly or partially state owned/run. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	

	 40	

Table 3. Company Types 

 
Note: Domestic uni-nationals can be small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and highly capitalized 

companies alike 

Until the recent wave of protectionism where the trade relationships of the major economies 

were threatened to the core (Sentence, 2018), there had been a steady liberalization of 

markets where the protectionist barriers in developing countries came down. As further 

global integration continued, developing world MNCs became prominent actors, bringing 

many benefits such as R&D and local capacity building. In this process, many local companies 

lost market share or merged with their rival companies (Khanna & Palepu, 2006). With this 

trend, emerging economies have gained an essential place in global markets and became an 

important source of global growth. This new economic landscape gave the emerging markets 

an increased flow of capital and weight in the global markets. Emerging markets led 2/3 of the 

global GDP growth and more than 1/3 of new consumption for the last 15 years (McKinsey 

Report, 2018). The overseas expansion of emerging market multinationals (eMNCs) has been 

a major game changer as well. Today, 30% of the firms in the Fortune Global 500 list are 

emerging markets companies, whereas this number was less than 10% ten years ago. China 

had 98 companies on the list and ranked second right after the US with 128 companies, and 

Japan came the third with 54 companies, besides other emerging economies such as China, 

Korea, India, Brazil, Russia, Mexico and Indonesia (Casanova and Miroux, 2016). According to 

McKinsey’s 2018 report, the best performing emerging market companies are in fact even 

better performers than their global counterparts in developed economies. Some of these 

emerging market giants are present around the world (e.g., Brazil’s AmBev, Chile’s S.A.C.I. 

Falabella; China’s Lenovo groups and Huawei Technologies; India’s Infosys, Satyam, Tata 

Group; the Philippines’ Jollibee Foods). Others are present mainly at their home territories 

(e.g., China’s Wahaha Group; India’s Bharti Tele-Ventures; and Turkey’s Koc and Dogus 

business groups) (Khanna & Palepu, 2006).  

 

As impressive as these companies are, little to no scholarly literature covers their PCSR efforts, 

which is expected to be different from that of their western counterparts as indicated by the 

broader CSR literature. In regard to how the domicile of MNCs effect their strategies, 

Campbell, Eden, & Miller (2012) assert that foreign affiliates from more distant home 

countries are less likely to engage in host-country CSR due to factors affecting their ability and 

Domestic / Uni-
national 

Foreign / Uni- 
national 

Domestic / MNC Foreign / MNC 
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willingness. It is also found that the liability of foreignness (harsher attitude towards 

foreigners) is minimized when firms adopt a “do-good” CSR strategy, but becomes sizeable 

when firms adopt a minimal “do-no-harm” CSR strategy (Crilly, Schneider, & Zollo, 2015). The 

domicile of the MNC is, therefore, a crucial factor to recognise in cultivating a CSR strategy, 

and thus, should be examined by the PCSR scholars as well.  

 

Additionally, the scholarly debate on PCSR does not have to be solely about the MNCs (local 

or foreign). Large local companies with high capitalisation have been showing immense 

success due to their skilful navigation capabilities in highly volatile emerging markets they are 

already used to, and multinationals have to compete with these impressive “homegrown 

champions” (Bhattacharya and Michael, 2008, p. 85).  For instance, Google had a market share 

around 31% before its voluntary withdrawal from China in 2010, whereas the local 

competitive Baidu had a massive 64% due to its superior search algorithms for Mandarin 

speaking users (Forbes, 2018).  

 

Another group that has attracted little attention in the CSR literature has been the business 

groups (BGs), which can be described as “economic coordination mechanism in which legally 

independent companies, bound together with formal and informal ties, utilize collaborative 

arrangements to enhance their collective economic welfare” (Colpan and Hikino 2010, p. 17). 

While such business groups constitute half of listed firms in countries such as Brazil, Korea and 

Turkey (Khanna and Yafeh, 2007), the literature’s focus on their CSR activities have been little 

(Ararat et al., 2018). It is important to note that these business groups also include large 

domestic MNCs and highly capitalized local firms under their group umbrella. 

 

While one of the relatively neglected actors in the PCSR literature is state-owned enterprises, 

which may have both a profit concern and a political agenda (Scherer et al., 2016, p.283), 

another relatively less studied firm type in the PCSR literature is small and medium sized 

enterprises (SMEs), which have substantial weight in the world economy both in terms of 

employment and output and also a driver of innovation (Scherer et al., 2016, p. 283). Crane 

et al. (2014, p. 19) note that “a growing number of domestic companies in developing countries 

have also developed an interest in CSR”; and Jeppesen & Morsing (2014) add that CSR activities 

of local SMEs have strong impact in developing countries. Accordingly, some scholars have 

directed their attention to local SMEs in the developing countries as their CSR research context 

(Sachdeva and Panfil, 2008; Jamali, Lund-Thomsen, & Khara, 2017). While domestic large 
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companies attract global attention, and have visibility, it is actually the small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) that form the backbones of the local economy in many developing 

countries. Formal SMEs contribute up to 60% of total employment and up to 40% of national 

income (GDP) in emerging economies. A World Bank Group study (Small and Medium 

Enterprises Finance, n.d.) suggests there are between 25-30 million formal SMEs in emerging 

markets. Scherer’s recent ( 2018) study, in that regard, is illuminating as it goes beyond the 

common tendency of the literature and takes into consideration domestic companies and 

public issues that do not have a transnational character (Scherer, 2018). Still, large firms and 

multinational enterprises remain to be the main focus of the literature as Demuijnck & 

Ngnodjom (2013, p. 653) points out, and hence little research is available on SMEs 

engagement in CSR (Inyang, 2013), and much less on their engagement in PCSR. Accordingly, 

Wickert (2016) criticizes the fact that most of the PCSR literature focuses on the ways MNCs 

address their global supply chain related environmental and social problems, and examines 

how SMEs are able to confront regulatory gaps despite their different organizational 

characteristics from MNCs. He states that owner-managed SMEs are ethically motivated to a 

higher degree than large MNCs whose main concerns is public scrutiny and thus SMEs are 

more likely to participate in PCSR due to ethical reasons (Wickert, 2016). He concludes that 

while the organizational characteristics of the SMEs are culturally determined and their 

behavioural guiding principles are led by integrity, personal ethics and intuition, MNCs are 

more structurally determined and led by compliance, strategy and codes of conduct.  

It is also possible to add that emerging market highly capitalized companies are frequently 

owned by and run by families in emerging economies. For example, the ownership of Turkish 

companies is highly concentrated and families ultimately own (either via or without an 

intermediary company) 68 of the top 94 Istanbul Stock Exchange listed companies controlling 

the majority of the equity capital (Demirag & Serter, 2003, p. 45). Thus, based on (Wickert's 

(2016) findings about SMEs, it is possible to assume that highly capitalized family owned local 

companies in emerging markets (either domestic MNC or domestic uni-national) could display 

certain similarities with owner-managed SMEs in terms of the normative concerns in their 

PCSR efforts.  

 

Apparently, there is room for more diverse PCSR research about the different types of 

companies. The PCSR literature, therefore, has to move beyond the limited discussion on large 

western MNCs (Scherer et al., 2016). Various types of company types, along with western 

MNCs (and their supply chains) deserve scholarly attention in regard to their PCSR activities; 
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for differences, such as locality, size and ownership structure of companies are likely to affect 

the motivations, strategy choices, and hence the results of PCSR efforts. Depending on their 

characteristics, companies may pursue instrumental and/or normative motivations; focus a 

predetermined issue or a mixture of issues they want to tackle; and choose various strategies 

and methods for implementing their PCSR activities, which in turn influence the effectiveness 

of their endeavours. The way the PCSR efforts of companies perceived by the public and the 

government may also differ depending on firm level determinants as well. While, for example, 

a local company could be perceived as socially responsible in their promotion of a public cause 

(i.e., free speech), a foreign company advocating the same cause might be perceived to be 

meddling with local affairs. Therefore, firm level determinants constitute another important 

level of analysis in order to understand the firm behaviour regarding PCSR.  

 

2.2.3. Individual Level Determinants of PCSR  

2.2.3.1.  Effects of Managerial & CEO Attributes 

Various individual level analyses have been conducted in regard to the CSR decision making 

processes. Yet not much research is available for PCSR decision except for Maak, Pless & 

Voegtlin (2016). Maak, Pless & Voegtlin (2016) proposes a model tying PCSR behaviour and 

individual leadership, and asserts that CEO’s leadership styles highly depends on CEO’s value 

orientation (including social welfare orientation) and multi-level contingency factors 

moderate this relationship, leading to PCSR behaviour.  Naturally, apart from Maak, Pless & 

Voegtlin (2016), rest of the section mostly draws upon the wider CSR literature. Various 

studies suggest that political ideologies of the managers influence the CSR strategy of firms.  

(e.g. Chin et al., 2013; Matten et al., 2003 cited in Jiang, Zalan, Tse, & Shen, 2018). Zollo et al.  

(2009) argue that the process and outcomes of CSR is closely related to the cognitive aspects 

of managerial decision-making, and that it should be studied from an individual perspective 

as well as an organizational perspective. Similarly, Yin, Singhapakdi, & Du (2016, p. 227) 

conduct a multi-level analysis on Chinese managers in order to assess the impact of individual-

level and institutional factors on CSR, and conclude that “the personal values of managers, in 

combination with the situational dynamics affecting an organization, have a significant and 

complementary impact on CSR implementation”.  
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Chin et al. (2013) examine the role of CEO’s ideology on CSR decisions, and find that (1) liberal 

CEOs attach more importance to CSR compared to conservative CEOs; (2) the relationship 

between the CEO’s political ideology and the CSR activities of a firm is stronger when the CEO 

has more power; and (3) liberal CEOs will be willing to do CSR regardless of recent financial 

performance of the firm while conservative CEOs will only do CSR when the firm performs 

well. Jiang et al. (2018) propose a framework explaining how CSR mindset and the subsequent 

CSR choices of managers are affected by their political ideologies – which can be defined as a 

set of beliefs about the proper order of society and the ways of achieving this order (Erikson 

et al., 1988). Within their chosen scope of study, Jiang et al. (2018) conclude that Chinese 

managers with stronger socialist ideology are more inclined to proactive CSR strategies, and 

that the link between the ideology and CSR strategy is mediated by the CSR mindset. Jiang et 

al. (2018) also contextualize moderating effects of firms’ external and internal environments 

on the relationship between managers’ CSR mindsets and firms CSR outcomes. They integrate 

various angles in their analysis such as institutional factors (i.e., government pressures), 

industry factors (i.e., competition), firm factors (incentives systems) and individual factors, 

which cumulatively affect the managers’ choice of CSR strategies. The authors urge 

researchers to look into how various types of political ideologies, such as liberalism or 

conservatism, might affect CSR decisions of managers and CSR outcomes of firms. They also 

recommend a multilevel approach that combines different theoretical perspectives, such as 

institutional level (external context), organization level and individual level for future studies 

on the subject.  

 

Given that emerging economies contain significant number of family owned (and sometimes 

family-run) local companies (Demirag & Serter, 2003) and that they are more likely to engage 

in PCSR in their home country, it is possible to postulate that the owner’s political stance will 

manifest itself as the company’s political ideology. In these cases, the owner’s ideology will be 

imprinted on the company by the owner, and thus the managerial level decisions will not 

diverge considerably from the owner’s vision. However, it should be noted that in the cases 

where the local company is not owned/run by a family, but by the public or even by the state, 

there should definitely be a third level of determinants to account for company CEO’s or 

managers’ CSR inclinations or mindsets (including their political ideology), which would point 

to an individual level of analysis. While it is possible to assume that CSR mindset of 

CEOs/managers are affected by firm level determinants such as the locality and ownership 

structure, cognitive and ideological characteristics of CEOs/managers can also be regarded as 
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a separate level of determinant of CSR, and hence of PCSR. An alternative perspective comes 

from Gupta et al. (2016), who introduce the concept of ‘organizational political ideology’, and 

argue that CSR might also stem from the values of the larger employee groups. They find that 

political ideology of employees predicts CSR behaviour in firms, and that this effect is stronger 

when the industry’s CSR record is low, the firm has high human capital intensity, and the CEO 

is strong with organizational tenure. Thus, not only the individual ideology of managers and 

CEO’s but also that of the larger employee groups play a role in PCSR decisions. It is important 

to note that while CEO activism, where a CEO takes a public stance regarding a socially 

debated issue (Olkkonen & Morsing, 2022, p. 2), has been increasingly within the radar of the 

literature (Chatterji & Toffel, 2018), there is a tendency towards separating the CEO activism 

as a personal stance of the CEO rather than the company’s general commitment to CSR 

(Bedendo & Siming, 2021), while some others view the notion as bound within the interests 

of the corporation, where “a corporation’s commercial interested will always form the limits 

within which any form of morality can be expressed” (Branicki et al., 2020, p. 35). 

 

 

2.3. Summary and Research Question   

The regime of a country defines whether the rule of law prevails in the country and the extent 

to which citizens enjoy civil and political rights. The long-term health of the markets and the 

subsequent actions of the firms are, thus, inevitably affected by the regime type – and there 

is no reason to expect the PCSR activities of firms to be an exception to this. Given that hybrid 

regimes are characterized by a centralized strong state having authoritarian tendencies, with 

limitations on political and/or civil rights, we expect PCSR to reveal itself differently in hybrid 

countries compared to the liberal democratic countries or the fragile states – being the 

conventional contexts of PCSR. Thus, this study offers a novel perspective by examining the 

link between the macro political context (i.e., regime type) and PCSR; and the notion of hybrid 

regime is chosen as the political context that defines the system level parameters affecting 

PCSR.  

 

The literature already establishes a link between firm level determinants and PCSR activities. 

Thus, this study acknowledges the need to take into consideration the firm level determinants 

such as the ownership (market owned vs family-owned vs state owned), the size of the firm 

(highly capitalized vs SME), the domicile of the firm (foreign vs local), the firm ideology and 
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accordingly strategy of the firm while examining PCSR. However, since firms would also 

fashion and position themselves with regards to the political context, it is possible to assume 

that firm level decisions would be effected by the macro/country level determinants as well. 

Hillman & Hitt (1999, p. 829) point out to such an interaction of macro and firm level 

determinants in shaping firm decisions and state that various variables such as “(1) the degree 

to which firms are affected by government policy, (2) the level of firm product diversification, 

and (3) the degree of corporatism/pluralism within the country in which firms are operating” 

may affect a firm's decision to adopt a certain approach to the firm’s political action. However, 

the study confines the macro factors to “corporatism/pluralism” and thus, does not offer a 

macro analysis at the political level. Additionally, the literature on the CSR suggests that PCSR 

could be shaped by the individual level determinants such as CEO/manager ideology – which 

might also be influenced by the two other levels of determinants. Therefore, different aspects 

of PCSR engagement of firms, such as motivations (normative vs. instrumental), issue types, 

legitimation (by local government vs. by international standards), strategy and methods used 

by the firms appear to be determined by the factors at country, firm and individual levels 

(Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2. Determinants of PCSR 

 
Note: *Individual level determinants might be disregarded in certain family-owned and run firms due 

to the fact that owner’s PCSR preferences might override the attributes of the managerial level and the 

CEO.  

 

With regard to the intentions of PCSR, the existing literature informs that MNCs mostly engage 

in PCSR in order to maintain ties with government officials, to influence the government in 

accordance with the company interests, to ensure access to local resources, to gain legitimacy 

in the eyes of the locals and to have a license to operate, all of which are instrumental 

motivations. Likewise, a MNC is expected to choose different types of issues regarding PCSR 

than local companies due to the perceived foreignness of the company. However, local firms 

that sprung from that geography might act differently with different motivations, different 
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objectives and different limitations regarding PCSR. More specifically, while western MNCs 

might rather prefer keeping good relations with the government as their priority, it is not 

unreasonable to expect the PCSR efforts of local companies to be driven by normative 

motivations. Additionally, given the restrictions most citizens and local firms face in a hybrid 

system and the unspoken guidelines to navigate it (unlike in liberal democracies or 

autocracies), local companies might formulate different ways of countering the government. 

Because explicitly challenging the policies of the government would be risky, and thus against 

the instrumental gains of the business, PCSR might become an implicit tool for local firms to 

counter the effects of government policies and manifest a public stance against those policies.   

 

Against this background, thus, this study asks: How do local firms use PCSR in hybrid regimes? 

Could it be considered as a form/tool for contesting against the government policies? In this 

regard, the study aims at understanding how operating in a hybrid context as a local company 

(as opposed to being an MNC) affects PCSR activities and how the PCSR behaviour of local 

companies in hybrid regimes differ from that of the companies operating in the contexts 

already examined in the extant literature, especially whether normatively motivated PCSR 

intentions (as opposed to more instrumental ones) prevail in hybrid contexts. While the 

notion of ‘contestation’ has been brought forward by CSR scholars previously, the focus has 

been on contestation against “the imposition of social responsibilities and practices from 

businesses” (D’Cruz et al., 2021, p. 3), rather than using ‘contestation’ as a corporate stance 

for emancipation of the public from the oppression of the illiberal governments. 

To this end the objectives of the study can be listed as follows:  

• To understand the effect of the macro level determinants (i.e., regime type)  upon 

PCSR and attempt a mapping between the PCSR and political regime type for hybrid 

regimes  

o To explore how companies PCSR behavior is shaped under hybrid regimes  

o To assess if PCSR may serve a normative tool form firms in order to contest 

against illiberal regimes   

• To understand the effect of the firm level determinants upon PCSR: What is it that is 

materially important about highly capitalized local companies (large domestic uni-

national and domestic multi-national firms) affecting their PCSR efforts in the hybrid 

contexts? What sets them apart from foreign MNCs with regards to their PCSR 

efforts? 
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• If needed for a particular case to understand the effect of the individual level 

determinants upon PCSR: What is it that is materially important about the 

managerial/CEO attributes that effects the political ideology of the highly capitalized 

local companies, and consequently their PCSR efforts?  

The answers to these sub-questions will enable us to understand how highly capitalized local 

companies behave under hybrid regimes regarding PCSR, and whether and how they use PCSR 

as a normative tool for ‘ideology manifestation’ in such an illiberal context. Given the 

restricting nature of the political context under investigation, in this study, the notion of 

ideology manifestation is conceptualized as advocating the ideals of liberal democracy, 

especially the civil liberties (i.e., minority rights, free speech, equality before the law). Such an 

advocacy would position the firm at the opposite end of the political ideology spectrum 

compared to that of the government. In hybrid regimes, hard positioning of firms regarding 

their ideology might result in possible repercussions by their respective governments. In this 

wider context, PCSR presents an opportunity for the firm to implicitly position themselves in 

accordance with their political ideology.  

 

As explained earlier, so far, the literature has lacked to shed light on the mapping between 

PCSR and the political regime type of the context. While bringing this gap to attention and 

calling for a theoretical mapping between the two concepts, focusing on the hybrid regimes 

as the context of PCSR also adds a further depth to the contribution of this study. Hybrid 

regimes are all around us, and gaining more audience and support every day. Hence, 

examining the PCSR behaviour of the local companies regarding the provision of civil liberties, 

and juxtaposing these with the confines of hybrid regime would give us a novel interpretation 

of PCSR. It is also a fact that key economic actors around the world are not solely western 

MNCs – albeit the others are much disregarded in the PCSR literature – and their 

characteristics do affect PCSR. It is also acknowledged in the literature that individual level 

factors influence the PCSR in various ways as well. Thus, this study offers to explore a very 

relevant, contemporary and under-researched area in PCSR in a three-level (macro-meso-

micro) study in pursuit of a holistic view about the reality of PCSR in the hybrid regimes. 
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CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY  

 

3.1. Research Philosophy and Approach  

Theoretical/philosophical foundations and methodology are intertwined in a research, that is 

to say, ontological and epistemological stance determines the methods to be pursued. As 

Scherer (2009) argues, while natural phenomena’s existence is not bound by human 

understanding, social phenomena are socially constructed and have different meanings for 

everyone. Likewise, this study also holds that there is no single reality and that the social 

realities are constructed (unlike natural phenomena), and therefore, value-free research is 

not possible. The interpretative approach, which builds on such an ontological and 

epistemological stance, focuses on understanding the meaning the research participants 

attribute to their actions. Therefore, as Yin (2018, p. 16) puts it, a relativist perspective 

coupled with a constructivist approach regarding the nature of social reality will yield the 

apprehension of different viewpoints of the participants and shed light on the meanings they 

attribute to the subject of the study.  

 

Each action, however, occurs in a particular context, which both shapes and is shaped by the 

action in question. Critical Theory, in this respect, provides both a theoretical and a normative 

stance as it places human actions in a wider context within the societal structures with 

political, economic and ideological underpinnings (Scherer, 2009), and is deeply concerned 

with values and the relationships between power, discourse, and social forms, such as large 

corporations, in this context. At the same time, Critical Theory provides a normative base for 

social inquiry that is geared towards the freedom of people (Bohman,  2019). The roots of the 

Critical Theory stems from the Frankfurt Institute of Social Research in the 1920s thanks to 

Horkheimer and Adorno, and it stretches to Marcuse and Habermas. Other theories with 

similar emancipation aims such as feminism can also be included under the Critical Theory 

umbrella (Bohman, 2019). There are four central themes in the Critical Theory tradition. The 

reliance on the Enlightenment’s positivist methods of natural sciences is critiqued to be 

serving the powerful elite who uses the scientific information to their own benefits and thus 

increasing the enslavement and oppression of the common people. The role of social 

mechanisms such as education, consumerism and societal norms (family roles, employee 

roles, etc.) is also critiqued as the reasons of societal obedience and enslavement that 

obscures reflective thinking and self-realization. The denial of the role of the ethics by the 
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value-free thesis in science is another point critiqued by the pioneers of Critical Theory as it 

turns a blind eye to the emancipation needs of the society and solely focuses on technical 

aspects. There is also a focus on the communicative aspect, as the usage of language is 

thought to be instrumental in the analysis and change of social norms and institutions 

(Scherer, 2009). Critical Theory, thus, has a normative stance that aims to use the knowledge 

produced in the research as a tool for confronting injustices and for creating societal change.  

 

The effect of ideologies, as an element of the context that Critical Theory emphasizes, are 

discernible both at the societal level and the corporate level. As noted by Kuhn and Deetz 

(2008, p. 5), referencing Hall (1985) and Mumby (1988), “ideologies are implicated in ongoing 

social practice as well as in the meanings created through those practices and provide the 

framework by which some meanings and interests are privileged over others”. Corporations 

are no exception in that respect, as the knowledge and decisions of corporations are also 

influenced by the ideologies which are the values embedded in the language and daily 

practices. Thus, as noted by Kuhn and Deetz (2008, p.5), by taking a social constructionist 

stance, critical theory-based contemporary research generally assumes that “social structures 

produce systems that afford corporations heretofore unprecedented influence”. Given this 

contingency, the authors argue that “critical scholars cannot be content with describing or 

explaining social phenomena, but must additionally evaluate the social value of organizational 

practices and seek emancipation from obscured or illegitimate forms of internal and external 

coercion”. This study aims to take into account the social and political effects of PCSR practices 

of companies, as well as trying to answer how and why questions, with a Critical Theory-based 

stance. 

 

A notable CSR scholar, Scherer (2018, p. 387), notes that the current CSR research arena 

“ranges from normative research on the ethical implications of corporate engagement with 

public policy to descriptive or instrumental research that explains corporate influence on the 

regulatory environment”. The notions of corporate citizenship and political CSR focus on the 

role of business firms in providing public goods and defining and enforcing public rules. As 

Scherer (2018, p. 389) explains:  

“…these two conceptions draw from political theories and aim to develop 

normative-critical theory. They advance a distinct notion of politics as the 

public realm in which deliberations take place and collective decisions are 

made to further the public interest (Scherer et al. 2014; Young 2004). (…) 
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Much of this work is embedded in the tradition of critical theory, as the aim 

is to analyze social conditions, identify the unjustified use of power, and 

reform social practices and institutions so that human beings are freed from 

dependency, suppression and subordination (Scherer 2009; Steffy and Grimes 

1986). Political CSR scholarship develops a critical research agenda on the 

responsibilities of business and dissociates itself from the positivistic research 

in CPA and the instrumental approach to CSR.” 

 

Thus, in contrast to a value-free approach that only provides a mechanistic view to the 

researcher, Scherer (2018) urges researchers to follow a normative approach and to ask the 

questions “worth asking”, highlighting that in order to create the future we want, the political 

CSR research should base itself on values. In other words, if the social progresses and the 

future we want to live in is to be decided by the society, then firms should adapt themselves 

to this will formation process. 

 

Therefore, as laid out during the previous chapters of the study, a keen interest in the possible 

role of corporations in the democratization process of countries, with a focus on betterment 

of the societies through gender equality places this study within the critical theory paradigm. 

Therefore, Critical Theory’s affiliation towards the development of a more humane, rational 

and just society (Scherer, 2009) is what aligns it with the current study’s view of the role of 

PCSR.  

 

3.2. Research Strategy and Design  

This study roots itself both within the CSR and PCSR literature. While the intention has been 

focusing specifically on PCSR literature as much as possible, in certain subjects, the study 

draws back on the CSR literature instead of the PCSR literature, since the latter sometimes 

lacks the required width of coverage. Thus, depending on the need, theories pertaining to CSR 

and to PCSR have been utilized – interchangeably at times – within the study.  

 

The research pursues the qualitative approach as the research strategy is to explore how firms 

use PCSR in hybrid regimes and whether it could be considered as a form of contesting against 

the government. Understanding the motivations driving certain types of PCSR behaviors 

requires deciphering the PCSR actions of firms and exploring the sometimes hidden meanings 
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that PCSR practitioner attribute to their actions, which can best be achieved by qualitative 

research methods. Furthermore, the present study follows an inductive approach to explore 

PCSR in a hybrid context, for PCSR in relation to regime types has not been studied before. 

Therefore, the patterns that arise at the end of the study help generate a new theory to 

explain the observed phenomena at hand (Goddard, Melvin, 2004).  

 

The form of the research question is an indicator of the research design to be used. Questions 

such as ‘how’ and ‘why’ are more explanatory in nature and require a wider range of 

information; thus, they take the researcher towards case study, history or experiment since 

such questions seek to answer process related questions (Yin 2018, p. 10). Additionally, Yin 

(2018, p.2) suggests that the case study design is the most suitable choice when the research 

is built on ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions; when behavioral events are not controlled for; and when 

the focus of the study is a contemporary one instead of a historical one. Therefore, the present 

study adopts a multiple-case study design given that it aims at understanding a current 

phenomenon with multiple real-world manifestations. In a multiple-case study design, the 

selected cases are the same across the board. In other words, the same phenomenon is 

studied with the same set of interview questions in different settings. A study situated in 

various sites enables us to understand a phenomenon via various representations of the 

phenomenon (Mills et al., 2010), thus enforcing the robustness of the study. Likewise, the 

research of the present study constitutes multiple holistic cases (both local and foreign firms 

with varying features) with the aim of replicating the initial findings. The varying results among 

different cases has also led the study to be more nuanced in consideration of the original 

theoretical stance. This case study focuses on theoretical concepts where one can do 

analytical generalizations (as opposed to statistical ones) to answer why and how questions.  

 

According to Yin (2018, p. 27), there are five components to pay attention while designing a 

case study research: the question, the proposition, the case(s), the link between the data and 

the proposition and the criteria for interpreting the results.  The first three leads to the data 

to be collected, the latter two leads to what needs to be done after the data is collected (Yin 

2018, p. 34). Since this study explores how firms use PCSR in hybrid regimes and whether it 

could be considered as a form of contesting against the government, the research focuses on 

the case of Turkey, which is considered a hybrid political regime. Turkish companies (MNC or 

uni-national) and foreign MNC’s that undertake gender-related PCSR activities constitute the 
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unit of analysis. Thus, the gender-related PCSR activities have been examined across 

companies and over a specific period of time.  

 

As noted, hybrid regimes constitute the context of the study, and Turkey has been selected as 

an illustrative case since it is a typical hybrid regime with a well-established central authority. 

Breaches of separation of powers, restrictions on freedom of speech and suppression of any 

kind of protest are the norms in Turkey (Köseoğlu, 2018), not to mention the unfair and 

partially-free elections. The Economist Intelligence Unit (2022), which classifies countries 

under the titles of “Full Democracy”, “Flawed Democracy”, “Hybrid Regime” and 

“Authoritarian Regime” based on five categories, labels Turkey as a “hybrid regime” in its 2021 

Democracy Index. Therefore, Turkey represents a typical context for hybrid regimes and the 

findings obtained from the Turkish case may provide insights into the PCSR behaviour of firms 

in other hybrid contexts. 

 

Local Turkish firms and foreign MNCs constitute the most important unit of analysis of the 

study. Within the hybrid regime context of Turkey, the study explores whether local firms and 

foreign MNC act with normative concerns that may be regarded as countering the 

government policies via PCSR activities. Since this is a novel perspective in the literature, it is 

more meaningful to focus on the cases that are likely to exhibit such normatively oriented 

PSCR activities. Local firms have been included in the study because it is assumed that they 

are more directly and deeply influenced by the policies and attitudes of the government and 

thus more likely to engage in gender PCSR compared to foreign MNCs. Although the gender 

issue is not a supply chain issue for the foreign MNCs nor is it caused by a governance void in 

the Turkish context, the existence of gender equality-related PCSR activities of foreign MNCs 

provide a valuable comparative insight on the intentions of companies in general, thus foreign 

MNCs are also included within the scope of the empirical analysis and the study as a whole. 

 

Gender-related PSCR activities of the companies is the focus of the study. Gender has been at 

the core of the secular vs. religious or conservative vs. liberal cleavage in Turkey. The president 

and the leader of AKP, Tayyip Erdogan has publicly admitted that he does not believe in the 

equality of men and women (The Washington Post, November 2014); thus, it is not surprising 

to see the systematic pattern of institutional discrimination, marginalization, intimidation and 

abuse of women in the country. Unsurprisingly, the gender issue has become a flagship matter 

for the advocates of secular and liberal democratic values in general. Accordingly, gender 
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issues present the firms an area to publicly manifest their liberal ideologies, engage in related 

activities and thus directly or indirectly position themselves as counter forces against the 

government policies.  

 

Although the interviews were conducted within a considerable short period of time, the 

questions within the interview were related to a longer period of time in order not to limit the 

scope of the study to solely current/ongoing PCSR activities. Despite the fact that the AKP 

government has been ruling the country since 2002 and AKP’s authoritarian streak gain 

momentum around 2009, it was not until 2013 when the situation triggered a public outcry 

with the Gezi protests and divided the public deeply into ‘us’ and ‘them’. After the Gezi 

protests, visible government restrictions were introduced in fields of freedom of speech, 

freedom of assembly and freedom to access to information. Therefore, the 2013-2022 

timeframe provides a period when the society (or at least a segment of it) has felt oppressed 

by the hybrid character of the regime. Accordingly, gender-related PCSR activities that have 

taken place between 2013 and 2022 were examined to explore whether (and how) firms have 

resorted to alternative ways – i.e., PCSR – to express their ideological stands on this very issue 

as a way to oppose related government attitudes and policies.  

 

3.3. Sampling of Companies  

In order to select the companies that have performed gender-related PCSR activities, the 

judgmental sampling technique was used. The selection involved a series of informed 

decisions. First, in order to determine the companies that have engaged in CSR in Turkey, the 

annual survey co-conducted by a respected Turkish financial magazine and a global consumer 

research company was referred to (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). This 

yearly survey seeks to understand the perceptions towards the CSR projects and the firms that 

perform CSR, and consecutively ranks the ones perceived to be the most successful by the 

public and the business world. It is also the only public data that is updated every year on CSR 

activities of the Turkish companies. Although all of the companies included in these lists are 

highly capitalized companies mostly listed on the Istanbul Stock Exchange, they display 

variations in different respects. Some of them are among the biggest business 

groups/companies of the country – including a family-owned global Fortune 500 holding 

company/business group. The list comprises mostly family-owned firms, some foreign MNCs 

and a few partially state-controlled companies along with their well-known CSR projects. None 
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of the listed companies are SMEs (which are already out of scope for this study since the study 

focuses on large local companies with 250 employees and more). As pointed earlier, the 

magazine publishes a new list every year, and all the cases examined in this study were 

selected from these lists between 2013 and 2019. The priority was given to the firms that 

appear on these lists frequently, however, the availability of the researcher’s contacts in these 

firms was also an important determinant in the firm choice. Naturally, not all the firms in those 

lists were within our reach, thus, the ones with whom we were able to secure an interview 

have been included in the study. These firm lists are not included in the manuscript in order 

to protect the anonymity of the companies. Some of the gender equality related CSR projects 

of these firms were not bound by a specific year, some even stretching over a decade, thus, 

supporting the study’s longer-term time-frame perspective. Such a selection criteria allows 

the study to be blind to differences in the geographic location of the companies and to the 

industry they function in. Therefore, the list of companies provided by the Turkish financial 

magazine offers a good mixture of highly capitalized Turkish companies and foreign 

companies that do gender CSR, and companies within that list were treated as our cases in 

the study.  

 

For the study to reach its aim, it would have been sufficient to show a single case where the 

firm has actually engaged in normative gender related PCSR with an intention of raising voice 

against the gender related attitudes and policies of the government in the country. However, 

being able to replicate the same study and reach the same results in more than one case 

further strengthens the robustness of the study. Thus, the number of cases have been kept as 

high as possible in order to grasp the variations among the cases and reach the desired 

robustness.  

 

3.4. Data Collection, Measurement and Analysis  

The research involves an in-depth analysis of the gender-related PCSR activities of the local 

companies as well as foreign MNCs regarding their motivations, strategies, objectives and 

results. Data for the present study comes from four sources: communications materials 

(including TV commercials and Instagram posts) the selected firms use in order to publicize 

their CSR efforts, company reports, newspaper articles about these companies and, most 

importantly, semi-structured interviews with the CSR-related personnel of the companies. 

The interviews were conducted with the mid-level managerial personnel such as the 



	

	 56	

department heads and also with the high-level management such as the CEO, CFO or CMO, 

and where possible with a shareholder of the company. These interviews with executives in 

various levels have provided the study with different perspectives about the phenomenon 

studied. Besides the firm personnel, interviews with the firms’ foundations, women’s rights 

NGOs, politicians, activists, and academicians who are involved with PCSR activities and with 

people who have worked with international organizations were also conducted since firm 

relations with these players are also an important side-theme in this study. Though with 

varying degrees, all of the interviewees have been on the liberal side of the political ideology 

spectrum –just like the interviewer–, and it is important to acknowledge this clear 

methodological artifact.  

 

A total of 44 interviews were conducted mostly via Zoom due to the COVID restrictions. There 

were 10 interviews where the interviewee provided information about two 

firms/organizations that they have (or had) worked. There was also one interview where there 

were two interviewees from the same organization. The interview data provided information 

on 33 organizations, 16 of which are firms, 4 are foundation of firms, 7 are NGOs, 3 are 

educational institutions, 2 are political parties, and 1 is a UN body.  

 

Given the research questions of the study, it was important to understand how firms position 

themselves vis-a-vis the gender issues in Turkey (i.e., why and how they have become 

advocates of this particular issue), and how they position the gender issue vis-a-vis the 

democratic deficits of the country. Accordingly, interviews were indispensable to shed light 

on the real motivations behind the gender PCSR efforts. What was frequently found during 

the interviews was the firms acknowledging that the gender issue is a symbol of liberal values 

in Turkey and that the current conservative regime does not support some of these values; 

and by supporting gender issues through PCSR, firms do position themselves against the 

current government as defenders of liberal values of the country in this hybrid context. An 

important point, in this regard, was to assess whether the company was willing to being 

perceived to be unsupportive of the government policies regarding gender issues. Due to the 

hybrid context of the country, however, some interviewees were intimidated to answer such 

questions explicitly. The fear of the government’s repercussion was an important hurdle to 

overcome for the purposes of our study since it could curb the extent of candidness of the 

interviewees on the issues discussed – i.e., a potential anti-government stance of the 

companies and individuals. As expected, some participants asked if their names would be 
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published or not, while some wanted to continue off the record for some portions of their 

interviews, and some others carefully avoided political discussions. Therefore, the anonymity 

principle of the study was an important factor in easing the interviewees into expressing their 

true selves with minimal self-censoring. Nevertheless, some explicit questions regarding 

whether the interviewees support the government’s gender-related attitudes and policies 

were asked in a more direct and informal manner at the end of the interview in order to 

crosscheck previous answers. 

 

The research looks into the perceived normative gains/losses and instrumental gains/losses 

accounted when firms engage in gender-related PCSR in such a hybrid context. Normative 

gains of a company can be defined as attainment of equal rights for women/girls and having 

liberal values. Thus, the initial aim in this research was to decipher the sometimes subtle 

(underlying) sometimes more outright messages about liberal values throughout the gender 

PCSR activities in the interview data and the advertising materials.  

 

The data collected was analyzed using thematic analysis and content analysis methods. The 

interview data was first transcribed and uploaded to Nvivo. In order to find the common 

themes among the cases, data was studied in multiple iterations and coded extensively in line 

with thematic analysis method. The codes were then recategorized under various themes that 

pointed us towards the issues and ideas the interviewees were relaying during the interviews. 

The resulting coding table covers five main areas regarding the context, who, how, why and 

sense making – contestation subjects and goes up to three further sub-levels of analysis. A 

conceptualization made from the specific to the general, which is used for the evaluation of 

the cases in order to answer the main research questions. In line with the content analysis 

method, the occurrence of certain words and notions were taken into consideration such as 

the Ataturk images on company Instagram pages and mentioning of Istanbul Convention on 

their Instagram/Twitter accounts as well. 

 

In line with the thematic analysis method that was used to analyze the interview data, the 

usage of the key words and phrases were also considered in analyzing the interview data. Such 

context-specific keywords included ‘contestation’, ‘democracy’, ‘civil liberties’, ‘Istanbul 

Convention’, ‘gender equality’. These words, as well as some images such as rainbow and 

Ataturk, are identified for the content analysis of the communications materials. Such data 

were identified as symbols of liberal and secular values, and their usage and the context of 
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usage were examined both in the content analysis of the communication materials and the 

thematic analysis of the interview data to decipher the message the firm wanted to convey 

(possibly vis-a-vis the government) regarding the firm’s ideological stand. This has been an 

additional layer that helped decipher the underlying inferences that came out from the 

interviews, as the interviewees might not be speaking as freely as they might have wished.  

 

The overall analysis and evaluation processes involved two steps. The first step was to explore 

how firms use PCSR in hybrid regimes. Following an inductive strategy, two novel constructs, 

describing the two dimensions of the PCSR modality displayed by the firms, were created 

based on the findings: overtness and intentionality of contestation. Subsequently, based on 

the matrix of these two new constructs/variables, a typology of firms’ PCSR behavior was 

formed depicting four quadrants: lion, fox, horse, ant. Afterwards, the firms were placed 

within this typology based on the extent to which they display and/or possess the indicators 

of overtness and intentionality of contestation. The typology of firms’ PCSR behavior enables 

us to better understand the landscape of the PCSR modality in Turkey, a typical hybrid context. 

The detailed definition and assessment of these constructs and the typology is presented in 

the Dimensions of PCSR Modality and Typology section of the Findings Part of the study. The 

second step of the analysis deals with exploring the drivers of the divergences across the 

typology of PCSR modality, which has been analyzed in three levels: individual, firm and 

systemic relational level. The details of this analysis can be found in the Divergence in PCSR 

Modality section.  

 

No major problems were faced in collecting the data or setting up the interviews since pre-

existing personal and professional networks within the Turkish business circles were utilized. 

A 2-year period was spent on literature review and theory formation, a 12-month period was 

spent for data collection and interviews and 6 months was spent for interpretation and the 

analysis of the data. Writing up the results took another 9 months. Overall, approximately a 

5-year period was spent on this study.  

 

3.5. Ethical Considerations  

As explained earlier, since this study includes dissident voices against the current 

government’s policies, fear of government (or government related media) repercussions on 
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personal level and on organizational level is the most crucial ethical consideration for both the 

interviewees and the researcher in this study. In a context where speaking against the 

government might mean losing their jobs for academicians, heavy tax levies for firms and jail 

time for journalists, it is crucial to strike a balance between the safety of the participants of 

the study and the expected impact of the study. Thus, due to the foremost importance given 

to the wellbeing of the interviewees, the anonymity of the interviewees and the companies 

will be kept during the manuscript. Any kind of data, references and visuals that might temper 

this anonymity will be censored by the researcher. Additionally, certain portions of the 

interviews where the interviewee specifically asked to be off the record or not to be quoted 

have been left out of the manuscript.  

 

At the beginning of the interview process, an email was sent to the prospective interviewees, 

explaining the purpose and the scope of the study, and also guaranteeing the confidentiality 

of the information to be collected. Once the interested interviewees were identified, a more 

detailed consent email was sent to the interviewees explaining the interview process, the 

confidentiality mechanisms that will be implemented to protect them. The information about 

ethical considerations was verbally repeated at the beginning of each interview. The 

interviewees were informed that they were free to leave the study at any time they wish, and 

that they did not have to answer if a question creates discomfort for them. To establish trust 

between the interviewee and the researcher, the methods used for data protection was 

explained in details to the interviewee. It was made sure that the interviewees knew and 

understood that the data will not be used for any other purposes than academic research, 

that the names of the interviewees and the firms would be kept anonymous in the writing 

process of the study to protect their identity, and that the sensitive data would be kept 

properly and securely. In order to protect the identity of the interviewees and the anonymity 

of the firms, references containing such information in the manuscript has been deleted by 

the researcher.  

 

Another important aspect that needs to be mentioned is the researcher’s own stance 

regarding the discussed matters in the interviews. The researcher identifies herself as a liberal 

world citizen who also signaled her political stance at the beginning of the interviews to each 

interviewee by explaining her educational background, her previous work experience in the 

private sector and her current academic research interests, all of which adds up to a very 

liberal profile for a Turkish citizen. It is assumed that the interviewees who were all from the 
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liberal parts of the society felt at more ease while speaking to another liberal person (the 

researcher) regarding such politically sensitive topics, almost creating a camaraderie. Zoom’s 

video feature also enabled the researcher to achieve a more personal touch for the interviews 

as opposed to a telephone interview. Also, as most of the interviews have been secured via 

intermediaries who knows the researcher personally and vouched for her (while some 

interviewees are already personal acquaintances), this added an additional layer of trust 

between the researcher and the interviewee (one liberal to another) as well as enabling the 

interview to take place to start with. 	

 

3.6. Limitations  

This study focuses on the PCSR activities of companies in the Turkish context. While a large 

number of interviews were conducted with numerous firms, most of the firms/interviewees 

represent the liberal tendencies of the society. This was a deliberate design choice for the 

research as the research tries to answer the possibility of PCSR being used as a contestation 

tool against a repressive regime. Thus, the liberal firms – rather than the ones with 

conservative and/or pro-government tendencies – that engage in gender-related PCSR were 

selected for the study, while the opposing camp was not represented . Due to this deliberate 

design choice, this study might not enhance our understanding of the PCSR behavior of pro-

government firms. Another limitation comes from the sensitivity of the subject and the 

surrounding stigmas around it such as the government pressure and confidentiality concerns. 

Accordingly, reaching the right interviewees and persuading them to speak frankly about the 

issue has been the biggest challenge and the limitation of the study. However, these 

limitations has been quite successfully overcome. 
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CHAPTER IV - AN OVERVIEW OF THE TURKISH CONTEXT  

 

4.1. A Hybrid Political Regime  

Turkey was founded by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk in 1923 after the collapse of the Ottoman 

Empire in World War I. The country was set on a modernizing trajectory under his grand vision 

and many reforms, ranging from transition to Latin alphabet to reformation of the civil code 

along the western model were introduced (Mango, 2009). Turkey became a member of the 

United Nations in 1945, a member of NATO in 1952, and initiated the European Union (EU) 

accession process in 2005. With a population of 80 million people and an approximate GDP 

per capita of 10,000 USD, Turkey is a vibrant free market economy. It is a member of the OECD 

and G20. Turkey lived through an increased prosperity period starting in 2002 thanks to pro-

market reforms of the Justice and Development Party (AKP). However, as time passed, the 

tides have turned. Turkey’s sovereign credit score was downgraded after 2016 by various 

credit rating institutions due to eroded investor confidence in the rule of law and the 

economic perspectives of the country (CIA World Factbook). Gradually, the remarkable 

improvements that had taken place in economic and social areas since the 2000s have given 

way to economic turbulence in 2018 (The World Bank in Turkey, 2018).  

 

Concurrently with the downgrading of the country’s credit score, Turkey’s democracy rating 

was also lowered by various institutions. There are various indexes, such as Polity IV, Freedom 

House and EIU’s Democracy Index – that categorize countries in terms of their level of 

democracy. These indexes use different methodologies and categorisation scales; however, 

their rankings pretty much overlap. In Polity IV’s 2017 Global Report Turkey is marked as 

“AUT” which indicates that the country is governed by an institutionalized or “weak” 

autocratic regime (corresponding to the POLITY scale -5 to 0). In the 2014 report (Marshall & 

Cole, 2014), however, Turkey was regarded as “DEM”, that is, an institutionalized democracy 

(POLITY scale 6 to 10), clearly pointing to the decline. In a similar way, The Freedom House 

2018 report profiles Turkey as “Not Free”, deteriorating its status from “Partly Free” in 2017, 

and cites the following as the reasons of this decline:   

“... due to a deeply flawed constitutional referendum that centralized power 

in the presidency, the mass replacement of elected mayors with government 

appointees, arbitrary prosecutions of rights activists and other perceived 
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enemies of the state, and continued purges of state employees, all of which 

have left citizens hesitant to express their views on sensitive topics.”  

 

According to the most recent Freedom House 2021 report which ranks Turkey as “Not Free” 

yet again, neither the media nor the academicians are free in the country:  

“More than 90 percent of Turkish media networks depend on public tenders and are 

owned by large businesses with close personal ties to President Erdoğan. Mainstream 

media reflect government positions and often carry identical headlines as 

government-run media. Although independent outlets exist, they face tremendous 

political pressure and are routinely targeted for prosecution… Academic freedom, 

never well respected in Turkey, has significantly weakened since 2016… University 

students, are routinely detained for holding peaceful demonstrations against 

government policies. The government and university administrations routinely 

intervene to prevent academics from researching sensitive topics, encouraging self-

censorship among scholars.” 

 

The Economist Intelligence Unit (2022), which classifies countries under the titles of “Full 

Democracy”, “Flawed Democracy”, “Hybrid Regime” and “Authoritarian Regime” based on 

five categories of electoral process and pluralism; civil liberties, the functioning of government, 

political participation, and political culture, labels Turkey as a “hybrid regime” and ranks it 

103rd among 167 countries in its Democracy Index.  

 

The German Institute for International and Security Affairs also paints a bleak picture 

regarding the countries’ political system: “parliament is weaker, separation of powers is 

undermined, the judiciary is politicised, institutions are crippled, economic woes are mounting 

and authoritarian practices prevail” (Adar & Seufert, 2021). 

  

The democratic reversal in Turkey can be considered as a part of a larger trend that the world 

has witnessed in recent years. In other words, Turkey is no different than various 

democratically weak countries in Latin America, Balkans and Russia that experienced some 

sort of democratic reversal, and in fact shares many similarities in terms of the way such 

countries slowly transformed to more autocratic systems (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018; Öktem & 

Akkoyunlu, 2016). As pointed out by Aytaç & Öniş (2014, cited in Esen & Gumuscu, 2018, p. 
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349), what has been observed in most of the cases of reversal is that a new politician comes 

to power after the long years of crisis and fragmented politics, provides economic and political 

stability, and after consolidating power over the state institutions takes advantage of it to curb 

the mechanisms of checks and balances in order to create their own hegemony. In all these 

countries, thus, the modus operandi of illiberal governance resembles each other; Chavez’s 

and Correa’s left wing populism, Erdogan’s Islamist populism and Putin’s nationalism all share 

the same strategies of grabbing power and not letting go (Öktem & Akkoyunlu, 2016, p. 470).  

 

The process is marked by elimination of the independence of institutions (i.e. replacing 

independent institutions and state agencies by pro-government ones who serve only to the 

leader’s wishes), skewing the political environment for the benefit of the incumbent so that 

the opposing parties would not win the elections (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018), and also pursuing 

populist strategies leading to polarisation of the society. Thus, while the leaders in these 

countries took office through fair elections, once in power, they have become aggressive and 

set the political discourse on dividing their countries and the rest of the world into two camps 

of “friends” and “foes” (Öktem & Akkoyunlu, 2016, p. 470). Turkey’s president Erdogan, for 

example, frequently uses of words like “nation”, “national will”, “national power”, “national 

security”, “people’s will” while at the same time positioning “the elites of Old Turkey” against 

“the people of New Turkey”, hence forging an opposition among his supporters against 

country’s liberal elites who support the opposition party. This style of ruling, in Yabanci's 

(2016, p. 592) words, gives him a sure place next to do the Latin American populists such as 

Chavez and Morales. Therefore, despite ideological differences – be it leftists, rightists, 

socialists or Islamists – there are obvious similarities in the governance mechanisms of the 

countries that have experienced democratic reversals at various degrees. Accordingly, the 

Turkish case is not an exception, but shares several similarities with other countries in the 

developing world; and the same democratization theories that were derived from Asia, Latin 

America, Eastern Europe and Africa are applicable to Turkish case (Levitsky & Way, 2010; 

O’Donell, 1994; Zakaria, 1997 cited by Selcuk, 2016, p. 572).  

 

When it comes to how to label Turkey’s political regime, however, there are various 

suggestions. Tansel (2018) notes that in the recent years Turkey has been called as a 

delegative democracy, competitive authoritarianism, electoral authoritarianism and an 

unconsolidated democracy by various scholars. Selcuk (2016, p. 571) also provides an 
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overview of the terms used to describe Turkey’s regime in the 2000s, which in fact illustrates 

that there is no consensus in this regard.  

“Scholars have utilized concepts such as illiberal democracy (Bechev 2014), 

delegative democracy (Taş, 2015) and competitive authoritarianism (Esen & 

Gumuscu, 2016; Özbudun, 2015) to classify Turkey’s democracy as a 

diminished subtype (Collier & Levitsky, 1997) and to categorize its regime type 

as hybrid (Diamond, 2002).”  

 

There are three ways countries can become competitive authoritarian: deterioration of full-

blown authoritarianism; breakdown of an authoritarian regime; and deterioration of a 

democratic regime (Levitsky & Way, 2002). Out of these three options, the third one is 

applicable to Turkey, since it used to have a somewhat functioning democracy with a strong 

military influence before declining to competitive authoritarianism (Sezal & Sezal, 2018, p. 

219). Esen & Gumuscu (2016) use Dahl’s seven criteria as the minimum requirements of 

democracy (elected officials, free and fair elections, inclusive suffrage, the right to run for 

office, freedom of expression, alternative information, and associational autonomy), and 

conclude that while Turkey has elected officials in place and an inclusive suffrage, as everyone 

has the right to run for office, it does not qualify as a democracy as of the 2015 elections due 

to the fact that the elections were not held fair, civil liberties have been methodically eroded 

(freedom to reach information, expression of thought and freedom of association have been 

curtailed by the AKP government), and the political arena is strongly tilted in favour of the 

ruling party. Turkey is also considered to be a non-democracy with multi-party elections 

where civic oversight has become the predominant ensuring mechanism for the integrity of 

the elections, which was showcased in the twice repeated 2019 mayor elections of Istanbul 

(Oder, 2021). 

 

Turkey currently ranks 149th out of 180 countries in the 2022 World Press Freedom Index 

(Reporters Without Borders, 2022), with frequent social media and internet censorships such 

as Youtube, Twitter and Wikipedia. According to the Committee to Protect Journalists (2022), 

Turkey is the second worst jailer of journalists for the year 2022 with 574 journalists behind 

the bars – following the category leader China who has 823 imprisoned journalists.  
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As a result, especially starting with the second term of the AKP government, Turkey has been 

characterized as a hybrid regime with different specific labels such as competitive or electoral 

authoritarian or delegative or illiberal democracy, depending on the part of the system that 

scholars find missing or wish to underline.  

 

4.2. The AKP Government and Democratic Backsliding  

Headed by Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Justice and Development Party (AKP) was established in 

2001 by the individuals who split from the existing conservative parties with strong Islamist 

tendencies. The party came to power in 2002 and has won numerous local and general 

elections since then (the general elections: 34.6% in 2002; 46.7% in 2007; 49.8% in 2011; 

40.9% in 2015 and 49.5% in the repeated elections of 2015). The two referendums of 2010 

and 2017 – initiated by and resulted in line with the cause of AKP – brought passed 

constitutional amendments, the latter one changing the parliamentary democracy system 

into an executive presidency system, and putting Erdogan in the presidency seat during the 

post-coup period while the nation was under an emergency law (Cook, 2018). The party has a 

very strong electoral base attracting voters especially form the conservative and religious 

segments of the Turkish society. It is also noted that the voting behaviour in Turkey has been 

increasingly driven by ethnic and religious cleavages (i.e., Turk versus Kurd and secular versus 

religious) in the last decade (Bilecen, 2016).  

 

As noted by Tansel (2018, p. 198) during its first two terms (corresponding to the 2003–

2007/10 period), “AKP was positioned broadly as a democratic party with a clear intent on 

reviving the sclerotic Turkish economy through liberalization and reinforcing the country’s EU 

candidacy bid through civilianization and democratic reforms.” Starting with the third term of 

the AKP’s incumbency in 2011, and particularly 2013 onwards, however, “AKP is clad in the 

mantle of a decaying hegemonic force that relies increasingly on ‘coercion’, rather than 

‘consent’, to enforce its policies and shape an ever-increasing portion of the everyday lives of 

Turkey’s citizens”. As a result, the party has been in control of the Turkish Parliament, the 

presidency, the bureaucracy; and has recomposed the military and the judiciary accordingly 

with its own conservative views and political interests (Esen & Gumuscu, 2016). And, as of 

May 24, 2018, Turkey has been ruled by executive presidency system whereby the president 

enjoys extensive powers. At the same time, the party amassed vast amount of financial and 

strategic power through exploitation of their uncontestable status. AKP’s access to public and 
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private resources – both financial and institutional – and its tight control over the media (first 

through intimidation, later on through closures and change of ownerships) has enabled the 

party to distort the political arena to its own advantage. Such economic and strategic 

advantages played a crucial role in further side-lining the opposition parties who were already 

disorganised and divided among themselves with no real likelihood of winning the elections, 

thus, sustaining the competitive authoritarian regime being created (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018). 

In the meantime, AKP used judiciary and prosecutors for its political advantage, utilizing the 

special courts with far-reaching investigative powers in order to investigate former 

prosecutors who had brought charges against government figures (Cook, 2018, p. 74). Thus, 

AKP weakened the rule of law and battered the state institutions. All of these took place 

before the COVID pandemic whose political implications further added to the worries of 

democratic backsliding in the country, since a strong rule of law and a high level of democracy 

implies a lower the risk of democratic backsliding during the pandemic (Lewkowicz et al., 

2022), which was not the situation in Turkey at the time. 

 

As Köseoğlu (2018) writes, breaches of separation of powers, restrictions on freedom of 

speech and suppression of any kind of protest are the new norms in Turkey, which has 

culminated after the military coup attempt, by very small fraction of military supported by the 

government’s rival religious group “Gulen Movement”, that took place in July 2016. The coup 

was averted but the death toll amounted to 265 people. Following the coup attempt, the 

opposition groups were pacified and the government declared a state of emergency, which 

lasted two years and resulted in dismissal of 100,000 public servants – of which almost 5000 

were the members of the Military. Companies that were alleged to have ties to the rival Gulen 

Movement were nationalized and the owners were jailed. The political immunity of the 

members of the Parliament was cancelled and several of them were arrested on terrorism 

charges. Almost 200 media outlets were closed down and numerous journalists were jailed 

with the accusation of making propaganda for terrorism (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018, p. 363). 

Thus, during the period of state of emergency, Turkey further dived into an authoritarian rule. 

The state of emergency was lifted on July 2018, yet the government pushed for a referendum 

between the existing parliamentary system and a newly devised presidency system, as a result 

of which Tayyip Erdogan became the first President of Turkey with sweeping powers.  

 

According to Tansel (2018), AKP has managed to make Turkey a beacon of “democratic 

backsliding” in the global arena via using its success in the ballot box and the so-called 
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“national will” in order to legitimize its authoritarian tendencies. Scholars especially underline 

the use of a populist discourse that Erdogan used to consolidate power. Sezal & Sezal (2018) 

argue that with the promise of deepening the democratic rights and further religious freedom, 

Erdogan was able to reach different segments of society. However, they claim, the promised 

democratisation process was actually used to consolidate power and penetrate into the state 

and various institutions. In this context, the meaning of democracy got shrunk to winning the 

elections in the ballot box and advancing the rights of religious segment in the society that 

supports Erdogan by resorting to the discourse of “national will” and “local and national”. The 

civil society, especially the dissident voices, which is a crucial component of democracy, on 

the other hand, has been curbed in various ways. In this regard, Doyle (2017) depicts quite a 

dark picture stating that the government is trying to create a civil society that advances their 

interests and consolidates their power by excluding certain civil society organizations from 

policy legislative discussions and replacing them with government-created ones (which share 

and disseminate the ideas of the government) and by exercising financial punishments against 

those challenging the state authority. Esen & Gumuscu (2016) add upon these features of the 

new regime, not so good relations with the EU, the newly enacted institutional changes and 

the existing political culture as indicators of Turkey’s democratic backsliding.  

 

Yabanci (2016) even goes further to read the developments taking place in incumbency period 

of the AKP as a revolution which seeks to reshape Turkey’s society via using political Islam, 

under the so-called tag of “creating a New Turkey”, which the president Erdogan frequently 

uses. The idea of “New Turkey” combines many facets. According to Öktem & Akkoyunlu 

(2016), an authoritarian political attitude, religious conservatism, anti-Westernism, a hatred 

of Kemalist/Laicist republican past and an alienation of the intellectual elite has become the 

trademarks of this government. In a similar way, Esen & Gumuscu (2016, p. 1581) describe 

the process as a “double regime transition” whereby the military’s influence over the 

government – which served as the warden of secularism and a stick against extreme religious 

tendencies of certain groups – was eliminated; and a competitive authoritarian regime with 

Islamist tendencies was slowly installed instead of its place. Although secularism has served 

as one of the main building blocks of the Turkish modernity, a resilient Islamic tradition has 

also continued to be a strong influence in the Turkish culture at the same time; and this 

dualism has caused certain political, economic and cultural challenges to Turkish society 

(Keyman, 2007, p. 217). Accordingly, the popular support that AKP received from the middle 

class, from its religiously conservative leaders, and the changes they brought to the Turkish 
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constitution and the legal framework, which further consolidated the power of the executive, 

has intimidated the secular elite of the country (Meyersson, 2017), among which are the 

established business elite as well.  

 

 

4.3. State-Business Relations Under the AKP Rule 

The assumption that the economic liberalisation reinforces civil rights and social and political 

freedoms did not hold in the case of AKP government, and this is quite visible in state-business 

relations as well. Esen & Gumuscu (2018) argue that the AKP government has been utilizing a 

system of rewards and punishments to construct a new business class loyal to the party since 

2002. In other words, they argue that AKP has used the Turkish economy and its institutions 

to redesign the composition of the business class; placed the party’s supporters in prominent 

roles in the economy while punishing the dissidents via market mechanisms. The newly 

emerged pro-AKP businessmen even found a home with the pro-government anchor non-

governmental organization MUSIAD (Independent Industrialists and Businessmen 

Association) as opposed to the liberal version that is controlled by the traditional business 

elite (TUSIAD - Turkish Industry and Business Association), which is known to be a significant 

pressure group for democratic reforms in Turkey (Yilmaz, 2014). MUSIAD has approximately 

3000 members with whom the officials of the AKP government meet frequently, and hence 

the government stays highly connected to the Islamic business cadre – which, in turn, enables 

the party to devise and apply its strategies successfully (Silverman, 2014). Özcan & Gündüz 

(2015) studied Istanbul Chamber of Industry’s top 1000 company data (constituting 11% of 

the GDP) between 2003-2011 and found out that businesses with close connections to the 

leading AKP members and pro-government business associations show an abnormally high 

profitability on average compared to non-connected firms. 

 

In order to create its own business constituency and restrain the dissidents, AKP fashioned a 

rent system for its supporters, distributed resources to its own constituency, and pushed for 

capital/asset handovers from the opposing businessmen to its supporters (Esen & Gumuscu, 

2018). The resources, such as public properties monopolised by the state and the natural 

resources, were also allocated to this newly created business class. Public-private partnerships 

(PPPs) have been especially lucrative for the AKP-supporting firms and created massively 

wealthy constituents at the disposal of the government; pro-AKP Turkish companies, Limak 
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Holding, Cengiz Holding, Kolin, Kalyon, and MNG Holding made it into the World Bank’s private 

participation in infrastructure (PPI) list of the world’s top ten companies, repeatedly winning 

tenders from the Turkish state between 1990 and 2020, amassing billions of dollars (Eliküçük 

Yildirim & Yilmaz, 2022). 

 

Additionally, AKP frequently utilizes legal mechanisms such as tax inspections, debt collection, 

privatization of private assets, public procurement, libel laws court cases and so on to protect 

and support its own supporters and reprimand the dissidents (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018, p. 351). 

Although such activities are by all means lawful, they can easily become tools for repression 

(of liberal elites) or tools for advancement (of pious groups and party supporters) when they 

are selectively used on specific factions of society. In fact, via such discretionary and unfair 

accommodations, AKP strengthened its own hand. 

 

The ballot box dominance and toughness of AKP through the past decade made sure that the 

business community takes its punishments and rewards very seriously. As Esen & Gumuscu 

(2018, p. 363) stress, “direct resistance to the government is costly for the entrepreneurial 

class”. Accordingly, only certain major business groups could take a public stance against the 

government; yet not all of them have been able to keep that stance since the government 

frequently “hurt the party’s rivals among entrepreneurs through the partisan use of taxation 

and bankruptcy trusteeship” (Esen & Gumuscu, 2018, p. 362). In other words, the most vocal 

ones had to tone down their level of criticism. And, some of them had to cut their tongues 

more radically. One of them, for example, after receiving a USD 2,5 billion tax evasion fine as 

a repercussion to their media coverage about AKP related corruption scandal in 2009 

(Hurriyet, September 2009), sold its media arm to a pro-government business group in May 

2018 (Sozcu, April 2018). Pressure was applied also to the less liberal segments of the business 

world by various apparatus of the government in forms of money extortion over the alleged, 

perceived or actual relations with the rival Gulen Movement, in exchange for amnesty; a 

practice widely referred as the “Fetö Bourse” by the media (Özçelik, 2020). 

 

4.4. The Controversial Gender Issue during the AKP Government  

Gender equality and gender roles, especially in the case of women, have been controversial 

issues during the AKP government. Comparative international statistical figures on gender gap 

provide a clear-cut snapshot about the implications of the AKP government’s policies on 
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gender equality. The notion of gender gap is used to describe women having (or not having) 

an equal opportunity with men to access education, economic attainment, healthcare and 

political representation. Turkey ranks toward the end on the Global Gender Gap Index (124th 

out of 146), giving an initial idea about the relative degree of gender discrimination in the 

country (WEF, 2022). When compared with other countries based on geographic region, the 

picture does not look promising either; for Turkey ranks as the very last within the Central 

Asia group of countries.  When various measures such as economic participation and 

opportunity or political empowerment are measured, Turkey scores much below than the 

parity (where scores are on a 0 to 1 scale and 1 represents the optimal situation or ‘gender 

parity’). (Figure 3).   

 

Figure 3. The Global Gender Gap Index Rankings and Profile for Turkey  

             
 Source: WEF, 2022, p. 24 and p. 342. 

 

Top state officials have made thrusts on various aspects of the gender equality topic on several 

occasions. In 2015, Turkish Ministry of Justice proposed to treat sexual harassment and 

violence against women less severely as a petty crime (National Secular Society, 2015).  In 

2016, after street protests, then Prime Minister Binali Yildirim had to withdraw an AKP 

supported bill that exonerates men convicted of sex with underage girls if they were to marry 

the victims (further punishing the victim, legitimising statutory rape and emboldening men 

who marries child brides) (BBC, 2016). In 2012, the President Erdogan had declared that 

abortion – which is a legal right in Turkey – is “murder” while the government was in 

preparation of a bill to slash the 10-week abortion time limits – which proved unsuccessful 

due to the pressure from the civil society (Aljazeera, June 2012). In other occasions, President 

Erdogan claimed that women who reject motherhood are incomplete; contraception is 

treason against the state; and women should have at least three children in order to carry the 

nation forward (CNN, 2016). Conveying his most fundamental view on women, President 
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Erdogan made the following statement during an international conference on women and 

justice in 2014: “You cannot bring women and men into equal positions; that is against nature 

because their nature [fıtrat] is different (...) You cannot explain this to feminists because they 

don’t accept the concept of motherhood” (The Washington Post, November 2014). Another 

statement that sparked debate in the society was made by then Deputy Prime Minister Bulent 

Arinc who said women should not laugh loudly in public and should keep their decency at all 

times, implying that it is indecent to laugh in public (The Guardian, July 2014).  Finally, in 2018, 

as absurd as it can be, the state-controlled Directorate of Religious Affairs issued a fatwa (an 

authoritative opinion on matters of Islamic law) stating that men can religiously divorce their 

wives by saying three times “I divorce you” via a letter, text message, over the internet or on 

the phone (Independent, December 2017). All these statements and attempts illustrate the 

controversial yet politicized nature of the issue.  

 

Secularism (laïcité) and modernization have been among the central pillars of the Turkish 

Republic since its inception in 1923. Relatedly, Improving the status of women in society, by 

granting them equal rights in education and representation, has been a major goal. Turkey is 

also a signature holder of human rights conventions including the UN’s 1979 Convention on 

the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW). At the same time, 

Turkey has been holding accession negotiations with the EU since 1987 and has been working 

on various legislations in order to move forward with the accession process. Considerable 

progress was made in the early years of AKP rule with regard to the women’s rights 

legislations. The reform in the Turkish Penal Code (2004), the Law on Municipalities 

necessitating the establishment of women’s shelters (2005), and the creation of a commission 

on the Equality of Opportunity for Women and Men (2009) were noteworthy strides of AKP 

(Coşar & Yeğenoğlu, 2011, p. 562). However, the Party switched its focus towards the rights 

and public visibility of conservative women with headscarves (lifted the ban on wearing 

headscarves in public offices in 2013), as well as, to reshaping the role of woman as mother 

and wife accordingly with conservative values. Consequently, in line with the ruling party’s 

conservative ideology, having strong religious values became the most powerful game in 

town; and the debate on the role of women in society has become a highly political issue, 

often dividing the Turkish society into two poles – the conservative AKP constituency and the 

liberals.  
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While Dedeoglu (2013, p. 7) sees the gender issue as a back-and-forth situation and states 

that women's issues in Turkey have been “a pendulum between the EU legal regulations and 

the conservative discourse of the AKP government”, other scholars present more pessimistic 

views. Arat (2010, p. 869) argues that Turkey is faced with as a democratic paradox about 

enlarging the religious freedoms that pose real threats to gender equality. Likewise, Sezal & 

Sezal (2018, p. 217) point to the instrumentalization of democracy towards competitive 

authoritarianism. Deniz Kandiyoti (2015) also asserts that the gender issue is a litmus test for 

democracy in Turkey, and adds that there is a systematic pattern of institutional 

discrimination, marginalization, intimidation and abuse of women. Kandiyoti argues that it is 

the populist discourse of AKP and their construction of a virtuous “us” and immoral “them” 

regarding the women in general that puts the women’s behaviour and decency at the centre 

of AKP’s political stance, and hyper-politicizes the gender issue in Turkey. Thus, while gender 

issues can be regarded purely in the realm of human rights in some other contexts, in the 

Turkish context the gender concept is highly political, and is regarded as one of the most 

important political battlefields between liberals and conservatives. The female body and 

female sexuality, thus, has increasingly become instruments of conservatism; and the classic 

notion of family (heterosexual and with children) become the fundamental component of 

hegemonic moral value system (Cindoglu & Unal, 2017). Therefore, in the words of Kandiyoti 

(2016b, p. 105), “policing gender norms and enforcing conservative family values constitute 

central nodes of AKP ideology and practice”. In other words, gender is a key pillar of AKP’s 

populist discourse, as well as its policy.  

 

Among the core issues that are at the locus of gender related policy debates is the notion of 

family. The term “familial citizenship”, coined by Sirman (2005 cited by Kandiyoti, 2016b, p. 

107) is illuminating to explain the structure of family in the Turkish case as it denotes a 

community of equal men constituting the sovereign citizens and the heads of the households 

where the females are located. Thus, familial citizenship manifests itself as the man being the 

real citizen and the woman being the dependent wife/mother/daughter, rather than being a 

real citizen with equal rights. Özar & Yakut-Cakar (2013) point out to the same structure by 

stating that only a small group of women who have formal jobs are entitled to social security 

and are insured in Turkey. The remaining majority can only be included in the system as 

dependents to their husbands or fathers, denoting their invisibility as independent members 

of the society. Indeed, in 2011, despite the resistance from women’s NGOs and international 

criticism, the then-existing the Ministry for Women and Family changed its name to the 
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Ministry of Family and Social Policies, signaling a reduced focus on women and a positioning 

of women under the notion of family (Human Rights Watch 2011). In 2018, this very same 

ministry got merged with the Ministry of Labour under the name of the Ministry of Labour, 

Social Services and Family, further distancing itself from the notion of women. Another related 

issue is child marriage, i.e., marriage before the age 18. Turkey has the highest rates of child 

marriage in Europe with an estimated 15% of girls married before the age of 18, while it is 

only 11% in Eastern Europe and Central Asia (Girls Not Brides, n.d.). In essence, as Dedeoglu 

(2013, p. 7) notes, while “the legislative structure moved towards Europeanisation while 

promising greater gender equality; the active policy ... is directed towards keeping women's 

traditional roles intact”.  

 

Yilmaz (2017) argues that the reason the notion of family is located at the locus of the policy 

debate in Turkey is the purpose of using it as a means of restructuring the Turkish society 

according to its neoconservative ideology – rather than strengthening the family. As a result, 

alongside the notion of family, the female body and agency became an arena of political 

conflict where Islamization and modernization battle with each other, and turn into “a decisive 

‘threshold,’ where ‘the destiny’ of the nation, the people and the state – their survival or 

annihilation – is to be determined” (Yilmaz, 2017, p. 384). President Erdogan’s view on 

contraception as “treason against the state” (CNN, 2016) is good example for this perception 

and attitude. Relatedly, abortion is another area where women’s rights are restricted. 

According to O’Neil's (2017) research about the availability of abortion at state hospitals in 

Turkey, only 7.8% of the state hospitals provide abortion service without asking for a reason 

(which should have been 100% according to the legislation); and most of the state hospitals 

provide abortions only when there is a life threatening medical necessity. This indicates that 

there is a significant discrepancy between the law, which gives women the right to free 

abortion service up to 10 weeks, and its every day implementation.  

 

Violence against women is another issue that has come to the forefront during the AKP 

government. Kandiyoti (2016a) notes that between 2002-2009 the murder rate of women 

increased by 14 times. According to unofficial figures – the state does not keep reliable 

statistics about the subject – a whopping total of 2534 women have been murdered since 

2010 (Kadın Cinayetleri, 2020) most commonly by their husbands, fathers, boyfriends or male 

relatives. Kandiyoti (2016b) argues that violence against women can only be understood in its 

political context because it is the political context that gives these acts a purpose and a 
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meaning. She argues that the AKP government’s context is marked by “othering” of the 

“immoral” ones  – mainly gays, feminists, and simply anyone who does not agree with the 

president’s views – by the god-fearing, AKP voting, Sunni Muslims; and adds that this has led 

the government sanctioning those who fail to follow the government proposed modes of 

propriety to be unworthy of protection, and even penalization of them by ordinary citizens 

(e.g. conservative men beating women who wear shorts in public). The dominant perception 

is that those women who step out of this unspoken safety realm of “stay-at-home 

motherhood” deserve whatever might happen to them in the public arena (Kandiyoti, 2016b). 

According to Acar & Altunok (2013, p. 20), “in such circumstances, the struggle for gender 

equality may be limited to a struggle by women merely to conserve their existing rights or it 

may even regress to a struggle for survival”.  

 

While the intellectual and political debates continue regarding the gender equality 

deficiencies in Turkey, the biggest blow to gender equality movement came in July 2021 when 

President Erdogan single-handedly withdrew from the Council of Europe’s Convention on 

Preventing and Combating Violence against Women and Domestic Violence, which is globally 

known as the Istanbul Convention, by using the presidential decree in an unconventional way 

(Euronews, 2021). Istanbul Convention was supported by a wide coalition – including the AKP 

government – at the time of its inception and Turkey has been the first country to ratify the 

convention in 2011, giving its name to the convention. Yet with this radical withdrawal, Turkey 

became the first country to withdraw from a Council of Europe human rights treaty (Bianet, 

2022).  

 

Istanbul Convention has become the victim of a nation-wide smear campaign orchestrated by 

the Islamist sections of the society backed by the Islamist media. It is a known fact that these 

groups have been hostile to the gender equality demands of the society for a long time. 

However, as progressive and new societal norms such as gender equality are introduced to 

the society -thanks to a strong tradition of feminist advocacy-, a fresh and galvanized  right-

wing backlash brewed as a reaction as well (Opendemocracy, 2021). It was claimed by various 

Islamist media groups that the convention is a foreign intrusion to the family values and a 

treachery against Islam. According to the İslamist Yeni Akit newspaper: “[İstanbul Convention] 

is doing the groundwork for the justification of homosexual heresy and the disintegration of 

the family under the disguise of preventing violence against women” (Yeni Akit, 2019)). 

Similarly, according to another İslamist newspaper Yeni Safak:  
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“Violence against women, murder and rape problems are all masks and 

covers in the Istanbul Convention. Their main concern is to legitimize deviant 

forms of homosexual relations with concepts such as ‘gender equality’ and 

‘sexual orientation’ (article 3) and to impose these on the society through 

law!” (Yeni Safak, 2021).  

 

While it might look perplexing why the very same government that signed the treaty had 

decided to withdraw from it after a decade, it served a purpose for the government. With the 

economic meltdown of the country that started in 2018 due to unorthodox monetary and 

fiscal policies of the government, followed by the appointment of the president’s son-in-law 

as the finance minister (Reuters, 2022), the need for the government to consolidate power 

and realign its core pious supporters in order to be able to win the upcoming elections 

increased dramatically. This thinking is echoed in many circles, including the progressive 

media outlet T24:  

“In the political parameters of ten years ago, the pride and prestige of being 

a signatory of the Convention was important. Now, with the changing 

domestic political parameters, the role and influence of the groups who are 

opposing to the İstanbul Convention within the political decision-making 

process has increased over time.” (T24, 2021) 

 

This propelled the government to lean even heavier towards the anti-democratic and religious 

tendencies and to harden the fault lines within the society. For example, according to a leftist 

newspaper Evrensel, the government aims to shape the political climate with the help of the 

extremely religious and ultra nationalist forces in the society, thus, it must be resisted against 

in all its forms:  

“This is the reason behind taking their alliance with the radical religious and 

nationalist groups even further than today. (…) Attempts around the 

withdrawal from the Istanbul Convention are part of a collective attack on the 

gains of the (democratic) people. Therefore, this struggle must be the struggle 

of all democratic forces, not just women.” (Evrensel, 2020)  

 

The withdrawal was interpreted as a clear sign about the route the government intends to 

take in the upcoming years regarding the gender equality issue and about decoupling from 

the international law. As a result, with the support of the opposition parties, protests 
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organized by the women’s civil society organizations such as We Will Stop Femicide Platform, 

ESIK Platform and Federation of Women Associations of Turkey (TKDF) erupted in various 

cities (France24, 2021).  

 

At the same time, this unexpected move and show of force from the president pointed 

towards a very dangerous path whereby international agreements could be overthrown by a 

single person without the parliamentary consent. 77 out of 79 Turkish bar associations applied 

to the Council of State in order to demand the overruling of president’s action, while many 

associations including TUSIAD, the Turkish Industry and Business Association, which 

represents Turkey’s largest companies, has issued various written declarations supporting the 

convention (Duvar English, 2021). When the High Court rejected the appeal against 

withdrawing from Istanbul Convention and approved of the president’s decree on July 19, 

2022, many saw this as a politically oriented outcome. For example, Nazan Moroglu, vice 

president of the Istanbul Bar Association, stated that “This is not a legal decision, but a political 

decision. (...) The legal process is not over, sooner or later the law will make the right decision.” 

(Bianet, 2022)  

 

The very same day with the high court’s rejection of the appeal against exiting from Istanbul 

Convention and approval of the president’s decree, nation-wide protests broke once again. 

Showing a united front against this decision and against the government, the main opposition 

parties declared that they will re-ratify the Istanbul Convention again once they come to 

power in the upcoming elections scheduled for late 2023. Leftist CHP leader Kemal 

Kilicdaroglu said: "I have a promise for this nation. When we come to power, and we will, we 

will put the Istanbul Convention into effect again in the first week, even within 24 hours”, 

nationalist IYI Party leader Meral Aksener said: "But, a short period of time is left. We will come 

and the Istanbul Convention will let us live again!" and mildly conservative DEVA Party leader 

Ali Babacan said: "The decision of the Council of State regarding the Istanbul Convention is 

unlawful. We will continue to protect the Istanbul Convention. When we come to power, the 

first thing to do is to re-enact the agreement. This lawlessness will not continue. It's our 

promise to nation” (Duvar English, 2022). Women rights groups still hold regular protests 

about the issue and the legal route to European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) is still a viable 

option for paving the way for ratifying the convention once again, although new gender 

equality and women’s rights issues emerge one after another every passing day.  

 



	

	 77	

Atac’s (2021) interpretation of the current trajectory also points towards the gendered and 

hypermasculine qualities of the Turkish state, undermining the established rules for peace, 

diplomacy and co-existence in the international system for the sake of physical force 

and state control, where conflict and perpetuated false binary of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ impedes 

hopes for gender equality. As such, Turkish hegemonic masculinity is now considered as an  

example of hypermasculine hegemonic masculinity (Atac, 2021).  

 

What is witnessed in Turkey is in no way an isolated case. Democratic rights, especially 

regarding the gender equality ones, have been curbed in various countries such Hungry, 

Poland, Croatia and Slovakia as well (Grezebalska & Andrea, 2018). These countries have 

shown similar autocratic tendencies and similar lines of arguments regarding their 

contestations against gender equality (Tektaş and Keysan, 2021) and the Istanbul 

Convention.  Korolczuk (2020, p. 92) suggests that this opposition to gender is a global 

phenomenon and points out to its political nature reinforced by the  “transnational political 

alliances between different national and transnational political parties, non-governmental 

organizations, business leaders, intellectuals and religious authorities”. Along the same lines, 

others support this unification theme as well:  

“‘Gender [equality] ideology’ has come to signify the failure of democratic 

representation (…) the demonization of ‘gender ideology’ has become a key 

rhetorical tool in the construction of a new conception of ‘common sense’ for 

a wide audience; (…) reject the human rights paradigm (…) [and instead 

provide an] alternative centered on family, nation, religious values and 

freedom of speech.” (Andrea, Grzebalska and Kovats, 2017).  

 

Although, according to Özkazanc (2020), the Turkish case does not overlap hundred percent 

with the European examples mentioned previously, the observable trend is still along the 

same lines according to the academician:  

“We observe a similar [to European] coalition of right-wing forces in Turkey, 

and the cement for this coalition of ultra-nationalists and Islamic forces can 

be said to be an ideology of lslamo-Turkism framed in an anti-colonial 

discourse together with an acute condemnation of human rights discourse 

(…). The themes related to gender are mostly disguised or overlaid by the 

prominence of concerns for national security and national unity supposedly 
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threatened by the USA and EU”. (Özkazanc 2020, Baltic Worlds 2020, vol. 

XIII:1 Special Issue: Women and “the People”)  

 

As discussed in length above, the interwoven nature of the relationship between the fall of 

the gender equality paradigm and rise of the illiberal state is evident. No state seems to be 

immune from these recent populist illiberal tendencies, as the numerous examples manifest 

themselves and the trans-national nature of the phenomena is set forth by various 

academicians. The illiberal states’ attack on gender equality and the response garnered 

against it provides a new and ample field for researchers. Although this study focuses on the 

Turkish case, the lessons will be applicable to various other international settings and to other 

democratization-related topics.  

 

4.5. Combining Turkey’s Hybrid Context, The Gender Issue and PCSR 

As noted earlier, the purpose of the present study is to examine PCSR activities of companies 

in hybrid regimes. Conceptually, hybrid regimes are located in between democracy and 

authoritarianism, characterised by restrictions on political and civil rights and liberties at 

various degrees. In such settings, it is conceivable to expect certain firms who are not easily 

intimidated by the government to step up on behalf of the civil society and demonstrate an 

attitude advocating civil rights and liberties, or taking a pro or con position on politicized social 

issues through normative PCSR. This type of firm behaviour will not be displayed by all 

members of the business community in a country as the system creates its own supporters 

through clientelism and patronage. As discussed earlier in this section Turkey is a typical 

hybrid regime, and thus, presents a fertile ground for exploring the existence of various kinds 

of firm behaviour. In the current political context of Turkey, the gender issue is one of the 

most controversial and politicized issues in the country, often leading to heated debates and 

polarization in the society. This issue has come to signify the rift between the liberal/secular 

and the conservative/Islamist cleavages in the society, and consecutively symbolizes the 

increasing authoritarian and illiberal policies of the government. Accordingly, gender-related 

PCSR activities of Turkish firms will be examined with an intention to shed light on the question 

of how various companies handle their PCSR efforts in hybrid regimes, and whether normative 

political motivations lead to political contestation through their PCSR engagements or not.  
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CHAPTER V - CONTEXTUAL FINDINGS: HYBRIDITY OF THE CONTEXT LEADING TO 

EMERGENCE OF FLAGSHIP ISSUES OF DEMOCRACY 

 As discussed in depth in the earlier chapters, Turkey ranks very low in the international gender 

gap rankings (124th out of 146) (WEF, 2022), and the government’s unfavourable attitude 

towards gender equality is regarded as one of the most important impediments regarding the 

persisting gender equality problem in the country. This gender equality problem has reached 

to its peak with Turkey’s withdrawal from Istanbul Convention with a presidential decree due 

to the convention’s alleged ‘anti-family’ and ‘immoral’ nature in 2021 despite the nation-wide 

protests led by women’s rights groups. The remaining part of this study will focus on ‘gender 

(in)equality problem’ as the issue at hand. 

 

During the study, a thematic analysis of the interview data yielded a specific thread as to how 

the hybrid regime context leads to the translation of the gender issue into a flagship issue of 

democracy, and consequently leading to the classification of CSR related to gender issues as 

PCSR. The pathway of the classification of the flagship issues as PCSR can be mapped as shown 

in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4. Hybridity of the Context Leading to Emergence of Flagship Issues of Democracy and 

PCSR 

 

 

 

The contextual findings chapter starts with the drivers of the problem section. In this section, 

the interview findings about the drivers of the gender inequality problem which encompasses 

perceived traits of hybridity and issue-specific factors are presented. The perceived traits of 
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hybridity will be presented in details and these traits will be treated as the context that 

underpins the gender equality problem in the country. Perceived traits of hybridity such as 

anti-democratic governance and lack of rule of law, absence of free media, free speech and 

access to information, fear of government reprisal, the polarization of the society, and 

historical evolution of the hybridity traits are considered to be the drivers of the problem 

because of their significant impact on the democratic backsliding of the regime and on the 

loss of rights of the citizens. A historical evolution towards hybridness is also discussed within 

the text in order to give a chronological perspective of the events. Consequently, issue-specific 

factors will also be introduced as various additional reasons of the gender equality problem 

as these are also frequently mentioned by the interviewees. These issue-specific factors are 

cultural misperceptions and practices, insufficient education, pressure from 

conservative/religious groups, government’s negative attitude about the issue, and globally 

entrenched structural misconceptions. What follows as the second chapter is the translation 

of the problem into a PCSR issue. Here, the emergence of flagship issues of democracy –for 

the society and companies alike– is treated as a milestone for the whole society which 

therefore necessitates the companies to engage in such issues through PSCR activities. Thus, 

leading us to classify such flagship issues related firm efforts as PCSR rather than CSR in hybrid 

contexts.  

 

5.1. Drivers of the Problem  

In the context of this analysis, when interviewees are told about the classification of Turkey 

as a hybrid democracy, they gave their own perceptions about the traits of this hybridity. 

These perceptions fall under five headings and they are explained in detail below under the 

title of Perceived Traits of Hybridity. The interviewees have also been asked about the specific 

causes of the gender equality problem in Turkey. And these answers have been analysed 

under five headings and titled as issue-specific factors regarding the gender equality issue. In 

the later stages of the overall analysis, those two sets of concepts have been tied to each other 

conceptually in order to shed light on how the political regime’s hybridity and these other 

issue-specific factors regarding gender equality issue underpin the gender equality problem 

in Turkey. As a result, those two main headings -Perceived Traits of Hybridity and the Issue-

specific Factors- are treated as the drivers of the persistence of the gender equality problem 

in Turkey since the hybridity of the regime acts as a blockage and does not allow the gender 

equality issue to be resolved.  
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5.1.1. Perceived Traits of Hybridity  

The perceived traits of hybridity section of this chapter will be about the sub themes that are 

related to perceived traits of hybridity and emerged frequently during the interviews. These 

traits of hybridity are viewed as reasons of exacerbation of the gender equality issue according 

to the interviewees. Given the government’s tight grip on the society, it was not an easy task 

to get people comment about the lack of democracy in the country and possibly voice their 

possible criticisms. Some form of a bond of trust and protection was needed to be formed 

between the interviewer and the interviewee. Thus, as an opening line for the subject, an 

objective fact such as Turkey’s ranking as a hybrid democracy – as opposed to ranking as a full 

democracy – was introduced to the interviewees by the interviewee. This way, the discussion 

was transformed to something related to an outside observation by the third parties (i.e., the 

democracy rankings) rather than a direct personal line of questioning of the political 

tendencies of the interviewees. This method made it somewhat easier for the interviewees to 

discuss such a sensitive topic and allowed them to express their thoughts about the level of 

democracy more freely. The sub-themes that surfaced were anti-democratic governance and 

lack of rule of law, absence of free media, free speech and access to information, fear of 

government reprisal, the polarization of the society, and historical evolution of the hybridity 

traits. The data obtained was coded under the theme “manifestation of hybridness”. 

 

5.1.1.1. Anti-democratic Governance and Lack of Rule of Law  

When reminded about Turkey’s classification as a “hybrid democracy” in international 

rankings and asked about their opinions, all of the respondents agreed with the accuracy of 

Turkey’s placement among the hybrid regimes and the anti-democratic governance of the 

country. Talking about the hybridity of the regime, a prominent businesswoman and board 

member of her company (R39) not only acknowledged the regime’s hybridity but also 

expressed her fear about the prospects of the free elections: She said: 

“I actually do not think they [the government] have any aim for democracy, 

except for the elections, and that [their intentions about holding elections] is 

questionable as well. (…) So, we are going towards a very dark place, but this 

is not sustainable. (…) Turkey is almost gone. We are really losing Turkey. This 

is no joke.”  
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Autocratic features of the regime were frequently brought up by the interviewees. For 

example, one of the interviewees who is a member of the parliament belonging to one of the 

major opposition parties (R40), even went further to name the system autocratic, saying “It is 

true that currently we are an autocratic regime.” An internationally acclaimed Turkish political 

scientist (R34) also confirms that there is no liberal democracy in Turkey. She described the 

current political system as the following:  

“I'm increasingly convinced that we have no such book description type of 

liberal democracy here. It [the government] is not acting with such an 

understanding. On the contrary, just like we teach at the Introduction to 

Political Science classes, we have a state that actually acts with a ‘majority 

rules’ understanding, and that is the simple definition.”  

 

An Oxford University based Turkish academician who is also an active member of the civil 

society (R37) summarized the anti-democratization of the country with a few memorable 

milestones: “I see the moment we are in as a very hardcore and fully institutionalized 

authoritarian regime that was formed after 2015. (...) With top to bottom change of the 

constitution, the switch to the presidential regime and the enacting of state of emergency, we 

have come to this points.”  

 

A general manager of an NGO (R18) admitted that nobody saw this type of a harsh political 

regime coming. She stated that “Nobody thought that they [the government] would become 

authoritarian and do it so quickly once they got the power and gained ground. Yes, they 

weren't very trusted, but they were not expected to break away from the world so quickly; nor 

were they expected to break away from the law, break away from everything…”  

 

It was also mentioned by multiple respondents that there is no longer separation of powers 

and instead all power is vested in a single person. Remarks of a businesswoman, who is also 

the founder of an NGO for gender rights (R32), acknowledges that there is no democracy in 

Turkey, and links this to lack of separation of powers and rule of law: “We assume as if there 

is no democracy. In a place where there is no rule of law, where the law doesn’t function, the 

notion of separation of powers does not function either. So, I have no idea where we are in the 

scale of democracy.” This view was echoed by another interviewee who is currently the 
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president of a women’s rights NGO and an ex-businesswomen/politician (R36), explaining how 

the decision-making process is tied to a single authority: 

“There are no longer legislative, executive and jurisdictive powers in Turkey. 

There is only the word of the President. This is established now. In other words, 

a country which exited from an international convention with the decision of 

a single person in a single night can easily nationalize the company bank 

accounts tomorrow. A single person’s rule/whim might cause many things.”  

 

As also mentioned by the previous interviewee, another common theme that came across in 

multiple interviews was how decisions with systemic effects are made overnight and forced 

upon the general public. The director of one of the most well-known business-organized NGOs 

(BONGOs) of the country (R14) underlines that seemingly irrational decisions are made in a 

haste: "Here everything is decided overnight. So, for example, that they decide four plus four 

should equal four. This is it!" Another interviewee, who is the CEO of a big automotive 

company (R19), narrates how this kind of whimsical overnight decision-making practices of 

the government effects the private sector and gives an example about effects of overnight tax 

rate changes:  

“If I'm buying a car to my cashiers, (…) [and if they raise the tax rates] this 

means 50% increase in costs for me. So, if I was going to get 100 cars, maybe 

now I will be able to buy only 60 cars. So, what happened to the plans? What 

happened to the profits I was going to make (…)? Therefore, such interventions 

disrupt the whole system, just like the police who gives the permission to pass 

during the red light.”  

 

Another important theme that was repeated several times was the lack of rule of law and lack 

of public’s confidence in the judicial system. A businessperson, who is also a member of board 

of directors at a liberal NGO (R22), for example, claims: “When it comes to implementation, 

laws are definitely not implemented. Do we even have a justice system or not? Justice is given 

to whom? Such a system has emerged that although there are laws, unfortunately, there are 

incredible gaps in their implementation; there are incredible difficulties.” Likewise, a CEO (R19) 

connects the lack of rule of law to lack of trust in general: “Justice and the legal system… 

Frankly, what does the law provide? It provides an environment of trust. The research shows 

which institutions people trust. Do Turkish people trust each other? No, they don’t [trust each 

other and the system].”  
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The impact of the lack of rule of law on market practices and how firms are not able operate 

free of government interference were pointed out by the majority of the participants. The 

interview data shows that this interference to the markets can stretch from capping the price 

of goods sold to even taking over the companies, while creating and supporting companies 

that are aligned with the government. The chairman of an international MNC (R33) gives an 

example of how the government interferes with the day-to-day business decisions: “Isn’t 

Turkey a liberal economy? I can increase the prices, right? No, you cannot do it. The big 

brothers [government] calls you from Ankara [the capital].” A similar anecdote comes from 

the CEO of an automotive company (R19) when he recounts how the whole automotive sector 

with 42 players was fined with millions of dollars for alleged price fixing: “When you look at 

this, what does it mean? They [government] tell you that they will discipline you whenever they 

want. Of course, you are afraid of such mechanisms.” The chairman of an MNC (R33) 

elaborated about the government pressure they face as the following: “Take a look at the 

statistics, those things (penalties) done to foreign capital has increased in recent years. The 

pressure has increased a lot in every sense, not only via the Competition Board fines and tax 

penalties.” Regarding the same subject, head of a BONGO (R18) said: “As you already know, 

the processes of squeezing and putting the private sector under pressure have been going on 

for a long time via making excuses for financial taxes and so on.” An academician who is an 

active member of the civil society (R37) explains the evolution of this interference as follows, 

comparing the government interference to mafia-like interferences: 

“It [the regime] is involved in massive interventions to the private sector. There 

were very direct political interventions and this was polarizing from the start. 

In other words, the government created and supported capital groups close to 

itself. (…) After 2015, we now understand that the regime has had intervened 

in private sector companies much more heavily. Violating all kinds of free 

market logic, that is, in gang-like ways, that is, in mafia-like ways, that is, in 

crushing and taking over method.”  

 

Under the anti-democratic governance and lack of rule of law heading, the findings regarding 

the regime’s hybrid qualities that bleed over the autocracy line are presented as they were 

conveyed by the respondents. According to the interview data, this hybridity did not occur 

overnight but rather through a decade long transition. As a result, the separation of powers 

and the rule of law are diminished, trust in the judiciary is lost.  While the government 
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intervention in the markets extended from price caps to taking over companies, unexpected 

overnight decisions from the government changed the rules of the game frequently creating 

risks and disadvantages for the firms.  

 

5.1.1.2. Absence of Free Media, Free Speech and Access to Information 

During the interviews, majority of the participants expressed their concerns regarding the 

absence of a free media and its importance for democracy. They also talked frequently about 

not being able to speak freely and express their opinions without fear because of the political 

regime’s strong handedness. A few interviewees also mentioned the barriers to accessing 

certain information such as the official statistics collected by the government. There were no 

specific questions pre-designed to probe about these specific topics during the interviews. 

However, once a general question was asked about the hybridness of the regime, these 

themes were frequently mentioned by the interviewees. Regarding the operationalization of 

the data, the terms and sentences related to lack of freedom of speech and free media and 

limited access to information were coded and brought together as one of the dimensions of 

the ‘manifestation of hybridness’ them. 

 

The general situation in the country is described as “restrained” and the people as “quiet” by 

an interviewee who is the CEO of a company (R19): 

“I think people are quieter in Turkey now. They are quieter, more 

unresponsive. There are people out there who are reacting, but they are the 

usual suspects who are expected to react. But when you look at the general 

public and the private sector in general, there is a calmer, more restrained, 

more controlled situation regarding this matter. I think it has to do with 

Turkey’s conjuncture. I mean, free speech is curbed, so I think people are not 

that vocal anymore in Turkey.”  

 

As noted above, a very prominent theme, lack of freedom of expression, was frequently 

pointed out by the interviewees. One of the leading gender equality activists and an NGO 

president (R26), for example, referred to the jailed journalists and the incarceration of 

common citizens who tweet against the government: “Is the government democratic? Are the 

actions of the government democratic? Do you see a democratization when we look at the 

things done to the journalists or those (to the people) who rightfully tweet in social media? 
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No!” An interviewee (R4) provided a concrete example of what could happen to those who 

criticize the government too much:  

“Now, we are a business group that has been on the sharp edge of a very sharp 

knife. (…)  I know they [the shareholders] are people who are considered to be 

democratic liberals. I know their opinions. But I also know that they can't say 

this loudly due to some legal restrictions. My [ex] boss, who said these [his/her 

opinions] earlier is now in jail for 800 days.”  

 

A first-hand experience of lack of freedom of speech in the form of forced auto-censorship 

was expressed by a businesswoman and the founder of an NGO (R32). She said: 

“I was going to give a speech at a university. It was told beforehand that no 

words should be brought up about the Istanbul Convention. I mean, the issue 

was not to be discussed. The lady who invited me was a very close friend of 

mine. So, I agreed to give the speech. She said that if I talked about it [Istanbul 

Convention], they would fire her. “No guest can talk about it” she said. I didn’t 

say much but I still brought up the topic in my speech.”  

 

Another academician who also previously sat on the broadcasting principles board of a media 

company (R34) underlined clearly that the mainstream media is now controlled by the 

government and the content of the news are dictated by the government authorities or the 

government supporters:  

“Even about the withdrawal of Turkey from the Istanbul Convention, I have 

not heard or seen any serious criticism, for example, from the media groups 

called the mainstream media, which are now completely under the control of 

the government. The subject was ignored by these organizations. Akit 

newspaper, which is one of the marginal, more extremist media outlets that 

support the government, has brought this issue [withdrawing from İstanbul 

Convention] to life.”  

 

The way government suffocated the free media is painted vividly by a former board member 

of a media company (R22) who talked about how a money laundering operation conducted 

through a pro-government NGO called Deniz Feneri was exposed by the media and how the 

media company got penalized because of this: “The job of media is to reveal certain things, 
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things that are not working properly. (…) because this was reported by the media, they [the 

newspapers] were fined with heavy tax levies, and everything have changed afterwards.”  

 

An academician (R37) recounted how free media has been halted by the government in the 

country: “By violating the rules of the free market, they [government] take over companies 

and shut down the businesses they want. So, of course, they took over the media with 

blackmail, threats, etc. [This is] a gang regime that scares everyone.”  

 

Supporting these claims, a shareholder and the board member of a company (R39) said 

“Femicides were in all the newspapers for a while. Now they [government] are censoring them 

too. So, our job is very difficult. One of Turkey's most fundamental problems is the media. 

Except a few barely surviving web pages, except for bloggers or something. (…) We don't have 

a media.”  

 

Access to credible data and official statistics was an area of concern for some of the 

interviewees as well. When asked about the details of schooling rates of girls versus boys, for 

example, the general manager of a foundation (R14) said: “That I don’t know, since we are not 

allowed to access all the statistics.” Likewise, a director who works at the same foundation 

(R4) also pointed to increased difficulty of accessing, saying “The statistical data used to be 

more reachable and more accurate back then. Now everything is undercover.”  

 

Another interviewee (R22) pointed out to the general lack of credible information and 

discrepancies between the government rhetoric and the facts: “So there is a bubble there, and 

here are the facts. These facts here do not overlap with that bubble over there. What actually 

goes on and what they are saying are very different from each other.”  

 

Under the heading of absence of free media, free speech and access to information, the 

findings are presented regarding the prosecution of the critiques and the fear it creates among 

the public, the censorship of the media and restraining public’s access to information.    

 

5.1.1.3. Fear of Government Reprisal 

A strong sense of fear from the government was expressed by the interviewees during the 

interviews. Although this fear was not usually expressed in the first tense (as “I am scared 
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from the government”), the environment of fear was depicted as a general fact by most of the 

interviewees. The related data was coded under the theme of ‘manifestation of hybridness’. 

This fear also was an important hurdle to overcome for the purposes of our study since it 

might curb the extent of candidness of the interviewee on what we would be talking about. 

 

A manager at a foundation who also worked at the firm the foundation is related to (R4) 

expressed her distress about the current political regime with the following statements “There 

is no place you can go to fight for your rights. If you do that, anything can happen to you.” This 

fear of punishment was echoed by the CFO and the board member of another company (R9): 

“No one prioritizes human rights, women's rights, personal rights, because anyone who does 

so somehow get a response as punishment. So, no one has an intention of doing anything for 

the society.”  

 

An anecdote told by the president of a women’s rights NGO (R26) depicts that fear with a real-

life example regarding filing a lawsuit against the government about the unlawfulness of 

withdrawing from the Istanbul Convention overnight with a presidential decree: “(…) “I’m 

afraid”, said the X Federation’s president to me, and told me “You do it” [file a lawsuit].”  

Another interviewee who works at a foundation (R7) expressed their fear of punishment if 

they get involved in politics as the following: 

“Before the declaration of state of emergency in Turkey, many associations 

were closed, a few that we supported were also closed. I was so scared that 

this would frighten our administration [the shareholders] and they would tell 

that we have entered into political affairs without realizing. We were very 

afraid that something could happen to our grant program.”  

 

The CEO of a global MNC (R29) expressed a similar fear of repercussion and their distrust to 

the judiciary as a protection mechanism in case they get involved in political matters: “It is a 

question mark whether institutions in Turkey are protected in such a situation, that is, whether 

you can be protected or not when something you do in a political field is carried to another 

point.”  

 

The punishment of the government can be in different forms as one interviewee (R9) puts it:   

“All kinds of things can be used to blame you at any time, from being a member of a 

terrorist organization, to causing polarization in the society. At the moment, everyone 
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is following what the person at the top (the president) says. If there are any 

contradictory voices to that (his voice), they are lynched by the society.” These claims 

are also backed by an ex general manager of a foundation (R1): “In this conjuncture, 

you know, there is such a thing as crushing the head of those who make a noise in 

Turkey, especially in these [political] matters.” In face of such a strong fear, 

interviewees highlight the importance of their own survival as well. A board member 

and the ex-CFO of a company (R9) said “Everyone is in survival mode. That's why those 

who say ‘I should put myself forward and do something’ are laying low now; they say 

‘we will do it when we get rid of them [the government]’. We are now in survival 

mode.”  

 

Under the heading of fear of government reprisal, findings regarding the interviewees’ fear of 

the government are presented. Depending on the flow of the interview, some of the 

interviewees were asked what could happen to people if they showed a stance against the 

government. The interviewees confessed that there is no place they can go to defend their 

rights if they get involved into politics and that they could easily be portrayed as terrorists or 

lynched by the public.  

 

5.1.1.4. Polarization of the Society 

Polarization of the society in two camps, pro-government and anti-government, was an issue 

that was mentioned by most of the respondents during the interviews. Furthermore, all the 

interviewees either openly stated or signaled their liberal political stance and their anti-

government positions during various parts of their interviews. The related data were coded 

as ‘polarization of the society’, as another dimension (sub-theme) of the ‘manifestation of 

hybridness’ theme.  

 

A prominent businesswoman (R39) put it directly during the interview, uttering “The society 

is such a divided society in general.” The severe polarization of the society was expressed by 

an analogy by the head of corporate relations of a big conglomerate (R13): “At the moment, 

there is a society that is cut in the middle like a watermelon, so to speak; whatever the fifty 

percent likes, the other fifty percent dislikes.” Another interviewee (R1) also tied this 

polarization to the differences in political attitudes of the public: “Certain portion of Turkey, 
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the half, likes the party [the government] anyways (…) there is an oriental thinking behind 

[this].”  

 

On the other hand, the head of corporate relations of a big firm (R24) pointed to the fact that 

notion of polarization of societies is a global phenomenon:  

“[When] you are against it, then you are the ‘other’. This fear mongering is 

something that happens a lot in political science; either you are with us or you 

are not. It must be a part of the history. There is [the example of] George Bush's 

sentence that starts with ‘you are either one of us or…’ in USA. Therefore, 

there is such a polarization and a situation caused by polarization in Turkey, 

unfortunately. (…) Everybody grabbed a corner, and everyone is trying to push 

through their own perspective in Turkey right now.”  

 

Under the polarization of the society heading, the data related to the stark division in the 

society –pro government vs anti-government– is presented. Although there were no specific 

questions geared towards this notion, the subject was brought up by numerous interviewees. 

 

5.1.1.5. Historical Evolution of the Hybridity Traits 

A clear narrative was told by the interviewees about how the government has refashioned its 

discourse and changed the path it followed from early 2000s until now. An interviewee (R37) 

explained how a clear democratization path was set forth by the government initially in the 

early 2000s, and how it has evolved into a path of autocratization and suppression in the last 

decade. “There was a slight [antidemocratic] slipping starting from 2011. There was a 

tendency towards authoritarianism, but just a tendency. After the Gezi movement in 2013, (…) 

the developments in that period have led us to a very hard breaking point in 2015” says an 

interviewee. According to another interviewee -an academician who previously sat on the 

broadcasting principles board of a media company- (R34), when AKP came to power in the 

early 2000s, they did not introduce themselves as a party that was in conflict with the western 

values; on the contrary, their main promise was to carry Turkey to the European Union. She 

stated that “AKP came to power by promising a democracy that respects human rights and 

the rule of law, as we know it in the classical sense.” She also added that the progressive 
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segments in Turkey, who are aligned with the ideals of the western world, supported AKP at 

that time believing that promise.  

 

According to an Oxford University based academician (R37), this transition to autocracy 

happened with certain milestones and it was enabled by the militarization of the state.  

“The escalation of the [civil] war in the southeast, and all the events that 

followed: an existential threat created by the Syrian war, a perception of a 

terrorist threat inside in the background, bombs, the environment of violence, 

and the fact that all these new dynamics dragged Turkey into a military 

intervention attempt a year later in 2016. (...) In this whole process -in the 

transition of 2015-, the most fundamental thing was militarization. It was a 

period when the issue of political violence came to the fore. (...) After the 

attempted coup d’état, the regime launched its own coup d’état as well 

[meaning the declaration of state of emergency] and it also used a lot of 

violence. Therefore, the axis of violence must had been a very central axis 

[here].”  

 

The interview data, which was coded at “the beginning of things” within the coding tree, has 

revealed that there are two competing narratives regarding how the democratic backsliding 

has occurred in Turkey. 

 

According to the first narrative, the aim of the government had never been to foster the 

democracy in the country in anyway; they have successfully hidden their autocratic tendencies 

and agendas related to an Islamic values-oriented system until they amassed sufficient 

popular support and secured insurmountable state power. An interviewee who is the 

president of a women’s rights NGO (R26) drew attention to the alleged hypocrisy of the 

government by saying “Today we can see very clearly that there is a two-faced government, 

but we [people like her] understood this much earlier.”  

 

The second narrative claims that the democratic aspirations of the AKP government was not 

met with equal enthusiasm from the counterparts at the EU, who pushed for double standards 

and showed condescending attitude towards Turkey, hence causing the AKP government to 

give up its EU accession aspirations and recalibrate itself towards more Eastern and religious 

leaning policies and more nationalistic attitudes. This was voiced by some of the interviewees, 
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one of them (R32) stating “The European Union caused (Turkey) an axis shift in terms of 

international politics.”  

 

An academician who also previously sat on the broadcasting principles board of a media 

company (R34) said:  

“When EU gave such clear messages about not accepting Turkey, this caused 

Turkey to establish relations outside the EU and European values, and to look 

further east and naturally towards the Muslim world. And after that, we have 

already started to see a serious conservativeness and Islamization in the values 

of the social issues and the approach of the party on these.”  

 

Supporting the same view, a businesswoman, who took part in the EU accession talks as a 

member of the Turkish delegate during the customs union process (R32), explained the 

perceived double standard of the EU as the following: 

“Hungary, Poland, Serbia, Kosovo... Who are the last ones to enter [to EU]? I 

don't know right now. But a lot of countries were accepted right away, even 

though none of them did anything [improvements]. Despite the fact that 

Turkey has implemented much more advanced legal regulations 

(improvements], it was pushed away a lot.”  

 

Thus, according to a number of the interviewees, EU’s double standards caused deep 

disappointments within the country, and without the EU accession as a stable anchor, Turkey 

found itself on the fringes of western world order and democratic governance mechanisms. 

The reason of this double standard is perceived to be the religion factor by one of the same 

interviewees (R32):  

“The assumption that a Christian block [EU] can never identify with a Muslim 

culture outweighed [in EU]. However, the basic values that created the 

European Union were very universal values. They were human values, social 

values such as freedom of thought, freedom of belief, tolerance, cooperation, 

etc. (…) The re-emerging anti-Muslim crusade mentality in the politics caused 

them [EU] to constantly push Turkey away, cornering it, constantly demanding 

concessions, including Cyprus... This was a very big mistake.”  
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Under the heading of fear of Historical evolution of the hybridity traits, findings regarding the 

early periods of the AKP, their promise of democratization, and their latter track with 

autocratic tendencies are presented. Two narratives of this democratic backsliding are given 

by the interviewees, first one being the hypocrisy of the AKP rule, second being the double 

standards of EU. Some interviewees were asked specific questions regarding the evolution of 

the democratic backsliding depending on their appetite of discussing this political topic in 

details.  

 

Overall, the ‘Perceived Traits of Hybridity’ section of this chapter have been about the sub 

themes covering anti-democratic governance and lack of rule of law, absence of free media, 

free speech and access to information, fear of government reprisal, the polarization of the 

society, and historical evolution of the hybridity traits. These themes emerged frequently 

during the interviews and were deemed as indicators of the regime’s hybrid qualities 

according to the interviewees.  

 

5.1.2. Issue-specific Factors  

The second section of the contextual findings chapter will focus on the various other reasons 

of the gender equality problem in Turkey according to the interviewees, and these are 

presented under the issue-specific factors heading in the study. The interview findings 

indicate that the reasons of gender equality issues in Turkey can be categorized under five 

main headings: (1) cultural factors (2) educational factors, (3) religio-political factors, (4) 

government’s attitude, and (5) globally entrenchment. These categories will be treated as the 

issue-specific factors of gender equality in this study. 

 

5.1.2.1. Cultural Factors  

The interview findings indicate that the reasons of gender equality issues in Turkey can be 

categorized under five main headings: (1) cultural misperceptions and practices, (2) 

insufficient education, (3) pressures from conservative/religious groups, (4) government’s 

negative attitude about the gender issue, and (5) globally entrenched issue. These categories 

will be treated as the issue-specific factors of gender equality in this study. 
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Most of the interviewees mentioned cultural factors among the reasons of gender equality 

issues in Turkey. Underlining the traditional role of woman at home, the head of HR in a firm 

(R8) stated that: “This is the culture of Turkey stemming from the past, and in this culture, 

woman is the one who looks after the house (…) [while It's] a culture where men are out and 

about”.  Likewise, an ex-head of a foundation (R2) stressed on the strength of these traditions, 

saying “[It is] something ingrained in our bones or in our genes.” A similar perspective was 

expressed by the founder of an NGO (R36): “A wide range of people say that it [gender 

equality] is not suitable for the traditions in Turkey and a way of life based on Islam”.   

 

More specifically numerous interviewees drew attention to the male dominant nature of the 

society. Mentioning the patriarchal character of the society in Turkey, a political scientist 

(R34), for example, stated that “traditional values are a reality for a large section of the 

society. Gender equality is not an important value [for them]. Gender equality is not something 

that needs to be defended or even talked about in the political arena for a large section of the 

society.” Some other respondents added that the notion of gender equality is a threat to the 

existing power relations in society. The head of corporate relations of a firm (R11) mentioned 

this issue as follows: “Turkey is a very masculine country in essence. We are talking about a 

male-dominated society. (...) Wherever one sex has such a higher degree of power, changing 

and equalizing that power [balance] means that the other will be losing power in so many 

other places.” The same point was more blatantly brought in by another interviewee who 

works at a BONGO (R28):  

“For conservatives, [gender inequality] is actually the usual process of 

traditions, values, and then a certain status quo. (…) Now, when you question 

these roles, and even discuss that these roles – that is, being a man and a 

woman— are fluid things, it poses a great threat to the conservatives. So, there 

is this change, and this change is [causing] a serious fear.”  

 

In accordance with the deep-rooted nature of the gender issue, some other participants 

emphasized the difficulty of changing such values and cultural practices. Reiterating the 

cultural nature of the gender issues, an interviewee who works at a foundation (R5) stated, 

for instance, that “achieving gender equality is a cultural change. (...) It's not something that 

can happen from today to tomorrow”. Likewise, another interviewee who works at a BONGO 

(R18) underlined that “We are talking about a process, an approach that is the accumulation 

of centuries and thousands of years.” According to him (R18), this is not something that can 
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be resolved in a generation or two. Pondering on the same topic, another interviewee who is 

the head of corporate relations (R11) pointed to the fact that gender equality had to be 

‘cultivated’, saying: “Gender equality is not something that grows on its own. So (this topic) 

really has many layers such as a paradigm shift in people, restructuring of social prejudices 

and etc.”  

 

5.1.2.2. Educational Factors   

Another issue that was brought about the participants regarding the reasons of gender 

equality problem in Turkey is education.  Some participants related gender inequality to lack 

of or poor quality of education: “One of the important things about this subject [gender 

equality] is education. Unfortunately, Turkey's backwardness, especially in education, and the 

widening of this gap unfortunately fuels this” (R31, an ex-CEO). Many other concurred with 

this observation: “Unfortunately, due to the fact that the level of education, level of 

knowledge, equality of opportunity in education and the quality of education are not at a 

sufficient level in this country, the mentality change on this issue cannot be realized quickly” 

(R8, the head of HR).   

 

Some others blamed the government for the ‘backwardness’ of the education in the country. 

The ex-board member of a firm who is a current board member of an NGO (R22), for example, 

stated that “They [government] also degenerated the education system a lot. (…) 

Contemporary education has been obstructed. (…) They preferred the education of the 1700s.”  

 

Another participant, the CFO of another firm (R9), approached the subject from another angle 

and pointed to how education empowers woman: “As women become educated and women 

have the power to work, they become stronger. As they get stronger, they naturally impose 

equality.”  

 

5.1.2.3. Religio-political Factors 

Another factor mentioned by the participants relating to the reason of gender (in)equality is 

the pressure exerted in the name of religion by various groups in the society. According to an 

interviewee who is a political scientist: “There are some traditional authorities that guide in 

these matters, among which religious authorities are counted. In other words, they 
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[government officials] say, ‘This will be settled as they [religious authorities] say, there is no 

point in bringing it up as [a matter of] democracy’". (R34) 

 

The government is reinforcing these religious pressures according to some of the 

interviewees. An interviewee who is a member of the parliament (R40), for example, 

expressed this attitudes of the governments as ‘longing for the Ottoman times’: “By clinging 

to such religious things, they [the government] were immersed in certain things [ideas] such 

as ‘maybe we could find a [new] path through becoming like the Ottomans’, or ‘could we find 

a [new] path through the provisions of Sharia.’” Another Interviewee (R39) also shared her 

distress about the religious references both in general in the country, and particularly relating 

to gender issues:   

“I can't believe we're talking about this but there is an understanding that 

attempts to shape Turkey according to the laws of Sharia, especially recently, 

by bringing up religion. What is the state's [gender equality] policy in a place 

where these [religious references about Sharia] are now being said out loudly? 

I mean, it [defending gender equality] is like to write something on ice.”  

 

Likewise, an interviewee, who is an ex-board member of a firm (R22), also expressed her 

concerns about the ‘Islamization’ of the country, by touching on how it takes place, as well as 

its negative implications for gender equality: 

“There's definitely brainwashing. That is why, for example, they abolished 

schools in villages. There are no schools in the villages, but there is a mosque 

in every village. Is it possible for the religious clerk – the family counsellor – in 

every village, to explain the gender discrimination of the woman and to 

encourage the girls? That's why we're going the opposite of the way we need 

to go now.”  

 

According to some other interviewees, religion is used to sustain the power structure in the 

society. A businesswoman who is also the founder of an NGO (R32) explained this relationship 

as the following:  

“I think that religion has always been used as a tool for every nationalist 

conservative power [structure]. Religions, Christians, Muslims, Buddhists, all 

create a suitable ground for this. So instead of saying ‘I don't want the 

patriarchal order to change, I want it to be conservative and stay that way’, 



	

	 97	

you can say ‘Buddha said it, God said it, Allah said it, Moses said it’. (…) So, it is 

easier to persuade [people] this way.”  

 

A similar tone was repeated by another interviewee who works at a foundation (R7), saying 

“Religious matters are thrown in front of you a lot. (…) But, basically, the equality of men and 

women is does not serve the interest of [some parts of] the society.”  

 

5.1.2.4. Government’s Attitude  

According to the interviewees, although the government have pursued a considerably pro-

gender-equality attitude path for a while, their path at the time being is obviously not gender 

equality driven. This was clearly stated by a participant (R36) as follows: “There is a radical 

Islamic right-wing government. (…) The point of view and reference of the government is clear. 

They are not holding it back anymore. Maybe for a while, they seemed more liberal, acted 

more liberal. Now they don't even need to act like it.”  

 

While nearly all the interviewees mentioned the negative attitude of the incumbent towards 

gender equality in different ways, some of the interviewees classified the government’s 

attitude about gender equality into two periods, which coincides with the government’s 

increased autocratic tendencies.  

 

The first period, according to the participants, is until the early 2010s, when the government 

had a positive attitude toward the issue of gender equality. For example, a political scientist 

(R37) stated that “until 2011, AKP government had, as a general tendency, looked and acted 

in accordance with the gender goals that are regulated and protected by globally established 

international conventions and adopted by the European Union.” In a similar way, another 

interviewee, who is active in women’s rights (R36) said: “For me, 2007 - 2011 was a period 

when the AKP government still kept its ties with civil society alive.”  

 

The interviewees, more or less, pointed to the same time period regarding the backsliding in 

gender equality norms and attitudes, as succinctly explained a political scientist (R37):  

“This 2015 transition of Turkey also meant (…) everything from the West was 

seen as an imposition, as something contrary to national values or irrelevant. 

And just like this, after a while, gender equality was started to be coded as 
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something coming from the West, something that did not comply with our 

national and religious values.”  

 

It was underlined over and over by the interviewees that the government’s attitude towards 

gender equality is not positive. For example, “The government does not look favourably on 

male-female relations” said the president of a women’s rights NGO (R26).      

 

Most of the interviewees mentioned that the government has its own way of interpreting how 

gender relations should be and equality is not a word that belongs to that equation. A political 

scientist (R37) defines this attitude of the government clearly as the following:  

“They have started to replace the concept of gender equality with another 

concept [gender justice] (…) they have begun to drop the concept of ‘gender 

equality’ from their programs, government documents. (…) [T]they started 

have begun to emphasize the concept of ‘family’ instead of ‘gender’ and 

‘women’. That's how they changed the name of the ministry from [the Ministry 

of] woman to [the Ministry of] family.”  

 

This second period is regarded by some of the participants (R36) as a kind of regression in 

regard to gender issues: “We observe that all the gains we brought up (...) have been gradually 

regressed in the last ten years.” The same was told by another interviewee who works at an 

NGO (R21): “We are now in a period of regression. We are in a period where all of these 

(achievements) are tried to be taken back one by one.”  

 

5.1.2.5. Global Entrenchment 

Although the participants brought in various domestic factors as the causes of gender inequity 

in Turkey, most have also pointed to the global aspect of the issue.  More specifically, most of 

the interviewees said that the gender equality problem is not a specific problem to this context 

or to this geography, but a ‘global problem’, as labeled by one of the participants (R12). 

Pointing to the similarities in various parts of the world, an ex-CEO of a foundation (R2) said: 

“This is what happens in Turkey, but it happens in the USA in a similar way. (…) It is the same 

in South Africa, it is the same in many large countries in Asia.” Echoing the same opinion, the 

president of a foundation (R6) said: “Take Melinda Gates, the wife of Bill Gates, for example. 

Recently, she has allocated a very large fund for the gender equality of women in America. In 
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other words, we can say that it is the most advanced economy in the world, the most advanced 

place of freedom or development, right? (…) So, this is a global problem.” The shareholder and 

a board member of a company (R3) provided specific examples indicating the globally shared 

nature of the gender equality problem:  

“This is not a problem specific to Turkey. (…) The quality and quantity of the 

[gender inequality] problem changes in every region and country. Today, the 

wages earned by a female employee doing the same job and a male employee 

doing the same job are twenty percent different. (…) Today, the rate of female 

CEOs in the S&P 500 in America is around 10 percent. When we look at Europe, 

the rate of female computer engineers is around 20 percent.”  

 

Another interviewee (R32) explained how deeply rooted the problem of gender inequality is 

around the world:  

“A gender inequality and patriarchy prevailed in the world until about the 18th 

century and even lasted until the middle of the 19th century. I mean, it already 

exists all over the world. In fact, this is not just for advanced democracies, but 

for Japan, China, Malaysia, everywhere. In other words, since the transition 

from the tribal matriarchal order to the settled order, there is a patriarchal 

order.”  

 

An interviewee who works at an NGO (R7) echoed the same thinking, acknowledging that the 

width and the depth of the problems might differ depending on the context but the underlying 

reasons stay the same: “Maybe the numbers are much lower there [Europe], but I don't think 

the things underlying this gender inequality are any different in particular. It is same in 

everywhere.”  

 

On the other hand, another interviewee (R32) pointed out that the issue of gender equality 

surfaces in a different way in some of the European countries, referring to negative attitudes 

towards LGBT: “Homosexuality is not accepted [there]. It's seen as a disease. As you know, a 

legal regulation has passed in Hungary right now. Hungary is against it [homosexuality]. The 

European Union gave warnings. [Also] in Poland and so on.”  

 

Overall, the interview data indicates that the issue of gender equality is seen to be resulting 

from multitude of factors such as cultural perceptions and practices that the society has long 
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held, insufficient education among men and women, pressures from conservative/religious 

groups regarding so called religious provisions, government’s negative attitude about the 

gender equality issue and the issue’s global nature. Besides these major five issue-specific 

factors, there have also been references to the lack of visible role models, especially in the 

media (R11), and to structural inequalities that gear women towards greater disadvantages 

such as the non-paid care work for the children and the elderly carried out by the women 

(R15) during the interviews. As one of the interviewees (R6) pointed out, the problem of 

gender equality requires “multi-factor” analysis as it appears to be “influenced by many 

things.” While some of the interviewees mentioned only one of these issues, others talked 

about multiple ones.  
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CHAPTER VI - TRANSLATION OF THE PROBLEM INTO A PCSR ISSUE 

This chapter presents the findings regarding emergence of gender equality as a flagship issue 

of democracy in the Turkish context and how firms became a part of the movement against 

the anti-democraticness of the regime through their gender CSR activities, which enables us 

to categorize these activities as PCSR. 

 

6.1. Emergence of Flagship Issues   

This section presents the findings relating to how certain issues emerge as flagship issues of 

democracy for the society and companies alike, as well as how some others cannot be 

considered or addressed. The section is divided into two main parts. The first part presents 

findings on the gender equality being a symbol of democracy and human rights. The gender 

equality issue is presented as a glue that connects the liberal sections of the society together 

as well as the opposing parties under this part. That part also focuses on the findings related 

to the masculine nature of the regime, and explains the interconnectedness of the 

government’s anti-democratic ways and the gender equality issue. It presents how the 

government has used gender-related topics to its political advantage currently and in the past. 

It also presents the findings on how respondents see CSR as a context dependence issue, 

highlight gender issue as a soft spot in Turkey. Findings on the context-bound nature of the 

flagship issues are presented here, as to why it is the gender equality issue but not another 

issue that became this flagship democracy issue in the Turkish context. The second part 

presents the findings related to how companies see gender-related activities not as regular 

CSR activity but as a PCSR activity because of the political context of the country. 

 

6.1.1. Politicization of the Gender Issue by the Government  

The gendered qualities of the current government were a theme that frequently came up 

during some of the interviews. One of the interviewees, who is a political scientist and an 

active member of the civil society (R37), provided a comprehensive frame depicting the 

‘masculine’ nature of the government and its implications. She described the policies of the 

government as “a very empowered, fortified masculine show of strength; a demonstration of 

physical strength” that provides a framework in which “interventions to secular lifestyle, 

existence of women and LGBTs, interventions to youth, reconstruction of the field of education 
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and of course some legal interventions gained meaning”. She underlined that “the direct 

intimidation, suppression, arrest, detention, closure, and the threat of punishment greatly 

aggravated the masculine nature of the state”.  

 

The interconnectedness between the government’s (anti-democratic) policies and the 

problem of gender (in)equality was pointed out by most of the interviewees. Based on the 

framework presented above, respondent R37 argued that there is an absolute overlap 

between the government’s general policies and gender policies, saying “gender politics has 

been one of the axes that has been effective in this transition to authoritarianism”. Referring 

to the government’s unsuccessful attempt to ban abortion in 2012, she also added that “it 

was one of the very important and very first thresholds crossed in terms of authoritarianism”. 

Another interviewee working at an NGO (R21) echoed this idea claiming that “there is an anti-

democratization process and this is directly reflected in their [government’s] policies regarding 

women, and we see a mirroring of the general situation [democratic backsliding] in the 

women's [rights] movement”.  

 

Various interviewees pointed out that women play an important role in all regime changes 

and that social upheavals and political parties try to responds to the demands and needs of 

women in order to receive their support in their initial stages in power. For example, one of 

the interviewees who is an academician and an ex-board member of a global firm (R38) 

reminded how the AK Parts initially displayed a liberal stance, including on women issues. He 

said “When AK Party first came to power, it embarked on a more liberal, more inclusive policy 

aimed at gaining the support of women (…) to ensure that personal and religious preferences 

are not grounds for discrimination, to ensure that headscarf bans are abolished.” The head of 

a women’s rights NGO (R26) expressed a similar perception stating that the government had 

utilized women-related issues such as the issue of headscarf bans in public offices and 

universities to their political advantage: “they came to power via using women's clothing 

[referring to the headscarf ban issue]” he said. Another interviewee who is a board member 

of an NGO (R22) also supported this idea, likening the gender issue of today to the utilization 

of the headscarf freedom issue of the past to garner support of certain sects of the society:  

“For conservatives, I think it's a political thing. In other words, just as the way 

the turban [headscarf ban issue] became a political symbol for a period (…) but 

this time they [government] turn it [the gender equality issue] into a political 

thing like that [the headscarf ban issue].”   
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Gender issue gained momentum in society in 2014 when the president uttered that women 

and men cannot be equal due to their God-given nature (their fıtrat). An interviewee who 

works at an NGO (R21) described this momentum clearly as the following: “Before the word 

‘fıtrat’ came to the fore in 2014, this [gender equality] was not such a big problem. (…) But 

after the surfacing of ‘fıtrat’ [ideology], it [gender equality] became an area of conflict.”  

 

As pointed out by a previous respondent by using the term “conflict,” most of the interviewees 

agree that the gender issue has become a politically charged flagship issue. One of the 

interviewees (R35) blatantly articulated this by saying “this [gender issue] is Tayyip’s 

[president’s] flag.” Another interviewee who is the head of corporate relations in a firm (R24) 

tied the politization of gender issues to the government’s desire to energize their voter base: 

“The easiest way to mobilize the base is to put contentious value driven issues on the agenda 

(…) whatever the sensitive issue of that country is. They [politicians] try to mobilize their elector 

base somehow by pressing those pressure points. This is definitely happening in Turkey.” 

Likewise, the head of a women’s rights NGO (R26) claimed that the government is utilizing the 

gender issue for its political aims, saying: “[Government is] ensuring that it stays in power by 

exploiting women as political subjects.” Another interviewee who is a political scientist (R37) 

asserted that no improvement on gender equality can take place until there is a change of 

government, tying the issue tightly to the government itself:  

“The only way out of this black tunnel is a change of power. So, elections are 

the most fundamental gender issue, for me right now. We're so deeply 

connected. (…) You know, these analyses are meaningless unless this 

government is gone. (…) Therefore, in order for us to move forward, this 

regime, this malicious force [government] must get away from there [power]. 

There is no other way.” (R37) 

 

6.1.2. Emergence of Gender Equality as a Politically Value-laden Issue for Liberals   

Gender is seen as a political symbol and a political meaning is attributed to the stance of the 

liberals on gender equality by most of the interviewees. An interviewee who is a political 

scientist confirmed this connotation: “The main fault lines where Turkey is currently located, 
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the most important of the fault lines where the split and struggle takes place, pass through 

gender.” (R37)  

 

According to some of the interviewees, gender equality is an important issue with different 

meanings and connotations for both liberals and conservatives, as the two main blocks of the 

Turkish society. An interviewee who works at an NGO (R21) explained this double meaning of 

the notion of gender equality in the eyes of the public as follows: “I see that for one group, 

[gender equality] means the West, secularism and other [similar] messages, while for another 

group, it is referred to with labels such as heresy, perversion, terrorism, and treason.”  

 

Another group of interviewees brought to the forefront the link between the protection of 

human rights and gender equality. During the interviews, most of the interviewees defined 

gender equality as a human rights issue as well. One of the participants, a shareholder and a 

board member of a company (R39), laid down the problem of gender equality as a matter of 

biased/unequal distribution of rights in society, saying: “Here, rights are distributed according 

to the identities. Different for Kurdish, different for Turkish, different for a girl, different for a 

boy. So, we have a very unhealthy social contract here.” An interviewee, who is a political 

scientist (R34), emphasized that rule of law and protection of human rights is the guarantee 

of gender equality. She said: “When the rule of law, human rights and finding a middle ground 

among various groups are not prioritized, gender equality becomes the first to be dropped 

from the list.” In a similar vein, another respondent, an MP from an opposition party (R40), 

emphasized that democratic backsliding jeopardizes human rights and accordingly, gender 

equality: “Their [government’s] close contact with the provisions of ‘Sharia’ harms the notion 

of human rights the most. In my opinion, the most fundamental element in the concept of 

human rights is gender equality. It is the women who suffer the most.”  

 

As for the participants of the study, most of them regard gender equality as a symbol of 

democracy. This was clearly expressed by multiple respondents when asked if gender equality 

is a political symbol in Turkey. For example, an interviewee who is a political scientist (R37) 

stated that “It very much symbolizes democracy. It symbolizes closeness to the West and the 

ideals of the European Union, the opposition to the government, of course, symbolizes very 

clearly the opposition to the AKP. It symbolizes very strongly the advocacy of the secular 

lifestyle.” The head of corporate relations of a firm (R11) echoed the same idea, saying “In my 

opinion, this [gender equality] is the most important threshold point in Turkey's development 
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and democratic development”. Another interviewee (R39) underlined the wider ‘equality’ 

dimension of democracy in evaluating the problem of gender equality in Turkey supported 

this view: “Gender equality is a democracy issue; equality is a democracy issue. (...) In other 

words, if there is an authoritarian pattern and an authoritarian government approach, it 

becomes very difficult for equality to take place.”  

 

According to some of the interviewees, democratization process in a country and gender 

equality are closely knit notions. “It [gender equality] is the symbol of a fully democratic liberal 

order, the more we deviate from this, it becomes the symbol of an autocratic order, even a 

theocratic order. In other words, we have to be successful there in order to be able to call 

[ourselves] liberal” said an interviewee (R40). Supporting this view, another interviewee who 

is the head of the corporate relations of a firm (R25) said: “If Turkey overcomes this issue, it 

will approach closer to democracy, or put differently if it wants to approach closer to 

democracy, it should first address this issue.” According to the chairman of one of the global 

MNCs (R33), gender equality actually serves a bigger purpose and it is the democratization of 

the country: “There is a much bigger purpose here. (…) It is necessary to look at other things 

like this [gender equality] that cut the society horizontally. Gender is one hundred percent one 

of them. There is a great need for these. (…) Because if the chain [of democratic backsliding] 

breaks somewhere, a lot of things will be better.”  

 

The issue of gender equality is seen as the last straw or the last battleground to be defended- 

by some of the interviewees.  An interviewee who works at a BONGO (R28) verifies this 

political stance and defines it as opposing to losing the gains of the modern republic: “There 

is a political stance against the fact that she [the notion of modern women] is being taken 

away from us (…) The stance is ‘I oppose this change’.” As a CFO (R9) puts it “It is like sticking 

a finger in a blind person’s eye. This is the stage where people say ‘this is too much!’.” The 

head of corporate relations department of a firm (R11), likewise, uttered that “gender equality 

is an extremely important issue that should not be left to the state, if possible. And it is really 

one of the most problematic areas in Turkey.”  

 

It was expressed many times during the interviews that because gender equality has become 

an important flag-like issue with symbolic meanings, it binds the liberal sections of the society 

together like a glue, helping the society form an opposition union at the base. A political 

scientist who is an active civil society member (R37) argued that the notion of women and 
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gender equality has always been an important element of modernization: “Within the 

contemporary civilizations, level of modernization, westernization, secular life, there has 

always been a component related to women's issues. Now it becomes something more 

powerful. (…) It becomes a very strong symbolic thing (glue).”  Another political scientist (R34) 

also explicitly said that gender equality has now become the flag of liberal democracy 

supporters in Turkey: “Despite all the efforts of the government in the opposite direction, (…) 

it [gender equality] has become the motto, the flag of those who are defending Western-style 

liberal democracy, protecting human rights and fundamental freedoms, the rule of law”. On 

the same subject, a businesswoman (R32) said: 

“In physics, according to the intensity of the pressure, the counterforce applies 

an equal amount of things (pressure), and sometimes it explodes. Now, as the 

current power increases the pressure, the society sees that it will not be 

possible to fight against that pressure alone and starts to create a joint power. 

(…) When all this has become so intense, it is necessary to unite at the base. 

‘Let's get this one first, let's chase it. That we'll see later.’ So, this union exists 

in some form right now.”  

 

On the other hand, while accepting that gender issue can possibly act as a glue, consolidating 

the liberal voices among the society, a few of the interviewees regarded this glue-like effect 

of the gender equality issue as something that will be short-lived or negligible in the way it 

will affect the regime’s workings. For example, a political scientist who is an ex-board member 

(R38) acknowledged the fact that gender equality has become a starting point where different 

sections of the society came together, increasing the emotional binding among each other, 

however, she added that “I think it would be a wishful thinking to think that this will lead to a 

change in the way government holds the power. Here, the gains can provide an environment 

for dialogue and certain gains. So, this subject can [only] be a facilitator.” Sharing a similar 

attitude, the head of corporate relations of a firm (R11) said:  

“We are talking about a society that is so segregated. Therefore, of course, when they 

[the government] tried to take a step back regarding the Istanbul Convention, did it 

have a unifying effect on everyone against them [the government]? Yes, they did. But 

I don't think it is widespread. This is something unique to this period.”  

 

It was also pointed out that gender equality has become an issue bringing together various 

opposing political parties under a single umbrella (Figure 5). A responded (R34) noted that “all 
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of these [opposing political parties] are wearing their purple masks and they are all in broad 

alliance on this issue – against gender equality and especially its effects on violence against 

women. They are united in recognizing that inequality is a cause of violence.” A member of the 

parliament (R40) also acknowledged this new culture of reconciliation and understanding 

among the opposition parties: 

“For the first time in Turkey, those who think very differently have been able 

to come together against the attitude of this government. They have showed 

that it is possible to agree on many common issues – this I find very valuable. 

(…) because of their [government’s] attitude, such a window of opportunity 

was opened and the society has opted for a philosophy of reconciliation.”  

 

Figure 5. Exhibit: Head of Nationalist IYI Party and Head of pro-Kurdish HDP Party Wearing 

the Same “Istanbul Convention” Masks at the Parliaments 

 
Source: Haberciniz website, 2021 

 

6.1.3. Context dependence of CSR issues   

The context dependence of choosing contested or flagship issues for companies was pointed 

out by a number of interviewees. This was simply expressed by the chairman of an MNC (R33) 

as “So I'm talking to my colleagues working there [abroad]. These issues do not excite them. I 

ask them why… They say “this issue is not relevant for us”.” The head of corporate relations of 

a firm (R25) explained this in detail:  
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“If our company was in Sweden, we would probably do something about 

diversity, racial equality, or if we were in Norway. (…) Given the development 

of the economy and social life in that country, it would have been necessary to 

turn to other areas where there is a democracy deficit. We would probably do 

something related to their biggest democracy deficit, which is probably related 

to racial issues, nationalism, etc...” 

 

The head of a global MNC (R33) also pointed to the context dependence of the CSR issues 

providing examples from Iran and Indonesia: 

“Let me explain you this through the advertisements, it is forbidden to show 

women in advertisements [in Iran]. But her hand can be seen. So, let's say the 

company shot a global ad, you cannot show it. After that, the CSRs we did there 

are obviously not very much about women, but about environment, plastic, 

etc. (…) For example, we were stoned when we entered LGBTQ area in 

Indonesia. But on the other hand, because of this ‘Black …’ thing [BLM] in USA, 

racism is such a hot issue there. All their [USA division of the same firm’s] social 

responsibility efforts go there. But in my opinion, women's issue is one of the 

right topics in Turkey. It still has a long way to go and it is out there in the open. 

The Pandora box has already been opened.”  

 

Likewise, the head of another firm’s corporate relations (R24) also compared the US and 

Turkey in terms of their underlying ‘soft spots’, like some other respondents, that in Turkey 

this is gender: “So today, when talking about diversity in an American company, we are talking 

about Black Lives Matter [movement]. When we talk about diversity in a Turkish company, we 

talk about gender. Because Turkey's soft spot is gender, America's soft spot is race. You have 

to look at it that way.”  

 

As another aspect of context dependence of CSR issues, numerous interviewees highlighted 

that there are some issues that are de facto forbidden for CSR in Turkey. When asked about if 

they can make any CSR projects about LGBTQ rights or Kurdish [minority] rights, an 

interviewee (R16) simply said: “I don't think you can. (…) Those who try to do that as an 

individual are inside the jail.”  
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A shareholder and a board member of a company (R39) also acknowledged that there are 

some issues that cannot become flagship issues, which cannot even be attempted to be 

tackled: “So when I say equality, I go to the subject of women. So, I'm going for gender equality. 

But of course, there are other kinds of equality issues here; but we don't talk about them in 

anyway. Frankly, immigration policies, LGBT... So, this is a fact and is not talked about at all. 

So, these are completely ‘no-no’ issues.” Likewise, the head of corporate relations of a 

company (R11) said: “If we talk about LGBTQ [issue], it is a very unmatured issue for Turkey. 

In other words, it is not an area that we even dare to address yet.” A member of the parliament 

(R40) also admitted that raising a voice in certain other areas might not be possible, while also 

reiterating that gender equality issue is a safer area in that sense and a crucial one to be 

addressed:  

“It is not easy to really take a stand in such areas [as LGBT] (…), but it is possible 

for everyone to take a stand on women's rights. It is a very clear and obvious 

injustice. (…) Defending the LGBTQ is not that easy. It is not easy to defend the 

Kurds or [standing against] the human rights violations in the southeast. It is 

not easy to point to the mistakes in the judiciary. However, this area [gender 

equality] can be used by everyone, and it is very useful. It is very fundamental. 

So, it's very important to start here. If we can solve this, it will be easier to 

solve the others [problems].”  

 

In a similar way, according to the head of an NGO: “Gender equality became a legitimate, 

righteous contestation area: It became an area of opposition, (…) an area supported by a big 

number of woman.” (R36) 

 

The head of an NGO, who is also an ex-politician, (R36) confirmed that gender equality is not 

the most contested issue and said: “The Istanbul convention or gender issues are still "close to 

white" issues. In other words, these are not sinister issues in the eyes of the state. (…) For them 

[the firms], the Istanbul Convention was the subject that they objected to but knew that they 

would not be prosecuted.” A political scientist (R37) also emphasized that gender equality 

issue is deeply connected to liberal values yet still a legitimate area in the eyes of the wider 

public unlike certain other issue. She said:  

“The issue of women's rights has always been a very critical issue especially for 

the modernizing or western-oriented sections of Turkey, and it has been the 

issue most directly related to secular life. The other is, of course, you know 
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alcohol, but there are many pressures and interventions for alcohol use, but 

no one can come out and do much about it. That's a more taboo subject. No 

one can advocate alcohol or drinking.”  

 

It was brought up by the interviewees that it is still a difficult area for companies to do CSR 

related to gender equality and within the gender equality and women’s rights spectrum, there 

are sub-issues that are relatively easier ones to advocate as well as more difficult ones. 

According to a CSR and sustainability coordinator of a Turkish conglomerate (R12): 

“CSR also has a math about how it is perceived in society. And whatever you 

do to children in CSR is very well perceived. Everything about the children is 

very good, you get very fast feedback. You get very high returns. But the return 

of what is done about women is not high. In other words, people read this, but 

because of this, they do not feel close to you in the heart. Unfortunately, as 

long as women are the third page news, there is no such high value-added, 

very high return on women's work in my country. No applause to companies... 

So, when you look at it, if I were in a smaller company, would I go mostly to 

women (do gender CSR)? No, I would not. I would go to the children (do 

children related CSR projects). It would have an easier added value. But to 

whom would I go? I would go to the girl child (do an intersection of children & 

gender CSR).” 

 

The head of corporate relations of a big firm (R24) also reiterated the difficulty of doing CSR 

about certain sub-issues under gender equality topic: 

“There are certain issues in the world for CSR. These are education, women, 

children, disability, environment and health. If you search, you will not find any 

other subject other than these 6 in any corporation... [In your CSR efforts, you 

can say] Here is the education course. You can make education ‘digital 

education’, you can make education ‘software education’, you can make 

education ‘education for girls’, etc. [When] You deal with employment, you 

can call it ‘job creation’, you can call it ‘skills training’, etc. All of these are 

derivatives of each other and are embedded in each other.(…) The subject of 

women is easy, but there might be ‘violence against women’ under the main 

subject of ‘women’. But many companies do not want to get into the subject 
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of violence against women because it is a very contentious issue, it will give 

[companies] a headache.” 

 

Very similar arguments were made by the public relations director of a company (R30), 

pointing out to the reasons why some companies steer away from certain types of CSR 

projects that can be complicated for them: 

“[Projects like] ‘fasten your seat belt in traffic’ was very easy for them... But 

this is a women's rights issue for example is actually a very dangerous thing for 

companies. Because how do you handle it? Do you defend it or not? With what 

arguments should you start this [defense]? So, for example, breast cancer 

awareness [as a CSR issue] was easier. Because breast cancer awareness 

involves both the disease and the woman. and the company will donate some 

money every year to that subject and then they will keep silent. Donating 

money to such issues has always been easier for the companies.” 

 

Alternatively, there are completely different issues companies prefer to tackle instead of the 

gender equality issues since those issues are culturally easier issues to take on as CSR 

initiatives according to some of the interviewees. As an interviewee who is the CEO of a global 

MNC (R29) expressed: 

“If you link them [the CSR projects] with these cultural elements, the effect is 

greater… For example, we chose the CSR area [for their x product] in Turkey as 

food waste. It is already one of the areas of sustainability… We chose the 

month of Ramadan [holy month for Muslims] to implement it... We even chose 

ATV [a government affiliated TV channel] [for its commercials] because it has 

the best Ramadan TV programs. Because there is a general concept of not 

wasting anything in Ramadan according to the religion -it is more than the 

religion, it is the culture-. (…) [It was] an incredibly successful CSR [project] and 

it still continues.(…) If you become alienated from the society, it will not 

continue.” 

 

Thus, it was repeated by numerous interviewees that the issue of gender equality provides a 

comparatively safer and easier area to raise their voice as opposed to other contested issues 

such as LGBTQ rights or minority rights (i.e., Kurdish rights or refugee rights), while there are 

easier and more difficult gender equality sub themes for companies. 
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Overall, findings on how gender equality is used as a political tool by the government and 

consequently how it became a glue that binds the liberal sections of the society, thus, making 

it into a flagship issue of democracy has been presented under this theme. 

 

6.2. Classification of Flagship Issues as PCSR rather than CSR in Hybrid Contexts  

This section presents the findings related to how companies see gender-related activities not 

simply as an ordinary CSR activity but as a PCSR due to the present political context in Turkey. 

The section is divided into two sections. The first section, titled “Gender Equality as a Strategic 

Battleground against Democratic Backsliding” presents the themes related to the surfacing of 

gender equality as a contested issue and the connotations around it. The second section titled 

“The Private Sector’s Willingness to Take a Position Against Democratic Backsliding” presents 

themes related to the private sector’s outlook regarding the democratic backsliding and the 

gender equality issue.   

 

6.2.1. Gender Equality as Strategic Battleground against Democratic Backsliding  

As highlighted by the interviewees, most companies did not get involved in the gender 

equality advocacy before the last decade. Gender equality was not a flagship issue and gender 

CSR was mostly about the education of girls until circa 2015. An interviewee who is the head 

of corporate relations in a firm (R25) highlighted this by stating that ‘education of girls’ was 

the motto of companies, rather than gender equality. She said: “Of course, it [education rights] 

is a very big part of gender equality, but no company said ‘I am doing this for gender equality’. 

The narrative was about ‘the education of girls’. And you know, women's rights and gender 

equality were not the subjects that the companies showed ownership.” Another interviewee, 

who works at a BONGO, (R28) echoed this and added that “there was a wind around [gender 

equality] in 2015.” Likewise, a businesswoman (R32), stated that both the global 

developments and the democratic backsliding of the country in the last ten years caused firms 

to adopt this issue: “the business world naturally became a defender of women's rights. 

Because they certainly see democracy and development as exactly equal.”  
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Some other participants underlined that emergence of gender equality as a contested issue 

was a result of democratic backsliding. This is seen as a reaction, as expressed by one of the 

interviews (R28): “As state policy moves towards such a negative place, another movement is 

emerging. It is in the nature of movements, social movements. While one side leads to a very 

tough place, something else starts to happen on the other side” (R28). Thus, the findings 

indicate that the notion of gender equality became a cultural battleground, a struggle 

between the secular segments of the society and the government. In this context, the issue 

gender equality has provided a neat strategic area for this struggle to take place. Thus, firms 

started showing their reactions to government’s undemocratic behaviour via using this 

strategic arena, as repeatedly mentioned by the interviewees. One of the interviewees (R37) 

explained this as follows:  

“Firms have not been able to reflect their deep reactions at this level. They 

cannot engage in a confrontation with a government, they are afraid and 

hesitant. They are under a lot of pressure. But there is a good strategic and 

cultural struggle environment. There is a strategic area about the secular 

lifestyle and especially about women's rights. And I think they [the firms] are 

successfully intervening in this area in the right way. This is a good thing.”  

 

According to the participants, within this strategic battlefield, standing up for gender equality 

has deeper connotations, as noted by another interviewee working at a BONGO (R28): 

“Standing against the Istanbul Convention comes to a point like your political 

view. In other words, the action itself is not about standing up to violence 

against women there. Since there is polarization in the current conjuncture, if 

you are against any action that the government has brought, then it becomes 

very clear that you either with the government or against it.”  

 

The same point was reiterated by another businesswoman (R32), pointing to a strategic 

battleground against democratic backsliding: 

“When we say that we should not leave the Istanbul Convention and this is a 

violation of human rights, it actually means ‘we have to join the international 

conventions and we cannot get out of these [conventions] this way, I demand 

international law and I want it to be implemented in my country, and the 

current government does not take a correct stance in this sense, so I invite it 

[the government] to the right path’.”  
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6.2.2. The Private Sector’s Willingness to Take a Position against Democratic Backsliding  

A theme that was repeated by many interviewees was the willingness of the private sector 

about doing something on their part to support democracy and to show a stance against the 

government’s anti-democratic actions. This is explained in details by a political scientist who 

is an active member of the civil society (R37) as the following: “Actually, doing something 

about violence against women, doing something about women's rights, defending the Istanbul 

Convention also means taking a position against the government, of course. And now they 

[firms] are doing it more and more boldly and willingly. And I hope their courage grows”.  

 

The process leading towards a willingness of the private sector to take a position against the 

government was described by some interviewees as an ‘awaking’ of the business world to the 

fact that democracy is slipping away from their hands through a process of Islamization. 

Explaining this view in details, an ex-businesswoman and the head of an NGO (R36) said:  

“The business world seems to have realized that this is a move [withdrawal 

from İstanbul Convention] that makes you think that this government has 

shifted the axis to a radical Islam. Also, a signal that says ‘I would throw all 

bridges with the European Union, if necessary, I could move away from 

secularism and more conservative/ radical Islam would be taken as my 

reference’. This signal is actually a signal that directly concerns them [the 

business world]. Although it seems like a women's problem, it is actually 

everybody’s and [it is a] democracy problem.”  

 

On the same topic, the head of an NGO and an ex-businesswoman (R36) explicitly described 

the utilization of the gender equality issue as a tool for objecting the government policies:  

“This is not just a gender threat. This is actually a systemic threat. The business world, 

who saw this threat, naturally reacted like this not only to support the feminist 

movement or women's movement in Turkey, but also because it was an important 

signal and an important step in the direction of the country.”  

 

She (R36) also mentioned how this anti-democratic slipping disturbed the business world:  

“This hurts them a lot too. The business world is also affected by this course. They also 

want to give a voice in some way, they want to do something. They also want to raise 
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a voice against misconduct, maladministration, malicious administration. I think it 

[gender equality] was also a tool, and a ground for objection” (R36).  

 

Along with the willingness of the private sector to take action against democratic backsliding, 

it was also mentioned by numerous interviewees that raising a voice or showing a stance 

regarding gender equality is not an easy task in the present conjuncture of Turkey due to 

government pressures, for companies that engage in CSR activities supporting gender equality 

are likely to face criticisms and road blocks by various actors. An interviewee (R34) explicitly 

expressed this as follows:  

“I was a member of the editorial council [at a media company] for many years. 

(…) Therefore, I know how such things -the slightest opposition stances- are 

tried to be controlled and how they are punished [by the government]. It is an 

important act of courage for the business world to say something very clear 

about gender equality.”  

 

A current member of the parliament from an opposition party (R40) also acknowledged that 

it is not easy for companies to raise a voice in gender equality or in other areas:  

“Companies may also want to give the message of standing up against the 

government in that area [gender equality] without fear, ‘we are not on your side, you 

are wrong!’. While giving this message, they actually show their opposition in other 

areas to a small extent as well. But of course, it is not easy to raise a voice [against the 

government].”  

 

Other interviewees brought to the forefront how firms are pressured politically regarding 

gender-related CSR. The head of corporate relations of a firm (R11) clearly explained how the 

government allows companies do gender CSR on a very limited perimeter:  

“The government is telling you to just mind your own business. What they say 

is that if you are doing a project about women and the professional side about 

your business, it's okay; but when you want to teach a lesson on gender 

equality in schools, it's almost impossible to get permission from the 

Directorate of National Education just because the name [of the project] is 

gender. (...) In other words, the current political climate in the country is not 

suitable for a project on women's rights and justice. You can [only] do 

something about women's profession.”  
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Another interviewee who is the head of a BONGO (R18) talked about how gender has become 

a banned concept within the Ministry of National Education: “We had to change the name of 

the program” she said, regarding the training program they were conducting in vocational 

schools on gender equality. Another interviewee (R12) explained how they aimed to increase 

the participation of women in the public space, but that their activities had been hindered by 

the government rhetoric: “All of our efforts are to bring women out of the house into the public 

domain (…). But when they [the government] say ‘the primary place of the woman is within 

the family, this is her responsibility’, all this effort is destroyed.”  

 

A number of interviewees have explicitly uttered that, as critical members of the private sector 

of the country, they take responsibility on their own shoulders regarding advancing the 

democracy and spreading democratic values and gender equality in Turkey. A shareholder and 

a board member of a company (R39), for example, said:  

“Gender equality is a litmus test of our view of the world and our 

understanding of democracy, equality and justice. From that point of view, we 

think that the more we can develop this [gender equality] in our own sphere 

of influence, the more we contribute to the understanding of justice, equality 

and democracy in the society. (…) I think it is very important for the private 

sector to continue working on this issue [gender equality], to spread the 

atmosphere of equality, democracy and democracy culture in the workplace, 

and even to spread this not only in its own institution but also in the 

institutions it works with.”  

 

The ex-head of a foundation (R2) expressed similar viewpoints, underlying the importance of 

not stepping back in the face of pressures:  

“The issue of gender is a concept that creates a lot of discomfort especially for 

some broadcasting organizations, think tanks and political organizations. For 

this reason, our group is heavily criticized in many of its activities. (…) I find it 

really important that institutions and organizations that protect and observe 

the rights of others (…) say “this is a case and it is an important case” regarding 

gender equality. I really find it very valuable that our firm does not take a step 

back from here. We see examples, especially in the conditions of today's 

Turkey, unfortunately many institutions and organizations either refrain [from 



	

	 117	

gender CSR] or enter to these activities, but they come out at the first 

opportunity with regret. However, these [gender CSR] are very, very important 

for social development.”  

 

In this context, some interviewees expressed their hopes for improving the current situation 

with their seemingly small gender-related CSR activities. An interviewee (R4) who works at a 

foundation said: “I am helping two hundred girls become engineers and [then] sending them 

to the field. [However] We are 80 million [people]. Yeah, I put some salt [to the soup]. Maybe 

one of them is going to be Jean d'Arc, who knows.” She also added, pointing to the importance 

of small steps: 

“We are doing as much as we can. Do you know how? You know, when water 

flows, it finds a way, then you fix it, then it finds another way and flows again. 

Small movements, like ours... So, I see us as small too. [Firms like us] we are 

limited in number. Since this is not something that is supported by the state, 

something that can spread to all of Turkey through the right channels, [for 

example] something that educates the public on state televisions and that 

reaches to every village and every municipality… We will do it little by little. 

One day, the state will have a different discourse on this issue, or when a new 

government comes, when we [the country] become more modern again, at 

least those [water] roads will be ready to be expanded. There will be ready-

made roads and we will expand them together” (R4). 

 

In sum, the Translation of The Problem into a PCSR Issue section which is made up of the 

Emergence of Certain Issues as Flagship Issues and the Classification of Flagship Issues as PCSR 

rather than CSR in Hybrid Contexts sections. The first section presents us the findings related 

to the emergence of gender equality as a politically value-laden issue for liberals and the 

politicization of the gender issue by the government and the context dependence of CSR 

issues. The second section presents us findings on gender equality as a strategic battleground 

against democratic backsliding in the country and the private sector’s willingness to take a 

position against democratic backsliding despite the risks.    

 

The data in the Translation of The Problem into a PCSR Issue section shows the gender equality 

issue to be regarded as a major human rights and a flagship democracy issue by the 

interviewees. Data also shows that it is considered to be a red line for many liberals, while it 
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is also regarded to be a binding issue (glue) for them. The data also depicts the masculine 

nature of the government and the way gender issue has become a politically charged issue in 

Turkey. Data related to the context dependence of the flagship issues are also presented 

under this section, along with the data depicting the perception of gender equality issues 

being a reasonable contestation area for the private sector in Turkey as opposed to the 

uncontestable areas such as LGBTQ rights. 

 

According to interview findings, firms are acting as gatekeepers about the gender equality 

issue and they feel they are becoming a part of the solution through their PCSR activities. So, 

according to the findings, they feel they are actors in the debate and also a part of a wider 

democratization effort through their PCSR activities. As the data shows, firms are doing 

various kinds of PCSR activities regarding gender equality, and these choices are affected by 

possible repercussions from the government or from the parts of the society that supports 

the government. Findings on the difficulty of raising a voice or showing a stance in gender 

equality due to the government pressure are also depicted. So, data regarding the private 

sector’s willingness to take a position to support democracy via gender equality despite the 

possible risks are highlighted. Albeit the difficult political nature of the gender equality debate 

in Turkey, most of the interviewees still found it imperative that they took part in that debate. 

There have also been interviewees who expressed their hopes of improving the current 

situation with their seemingly smaller and less risky gender CSR activities leading to the finding 

that, big or small, all gender CSR activities might be classified as political CSR since they are 

part of the same socio-political movement in this context.  

 

Overall, findings point to gender equality notion becoming a cultural battleground and to the 

private sector’s willingness to take action to support democracy and to show a stance against 

the government’s anti-democratic actions. Going forward, the study will take a closer look at 

how different firms do gender PCSR differently. The classification that will be introduced in 

the upcoming chapters of the study regarding gender-based CSR activities of firms will be 

based on two preliminary assumptions. Firstly, it is assumed that firms may have varying 

intensions while undertaking a gender-related CSR activity. It is acknowledged that not all the 

gender CSR is performed with the intention of contesting to the general political climate 

and/or its traits in a hybrid context. There may be examples of firms/individuals that are not 

cognizant of the interconnections between the gender equality issue and the political climate. 

Thus, it is assumed that there are instances of normative and instrumental CSR activities 
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resulting in contestation to the political climate although there was no initial intention of 

contestation to start with. The second assumption is about the aggregate impact of gender-

related CSR activities, leading to their classification as PCSR. As discussed in details earlier, the 

pro-Islamist nature of the incumbent party coupled with its backwards gender equality 

rhetoric has fueled a backlash in the liberal parts of the society, creating a pro-gender equality 

movement with obvious political connotations. Hence, for the purposes of this study, it is 

assumed that every time a firm undertakes a gender CSR activity in Turkey -a hybrid political 

environment for the past decade-, that firm makes a de facto contribution to a wider social 

movement of democratization.  It must be taken into account that the results of such firm-

specific actions (albeit socially trivial) will aid the strengthening of the gender equality and 

democracy movement in the country as a whole. Therefore, all gender related CSR should be 

and will be considered as PCSR in this specific hybrid context during this study. This includes 

instrumental and CSV type CSR behaviour of the firm as well. Thus, the question ‘When should 

gender CSR be regarded as PCSR?’ becomes futile for such a hybrid political context. Akin to 

Maya Angelou’s statement about women - “Each time a woman stands up for herself, without 

knowing it possibly, without claiming it, she stands up for all women” (Angelou, 2017)-, 

whenever a firm engages in gender CSR activities in this hybrid context, without knowing it 

possibly, without claiming it, the firm ends up standing up for a broader political cause for the 

wider society.  Thus, big or small, impactful or not, political-change oriented or social-change 

oriented, all the gender CSR activities in this context will be regarded as PCSR since they are 

part of the same socio-political movement. 
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CHAPTER VII - DIMENSIONS OF PCSR MODALITY LEADING TO A TYPOLOGY OF FIRMS  

This chapter aims to illuminate the gender-related CSR approaches of the firms observed in 

this study and develop a classification/categorization of the firms. In this chapter of the 

findings part, two main dimensions that characterize the gender-related PCSR approach of 

firms are introduced based on the empirical research conducted for this study, and 

subsequently a novel typology of firms is developed via utilizing these two dimensions. 

Accordingly, the chapter is composed of two sub sections. The first one, titled Dimensions of 

PCSR Modality in Hybrid Contexts, enables us to differentiate between various types of PCSR 

behaviours firms do or do not choose to adopt as a result of the hybrid context. The second is 

titled Typology of Firms: Quadrants of Dissent through PCSR in Hybrid Contexts, which 

presents a classification of firms depending on their gender PCSR approaches. 

 

In the first section of the present chapter, a model is proposed where the gender-related CSR 

behaviour of firms are examined along two dimensions: Intentionality of Contestation, and 

Overtness (of the PCSR behaviour). As mentioned in earlier, the firms that engage in gender 

equality related CSR are assumed to have various intentions; thus, one of the axis is used to 

mark their perceived contestation intention. As covered in assumption two, all the gender 

equality related CSR is regarded as PCSR, despite their various distinctive qualities such as – 

but not limited to – the visibility and the strength of their message. Five qualities are 

categorized under the heading of overtness. Thus, another axis is utilized to mark their 

perceived overtness. The intentionality and the overtness dimensions are juxtaposed as a 

matrix, resulting in four types of firm behaviour. In other words, firms’ actions are analysed 

on an axis of ‘intentional vs. unintentional contestation’ and an axis of ‘overtness’, then placed 

under one of the four quadrants in the resulting matrix. Such an approach enables the 

emergence of a model in which firms can be compared with each other depending on their 

PCSR behaviour via two axes. Subsequently, the firms are distributed into the four quadrants 

depending on their levels in the intentionality of contestation and overtness scales, as will be 

explained in details in the upcoming sections of the study. As the section proceeds, first the 

concepts will be explained along with the indicators; then some examples based on the firms 

observed will be presented. A few examples based on the firms investigated in this study 

would clarify how these indicators apply in the field.  
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7.1. Dimensions of PCSR Modality in Hybrid Contexts 

Based on the empirical research conducted for this study, two major themes – ‘Intentionality 

of Contestation’ and ‘Overtness’ – have been identified during the interviews with the firms. 

Thus, ‘Intentionality of Contestation’ and ‘Overtness’ are considered to be the dimensions of 

the gender-based PCSR attitude of firms. Although the model has been built by using gender 

equality-related PCSR data in this study, it can be used for other similar PCSR themes in 

different contexts. Firms that score low on the overtness dimension may interchangeably be 

called ‘covert’, while the activities of firms that score low on the intentionality of contestation 

dimension can be called ‘unintentional contestation’.  

 

Five indicators have been identified to assess the extent of the overtness dimension, and the 

more a company displays them, the higher it scores on the overtness dimension. Interview 

data, coupled with secondary data such as newspaper articles and social media feeds were 

utilized to explore the overtness of the firms. For the dimension of intentionality of the 

contestation, the only data used to determine the position of the firms is the interview data, 

while the secondary data is used to support that position. The more frequently and/or openly 

contestation theme is brought up by the interviewee in an interview, the more intentional the 

contestation is assumed to be.  

 

 

7.1.1. Overtness 

In this study, overtness of the firms PCSR behaviour is determined based on five factors: (1) 

how controversial the sub-issues they chose are, (2) how loud their voice is, (3) how strong 

the content of their message is, (4) how wide the impact of their CSR activities is, and (5) 

whether they use their firm name or their foundation’s name within their gender-related PCSR 

efforts (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6. Factors Leading to Overtness 

 

Controversiality of the issue →
Impact Area/Level →
Loudness of Voice → Overtness

Message Strength →
Usage of Company Name →
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The firms that score high on overtness have very visible PCSR activities with strong messages 

and they impact the society in sizable ways irrespective of their deliberateness in political 

intentions. Firms that engage in overt PCSR attitudes are typically big impactors. Such a firm 

usually displays several indicators of overtness that are described below. The higher the 

number of observed indicators, the higher the overtness of the firm’s PCSR attitude. On the 

other hand, PCSR activities of the firms that score low on overtness are subdued either 

because of the internal firm specific strategic choices or the outside pressures. These firms’ 

PCSR activities are not much visible, they usually take on easier sub-issues and they usually do 

not convey strong messages either. Firms that engage in covert PCSR attitudes are usually not 

after a big societal impact, but rather creating an impact within their own firms. Nevertheless, 

they might sometimes impact the society in certain ways irrespective of their deliberateness 

in political intentions as these firms do have an aggregate impact over the society even though 

some of them operate at the grassroots levels and impact only a handful people at a time. 

These firms’ PCSR attitudes might also be referred as covert. As noted, there are five indicators 

of overtness: Controversiality of the sub-issue choice, impact area, loudness of voice, a 

strength of the message and strategic utilization of the company name. The section will 

continue exploring in these indicators in depth. 

 

Controversiality of the Sub-issue  

Under the main heading of gender-equality issue, gender CSR might involve various types of 

sub-issues including but not limited to girls’ education, vocational training for women, access 

to health services, financial literacy as well as political representation of women, domestic 

violence against women and the like. Issues that are deemed more controversial/sensitive 

than others in the eyes of the public and the firm – such as domestic violence, child marriages 

and LBGT rights – do get tackled by some of the firms to various degrees despite the perceived 

negative connotations of these issues. These topics are generally unrelated to the firm's field 

of activity, but they rather stem from purely normative considerations for the society as a 

whole. Controversial issue choice is a very important indicator of the overtness of the CSR 

attitude of the firm. There are certain controversial issues that are easier for firms to contest 

such as domestic violence, while some other controversial issues are much more difficult to 

contest such as LGBTQ and minority rights; hence, the contestability of all the controversial 

issues are not the same in this context.  
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For example, Firm12, a global telecom company, has various other CSR programs related to 

women’s entrepreneurship and women in technology as well as its persistent efforts on 

preventing domestic violence against women which is considered to be a controversial subject 

in Turkey. In 2004, the company engineered an application that is disguised as a flashlight 

application and it enables women in danger of violence to ask for assistance via shaking their 

phone (Figure 7). The application was developed in cooperation with its own foundation and 

Turkish Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Services. According to the 2020 sustainability 

report of the company, the application was downloaded by more than 300.000 women and 

has 1400 monthly active users (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). The head of 

the company foundation (R 41) explained their choice of such a controversial issue by stating 

that:  

“There are some inescapable facts that are seen much more in the media now, 

there are acts of violence. (…) Even though the political needs related to these 

issues may not be met fully, or even if human rights and law do not address 

this, we think that we are going through a period where society, especially civil 

society, speaks and addresses them and needs to do even more. And we try to 

play a role as much as possible here.”  

 

Figure 7 – A Commercial about Firm12’s ‘Stop the Violence’ Phone Application  

 
Source: reference deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

As briefly mentioned above, certain sub-issues related to gender equality are perceived to be 

easier than other sub-issues; therefore, less overt (covert) firms usually opt for easier types of 
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sub-issues that are usually centred on women’s education and their participation in the 

workforce. PCSR activities such as vocational training, financial literacy skills enhancement, 

and leadership training for female managers and the like help women gain the necessary skills 

to enter and stay in the workforce, benefiting the firm and the economy directly, with a CSV 

type of firm-centric attitude. Another area that garners support from such firms is females in 

sports. Such an attitude helps these firm steer away from the controversial issues, such as 

violence against women, while enabling them participate in gender-related CSR activities 

rather safely. Non-controversial issue (or less controversial) choice is a very important signifier 

of the firm’s risk appetite regarding how much heat they are willing to take regarding the 

gender issues.  

 

For example, the ex-CEO of a firm that operates in the financial sector (R31) talked about the 

kinds of gender equality projects they chose to be involved in and their deliberate choice to 

stay away from controversial issues not to be labelled as opposition by the government: 

“Women's banking, women entrepreneurs, competitions of women 

entrepreneurs, raising awareness of women entrepreneurs, providing them 

with appropriate funding from a certain quota and etc. In the last 20 years, it 

was us who has embraced these businesses for the first time in Turkey. (…) I 

mean, I fully appreciate those who do [defend the Istanbul convention], I think 

it needs to be done definitively. But could I be there and openly defending it? 

When I make my own self-criticism, I won't be able to give a very comfortable 

answer [to this]. Because, unfortunately, the issue will go from particular to 

very general, to something like being labelled as opposition, to be stigmatized. 

Unfortunately, this will put the institutions (…), you, in a different place.”  

 

Impact Area  

While some firms prioritize firm-related impact regarding their gender-related CSR others 

focus on wider societal impact through various society-level activities that brings a wider 

reach and impact. If a firm engages in substantial gender-equality related CSR activities on a 

societal level, it can be considered to aim for a wider societal impact and be more overt. Such 

a societal impact area can be as wide as the whole country for certain firms that aim high for 

the gender equality efforts. For example, one of the newspapers owned by a Turkish media 

conglomerate who is also active in various other sectors (Firm1) started its campaign to end 
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domestic violence in 2005, garnering a wide societal support, creating a long-lasting 

movement behind it. The same group also started another campaign in 2005 with the 

objective of providing every girl in Turkey access to primary education. The initiative had three 

parts: financial support, developing social awareness and eliminating structural problems. As 

a still continuing effort, with the support of 300.000 individuals, the campaign has helped 

establish 12 schools, 33 dormitories and has provided 10.000 bursaries and many more 

support programs for underprivileged girls (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). 

The campaign won honourable mention for the 2007 UN Grand Award, an award which is co-

sponsored by the International Public Relations Association (IPRA) and United Nations (UN) in 

order to applause campaigns that aims to tackle important issues in the world (reference 

deleted in order to protect anonymity). A shareholder and board member of the company 

who was the force behind these two monumental CSR initiatives (R3) explained how the social 

benefit of the public has always been one of the main considerations as the following: 

“It was out of the question for us to remain silent in the face of this bleeding 

wound. That's why we tried to do everything we could. We are still trying. Most 

of the time, what we do is like a drop in the sea, but at least the awareness is 

increasing. (…) Thanks to many of these efforts, policy makers have also 

changed many laws, thanks to both domestic violence and girls schooling 

campaigns. In the past, 10 years ago, the state punished parents who did not 

enrol their daughters in school. This has changed with our work. Cash transfers 

began to be given to the mother if the daughter was enrolled in school. (…) My 

father always tells us that our if the country is ok, only then we can be ok too. 

It is not possible for us to exist in an underdeveloped, non-contemporary 

society. That's why we were raised with such faith. That's how our (business) 

group was set up. Therefore, the social benefit has always been taken into 

consideration in every investment made and every step taken.” 

 

As the above examples regarding Firm1 and Firm12 illustrate, there can be occasional overlaps 

among the indicators. For example, both of these companies have chosen a controversial issue 

(domestic violence), and they both have created a wide societal impact in various degrees.  

 

On the other hand, some firms prioritize the impact of their gender-related CSR activities at a 

firm-level and a firm-related perimeter. Very often, firm-level policy changes and adaptations 

to global norms are considered as priority areas for gender-related CSR for such firms. In these 
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cases, the firm’s focus is mostly on the firm itself. There might be minor gender-focused CSR 

projects but these usually do not represent a coherent firm strategy for wider social impact 

but rather a smaller scale, firm-related impact which denotes a pre-defined smaller impact 

area. For instance, when the corporate relations manager of a Turkish MNC (R20) was asked 

about the gender-related CSR initiatives of the firm, she talked about the founding of two 

women’s vocational education centres in 2017 that were situated in the areas where the firm 

had previous operations. However, the management of those centres have been transferred 

to local municipalities after a while and no other gender-focused CSR activities were 

mentioned in the interview besides the intra-firm improvements in HR procedures, which 

indicates the narrow perimeters of the firm-focused impact area of their gender-PCSR 

activities. She (R20) said:  

“Of course, we defended this [gender equality] as a corporate citizen and 

started to work within the group, saying, ‘how can we take action on this issue 

among ourselves’. As a part of this, the mentoring processes came into play 

for female employees. On the other hand, inquiries such as whether female 

candidates are evaluated on equal terms in promotion or recruitment 

processes and procedures also came into play. (…) Therefore, what are we 

really doing in this sense, not just defending it outside, but also inside [the 

firm] in a sense. And what can we build on top of this awareness? Concrete 

actions have begun to be taken [in the firm].” 

 

Another respondent who is the head of corporate relations in a technology related MNC (R27) 

also solely emphasized firm-related activities where direct linkages between their operations 

and the chosen gender CSR activities can be seen:  

“We work with the Turkish Education Foundation. You will say that it is not a 

women's NGO. But we provide scholarships and mentorship to female 

students studying engineering with the [help of the] NGO. (…) If we are a 

technology company, (…) it shouldn’t be only men who have presence in this 

sector. So, we have a cooperation with the Turkish Education Foundation to 

support women in this profession and to ensure that they contribute more to 

this sector as engineers.” 
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Loudness of Voice  

When a company’s voice is used loudly, it is used through media commercials, podcasts, 

campaigns and it reaches a wide audience. In some cases, firms raise their voice in order to 

reach thousands of people while in other cases, this loud voice is not used but a more quiet 

voice is preferred. Especially regarding highly contested matters, when the company voice is 

used loudly, the firm’s gender PCSR attitude is deemed more overt. For example, the 

marketing director of a global MNC (R42) that has used their TV commercials to convey their 

gender equality stance, explained the way they raise their voice regarding developments in 

the society by using the power of subject specific communication campaigns and 

advertisements which are important mediums to raise a voice: 

“A woman was beaten in the subway for wearing shorts. The next day, the 

women who demonstrated against the event were marching [on the streets]. 

We carried out a communication campaign based on this. It received a gender 

equality award in the crystal apple (an award for advertising and marketing). 

We [also] made an ad saying that men do cry as well. (…) As far as I know, 

approximately 2 billion people use our products in the world today. In Turkey, 

9 out of 10 households have x [name deleted in order to protect anonymity] 

products. We are the biggest advertiser in Turkey and we know the 

transformative effect of advertising on people.” 

 

However, some firms prefer to use a more quiet voice while engaging in gender PCSR 

activities. They are not fully muted but their voice is barely heard. They do not go very public 

with their stance on gender equality like some other firms do. When such a low voice is used 

– such as utilization of company reports instead of public commercials for showing their 

gender CSR stance –, the activities and the stance of the firm is less visible by the society and 

the firm’s PCSR attitude is deemed more covert. For instance, while the LGBTQ issue is an 

extremely sensitive topic for the society and the firms alike, some firms still do choose to 

reflect their company values related to the LGBTQ topic. Some of them only do that within 

their corporate environments, while some other do it more loudly, even going as loud as 

casting openly LGBTQ members of the society as their campaign faces. As can be seen from 

what the CEO of a global MNC (R29) admitted indicates that there are various amplitudes of 

voice and degrees of visibility they are willing to administer: “We hang the pride flag inside 

the company during that week (pride week), at the entrance. But there are also companies 

that hang it outside (the building).” The CSR director of another MNC (R44) explained the 



	

	 128	

meaning of the rainbow coloured umbrella in her office in a reluctant manner trying carefully 

not to attribute the LGBTQ coloured umbrella to the company itself:  

“It is my own umbrella. (…) This is the personal support I show to pride month. 

(…) [In the company] we do not have a separate policy for each family [type], 

but the human rights policy is already very clear in all countries. (…) You know, 

we (our company) don't have anything against it [LGBTQ], but we don't have 

such a communication initiative at the moment.”  

 

Likewise, the head of communications of the same company (R45) pointed out their 

reluctance to engage in LGBTQ-related CSR as a matter of prioritization, providing a reason of 

their low voice on the issue: “We don't have many bullets. After all, we need to prioritize 

everything and put our effort into some areas that we focus on. (…) Not everyone can make 

the same effort on every subject. This [women as opposed to LGBTQ] is our priority area.” 

 

Strength of the Message  

The usage of an explicit language in the societal messages sets the tone of the message and 

signifies the firm’s attitude regarding the issue at hand. Utilization of important key words 

rather than broader societal messages imply a stronger messaging on the subject. The 

importance of an explicit language used in the interviews was also taken as an indicator of 

strength of their general messaging. As using an explicit language is not an easy thing to do 

given the hybrid context, it is deemed to be a courageous act to do so. For instance, a local 

firm (Firm10) that is active in retail industry provides a great example for strong messaging to 

the society. Numerous public statements, newspaper interviews and commercials with strong 

messages on various gender equality issues can be found via the secondary data sources, as 

well as the interview itself. Strong messages related to gender equality can be seen on the 

company website: “As x Group (Firm10), we see the issue of ‘gender equality in business life’ 

as a matter of ‘democracy’, not a matter of ‘equality between men and women’.” (reference 

deleted in order to protect anonymity). Likewise, one of the interviewees who is a board 

member and a shareholder of the company (R39) published a very strong message on the 

company’s Facebook page: “We have to see gender equality not only as a matter of ‘women's 

rights’, but as a matter of ‘democracy’ and ‘rights’ that affect the peace and welfare of the 

whole society, regardless of man or woman” (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity). In a newspaper article, the same board member and shareholder of the company 
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(R39) very openly attacked the issue of child brides and pregnant children– which is a 

controversial and a widely contested issue in Turkey just like domestic violence:  

"We believe that there are issues that we should accept as 'indisputable', 

based on the universal rights of people. Anyone under the age of 18 is a child. 

Children have the right to grow up and their right to grow up is as sacred and 

inviolable as their bodies. Every child has the right to grow up through play, 

education, science, sports, culture and art. The duty of us adults is to protect 

this inviolable and sacred right at all costs, and to give this right to our 

children.” (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity) 

 

In a different newspaper article, she also talked about the lack of strength and courage of the 

private sector: “It is a fact that they fear, perhaps, that the business world generally refrains 

from talking about social and political issues”. She also criticized the decision to withdraw 

from the Istanbul Convention and said: "First of all, the state used to represent the belief that 

it would stand by women against male violence, and yet that has disappeared. I think our 

biggest loss is trying to justify both a patriarchal and ignorant point of view, such as the idea 

that sees women as equal to men, destroying the family structure” (reference deleted in order 

to protect anonymity).  

 

During the interview conducted, another strong message with an explicit criticism came from 

the interviewee (R39) about how the firms are scared from the government and the resulting 

lack of action on behalf of the firms: “Speaking in a low voice Just because Ankara [the 

government] does not listen to us, just because Ankara is angry with us, is of no use. I think we 

have to talk to the public more. (...) As I said, the business world has to be more vocal in this 

regard.” Within the same lines of thinking, she wrote: “We will continue to raise our voices” 

in her letter to the press on March 8th women’s day (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity).  

 

The corporate relations director of the firm – who was interviewed during the research (R25) 

– also spoke about the theme of being courageous in a newspaper article, giving the readers 

strong cues about the difficulty of having such an unmistakably strong attitude about the 

issue: "Creativity and courage has become even more important in order to do justice to the 

social issues that we focus on as a Group, especially to gender equality" (reference deleted in 

order to protect anonymity).  
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As explained above, while some firms prefer to give a strong message, some others prefer a 

give a milder message. The usage of the language in the societal messages sets the tone of 

the message and signifies the firm’s attitude regarding the issue at hand. A subdued usage of 

the language, carefully crafted not to offend either side of the issues in order to be risk 

aversive, implies less strong messaging about the gender issue at hand. Such mild messaging 

usually involves general societal messages no one would argue against, such as ‘education is 

a human right’ instead of a stronger and riskier message such as ‘child marriages are wrong, 

girls belong at schools’. For instance, the CSR director of a global MNC (R44) provided an 

example for mild messaging via their choice of tone at the social media posts supporting 

Istanbul Convention: 

“You know, there are companies that have a manager who believes in this 

(İstanbul Convention) very much, that they see this as a stance and even as a 

brand positioning. Therefore, I would like to thank everyone very much, 

everyone who contributed even a little in this matter. We did not mention 

Istanbul Convention that day [when it was said to be cancelled], but it cannot 

be said that we remained silent that day. At that time, we wrote [on social 

media] something about our general opposition to violence. We did make an 

announcement. We used a more inclusive language there.” 

 

This type of mild messaging is deemed normal for foreign MNCs according to the CSR and 

sustainability coordinator of a Turkish conglomerate (R12):  

“They [global MNCs] do not have much on their agenda in terms of 

transforming the [local] society, in terms of advocating. (…) Maybe we say 

license to operate, but we actually have to say license to advocate. They [global 

MNCs] don’t have it, we have it. Because we are from here. So, we were born 

here with the values of this place. If a transformation is to be created here, of 

course, it is expected from us first. And we take on that responsibility.” 

 

A shareholder and board member (R43) of another Turkish conglomerate (Firm7), however, 

demonstrates that not all the mild messaging comes from foreign firms.  It appears that hybrid 

regimes generate an atmosphere of fear leading to mild messaging in Turkish firms as well. 

While not feeling comfortable either about the interview or the subject, she (R43) said:  
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“When it comes to the Internet thing, or this technology thing [referring to the Zoom 

meeting we were having], after all, I have a mind that assumes people [from the 

government] know and see everything. I am good at conspiracy theories. (…) That's 

why we need to talk more carefully. We may not be able to pour our hearts out, you 

see.”  

When also asked about her (R43) thoughts on the gender equality, her messages were mixed 

about their stance on the issue, which might also be a factor behind their mild societal 

messages: “Where does this mentality of social equality [gender equality] go when everyone 

understands what they want to understand? After all, it's perceived as going towards 

genderlessness. Because if we talk about 50 years from now, then these things will be talked 

about. Unfortunately, it [genderlessness] is a bad thing.” 

 

Utilization of the Company Name  

A firm’s name can be a big asset or liability while engaging in certain gender-related PCSR 

activities. Some firms prefer to engage in such PCSR activities through their foundations or 

NGOs while others engage prefer using directly the firm’s name. Firms that engage in gender 

PCSR via using their firm name are considered to show a more overt attitude. For example, 

the ex-head of one of the biggest Turkish conglomerates’ foundation (R2) underlined that the 

gender equality-related CSR initiatives are handed by the firm while the foundation only deals 

with the education related initiatives: 

“The actor, who mainly carries out gender projects, is mostly the Holding in 

our system. In fact, [the holding] has more knowledge and experience, 

especially on the gender side. (…) the Holding is far ahead in projects that 

target gender equality on the operational side of the business (…). As a 

foundation, we believe that, it may be indirect but still, a good education is at 

the forefront of gender equality and will pave the way for the society in this 

regard.” 

 

As to the reasons of why the company name is used in the PCSR initiatives, he (R2) underlined 

the advantages of starting a project with a well-known company name: “The Holding is 

[always] chosen as the most reputable group of brands in the country. (…) When you bring any 

social problem side by side with our name, you really start a few steps ahead from the 

beginning. So, this is an important thing.” Concurrently, the head of corporate relations of the 
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same holding (R11) explained while using the name of the company in such CSR initiatives 

might be disadvantageous in terms of government relations, it is an important means of 

maintaining a high reputation among the public:  

“Our main stakeholder here is the general public. Due to couple people in 

Ankara, will I have a tender tomorrow or the next day [or not)]. Will such things 

[i.e., cancellation of government tenders] happen? Of course, anything can 

happen, especially in government systems like hybrid ones. [But] I think we are 

compensated in the eyes of the public, in terms of reputation and preferences. 

If you ask young people in Turkey right now, one of the most desired places to 

work is our Holding. In my opinion, all of these projects related to reputation 

management [i.e., gender equality] that we have been running for so many 

years have a lot of impact. There are young women working in my team, they 

are all very proud [of us].” 

 

On the other hand, some other firms prefer to engage in gender PCSR activities through their 

foundations or various NGOs that they are in contact with, and they openly keep their 

company name independent from their foundation’s gender PCSR work due to business-

related concerns. Such firms are considered to have a more covert attitude regarding their 

gender PCSR. For example, the head of HR in a Turkish MNC (R8) stated that the foundation 

is used as the main arm of all the society related initiatives and positioned themselves as the 

financiers of these activities: “Our group companies transfer a significant portion of their total 

profits to the foundation every year (…), the arm or hand of our companies or our group 

[regarding societal issues] is essentially a foundation.” The head of the foundation of the same 

Turkish MNC (R6) also underlined the different focus areas of the corporation and the 

foundation: “All kinds of broad activities that strengthen and support civil society are carried 

out by the foundation. (…) Projects in the group companies are focused on corporate social 

responsibility, while our projects in foundation are about strengthening civil society.” Pointing 

to this differentiation, a director who works at the same foundation (R7) also mentioned that 

separating the work of the company from the work of the foundation is important in terms of 

keeping both sides unaffected by the other’s field of work, since working on the government 

tenders and being politically vocal does not go hand in hand:  

“What we do is way ahead of them [the firm]. We have nothing to do with 

each other in terms of gender equality [initiatives]. (…) No matter how much 

the family is [active] on both sides, the management [principles] of the 
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foundation is very different from the companies. (…) In the group, they are 

actually trying to separate the company from the foundation so that these links 

do not affect the work of the foundation. (…) This [having close linkages] has 

the following consequences: when the firm goes out to tender with any 

ministry, they cannot raise their hands to say ‘this is how it is supposed to be’ 

about a political issue. So, this, I think, does not push companies to be active 

on political issues, but rather pushes them to be passive.” 

 

When asked about how companies responded to the issue of Istanbul Convention, the 

director of an NGO (R28) brought up the fact that certain companies used their foundations’ 

name, as opposed to their own name, to publicly declare their support to the convention:  

“There were those who said, ‘We are talking, discussing, evaluating right now’. 

After that, they did not publish anything. You may have noticed, if they have a 

foundation, they publicized it [their support] through the foundation. Some 

people said, 'we have a foundation, they speak, we [only] announce it [what 

they said]' in order to positioning themselves in a slightly safer place. On one 

hand, there is fear, on the other hand, there is a desire to do something [about 

the issue].” 

 

As explained above, overtness is one of the two dimensions of PCSR behaviour used in this 

study and is defined by how controversial the sub-issues chosen, how loud their voice is, how 

strong the content of their message is, how wide the impact of their CSR activities is, and 

whether they use the firm name or their foundation’s name in the process of gender-related 

PCSR efforts. Firms are usually deemed more overt when their choice of PCSR activities are 

focused on controversial sub-issues, their activities are visible with strong messages and/or 

impacting the society in general and they use their company names directly. Firms that are 

deemed covert usually handle their PCSR activities with a subdued voice, being not much 

visible to the general public, with a focus on non-controversial sub-issues and lacking strong 

messages.  

 

7.1.2. Intentionality of the Contestation 

The interview findings suggest a second dimension of PCSR activity, intentionality of 

contestation. This dimension indicates the motivation underlying a gender-related PCSR 
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activity, more specifically whether the firm has any political motivation or not. The stronger 

the contestation themes conveyed by the interviewee and the less hesitant the interviewee is 

to share ideas in political nature during the interview, the stronger intentionality of the 

contestation is ascribed to the firm (Figure 8). In this dimension, secondary data is only used 

to support the primary data that was collected during the interviews.  

 

Figure 8.  Intentionality of Contestation 

 

 

Some firms engage in the PCSR activities for societal and political purposes simultaneously, or 

they are not afraid to talk about the political connotations of the gender equality activities 

they are pursuing. More specifically, they concurrently contest the government policies that 

exacerbate the gender inequality problem in the country and the gender equality problem 

itself. During the interviews, they clearly point how current political atmosphere’s gender-

related policies result in increased gender inequality. These firms have openly expressed the 

motivation of mitigating the gender equality related negative societal impacts of the current 

political ecosystem during the interviews. Some of them even openly state that they use PCSR 

strategically to help reach these intended aims. They usually clearly express the link between 

the societal gender equality aims and a political stance. There are usually uncensored 

expressions of ideological stance of the firm whilst talking about the gender PCSR activities. 

Such firms are absolute dissidents. They refuse to be silenced and they usually contest openly 

regardless of the size of their firms or the PCSR activities they chose. Given the obvious risks 

and possible business-related downsides of contesting to government policies, the gender 

PCSR actions of such firms are motivated by normative intentions. Such firms are deemed to 

have high intentionality of contestation. 

 

A few examples would clarify how the respondents openly expressed their political stance and 

their aim of contestation through gender-based PCSR activities. An ex-general manager of a 

conglomerate’s foundation (R1) talked about the importance of not leaving the contestation 

only to the political parties and the kind of role the corporate foundations play: 

“The presence of non-governmental organizations is very important. So, it 

could be foundations, it could be associations. The opposition done by the 
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opposition parties is not enough. So, when we talk about women's rights, 

when a woman is murdered, you still have to come out and defend it. There is 

the issue of Istanbul Convention, there are some [calls] to destroy women's 

rights (…) So one might find it difficult to do this [contestation]. But these 

groups [foundations and associations] exist because of this purpose. (…) 

(People think) ‘they [these foundations] have our backs, at least they are 

voicing our voice, we are silent, but they make us heard.’” 

 

The head of corporate relations of a Turkish conglomerate (R11) calls for contestation in the 

areas that are deemed as red lines not to be crossed by the private sector. 

“When it comes to gender equality, the state says, ‘this is your discourse and 

responsibility, but this [other one] is never, this is the red line’. I think that 

neither the society nor the private sector should accept this [red] line drawn 

from a one-sided perspective [by the state]. This might be about gender 

equality today, maybe press freedom the next day, human rights the following 

day, LGBTQ rights the following day.” 

 

The same respondent (R11) pointed to the normative reasons behind their actions: 

“I do the work I do here not as a private sector employee, but as a public 

employee. So, I think of it [the work] like a small ministry, the Ministry of 

Development. (…) We do not prioritize our gains or our advantage. There is a 

point of view where we really prioritize the public advantage, the public 

impact, the impact on the field.” 

 

The CSR and sustainability coordinator of the same Turkish conglomerate (R12) also talked 

about the expectations of the society from the firms regarding the advocacy and 

transformative role regarding the governmental policies: 

“As you can imagine, the role of the private sector has increased a lot in social 

issues recently. Therefore, our stakeholders also expect us to advocate in this 

area. They even see us as a transformative power, and they define this 

transformative power as our influence over the public. Our stakeholders 

actually have a number of expectations from us, such as influencing public 

policies, transforming suppliers, setting an example for the private sector or 

establishing partnerships with the private sector.” 



	

	 136	

 

Firms who engage in intentional contestation through their PCSR activities do it for societal 

and political purposes simultaneously. They acknowledge the political element of a public pro-

gender equality stance, accepting the positive correlation between the government policies 

and the gender equality problem in the country. 

 

On the other hand, some other firms prefer to describe their gender-related PCSR activities as 

‘societal’ but ‘not political’. They decline to comment on the political connotations of the 

gender equality activities they are pursuing or keep such comments to the minimum. They 

refuse to tie gender equality problem in the country to the government’s gender policies. They 

prefer to talk about the gender equality problem as a societal problem only, as opposed to a 

politically rooted issue. These firms do not express any political aims or a clear political stance 

during the interviews; they rather express only company-wide or societal aims related to the 

desired effects of the PCSR. Such firms conform to local conditions and political pressures 

while performing their PCSR, as well as trying to conform to global expectations placed on 

firms. These firms are deemed to have low intentionality of contestation (or to have 

unintentional contestation). For example, some of the ex-members of such firms even 

admitted during the interviews that they tried not to reveal any clear political stance to the 

public in order to look politically neutral while they were doing their day-to-day jobs at these 

firms. As a result, such firms’ gender PCSR activities are in part shaped by instrumental 

intentions and/or concerns such as following global trends, competitive pressures, reputation 

management, ensuring workforce efficiency and diversity. They mostly refuse to label their 

activities as ‘political CSR’ and insist that they are not taking part in political issues but only in 

societal issues. This group of firms contains the ones who refuse to label their activities 

‘political’ due to possible repercussion risks as well as the ones who simply do not engage in 

gender-related PCSR. There are also instances where the interviewee seemed unaware of the 

political connotation of their gender PCSR activities.  

 

While conducting a joint interview with the executives of a global MNC, one of the 

respondents (R45) frequently interrupted the other one (R44), trying to stop the other from 

speaking her mind when the topic was about political aspects of their gender PCSR activities, 

saying: “You don’t have to go into details!” in a harsh tone, which demonstrated the strong 

auto-censoring culture within the firm about politically sensitive issues. And, in two different 

instants, she (R45) also refused to answer questions about the correlation between the 
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government policies and the gender inequality issue in the country: “Is it ok if we did not 

answer this question directly? What if we didn't comment on something [a question] so 

political?” Another example that demonstrated the firm’s ‘no politics’ strategy came from 

another respondent who is the manager that looks over the CSR initiatives of the same 

company (R44) when she openly uttered that they do not want to be involved in politics: 

“Politization of the issues… That is the most important thing. It touches a lot of things. [Certain] 

expressions represent specific things. So [they say] ‘if you are interested in this subject, you are 

of this opinion’. However, we, private companies, do not want to deal with politics.” The public 

relations director of the same MNC (R45) also supported this apolitical stance, stating: 

“Istanbul Convention was actually a very political issue, as she (R44) said at the beginning. We, 

too, refrain from being a part of this political discourse directly, not only on this issue, but also 

on all social issues.” 

 

As can be seen above, while some firms openly embrace the political aspects of the gender 

equality issue in the current hybrid context, some firms prefer to be ignorant of, or be 

perceived as, the obvious political connotations. They stay away from the ‘political’ side of the 

gender equality issue as much as possible in order to have a ‘politically neutral’ image in the 

eyes of the public and the government. Such firms describe their gender-related PCSR 

activities as ‘societal’ activities, and strictly ‘not political’ as they decline to draw any 

relationship between the government policies and the gender equality issue in the country.  

 

7.2. Typology of Firms: Quadrants of Dissent through PCSR in Hybrid Contexts  

When the two dimensions of PCSR behaviour – overtness and intentionality of contestation – 

are taken into consideration simultaneously, it allows the firms to be placed in a matrix where 

each firm’s gender-related PCSR approach can be evaluated. For the ease of classification, 

each quadrant has been named after an animal that has different characteristics: lion, fox, 

horse and ant (Figure 9). The firms have been placed in these quadrant according to to their 

level of overtness and intentionally of contestation. Lions are the ones that score high both 

on overtness and intentionality of contestation. The animal lion was chosen as the symbol for 

this quadrant due to the courageousness and leadership qualities the animal represents. 

Foxes score low on overtness and high on intentionality of contestation. The animal fox was 

chosen as the symbol for this quadrant due to the craftiness and canniness qualities the animal 

represents. Horses score high on overtness and low on intentionality of contestation. The 
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animal horse was chosen as the symbol for this quadrant due to the wide-range capabilities 

and usefulness the animal represents. Ants are those that score low on the both dimensions. 

The animal ant was chosen as the symbol for this quadrant due to a single ant’s miniscule 

output and work-oriented qualities the animal represents. This section first explains how the 

interviewed firms were placed on the four quadrants of PCSR behaviour, and then the 

characteristics of each quadrant is explained. 

 

Figure 9. Modes of Dissent through PCSR in Hybrid Regimes – Quadrants 

 
 

7.2.1. Placements of the Interviewed Firms on the PCSR Behaviour Quadrants 

A specific method and certain rules were used to place the interviewed firms and foundations 

across the quadrants of the PCSR behaviour matrix. Firstly, in order to rate firms and their 

foundations/BONGOs on the dimensions of overtness and intentionality of contestation, they 

were given High-Medium-Low scores on each of the five indicators of the overtness, and High-

Low scores on the one indicator of intention of contestation. The accumulation of these 

grades enabled the firms to be placed in various quadrants (Figure 10).  
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Figure 10. PCSR Quadrant Placements for Interviewed Firms 

 
 

It is important to underline that considerable researcher discretion based on the interviews, 

secondary data and observation was used in the process of placement of the organizations 

(firms, foundations, BONGOs and NGOs) across the matrix through the use of High-Medium-

Low scores. Also, certain additional rules have been devised. These additional rules can be 

listed as the following: 

• Firm points were assigned as an aggregate group grade for the firms, their foundation 

and their affiliated BONGOs (business-organized NGOs). 

• Utilization of company name and controversiality of the sub-issue choice were 

regarded as most important signifiers of overtness. If the company utilizes 

foundations or BONGOs name instead of its own name, the company is automatically 

regarded to be on the lower quadrant for overtness as this means subcontracting the 

whole PCSR activities to another institution. Also, controversiality of the sub-issue 

choice is a very critical strategic decision for the firm’s PCSR strategy.   

• Loudness of voice and impact wideness are not solely strategic choices as they might 

depend on the company resources. Therefore, their weight is less on the overall 

overtness dimension.   
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• The firms were considered to be on the lower quadrant if they were on the cut off line 

between the quadrants.       

• For foundations and BONGOS's, there are 4 indicators of overtness (as opposed to 5 

in firms). Therefore, for them to be considered overt, they should have three ‘high’s 

out of four.   

In order to come up with a method of placement, certain rules of thumb have been devised 

to assign the firms to the lion, fox, horse, ant quadrants (Table 4). An ordinal scale (lower vs. 

higher) is employed while placing the firms in the quadrants respective to each other 

depending on the strength of their intentionality and overtness. As noted, Lions score high on 

both overtness and intentionality of contestation. Thus, in order to be in the Lion quadrant, 

should score ‘high’ on at least four of the five indicators of the overtness dimension and ‘high’ 

on the only indicator of the intentionally of contestation dimension. In contrast to Lions, while 

also scoring high on intentionality of contestation, Foxes score low on overtness. Thus, in 

order to be placed in the Fox quadrant, should score ‘high’ on three or less of the five 

indicators of the overtness dimension and ‘high’ on the only indicator of the intentionally of 

contestation dimension. Horses score high on overtness but low on intentionality of 

contestation. Thus, firms that score ‘high’ on at least four out of  five indicators of the 

overtness dimension and ‘low’ on the only indicator of the intentionally of contestation 

dimension are placed in the Horse quadrant. Finally, Ants score low on both overtness and 

intentionality of contestation. Thus, firms that score ‘high’ on three or less of the five 

indicators of the overtness dimension and ‘low’ on the only indicator of the intentionally of 

contestation dimension are placed in the Ant quadrant. As a result of this placement method, 

firms were attributed the one of the four quadrants. 

 

Table 4. Quadrant Attribution Method   

     
       

 

Lion 4H or more in overtness, H in intentionality
Fox 3H or less in overtness, H in intentionality
Horse 4H or more in overtness, L in intentionality
Ant 3H or less in overtness, L in intentionality
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7.2.2. Characteristics of PCSR Behaviour Quadrants 

 Lion  

The firms that fall under the ‘Lion’ quadrant are categorized as overt on their gender-related 

PCSR behaviour, and they are characterized by intentional contestation in regards to their 

expressed motivations. These firms are the proud faces of the contestation in the society. 

They carry most of the signs of overtness in the way they approach gender-related PCSR, 

having a controversial sub-issue choice, a societal impact area, a loud voice, a strong message 

and strategic utilization of the company name, as well as a clear contestation intention. They 

have sufficient organizational strength and confidence as well as the determination to claim 

the leadership position in the dissent movement against political and societal gender-related 

injustices inflicted by the government.  

 

The foremost example of this quadrant is a Turkish conglomerate (Firm3) who is a driving 

force in the Turkish economy with total sales corresponding to around 8% of Turkey’s GDP, 

and exporting to more than 145 countries with over 60 manufacturing facilities and marketing 

companies outside the country (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). It is a 

Fortune 500 company with a revenue of USD 40 billion (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity). During one of the interviews, even another Turkish conglomerate’s (Firm6) head 

of social initiatives (R15) referred to Firm3 as the leader, saying: “If you haven't spoken to 

them, you should. I mean, they're obviously the leaders in this space [gender equality PCSR] in 

Turkey.” An ex-CEO of a firm that operates in the financial sector also gave Firm3 as the best 

example: “When the X group [Firm3] makes a statement on this issue (...) I see that to standing 

up for such things and doing it fearlessly it is an important priority for their values; and I think 

they are doing it well. But not everyone is able to behave like that.” 

 

The website of Firm3 explains the extent of the initiatives taken by the group in an effort to 

support gender equality in the country: 

“In cooperation with the UN Women’s Generation Equality Forum, the Holding 

has launched a gender equality movement in technology and innovation, 

mobilizing its Group companies. The companies are going to conduct 30 

programs to reach out to a total of 500,000 women and girls and to increase 

the representation of women in technology and innovation by 2026” 

(reference deleted in order to protect anonymity)  
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The chairman of the holding had previously joined the global leaders of UN Women’s 

HeForShe movement and the Holding became the main Turkish supporter of the movement 

that aims to establish a gender equal world by 2030. The chairman of the holding announced 

this in the company website, pointing to the extensive coverage of their initiative:   

“We made a serious commitment to gender equality as part of the HeForShe 

movement and put our own plan into action. With 95,000 colleagues, nearly 

10,000 distributors, subsidiary industries and suppliers, we represent an 

enormous family. The magnitude of our impact is a measure of the size of our 

responsibility. We stand by our public call, ‘A society without women has no 

tomorrow,’ as we continue to focus on the mental and social transformation 

essential to gender equality.” (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity) 

 

The head of corporate relations of the group (R11) also underlined the magnitude of the 

impact they have over the society in general just because of the sheer size of the group and 

the half million people that they touch (not including the customers):  

“Our group has a place in Turkey that is perceived as a second state. It has one 

hundred thousand employees, but when we include suppliers, dealers, etc., 

and if we talk about their very small families of three or four people, there are 

half a million members of our group. Any perspective shift you create in this 

half million people has the power to impact society in so many ways.” 

 

Both the shareholders and the company executives have been publicly vocal about their 

support to democracy and liberal values as well as gender equality and Istanbul Convention 

on various occasions. Besides their leadership position in the economic sphere, they willingly 

and consciously assume a leadership position in the gender equality related PCSR area as well. 

The ex-head of the foundation of the firm (R2) clearly expressed the commitment of the 

shareholders and the senior management of the firm to the issue of gender equality in the 

country, stating “From the family [shareholders] to the CEO of the board of directors and to 

the holding's senior management team, the whole group has acknowledged that gender 

equality is one of the important problems facing Turkey. (…) As I have just said, there is a 

community here (Firm3) that intends to use its every muscle.” 
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An important aspect to cover is that not only the group is seen as the leader of the gender 

equality PCSR, but also PCSR in general. As the director of an NGO (R28) pointed out, the very 

same conglomerate (Firm3) stood by the public during the country-wide Occupy Gezi protests 

in 2013 despite the government’s iron fist. A hotel owned by the group (Firm3) opened its 

doors to the insurgents who were exposed to the police violence (Figure 11) throughout the 

Occupy Gezi protests, which claimed the lives of 10 people and injured more than 9000 

people. The Hotel, which belongs to the group (Firm3), was constantly targeted by the AKP 

during the protests. The President openly threatened the conglomerate (Firm3) "Those who 

support terrorism and open their hotel to the activists will be held accountable” (reference 

deleted in order to protect anonymity). Despite all this, the shareholders of the conglomerate 

told the employees not to close the doors of the hotel to the activists, and the hotel was kept 

open for the protesters who needed help and medical attention. After the Occupy Gezi 

protests died down, the conglomerate (Firm3) had to pay a price for their political stance in 

the form of tax fines and other increased red tape inflicted by the government (reference 

deleted in order to protect anonymity). On the other hand, its positive public image was 

further solidified and it has been simultaneously awarded with the Hospitality International 

Award 2013 by an international organization for being “an important example of civic 

solidarity and courage” (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). 

 

Figure 11. Gezi Protestors Seeking Refuge from the Police at the Hotel Owned by Firm3 

 
Source: reference deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

The position of the group on gender equality became apparent especially during the 

withdrawal from the Istanbul Convention. Despite the backlash by the government, the group 

maintained their strong leadership stance on supporting Istanbul Convention and published a 

detailed post on Instagram and Twitter saying: “Violence against women is a human rights 

violation. Being a party to the Istanbul Convention is a sign of determination to combat 
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violence against women. On this occasion, we invite everyone and all authorized institutions 

in our country to protect and abide by the Istanbul Convention.” The reply from the 

government side was almost immediate. A member of the parliament and AKP known figure, 

Metin Külünk, directly replied to the group on Twitter, putting the firm on the tight rope: “The 

X group [firm’s name deleted in order to protect anonymity]. Genderless people. Do they feel 

the need to hide the main goal of the Istanbul Convention, which is an extremely controversial 

text, by not saying a word about the imposition of the convention on de-sexing (people)?” 

(reference deleted in order to protect anonymity) 

 

The head of corporate relations of the group (R11) told the story of how their stance regarding 

İstanbul Convention garnered support from the important players of the private sector 

despite the government’s pressure: 

“When discussions took place last year in Turkey to withdraw from the Istanbul 

Convention, the world's most important declaration on women's rights and 

violence against women, no company from the private sector raised their voice 

until we issued a statement. (…) It came from us first, x (Firm2) came four hours 

later, then x [name deleted in order to protect anonymity] came. It shows our 

influence, our leadership role, our leadership. (…) You know, when you say ‘I 

am here’, there may be many other companies that subsequently say ‘I am 

here, too’, which is very effective. That increases the scale tremendously.” 

 

The director of the same NGO (R28) also talked about how their NGO used the conglomerate 

(Firm3) as an example to initiate action in other firms for supporting Istanbul Convention:   

“At the time [of Istanbul Convention issue], I used this tactic, [I said to other 

firms] 'Look, they [Firm3] came out [endorsed İstanbul Convention], aren't you 

(doing the same)? They did it, won’t you do it too? Be included in this trend’. 

(…) There was also the question of whether this would affect them negatively. 

I don't think it's like Gezi. We know that the stance of Firm3 has serious 

consequences for Firm3. I don't think it's like that right now. Because 

institutions are no longer alone. A group [block] is forming and I'm excited 

about it.” 

 

In sum, the Lion quadrant is associated with overtness of their gender-related PCSR behaviour 

and intentional contestation in regards to their expressed motivations. The gender-related 
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PCSR activities of these firms bear political intentions. They aim for sizeable social impact, 

without holding back from controversial issues. They are the leaders or close followers of the 

dissent movement as they have institutional and financial capabilities to support their political 

stances. 

 

Fox  

Concurrent with the craftiness and canniness qualities of a fox, the firms that fall under the 

‘Fox’ quadrant are categorized as covert on their gender-related PCSR behaviour, and they are 

characterized by intentional contestation in regard to their expressed motivations. The 

gender-related PCSR activities of these firms bear political intentions but yet they are still 

quiet risk aversive and they might show reluctance in showing their true colours. They show 

signs of restraints in their gender equality-related PCSR activities.  

 

A Turkish MNC that is active in multiple sectors such as finance, tourism, energy and retail 

(Firm6) serves as a good example of a fox. The conglomerate has assets of USD 15 billion in 

Turkey and abroad. It is founded and run by its liberal standing shareholders (reference 

deleted in order to protect anonymity). Although the firm does not openly engage in societal 

issues that are political in nature, the head of social initiatives for the group (R15) was not 

hesitant about sharing political views about the government during the interview: 

“They're [government] trying to change the narrative [on gender equality] and 

they've been doing this for a number of years. Moving it away from what they 

call gender equality to gender justice. And gender justice does not mean 

anything. We cannot step back on this. We cannot step back on equality. You 

know, they're using these idiotic arguments about men and women being 

different. Of course, they're different. You know, nobody is arguing that 

they're not, but it's about having equal opportunity and they’re saying we can 

do this equal opportunity within the framework of gender justice. I don't buy 

that.” 

 

One of the shareholders of the group’s companies (Firm6) is the chairmen of the advisory 

board of an NGO that aims to increase the number of females in board member positions. In 

his speech, he made his stance clear on gender equality: 
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“According to the World Economic Forum, under current conditions, gender 

equality in America is expected to be achieved in 208 years. It is estimated that 

it will take even longer for our country. We cannot wait that long. (…) We need 

to start strengthening institutions at all levels in order to place the concept of 

equality at all levels of society and to realize this as soon as possible. We (…) 

believe that women should be included more in the top decision-making 

bodies of the institutions that direct our economy, and we are working to 

achieve this. (...) We are ready to see women in the seats of the Board of 

Directors, not just as statistical numbers. Because now is the time to act for 

gender equality, which is critical to our economic and social development.” 

(reference deleted in order to protect anonymity) 

 

Besides talking about the company-wide gender equality efforts, the head of social initiatives 

for the group (R15) also talked about the initiatives of the foundation which are mostly 

focused on education, stating that they built 25 girls dormitories: “ We built girls dormitories 

across Turkey in provinces that had very low access, very low secondary school access for 

girls.(…) Over the years, we've developed like life skills training for girls living in these 

dormitories, like training programs.”  

 

As well-fitting to the Fox quadrant, while the MNC (Firm6) uses its own name for education-

related initiatives, including opening schools, all the gender equality-related societal impact 

initiatives are handled by the NGO (BONGO1) that was founded by the firm, placing them low 

on the side on the overtness dimension. As expected, the interviewee suggested that the next 

interview should be with the NGO founded by them since the gender equality-related societal 

initiatives are mainly handled by the NGO. This NGO (BONGO1) is one of the most well-known 

and well-respected NGOs that works on issues related to parenting and consecutively all the 

female age groups and gender equality in Turkey. It gives us a great example of strategic 

utilization of the foundation/NGO name while creating a societal impact, indicating a 

covertness of the gender-related PCSR behaviour. The website of Firm6 (Figure 12) clearly 

shows the three distinct areas of PCSR for the firm and how gender equality falls under the 

NGO founded by the firm. 
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Figure 12. Website of Firm6 

 

 
Source: deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

During the interview with the head of the gender equality division of the NGO (BONGO1) 

founded by the firm (Firm6), the interviewee (R28) explained how the NGO is positioned as a 

bridge between the women’s rights movement and the firms who wants to do something 

about it: 

“There is such a [strong] women's rights movement in Turkey, there is a 

feminist movement in Turkey. Why does the private sector not approach civil 

society [women’s NGOs] in any way? Are we, as civil society, talking (only) to 

ourselves? (…) How can we establish a model where the private sector and civil 

society can work together? How does the private sector turn into an advocacy 

field? And how does civil society stand in a place that transforms the private 

sector? I came to this NGO with these questions. (…) We are slowly building a 

good model here now. (…) You know, on the one hand, there is talk of 
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annulment of the Istanbul Convention, and then when we say couple things to 

the firms we work with, they start to say, “Okay, we’re doing something about 

it too, we will take a stance on this issue.” For both sides, we look a bit like a 

bridge. On one hand there is a feminist movement, on the other hand, 

whatever the motivation is, there is a motivation for the private sector to deal 

with this issue [gender equality]. We try to act as a bridge in-between and try 

to bring the feminist discourse to an understandable point, practical and 

operational for the private sector.” 

 

The fox quadrant is associated with covertness of their gender-related PCSR behaviour and 

intentional contestation in regards to their expressed motivations. The gender-related PCSR 

activities of these firms bear political intentions as they expressed their contestation to the 

government policies during the interviews. However, they are still risk aversive and they might 

show reluctance in showing their true colours in some instances. 

 

Horse  

Contrasting to the ‘Fox’ quadrant, the firms that fall under the ‘Horse’ quadrant are 

categorized as overt on their gender-related PCSR behaviour, and are characterized by 

unintentional contestation in regards to their expressed motivations. These are the heavy 

lifting firms that spend the effort and the money on gender PCSR initiatives. Their gender PCSR 

activities have a wide reach and societal impact although their intentions are not political in 

nature. Some of them want to be seen apolitical by choice, as they openly state that in the 

interviews conducted. Their choice of gender PCSR mostly steers away from controversial 

topics.  

 

The American MNC (Firm13), one of the most globally well-known consumer goods company 

that focuses on personal hygiene and health, is a good example of the horse quadrant. The 

company whose global reach has been active in Turkey for more than 30 years with more than 

700 employees delivering 16 brands to Turkish customers (reference deleted in order to 

protect anonymity). The interviewee, who is the CEO of Turkey, Middle East and Caucasia 

operations of that MNC (R29), explained their PCSR and societal impact philosophy to be 

culturally sensitive in the following words: 
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“It is not very correct to expect a brand or a company to change the culture of 

a country. But it is necessary to do it properly, that is, in an integrated way with 

the culture. So sometimes it is necessary to make minor things. Russia did it 

[that mistake] and it backfired severely for the toxic masculinity [commercial] 

when they made it too harsh. The brand was not able to continue.” 

 

The interviewee (R29) repeatedly emphasized the importance of understanding the local 

culture and adapting the firm’s societal message accordingly, providing a good example as to 

the reasons of a ‘mild message’:  

“The most important thing for the marketer here is that you have to very well 

understand the culture of the country you are marketing in. And I have to 

adapt the message to it. This I think includes the CSR as well. Without ignoring 

the culture of the country, you need to direct that culture in line with the CSR 

responsibility you believe within your own company. Slowly, you have to make 

your way through the CSR path that your company believes in. But if you link 

them [the CSR efforts] with these cultural elements, the effect is greater. (…) 

It is necessary to do these things without alienating yourselves from the 

society. If you become alienated from the society, it will not continue.” 

 

The interviewee (R29) also recalled a failure example dated 2019 – a campaign called 

‘packages of shame’ – where they attacked a controversial issue persisting in the society using 

strong messages. What the menstrual pad commercial aimed was to reduce period shaming 

in the society by pointing out the violence against women in the country as the real shameful 

thing for the society (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). Unexpectedly, the 

campaign, which was an international success with a Silver Drum award at Cannes (Figure 13), 

was faced with a big backlash from the local conservative media and the government (Figure 

14).  

“You know, the shame packages campaign has been discontinued. The 

packages of shame project is not a wrong project. But when they were making 

that movie, our (PR) agency made that movie to make the country look worse 

than it actually is, as they did it to win an award at Cannes. So, we didn't make 

the movie ourselves. (…) In other words, since that movie was made outside 

of our control, we pulled that movie back. (…) But when that commercial hit 

the media, we were tremendously pressured. (…) For example, we were about 
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to lose the national team volleyball sponsorship with the state because of this. 

I mean, frankly, I went and explained it to the President. First, the Minister of 

Sports, and then the Presidents.” (R29)  

 

Figure 13. The Menstrual Pad Commercial That was Withdrawn by Firm13  

 
Source: deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

Figure 14. A Local Conservative Newspaper’s Headline: “Nasty Advertisement From the 

Zionist Company” 

 
Source: deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

The interviewee (R29) also emphasized how their long-term gender PCSR strategy for the 

same women’s menstrual pad product successfully brought a wide societal awareness and 

impact, providing a good example to the ‘societal impact’:   

“Perhaps we were the first to voice women's freedom in Turkey in 2003. We 

did this with Nil Karaibrahimgil’s [a Turkish singer’s song], 'I can have children 

and have a career too'. The same year, we became the main sponsor of the 

Turkish Women's National Volleyball Team. And I think it was the first 

marketing campaign in Turkey to voice the awareness that women can have 

both children and careers. Because even today's young people remember or 
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have heard of it [the campaign]. And we still continue our sponsorship of 

Women's National Volleyball team. So, it's been almost twenty years.”  

 

The interviewee (R29) underlined the importance of staying “above the political parties” 

placing the firm under ‘unintentional contestation’ territory, and how the selection of a non-

controversial issue – such as female participation in sports – enabled them to cooperate with 

the ministry of education while staying away from the political disputes:  

“We have been sponsoring the adolescent change project for the sixth and 

seventh grades in almost all schools in Turkey for thirty years. (…) (We work) 

directly with the Ministry of National Education. (…) For example, the state 

demanded more sports for the new program. They specifically wanted 

[projects] about avoiding harmful habits (smoking & drinking) through sports. 

(…) These [CSR projects] are above political parties. One should do this type of 

CSR. This is the method we came up with. Fifteen percent of my marketing 

budget is currently allocated to sports in Turkey. For example, x [deleted in 

order to protect anonymity] is the sponsor of Men's National Basketball Team, 

y [deleted in order to protect anonymity] is the sponsor of our Women's 

National Football Team, and the z [deleted in order to protect anonymity] is 

the sponsor of football men's national team. (…) The most unpolarised thing 

for Turkey [Firm13’s Turkey operations] is to advance the issue (gender 

equality) through sports. Because sport is seen above the politics as a unifying 

and remedial notion. And if you regard the issue from a comprehensive point 

of view, including both the government and the opposition, it [sports] is the 

safest CSR investment area in the Turkish context.” 

 

The interviewee (R29) also referred to the issue of the İstanbul Convention in order to further 

illustrate how they stay away from politically charged topics in order to stay within a safe 

perimeter, while pointing out to fact that they do not feel fully protected by the institutions 

in Turkey as the reason for their chosen path: 

“We did not defend it [the Istanbul Convention]. Because we, as an institution, 

pay attention not to be involved in politics, not only in Turkey, but also in the 

world. There may be instances in USA where we surpass this. For example, in 

USA, companies and brands took a position in Black Lives Matter. The reason 

why we stay out of political discussions in Turkey is partly due to the fact that 
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we are a foreign company. So here, it is obviously easier for us to be 

stigmatized for any kind of reason. But I think we pay attention to similar things 

in Europe too. It [staying out of politics] is not just for Turkey. But of course, in 

Europe and in some developed democracies, the tolerance on this issue is 

much broader. But even in the USA, this issue was discussed a lot within [the 

firm]. Doing such a thing [taking a position in Black lives Matter] during 

Trump's term was discussed a lot, but it was finally done. Why is that? Let me 

tell you. The institutions are still very strong in USA. The fact that you are under 

protection with such institutions, while in Turkey in such a situation is a 

question mark: whether you will be very protected [or not] when something 

you do in the political arena is taken to another point.” 

 

The interviewee (R29) explained in details why they opt for such a PCSR strategy, and put 

‘lessening the negative impact of foreignness’ as the main rationale behind their firm’s 

positioning. He talked about the difficulties the ‘foreignness’ brings, effecting the type of PCSR 

they undertake: 

“[Being a foreign company] may have certain handicaps. Because it is not 

difficult to label foreigners negatively due this ‘domestic & national’ [is better] 

perception in Turkey. (…) That's why, of course, we try to act with local themes 

here. That's what's behind the national team sponsorships. Almost all of our 

sponsorships are for the national teams. Not for club sponsorships. Because, 

[this way] you are supporting the crescent and star [Turkish flag]. This makes 

you more credible while doing certain things.” 

 

Overall, the respondent (R29) repeatedly highlighted how a long-term strategy is better suited 

for foreign MNCs in such hybrid contexts: 

“There is an atmosphere of extreme nationalism. In order for foreign 

companies not to fall into such traps, they must first understand local 

sensitivities. And they shouldn't be doing insensitive things. They have to do 

things from a local and acceptable point of view. But they should not hesitate 

to give the [right] message. (…) They need to do this without stepping back 

from their strategy and their goals, but with a little more patience. It's easy for 

things to backfire. (…) If the door that you claim you can get through is closed 

to your face, then it will be even harder.” 
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The horse quadrant is associated with overtness of the firms’ gender-related PCSR behaviour 

and unintentional contestation in regards to their expressed motivations. These firms mostly 

aim for societal impact as they do not lack the capacity to do so. However, they do not openly 

express political contestation aims as some other firms. 

 

Ant  

In stark contrast to the ‘Lion’ quadrant, and in line with the miniscule nature/traits of an ant 

with an omittable impact on its environment, the firms that fall under the ‘Ant’ quadrant are 

categorized as covert on their gender-related PCSR behaviour and they are characterized by 

unintentional contestation in regard to their expressed motivations. They usually do not 

engage in controversial sub-issues, they focus on firm-related impact instead of a societal 

impact area, they do not use a loud voice nor a strong message and some of them use their 

foundations or NGOs to do their gender-related PCSR work. Although the gender-related PCSR 

activities of these firms are categorized as unintentional contestation, these activities still 

become a part of the contestation against the democratic backsliding wave in the country, as 

gender equality has become the symbol of a liberal political stance in this specific hybrid 

context. In this regard, they can be likened to countless small bricks that serve as the building 

blocks of a monumental structure. Although they are not fully aware of their compounded 

effect, they are indispensable to the size of the movement as they also strengthen the rhetoric 

and widen the scope of gender equality efforts in the country. 

 

A great example of this quadrant is a Turkish financial services company (Firm14) that is one 

of the biggest ones in the country with an asset size of USD 66 billion and approximately 21 

million customers. Currently, the company is co-owned by foreign and Turkish investors 

(reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). An ex-CEO of the firm (Firm14) that 

operates in the financial sector (R31) defined their main areas of gender related PCSR as 

“women's banking, women entrepreneurs, competitions of women entrepreneurs, raising 

awareness of women entrepreneurs, providing them with appropriate funding” which are all 

selected with an apparent CSV perspective. Despite the considerable size of these programs, 

given the company’s business area, they provide a perfect ‘firm-related impact area’ with a 

‘covert’ approach. He also admitted that they tried not to “be labelled as opposition, to be 

stigmatized” and this affected their choice of PCSR issue, bringing the ‘non-controversial issue’ 
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to the table, again with a ‘covert’ approach. He also talked in details about the reasons why 

they stayed away from more controversial issues:  

“We are talking about an important player in the sector [the firm] and we are 

talking about an institution where everything depends on the regulator. (...) 

Unfortunately, the fear of not having bad relations with them [regulators] or 

being treated as opposition is an important issue. And unfortunately, this is 

the point we have reached. Inevitably, it brings to the fore the inability to talk, 

even on very legitimate issues. I mean, I won't talk, [even if] a man is being 

killed in front of me, I won't see it." 

 

Another example for the firm’s avoidance of even appearing dissident came from a well-

known activist and the head of a women’s rights NGO (R26). She mentioned that she was 

labelled as ‘opposition’ and avoided by the very same company: 

“Let me give you the example of x [Firm14]. They did not want to cooperate 

with our NGO because I was an opponent. It really hurt me. Those who do not 

know the meaning of the word opposition. The date could be March 2017 or 

2018. Very recent. (…) The board of directors regretfully said this. They said 

‘She is a dissident woman. That dissident woman might cause us to suffer’. 

Well, I am still standing [strong]. They should look at themselves.” 

 

When the ex-CEO (R31) of the same financial services company was asked if they had turned 

any NGOs down due to their political stance, he mentioned their PEP (politically exposed 

persons) stance and confirmed the approach mentioned by the NGO president (R26), saying: 

“We tried to stay away from the politically exposed things, they call it PEP.(…) In terms of 

selection criteria, the non-political ones or the ones that are not in touch with politics, and the 

ones that have a clear focus are more reflective of our values in our opinion.” He (R31) 

subsequently gave an example of such a ‘non-political’ approach in a different CSR initiative 

called the teacher academy where they founded their own foundation in order to tackle the 

issue so that they would not have to entangle themselves with any possible political issues 

that might arise from the NGO: 

“In order to do this [CSR initiative], we did not go and look for who did that 

kind of things (NGOs), we created an association within ourselves. We turned 

it into a foundation. We sponsored that foundation. We also managed its 
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function with the state and the Ministry of National Education. Therefore, we 

tried to eliminate that political dimension via this way.” 

 

One of the respondents who has worked as a public relations director (R30) of the same 

financial services company (Firm14) talked about how their hands were tied due to their 

Turkish mother company (Firm8) which is a big Turkish conglomerate and used to own a big 

stake of the financial services firm until 2017 (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity): 

“They cannot oppose the state. That's why it [any support about the Istanbul 

Convention] did not come. How would they even raise their voice? Their hands 

are tied. Because, who knows how much of Mr. x’s [name replaced by the 

researcher - the owner of Firm8] assets were confiscated and how he was 

compelled to buy some assets he shouldn't have bought. I, and the other 

employees, do not think that this man [Mr. x] bought everything with his own 

free will. So, there must be something behind this. The same thing happened 

to Ms. Y [name replaced by the researcher - shareholder of Firm5]. There were 

those speeches she made, we all said ‘how can she show them [the 

government] so much support’. Because they tied her hands too. Who knows 

which company they [the government] were going to confiscate but ended up 

not doing it. That's why all of the companies that do not interfere with the 

state have done very well. I'm telling you; we appreciate what the others 

[more courageous firms] have done [showing political stance], we say Bravo. 

We checked the group’s [Firm8] Instagram page to see whether they put 

something on it or not [regarding İstanbul Convention]. It doesn't matter if 

they put a story. It doesn't need to be a post. It [the story] would have been 

gone after 24 hours. Still, nothing was put [on the Instagram page], nothing.” 

 

It can be argued that the roots of the covert approach observed about Firm8 dates back to 

the Gezi protests in 2013. During the Gezi protests, the TV channel owned by the mother 

company (Firm8) had been heavily criticized by the public for censoring the live protests going 

on at the streets, resulting in reputational loss and the resignation of the top executives. 

(reference deleted in order to protect anonymity) When the then CEO of the financial services 

company (Firm14) assured the public that they are siding with the protestors in his very public 

speech – a move to confirm the public of their liberal stance despite the mother company’s 
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(Firm8) lack of political stance – (Figure 15), they were met with president Erdogan’s wrath: 

“If the general manager of a bank says that he is with the organizers of this vandalism, they 

will find us against them” (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). Given the tight 

political position, the mother firm (Firm8) had to opt for an impartial and apolitical stance that 

would not offend the government so much that they ceased to publish the history magazine 

to avoid writing about the Gezi protests (reference deleted in order to protect anonymity). To 

this day, let alone giving ‘mild messages’ to the society through PCSR, giving ‘no messages’ is 

the policy they follow. Tight controls on what the current and prospective employees are 

saying on social media platforms are administered by the mother firm (Firm8) according to a 

public relations director (R30) of the financial services company (Firm14) who also worked at 

the mother company (Firm8):  

“We used to prepare reports on a daily basis. Who tweeted what, who went 

to Gezi, etc. All these things were reported to Mr. x [name replaced by the 

researcher - owner of Firm8] every morning. (...) Right now, the biggest thing 

is social media, it is definitely being looked at. Has he [the job applicant] 

tweeted anything about these topics in any way, is there something on his 

Instagram, is there something on his Facebook? They are definitely looked at. 

And let me tell you, 80 percent of them [the job applicants] are turned down. 

Somehow, they don't get hired. That's why all of them [current employees] 

have already deleted them [their tweets].” 

 

Figure 15. People, Including the Employees, Protesting Firm14 and Firm8 in front of Firm8  

 
Source:  deleted in order to protect anonymity 

 

An advisor to the board of the mother company (Firm8) and also ex-member of corporate 

relations (R17) talked about the difficulty of showing a political stance against the government 

policies and shed more light on why some firms have to be the ‘Ant’: “After the Istanbul 
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Convention, it is difficult to say anything about it. People talk about it around the table but it 

is very difficult to say something publicly. The courageous ones can come out and talk about 

it.” She (R17) also talked about the ideal conditions of being able to publicly contest the 

government:  

“The firm’s property should not be threatened. It [contesting] takes courage. 

In order to show that courage, capital is required. I'll take five bodyguards and 

then we can say that I'll do it [contestation]. The companies also get [measures 

like] bodyguards to protects their financials. Only financially free companies 

can do it [contestation].” 

 

In sum, the Ant quadrant is associated with covertness of in regard to gender-related PCSR 

behaviour and unintentional contestation in regards to their expressed motivations. These 

firms make an extra effort to be perceived as ‘politically neutral’ and their gender-related 

PCSR activities are barely visible by the general public, which are usually firm-related impact 

bringing activities that do not cover controversial sub-issues.  

 

7.3. Summary of the PCSR Modality and Firm Typology 

The Dimensions of PCSR Modality and Typology section aims to explore how PCSR is done in 

various ways within hybrid contexts which is a novel approach in the literature. The empirical 

findings of the study led the formation of a two-dimensional scale – overtness and 

intentionality of contestation – that is used to score the PCSR behaviour of the interviewed 

firms. This leads to a typology (quadrants) of PCSR behaviour of firms within the hybrid 

context. As the section describes in details, four animals – Lion, Fox, Horse, Ant – symbolize 

the firms that fall under one of the four quadrants determined by the level of overtness and 

intentionality dimensions of PCSR behaviour. The overtness of firms’ PCSR behaviour is shaped 

by how controversial the sub-issues chosen, how loud their voice is, how strong the content 

of their message is, how wide the impact of their CSR activities are, and whether they use 

their firm name or their foundation’s name for executing their gender-related PCSR efforts. 

The intentionality of the contestation dimension indicates the political motivation underlying 

a gender-related PCSR activity. Accordingly, the Lion refers to high overtness and high 

intentionality of (political) contestation, the Fox denotes low overtness (covertness) and high 

intentionality of contestation, the horse is described by high overtness and low intentionality 

of contestation, the Ant signals low overtness and low intentionality of contestation. With the 
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help of such an approach, the PCSR strategies of the firms can be classified and evaluated in a 

typology of firms hybrid contexts.  

 

A more detailed discussion will be held in the following chapter as to why firms might prefer 

high or low level of overtness and an intentional contestation or not in regard to their gender-

related PSCR activity, as well as the factors that propels them to employ such gender-PCSR 

strategies. There are several drivers of PCSR behaviour divergence and they are the root 

causes for the variations in the PCSR modality and subsequent quadrant placements. These 

factors can be analysed in three levels that cause these specific PCSR traits to emerge. The 

following sections will shed further light on this analysis. 
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CHAPTER VIII - EXPLAINING DIVERGENCE IN PCSR MODALITY       

The placement of firms presented in the previous section shows that there are cases where 

seemingly similar firms end up in different quadrants, while there are also cases where 

seemingly different firms end up in the same quadrant. Such a divergence requires 

investigating why firms behave the way they do in regard to their PSCR activities. This section, 

thus, will present a three-level analysis conducted to explore the drivers that have led the 

examined firms to prefer high or low level of overtness and an intentional contestation stance 

or not in regard to their gender-related PSCR activity.  

 

The related literature examines determinants of CSR at country, firm, and individual levels. As 

explained in the previous sections, this study offers a new perspective on PCSR into all three 

levels of study. The country level (contextual) analysis – via mapping PCSR onto hybrid political 

regime – has been covered in depth in the previous sections of the study. However, it is 

important to add an additional analysis that is derived from the study’s empirical findings: 

firm’s system level relations. While the macro contextual analysis covers the impacts of 

hybridity on the firms, the systemic relational level findings shed light on the effects of firms’ 

relations with the systemic players (i.e., government, NGOs, international organizations and 

public). While the impacts of context is covered under the Contextual Findings section, the 

findings related to the systemic relational level are covered in the upcoming parts of this 

section. Systemic relational level can be considered as a continuation of the macro level 

determinants. Accordingly, factors determining PCSR modality can be categorized into three 

levels: the individual level (micro), the firm level (meso) and the systemic relational level 

(macro). 

 

As seen in the left side of Table 16, the individual level refers to the features that relates to 

the decision maker in the firm, mainly the values & ideology of the CEO/owner, gender of the 

decision maker and risk appetite of the manager/CEO. The firm level refers to the features 

that relates to the firm, such as normative/instrumental motivations leading to PCSR, locality, 

ownership, size, sector, and business' reliance on government contracts. Finally, the systemic 

relational level refers to the systemic relational features that the firms has with the major 

outside players within the system: a firm’s relations with the government, with the NGOs and 

with the international organizations (e.g., UN), firm relations with the public.  
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Unlike the first two levels, the systemic relational level offers a two-way perspective. While 

the systemic relational level relationships the firm has with other players influence a firm's 

PCSR attitude (the level of overtness and the intentionality of contestation), the firm's PCSR 

attitude may also influence its relationship with these systemic actors in return (i.e., which 

NGOs to partner with). These drivers in the individual, firm and systemic relational level 

constitute the foundations of why firms chose to act the way they do regarding their PCSR 

behaviour. 

	

8.1. Individual, Firm, Systemic Relational Level Drivers of PCSR Divergence among the 

interviewed Firms   

The findings of this study suggests that the above mentioned thirteen factors at the three 

levels have various effects on the PCSR modality of the firms as listed in Table 5. The 

relationship between the individual, firm and systemic factors and PCSR behaviour reflect a 

general tendency, rather than a rule. In other words, while the suggested impacts are not 

absolute rules, they are based on repeated themes found in interview data. Therefore, while 

the suggested relationship may not be observed in every case in every situation, they can be 

viewed as a rule of thumb for the studied context. This subsection will dive deeper into these 

general tendencies with the help of the findings from the field. 
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Table 5. The Impact of Individual, Firm and Systemic Relational Level Factors on PCSR Behaviour   

	

 

Specific Drivers of PCSR Divergence Among The Interviewed Firms Effect on the PCSR Modality of Firms

CEO/owner values & ideology → Liberal values seem to increase the overtness and the intentionality of contestation

Gender of the decision maker → Female leadership seems to increase the overtness and the intentionality of contestation

Risk appetite of the manager/CEO → More risk averse managers/CEOs leading to lower intentionality of contestation and lower overtness

Normative/instrumental motivations → Normative motivations leading to higher intentionality of contestation and higher overtness

Locality → Being a local company seems to lead to higher intentionality of contestation

Ownership → Private ownership seems to lead to higher intentionality of contestation

Size → Increased size in companies seems to lead to higher overtness 

Sector → Being in a highly regulated sectors seems to lead to lower overtness and lower intentionality of contestation
Government contracts → Having government contracts seems to lead to lower overtness and lower intentionality of contestation

Firm relations with the government → Close relations with the government seems to lead to lower overtness and lower intentionality of contestation

Firm relations with the NGOs → Close relations with the NGOs seems to lead to higher overtness and higher intentionality of contestation

Firm relations with the international organisations (e.g. UN) → Close relations with the international organisations seems to lead to higher overtness and higher intentionality of contestation
Firm relations with the public → A more direct relations with the public seems to lead to higher overtness and higher intentionality of contestation
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8.1.1. Individual Level 

CEO/Owner Values & Ideology  

The findings suggest that the firms where the CEO/owner of firms embrace liberal values tend 

to score higher on the dimensions of both overtness (through preference for more 

controversial issues and a societal impact area) and intentionality of contestation. For 

example, the president of a foundation (R6) (which is associated with more overt PCSR 

attitude except using foundations’ name instead of its company name) explained the liberal 

underpinnings of the company shareholders’ ideology as one of the reasons for their 

behaviour patterns:  

“I can describe [our main shareholders] as Kemalist. In other words, I think 

they are democratic, libertarian, believing in rights, caring about social 

development. (…) We value different voices and different opinions. (…) We 

come into contact with many different points of society. That's why we respect 

differences so much.” 

 

An interviewee who works at a foundation (R5) that has scored very high on overtness and 

intentionality also described the ideology of the shareholders as Kemalist: 

“I would describe [the shareholders] as Kemalist. All the knowledge, 

experience and perspective of the people in the management also affect the 

decisions taken in the formation of corporate policies. Therefore, I think that 

the issues they believe in, such as Kemalism and equality, will also be effective 

in making these [PCSR] decisions.” 

 

Gender of the Decision Maker  

The data suggest that female leadership seems to increase the overtness of the PSCR activity 

through controversial issue choice and stronger messaging, along with displaying higher 

intentionality of contestation. For example, an interviewee who is the head of the corporate 

relations of a firm (R25) underlined the effect of female leadership on the company when he 

is talking about how these PCSR decisions are taken in the firm: 
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“For example, more than half of the Board of Directors are women [in our 

firm]. In other words, there is something about the shareholders being 

women. The founders had daughters too. So, we have them too. (…) We also 

have a figure like R39 that stands out in this [women leadership] regard.” 

 

Underlining the importance of the ideology and the gender in regards to the PCSR decisions 

of the company, the head of HR in a firm (R8) said: 

“Women Representation on the Holding's Board of Directors already 

outnumber men. They [board members] have a worldview and their 

sensitivities about personal rights, human rights, democracy and women’s 

rights – and these come not only from their gender but also from their general 

point of view –  are (…).” 

 

Another interviewee (R4) who works at a foundation pointed out that her female 

shareholders/bosses are the driving force behind the gender equality advocacy work they do: 

“There are [numerous] female bosses [shareholders] in our group. (…) the 

female bosses are already very encouraging and clearing the way for their 

team. (…) So, when I look back as to why it is our group who is doing this 

[gender rights advocacy] rather than any other group, I understand better how 

it suits us and why it has been embraced by and flourished in this group. (…) 

But I think that our group's intellectual background, having girls [as 

shareholders], being highly educated and highly aware, brings us here to such 

an advocacy point.” 

 

An interviewee who works at a BONGO (R28) points out to the importance of efforts of activist 

women in companies: “Even if a company reacts [to withdrawal from Istanbul Convention] in 

the private sector, it is often not possible to say that it is [the whole] corporate’s stance. In 

other words, most of these statements are made [possible] by the individual efforts of activist 

women in these companies.” A high-level female executive (R11) also told that she was the 

instrumental in spearheading the gender PCSR effort within her company: “There is no need 

to be so modest, in our case it was me. But it requires the championship of a person who 

believes in it wholeheartedly.” Interestingly, most of the interviewees in this study have been 

females, showing the gendered features that are inherent in the field and the subject. 
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Risk Appetite of the Manager/CEO 

Findings also show that more risk averse managers/CEOs lead to lower levels of intentionality 

of contestation and lower overtness of the PCSR activity through mild messages, less 

controversial issue selection and utilization of foundation/NGO name rather than the 

company name. For instance, the corporate relations manager of a Turkish MNC (R20) pointed 

out that managers need to take into consideration the risk involved in expressing their ideas 

and showing a stance in the political context of Turkey: “If we lived in such a [more democratic] 

country, I think institutions [firms] would be able to express themselves much more freely. Nor 

would they see it as a risk factor. At least they wouldn't see it as much as they do in our 

country.” The head of social initiatives for another Turkish MNC (R15) underlined the link 

between how loudly they could voice their position (overtness) and the risk level they face: “I 

think how much you speak out and how much you sort of like uphold these liberal, western 

values is directly related to the risk level that you face.” The head of corporate relations of a 

big firm (R24) recalled a situation regarding an open letter to the public written by the CEO 

about supporting the Istanbul Convention that she perceived to be risky and did not want the 

subject raised out loud in the current context of the country. Pointing to her own risk-averse 

stance, she said:  

“As a communicator, as a person in a position to manage risk, I actually told 

him [the CEO] not to do that. Because we are worried that there may be 

consequences, because there is a lot of backlash. When we look at the 

dynamics of the country, we are currently going through a cultural process in 

this conservative country, where the voices of the dissidents are somehow 

exposed to a negative exposure and everyone who oppose is defined as the 

‘other’.”  

     

8.1.2. Firm Level 

Normative/Instrumental Motivations 

As the data shows, normative motivations seem to lead to higher intentionality of 

contestation and higher overtness of the PCSR behaviour in firms through preference for more 

controversial issues, societal impact area, loud voice and utilization of the company name. 

The ex-CEO of a financial institution (R31), for example, pointed out that some firms are more 
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propelled to act – to contest and to speak loudly – because of their cultures and their 

normative values: 

“Why do millions of people live, but only tens or hundreds of thousands speak 

out, and the remaining millions don’t? We can say the same thing here. In 

other words, the stance, approach and culture of some companies propels 

them to act in this way. Their impulses are that way. And the values they have 

make them do that.” 

 

The shareholder and a board member of another company (R3) that has very high scores both 

on overtness and intentionality of the contestation dimensions provided a first-hand account 

of how their normative motivations lead naturally to the gender equality related PCSR they 

undertake regarding the modernization of the society: 

“Our Holding is an institution that has protected certain values since its 

establishment. The main goal of our foundation, named after our founder [the 

interviewee’s father], is to lead the modernization in society. (…) Therefore, 

since the first day, the core of our organization has been to uphold these 

values. (…) Why did this [responsibility to modernize] fall on us? Because, I 

mean, I never thought about it. Neither I nor any of my siblings questioned 

why we are doing these things. Because it is so natural [for us]. All these [CSR] 

projects became like an extension of us. This was because we were people who 

were in a position to do something. We all had our privileges. We had the 

power to make a difference, we had the ability to make a difference. If we 

didn’t use it, you should have asked us ‘why didn’t you do anything’.” 

 

Likewise, the head of social initiatives of a conglomerate (R15) who displays overt PCSR 

behaviour through the foundations/NGOs and a high intentionality of contestation mentioned 

the importance of values the companies display: 

“So, this corporate social responsibility, it is very much beyond the projects 

that you do or the donations that you give. I think social responsibility is much 

more important in terms of the values that you display and you share and that 

you sort of hold up because I think that is what causes change in society, that 

is what changes narrative in society.” 
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The same interviewee (R15) also pointed out that, unlike them, some companies do not 

choose to contest while some others do not choose controversial issues or cannot speak 

loudly due to their instrumental and sometimes short-termed thinking: 

“Some of them, as I said, they don’t speak out because of fear, but some also 

don’t because they actually don’t believe it. You know, they’re family-based 

organizations, they’ve probably became wealthy in the last 10-20 years and 

their priority is not necessarily about advancement of democracy in Turkey and 

human rights in Turkey and so forth. They’re primarily focused on their short-

term gains and profits. So, I don’t even think they would question it. They 

probably are not even having a conversation about it, because they don’t think 

it’s their business.” 

 

Likewise, an advisor to the board of the company (R17) which scored low on both overtness 

and intentionality of the contestation dimensions underlined that instrumental concerns of 

firms serve as impediments when it comes to doing gender-related PCSR: 

“One can’t get do much without achieving basic things, just like in Maslow’s 

[Hierarchy of Needs Theory]. (…) While a lion is chasing you, it’s like nobody 

tells you to clean up what they did to the trees. Right now, the lion is chasing 

us. Companies are highly indebted. (…) In such circumstances, one [a firm] 

looks for certain advantages. Is there a PR effect? What would public say? I’m 

a brand now, would my brand value increase because I did this? Is this a plus 

in the eyes of the government? Does it provide some sort of (advantage) in 

financing?” 

  

Locality 

As witnessed in most of the interviewed local firms, being a local company seems to lead to 

higher intentionality of contestation and higher overtness of the PCSR behaviour. The 

companies that are active in a highly regulated sector or dependent on government contracts 

or have close ties with the government do not fit that pattern. The head of an NGO (R36), who 

is also an ex-politician, explained in detail why it is more crucial for local companies to contest 

(to have a high level of intentional contestation):  

“I would say that Turkish companies are more active [in gender equality-

related CSR], at least because they are bound by Turkey's problems, because 



	

	 167	

they see themselves as Turkish. A multinational is already active in eighty-nine 

countries. They may consider to close Turkey [branch] tomorrow and leave. 

But a Turkish company already has ninety percent of its business in Turkey. All 

the assets that they will leave to the next generations have already been 

amassed in Turkey. It can't go anywhere. So, they [Turkish companies] think 

we are all in the same boat. That's why this hurts them [Turkish companies] 

more. (..) the lack of democracy in Turkey, the lack of gender equality in Turkey 

hurts x [a shareholder of a Turkish conglomerate]. I know that it hurts y [a 

shareholder of a Turkish conglomerate], z [a shareholder of a Turkish 

conglomerate] and hurt w [a shareholder of a Turkish conglomerate]. I know 

that because they are my personal acquaintances. This hurts the Turkish 

employees working at foreign companies too. But since they are not in the 

decision-making mechanisms, they have to act in line with the global 

perspective.” 

 

Another interviewee who is the head of corporate relations in a local firm (R25) highlighted, 

on the other hand, the impact that local companies are able to create (their societal impact 

and strength of their message on the controversial issues) – despite their smaller budgets – 

compared to the global MNCs: 

“You know, Coca Cola, Pepsi, they have huge resources compared to us or 

other companies in Turkey. They have an immense budget, but they can't 

produce the effect we make when you look at it. So maybe Pepsi Turkey's 

annual budget for gender equality is at least 10 times ours, but ultimately, I 

think it is important to experience that effect. If you are doing something about 

the society, you are experiencing the result of it and working to change that 

result. Ultimately, that's the effect, and that's what democracy is in essence. 

(…) I mean, the hundreds of women are being killed every year, I'm sure, they 

don't make much of an impact in Pepsi's headquarters. But sometimes there 

is a femicide, and that day our company's business or the business in the upper 

management halts. We get demoralized. You live in such an environment. So, 

if its effect is greater on you, the effect of what you do (increases).” 

 

Another interviewee, who works at a foundation (R5), stated the importance of finding local 

solutions and finding people locally who believe in these solutions while also implying that 
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local firms strive to make greater effort to find a solution to controversial issues that foreign 

firms might not want to get involved with:  

“There are so many variables in the structure of those [foreign] companies. No 

matter how much you explain a problem of Turkey to the executives in the 

United States or in another country, it is much harder for them to feel it. The 

Turkish manager of a Turkish company can feel this in his heart and soul much 

more easily, just like we do here, and he can make an effort to find a solution. 

I do not mean that foreign companies or companies with foreign capital do 

nothing or do not understand the problems. In fact, if you look at them, they 

also carry out many efforts in this field. But various other things come into play 

in their decision-making mechanisms. For us, it is much easier to find solutions 

locally and to move forward with managers who believe in this solution.” 

 

Likewise, the head of social initiatives of a conglomerate (R15) noted that local companies feel 

greater moral imperative to do something about the problems leading them to go beyond 

words and act on the ground about gender-related problems: 

“I don't want to say that they [foreign firms] don't do as much of as we do. I 

think that they play a very important role. I wish they'd do it more and I wish 

they communicated this more to local companies. But we [local companies] 

feel more of moral imperative to do more on the ground. It's not enough for 

us just to say ‘we have it in our HR practices’ because, you know, we make our 

money in Turkey largely. So, we have to give back in Turkey as well and giving 

back cannot just be by words alone. It has to be by real things.” 

 

On the other hand, as a striking example for low level of intentionality of contestation 

displayed by non-local firms, the head of communications of a global MNC (R45) plainly stated 

that they do not wish to show any political stance in their communications with the public: 

“As a part of a global brand, we actually have a distant stance from all political discourses. We 

do not have a direct connection with any of them. We do not show this [political stance] in our 

communications, we do not carry it [political stance].”  By the same token, another respondent 

who is the head of corporate relations in a technology related global MNC (R27) also 

emphasized that their company mission does not overlap with politics leading to lower levels 

of intentionality of contestation: 
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“In companies like ours, the [firm’s] mission of existence and politics do not 

coincide. Your mission of existence is, one, commercial and, two, social 

development. Political things should not enter this field. This does not coincide 

with the company mission. That's why, since this has taken a political turn, 

frankly, nothing has been done about it [Istanbul Convention].” 

 

Similarly, the chairman of one of the global MNCs (R33) explained how his own firm was a 

mere spectator of what was going on before they decided to speak out regarding the 

withdrawal of Turkey from the Istanbul Convention: “At first, we were kind of a spectator on 

this issue (Istanbul Convention). Why? Because it was a subject that tilted towards populism 

and it started to have a very political content. And we obviously didn't want to be too much of 

a determinant [on an issue] here.” 

 

Ownership 

As an important finding of the study, it seems that private ownership leads to higher 

intentionality of contestation and higher overtness of the PCSR behaviour through choosing 

more controversial issues and stronger messaging.  The ex-head of the foundation of the firm 

(R2), which scores the highest of both overtness and intentionality of contestation 

dimensions, for example, underlined how important the views of founders or owners for 

family owned/controlled firms:  

“In structures that are predominantly controlled by a family, it is necessary to 

mention the genetic structure. This company has this genetic structure. Mr. X 

[founding shareholder] has already laid this foundational structure. While he 

was laying this foundational mortar, he embraced many values, both 

personally and institutionally, with great sincerity, as a businessman who grew 

up with the Republic due to the contextual conditions of the country where he 

was born into his vision.” 

 

Likewise, another interviewee who is the head of the corporate relations of a family-owned 

firm (R25) that scored very high on both overtness and intentionality of contestation 

dimensions, underlined the fact that their firm’s family-owned and run structure effects the 

way they do business and the way they do gender equality-related PCSR: “We are a family 

corporation. After all, there is a family’s name in our company name. Therefore, the values in 
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there [in the family] and the culture are very decisive factors [regarding their PCSR behaviour]. 

And there are family members who also represent those values and culture. These people are 

also on our board of directors.” The head of corporate relations of a big family-owned 

conglomerate (R13) that scored high on the intentionality of contestation also reiterated the 

motto of the founding shareholder that drives their PCSR behaviour: “We have a role in 

society. Also, as the late Mr. X [founding shareholder] said, ‘I am here to give back what I have 

taken from this land’. This is our common purpose actually. So, I think we have a great 

responsibility.” 

 

A political scientist who is an ex-board member (R38) explained the reasons why family-

owned firms are contesting to the autocratic tendencies of the current government pointing 

to the significance of such companies in the economy and these companies’ dependence on 

a democratic and a well-functioning market:  

“We talk about company shareholders in the world, but in Turkey when we say 

shareholders, we mean the company owners. There is a slightly different 

situation here. (…) Because Turkey is made up of companies where companies 

are controlled by families. Thus, the business world and a significant part of 

the economic activity is controlled by families. This puts Turkey in a special 

place. There is no such thing in Hungary. We can't talk about families [there].  

As a transition country, its structure is different. (…) In India, these (families) 

are called promoters. We don't have a direct equivalent here. We call them 

families. Supposedly, these are also publicly traded companies. However, 

these [firms] are the reasons of existence for these families. They are the 

things that those families want to leave to future generations. (…) The situation 

in Turkey stems entirely from this. There is a business world that is old, settled, 

developed, integrated with the outside world. And, of course, they are aware 

of the damage that an autocratic government will bring to Turkey and to their 

business, and they protect their interests.” 

 

Another interviewee who works at the foundation of a family-owned firm (R5) that scored 

high on intentionality of contestation dimension pointed out that it is the family who sets the 

direction of the foundation’s work regarding the gender equality related PCSR: “I know that 

they [shareholders] are very sensitive about issues such as gender equality. And I know that 

they are the ones directing the efforts carried out in this respect. We are carrying out these 



	

	 171	

efforts with their conviction and motivation, under their leadership.” Likewise, the head of 

corporate relations of a big firm (R24) which is owned by a family-owned conglomerate 

pointed to the family as the top-level source of their efforts while acknowledging the 

importance of transforming the company culture regarding gender equality: 

“Of course, the family. The spare person of HeForShe was Mr. X. [the 

shareholder]. I can say family, holding, company CEO, head of 

communications, HR and head of marketing. But I think it's everybody in 

general, because this kind of thing doesn't happen only with a top down 

[approach]. A cultural transformation is required.” 

 

The shareholder and a board member of a family-owned company (R39) admitted that she 

was the sponsor of the gender-related CSR efforts and the firm’s activist stance: “The idea was 

of course supported from above. So to speak, I became the sponsor of this work. But seriously, 

it was supported by the general managers and then the assistant general managers.” 

 

Size 

The data suggests that increased size in companies seems to lead to higher overtness of the 

PCSR behaviour in firms through a louder voice and a societal impact area. The head of 

corporate relations of a Turkish conglomerate (R11) mentioned the importance of the size of 

their group (hence the societal impact area they can command) as she underlined the effect 

of their sheer size on the public: 

“I’ve always cared a lot about size. Influencing three students is great, but 

influencing five students is bad when you can influence 3 million students. So, 

I'm obsessed with size. (…) Our group has a place in Turkey that is perceived as 

a second state. (…) there are half a million members of our group. Any 

perspective shift you create in this half million people has the power to impact 

society in so many ways.” 

 

According to the CSR and sustainability coordinator of the same Turkish conglomerate (R12), 

their size brings them extra opportunities and extra responsibilities: “Being big gives us the 

opportunity for transformation. Of course, this is the bigness, literally in size. And a big name. 

Since its reputation is great, the expectations [from it] are high. That's why this also gives us 

the responsibility of advocacy. Because there is that expectation.” Similarly, the head of social 
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initiatives of another Turkish conglomerate (R15) also emphasized that ‘size’ comes with 

responsibilities in regard to (gender-related) CSR activities in regards to the visibility the firm 

your values and the firm’s societal reach and impact:  

“Of course it [size] affects you. If you're a large organization, especially if you 

have a reach either through employees or customers, you have to [do gender-

related CSR]. You feel that responsibility. If nothing, it’s responsibility towards 

your employees because that's the culture and the leadership and the values 

that you want to display.” 

 

On the other hand, an interviewee who has worked as a public relations director (R30) of a 

financial services company stated that smaller firms are less active and less overt in the gender 

PCSR area because they neither have sufficient power nor such a mission: 

“Because small companies do not have such a power or a mission. They do not 

see themselves in such a place. [These are] not their priorities. But big 

companies will eventually, no matter what, even if they didn't get into it 

[gender equality-related CSR] today, they're going to get into it tomorrow. 

They will have to.”  

 

Sector 

As confirmed by numerous interviewees, being in a highly regulated sectors seems to lead to 

lower overtness of the PCSR behaviour of firms through preference for less controversial 

issues, firm level impact area, mild messaging, utilization of foundations/NGOs name instead 

of company’s own name, and lower intentionality of contestation. For example, the head of 

the foundation of a global telecommunications firm (R41) draw attention to the close relations 

that the telecommunications industry has with the state due to being a highly regulated 

sector, leading them to limit their scope regarding their PCSR work and not engaging in certain 

issues such as the Istanbul Convention:  

“Today, issues such as this [gender equality] are drawn towards issues that can 

create unnecessary crisis and polarization in Turkey. In other words, 

sometimes the point where you say "yes, I'm here too" can turn into a crisis 

issue. Telecommunications [industry] is not an easy construct. Very prone to 

the crisis. I would not say that we are a public stakeholder, but we are an 

institution and a have a structure that we have a lot of commitment to the 
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state/public. Therefore, staying within our focus area in our work is also very 

important.” 

 

In a similar way, the ex-CEO of a financial institution (R31) also mentioned their fear of taking 

a stand against the government (and related regulators) as a player in a highly regulated 

sector: 

“After all, we are talking about an important player in the financial sector and 

we are talking about an institution where everything depends on the regulator. 

From the Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency to many other 

regulators, from the NGOs to the tax office and so on. The fear of being on bad 

terms with them or being treated as opposition is unfortunately an important 

issue.” 

 

Government Contracts 

Similar to being in a highly regulated sector, dependence on government contracts seems to 

lead to lower overtness of the PCSR behaviour through less controversial issues, firm level 

impact area, mild messaging, utilization of foundations/NGOs instead of company’s own name 

and lower intentionality of contestation in firms. A political scientist who is an ex-board 

member (R38) explained in details the partition between the old firms and the new firms, and 

underlined the fact that new companies in Turkey are bound to the current government’s 

contracts to grow: 

“It is necessary to think of Turkey as the old capital and the new capital. The 

old capital, that is, the big companies that emerged in the processes of creating 

the local bourgeoisie, were established [previously] with the support of the 

state and strengthened by its protection. So, today's big groups are in a 

different position compared to the new ones. Where is this difference coming 

from? (…) New companies are companies that you can see as a product of 

crony capitalism based on new economic forces. They operate in the sectors 

which are supported by nepotistic government policies and different motives, 

and which do not require long-term investments, such as construction and so 

on. In other words, these are businesses that do not require long-term 

investments and that have emerged and grown due to their relations with the 

state. Now, their view of the world and their view of the future is different 
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from the stance of companies founded fifty hundred years ago. For one thing, 

the first group [older firms] are companies that are now much more integrated 

with the outside world and have investments in other exporting countries. 

Therefore, they cannot have a vision that is conservative, protective or live 

with the privileges coming from the state. As for the others [newer firms], we 

see a very different situation here. Their existence depends on the AK Party's 

maintenance of power. These are the companies that will perish if the AK Party 

is not in power.” 

 

The head of social initiatives for a Turkish MNC (R15) expressed her relief for not being 

dependent on government contracts which would possibly decrease the overtness of their 

PCSR behaviour: 

“Thankfully, we have never been like a government contractor in that sense. 

So, it's never felt completely beholden at least no more than any other 

company in Turkey. You know, there are certain companies that are much 

more beholden to the government. I have been through there, contracts, all 

through there, you know, the credit arrangements, whatever or their political 

ties.” 

 

Given such an economic structure, the CEO of a global MNC (R29) pointed to the curbed 

freedoms that government contract-depended global firms has to live with and the fact that 

this situation affects such firms’ PCSR stance when asked about their PCSR stance regarding 

the Istanbul Convention:  

“(…) There are two types of companies here. [The question is] How much do 

companies do business with the government and how much do they not? After 

all, our [company’s] work with the state is very limited. We are more 

independent. But for example, some foreign companies sell directly to the 

government. Companies such as General Electrics, Boeing and so on sell planes 

to Turkish Airlines for example. Their stance is even more difficult. Let me say 

this, when doing business with the state, the freedom area is [narrow]. For 

example, Firm3 has little business with the state. [Whereas] Some Turkish 

companies have more to do with the state. I think this also determines their 

stance here. Because, after all, there is a political power that also manages the 

resources of the state.” 
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8.1.3. Systemic Relational Level 

Firm Relations with the Government 

As an overall rule of thumb, close relations with the government seems to lead to lower 

overtness of the PCSR behaviour through less controversial issues, mild messaging and lower 

intentionality of contestation in firms (as seen in directly/indirectly government-controlled 

firms and in pro-AKP firms with close ties to the government). For example, an ex-employee 

of a Turkish telecommunications firm whose senior management has been mostly overtaken 

by the government explained that new close relations with the government changed the 

liberal nature of the gender PCSR activities unless those projects were not terminated totally:  

“After some challenges brought about by the company’s partnership structure, 

the company went through a structural change in its management [board]. 

That change became very reflective of the conservative view in Turkey. With 

the entry of that conservative view into the company, some changes took 

place in some [CSR] projects. The ones that had been going on before, they 

were pressured and ended. I think it [gender equality] has ceased to be such a 

priority issue. (…) In a top-down manner, we were told to work with certain 

conservative foundations such as the Ilim Yayma Cemiyeti and the Ensar 

Foundation [two NGOs based on religious values], which were not normally in 

our lives.” 

 

Another ex-employee of the same Turkish Telecommunications firm also underlined how the 

firm’s gender equality focus shifted towards a more religious focus after establishing closer 

relations with the government:  

“Now we are separating Firm5 as old Firm5 and current Firm5. And our 

company can't even be compared to the current Firm5. Because right now they 

are dealing with issues such as prostrating on the forehead [during a prayer] 

and who is backed by whom politically rather than the women’s [rights]. In 

other words, this is what exists as the business structure there right now, not 

gender equality. There are things [CSR efforts] that are done somewhat 

insincerely because they feel they have to do it. However, no matter what ever 

they do, it has no value in the [eyes of the] society.” 
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There are also recent examples of firms with close ties to the government pulling their weight 

on controversial issues from the opposite side of the spectrum. Recently, a sizable retailer 

announced that they will not be carrying any items with a rainbow, an LGBTQ  symbol deemed 

‘dangerous’ to the public by the government  (reference deleted in order to protect 

anonymity). 

   

Firm Relations with the NGOs 

The data suggest that close relations with the NGOs seems to increase the overtness of the 

PSCR activity through controversial issue choice and stronger messaging, along with displaying 

higher intentionality of contestation. This was implied by an interviewee who works at a 

BONGO (R28) stating that they have an impact on the companies they work with in regard to 

the firms’ PCSR stance (both overtness and intentionality of contestation): “When there is a 

conversation about annulment of the Istanbul Convention, and when we say a couple things 

[about it] to the companies we work with, they start saying ‘okay, we will say something, we 

are taking a stance on this matter’.” Another interviewee, who is the president of a women’s 

rights NGO (R26), provided a more specific example stating how their involvement with a firm 

led to more than thirty thousand people’s training on gender equality: 

“For example, company X has thirty thousand employees in the Manisa region. 

When each of the thirty thousand employees receives gender equality 

training, consider them as four people at home. Count them with the 

pharmacist, the grocery store, the greengrocer or the minibus they take. This 

is very important. For example, on the morning of a femicide that occurred in 

Manisa, company X said, ‘What if something like this happened in our province 

today, what could we do? It is our mission to change this, change this and 

transform this’ they said. So, we [NGO] went, we saw, we examined [the 

situation].” 

 

On the other hand, the president of a foundation (R6) which is linked to a Turkish 

conglomerate, that chooses to utilize foundation/NGO names and who scores high in 

intentionality of contestation explained how their group’s involvement with the NGOs helps 

the local civil society to get stronger: 
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“There are many projects where we support non-governmental organizations 

working in the field of women's movement, in terms of women's development, 

education. We care about the dissemination of these projects throughout 

Turkey. In this sense, we also support women’s movements that do not have 

an association or who are in the infancy stage. (…) We see that the important 

thing is to support women's solidarity and women's movement and strengthen 

civil society.” 

 

Same point was reiterated by the chairman of a global MNC (R33) who underlined that they 

are: “(…) a driving force in this regard for all the valuable NGOs in Turkey. (…) I mean, I won't 

list all of them now, but we are a serious driving force there. We are super generous in sharing 

our company’s own global know-how [with the local NGOs]. 

 

However, it is important to mention that the NGOs that have been subject to the analysis in 

this study are the liberal and pro-women’s rights – i.e., they are not government-organized 

NGOs (GONGOs) that perpetuate the government’s rhetoric on the issue. 

  

Firm Relations with the International Organizations 

Establishing close relations with the international organizations seems to lead to increased 

overtness of the PSCR activity through louder voice, stronger messaging, societal impact area, 

utilization of the company name along with displaying higher intentionality of contestation in 

firms. The interviewees from the larger firms repetitively mentioned the importance of the 

UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Global Compact among the larger firms 

and mentions of collaborations between the UN and the firms regarding cross-sector gender 

equality related partnerships. However, the UN bodies were also criticized by some of the 

local NGOs for having too close relationship with the government and thus self-imposing a cap 

to its own (the UN’s) ability to support the local gender equality movement even more.  

 

According to the CSR and sustainability coordinator of a Turkish conglomerate (R12), UN 

Women provided them with the values they can lean on, providing their stance a global 

legitimacy as they create a societal impact: “Our values are actually global values in this field. 

That's why we always turn to UN Woman. We act according to what the world is talking about, 

accordingly with the global values are in this field.” Similar comments came from the 
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marketing director of a global MNC (R42): “We already have Millennium Development Goals 

as a global company, and are fully committed to them as announced by the UN.” The head of 

social initiatives of a Turkish MNC (R15) also mentioned the Global Compact in a similar vein: 

“It is very much the western, westernized corporates that do this. The ones that have 

international exposure either through their leadership or through their businesses. And they 

are signatories of international conventions like Global Compact and so on so.” Likewise, 

during the discussions around the annulment of the Istanbul Convention, there were several 

companies, such as Firm7, who retweeted (on Twitter) or reposted (on Instagram) various 

international organizations’ posts regarding the importance of the convention, relying on the 

legitimacy and strength of these institutions while giving a strong message on a societal scale 

in a loud way. On the case of Firm7, it was an Instagram reposting of Global Compact’s post 

regarding the convention. 

 

While the UN was much applauded by the firms, on the other hand, an interviewee who works 

at a BONGO (R28) mentioned the cozy relationship of the local UN office with the government 

and how this limits the maneuvers of the UN locally:  

“UN had processes such as working in partnership with the state and trying to 

take joint decisions together. Therefore, this affects the impartiality and 

independence of the UN very seriously. This is how UN is right now. In other 

words, it cannot echo the global vibes [in Turkey] at the moment. It cannot use 

its global power [in Turkey] right now. This is more of a trapped situation. 

There is a UN here that takes a decision every time, depending on the 

circumstances. It tries, but it’s like putting your foot in the water and if the 

water is cold, you pull it back right away. There is such a UN right now in 

general here in Turkey.” 

 

The same point was raised by another interviewee who is the president of a women’s rights 

NGO (R26) when she recalled a situation where the results of a collaborative fieldwork was 

not shared with the local NGOs in order not to cause a negative image for the  government, 

limiting the NGOs work and stance in an undesirable way: “The result of our fieldwork came 

out just as I had foreseen. But the results were not handed to me [intentionally] by the United 

Nations and UNHCR. Note this well. They said ‘we would be criticizing the state’ [if we hand 

the results to you]. Well, the job of the United Nations is to criticize the state.” 
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Therefore, in a context where firms’ PCSR behaviour are significantly affected by NGOs and 

international organizations such as the UN, a less overt and less contestational UN behaviour 

might lead to similarly less overt and less contestational NGOs and firm behaviour regarding 

gender equality PCSR.  

 

Firm Relations with the Public 

A more direct, one-on-one relations with the public (business to business and business to 

consumer) seems to lead to higher overtness of the PSCR activity through louder voice, 

societal impact area, utilization of the company name and higher intentionality of 

contestation in firms. This point was raised by the head of corporate relations of a Turkish 

conglomerate (R11) who talked about how her firm’s direct relationship with a plethora of the 

SMEs in the country, thus a considerable part of the public gives them the ability to exert an 

influence on the overall public like a role model. In the Turkish context, where the 3.2 million 

SMEs constitute the 99,8% of the businesses and the backbone of the economy (TOBB, 2022), 

Firm3’s strong influence on SMEs constitutes a huge opportunity to lead a societal change:  

“Of course, there is a very important small and medium-sized enterprise [SME] 

population in Turkey. Of course, SMEs follow Firm3 very closely. It is not 

possible for them to make such a large-scale project on their own. But 

everything that the CEO or Mr. X [shareholder] do, or heard from Mr. Y 

[shareholder] has a great impact [on the society]. Today it can also be about 

planting trees or giving blood. We always see and observe the important 

impact of all these beautiful messages. They think, ‘Oh, look, this is the right 

way’. This is how small and medium-sized businesses in Turkey think. They 

think ‘whatever Firm3 is doing, we should do the same in a smaller scale’. In 

summary, Firm3 actually is a best practice since Mr. X [founding shareholder] 

in every sense. The way it makes an impact, the way it represents new values, 

etc.” 

 

The shareholder and a board member of a family-owned company (R39) also explained in a 

similar manner how their wide outreach with the customers enables them to have a louder 

voice and greater societal impact on millions of people:  

“Well, we have nine thousand employees. If you think about it, there are much 

larger groups in Turkey than us. I think our most important advantage here is 
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that we are on the street. We work with sixteen million registered customers. 

So, we have a lot of outreach. For one thing, we are high-profile people no 

matter what. In a way, this is sometimes a disadvantage, of course, but we also 

take advantage of it, obviously. So, we have a lot of followers. How can I say, 

our stance is very clear. These are the advantages. That's why we benefit from 

our outreach. Our impact, I think, may be beyond our size.” 

 

 

8.2. Main Individual, Firm, and Systemic Relational Level Characteristics of the Firms in the 

Four PCSR Behaviour Quadrants     

Based on the data gathered from the interviews, it is possible to make high level 

generalizations about the features of the firms falling into each of the four quadrants of PCSR 

modality. While these patterns are shared in general by the firms placed in a specific quadrant 

of the typology, a broad generalization should be avoided.. 

 

Lion 

The Lion quadrant is characterized by high overtness and high intentionality of contestation. 

It is made up of large cap Turkish MNCs who are mostly family-owned/run. The firm owners’ 

liberal ideologies are manifested through PCSR efforts of the firms and foundations alike. Their 

PCSR efforts are driven by solely normative motivations. They have little or no government 

dependency, or they do not value these dependencies. They all have vibrant relationships 

both with the local NGOs and the international organizations like the UN. These firms mostly 

have a direct relation with the public, which gives them a wide societal reach. 

 

Fox 

The Fox quadrant is characterized by low overtness and high intentionality of contestation. It 

has predominantly large cap Turkish companies and Turkish MNCs some of whom prefer to 

conduct the PCSR activities through foundations they financially fund. They are driven by 

normative motivations while keeping in mind the instrumental concerns. The firm owners’ 

liberal ideologies are manifested via the foundations and NGOs supported and funded by 
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these firms. Some of them have vibrant relationship both with the local NGOs and the 

international organizations like the UN.  

 

Horse 

The horse quadrant is characterized by high overtness and low intentionality of contestation. 

It is mostly populated with global MNCs. These are large cap, publicly owned companies. They 

usually operate in consumer sectors under less regulation than some other sectors and they 

do not work on government contracts. They generally aim to have good relations with the 

government, while they have long standing relations with the international organizations like 

the UN. The risk appetite of the local management team of the global MNCs in this quadrant 

is the decisive factor regarding their PCSR inclinations.  

 

Ant 

The Ant quadrant is characterized by low overtness and low intentionality of contestation. It 

is composed of highly risk averse global MNCs as well as Turkish companies in highly regulated 

sectors, or the ones that has good relations with the government. Some of these firms might 

also be benefiting from government contracts. The firms with less liberal ideologies and the 

ones with an instrumental approach to PCSR also end up in this quadrant.  

 

 

8.3. An Example for the Variations among Similar Firms across PCSR Quadrants  

As previously explained in depth, the PCSR modality quadrants are filled with firms whose 

levels of overtness and intentionality of contestation are similar to each other. Interestingly 

in some cases, seemingly similar firms end up in different quadrants depending on their PCSR 

modality, which is shaped by the specific drivers of PCSR divergence at the individual, firm and 

systemic relational level, as described earlier. Although firms may share many similar features 

at these three levels, when even a few of these features in are different, variations in PCSR 

behaviour may occur, and as a result, we place these firms in different behaviour quadrants. 
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Firm13, which in the Horse quadrant, and Firm15, which is in the Lion quadrant, are perfect 

examples of this phenomenon. While both of these two firms display high overtness, one of 

them displays high intentionality of contestation while the other displays low intentionality of 

contestation. Thus, in order to better illustrate how difference in a few individual, firm or 

systemic relational level characteristic/features lead to diverse PCSR behaviour, these two 

companies will be analysed in detail.   

 

8.3.1. Similarities  

Firm13 and Firm15 are similar to one another in many ways: They are both large (size), global 

MNCs (locality), non-family owned and traded in the global stock markets (ownership), active 

in the consumer sectors (sector), whose Turkey operations are run by liberal (ideology), and 

directed by male (gender) CEOs. Neither of the companies relies on government contracts for 

their existence or obtaining new business opportunities. Both of the companies have 

consumer facing businesses and a direct relationship with the public. Both of the companies 

embrace the UN principles and have a long-standing relationship with various international 

organizations such as the UN.  

 

8.3.2. Differences  

While there is a long list of the similar features of the two companies, the risk appetite of the 

manager/CEO, firm relations with the government and firm relations with the NGOs set these 

two firms apart in terms of their PCSR behaviour, placing them in different PCSR modality 

quadrants. 

    

Risk Appetite of the Manager/CEO  

When the two firms’ attitudes towards political risks related to gender-related CSR are 

compared, Firm 15 (a lion) stands out with a more principled and less risk averse stance than 

Firm13’s (a horse) more risk averse stance. Firm13’s CEO (R29) has an obvious risk averse 

attitude which can be deduced from the interview with him, as he said: “Foreign brands need 

to handle things tactfully. They should do it without stepping back from the strategy, from the 

final point they want to arrive, but with a little more patience.” The firm’s strategy to focus on 
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sports and supporting women in sports also is a sign of risk aversion strategy at the 

management level. Thanks to the sports CSR they engage in, they are not exposed to political 

risks like some other firms, which was acknowledged by R29, saying: “When we contribute to 

society through sports, we can get the support and interest of the public, and we are not 

exposed to anything political in general.” 

 

Firm15’s CEO (R33), however, open heartedly talked about their remorse about not showing 

a stance when the Istanbul Convention issue first surfaced, and explained how they changed 

course and became more vocal against the government’s course, taking a big risk of getting a 

negative public reaction: 

“At first, we were kind of a spectator on this issue (Istanbul Convention). (…) 

But it has come to a point where we were conflicting with values, we believe 

in. (…) We thought that everything we believed in was fading away. (…) The 

professional advice given to me by the experts we worked with in general was 

that we were not to be too (active), and to remain silent. But I said, ‘enough is 

enough’.  (…) Even if we got a negative reaction, it wouldn't matter. Because I 

thought that if we didn't do that, we would lose our authenticity and our 

credibility and any self-esteem we had.” 

 

Another interviewee (R42) from Firm15 also talked about the risk they were taking at the 

management level when they initiated a media campaign for a product staring a famous figure 

who is from the local LGBTQ community:  

“There is some risk taken here. It's more of a risk managed at my level. I told 

myself 'Let's do it, what's the worst that could happen? Worst people can 

oppose. [If that’s the case] We will explain them what we do. So, I said ‘Let's 

give it a try!'” 

 

Examples from Firm15 demonstrate a risk-taking behaviour both at the CEO level and at the 

middle management level regarding the possible repercussions of their PCSR activity, while 

Firm13 prioritized a less bumpy trajectory for the firm through risk averse PCSR behaviour. 
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Firm Relations with the Government 

When we look at how the two firms relate to the government, we see a closer relationship 

between Firm13 and the government, seemingly achieved through the CSR efforts of the 

Firm13.  

 

Firm13 has an ongoing sponsorship relationships with several Turkish national sports teams 

and a long-standing partnership with the Turkish National Olympic Committee. These 

partnerships require a good standing with the government and this relationship is highly 

valued by the firm according the CEO of the company (R29). As recounted earlier in the study, 

a misstep of Firm13 – via an outspoken commercial on gender rights issues — has endangered 

this relationship in the past, which was later corrected and rectified by the CEO’s close 

lobbying with the government officials as told by the CEO himself. Firm13’s good relations 

with the government appears to influence Firm13’s gender CSR efforts and marketing 

campaigns alike.   

 

However, during the interviews, Firm15 executives did not mention any partnerships with 

government-related bodies, nor mentioned any worries about having their relationships going 

sour with the government. Their yearly report also did not have any information about such 

collaborations either, which signals their potential independence from government-related 

bodies and, possibly, greater flexibility and overtness in their PCSR behaviour.  

 

Firm Relations with the NGOs 

Firm13 and Firm15 have fundamentally different choices for NGO selection, which seems to 

effect their gender-related CSR activities and the level of overtness of their PCSR behaviour.  

Firm13 comes forward with its long-standing partnership with government-related sports 

organizations such as the Turkish National Olympic Committee, as well as other NGOs such as 

Make a Wish Foundation and Turkish Red Crescent. The only gender equality focused NGOs 

they chose to partner with are Professional Women’s Network, LeadNetwork Turkey 

WeConnect International, which are all geared towards professional achievements of working 

women according to their 2021 Corporate Citizenship Report. Firm13 does not currently have 

any partnerships with local women’s rights activists or non-business-world related women’s 

NGOs. In other words, rather than having partnership with women’s rights NGOs who are 
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focused on contested yet key issues such as domestic violence or child marriages, Firm13 opts 

for a less risky route with supporting women in sports. Firm13 values its good relations with 

the government and its NGO selection reflects this path.  Accordingly, when looked at the past 

35 years of their operations in the country, their donations to PI Women Cancer Association 

and their menstrual pad donations to schools are the only female focused CSR projects 

undertaken, besides their ongoing sponsorships to national female sports teams.   

 

Firm15, on the other hand, besides having a partnership with various professional-focused 

women’s NGOs, has a partnership with a women’s rights NGO whose president is the foremost 

outspoken activist in the field (R26) for training its 5000 employees on domestic violence and 

publicly announcing this partnership on its Instagram page. Firm15 also provided financial 

support to the NGO’s national emergency helpline, which has become a very important tool 

in the fight against domestic violence.  As covered earlier, such a firm-NGO relationship seems 

to increase the overtness of the firm’s PCSR behaviour and its intentionality of contestation. 

 

8.3.3. Resulting PCSR Behaviour of the Two Firms      

The outlined different attitudes and choices regarding the risk appetite of the manager/CEO 

and the firms’ relations with the government and NGOs have driven Firm 13 and Firm15 

towards different directions in regard to the dimensions of PCSR modality (i.e., overtness and 

intentionality of contestation). While the presence of a more risk averse CEO, close relations 

with the government, and opting for relations with government-related NGOs rather than 

activist women’s rights NGOs drove Firm13 toward a less overt and a less intentional 

contestation regarding its PCSR modality, Firm15’s less risk-averse CEO and close relations 

with liberal women’s rights NGOs seems to have nudged the firm to more overtness and more 

intentional contestation. As a result, their different placements on the two dimensions of 

PCSR behaviour (overtness and intentionality of contestation) lead to different placements of 

the firms in the PCSR typology model. While Firm 13 ended up in the Horse quadrant, Firm 15 

ended up in the Lion quadrant.  

 

As can be seen form the example of Firm 13 and Firm15, two firms have many similar features 

when analysed under the individual, firm and systemic relational levels, however when a few 

of those features show significant differences, this can affect the overall PCSR behaviour of 

the firm. 
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CHAPTER IX - DISCUSSION 

This research aims to investigate how local firms use PCSR in hybrid regimes and whether 

PCSR can be considered a form/tool for contesting against the government policies in such 

contexts. While PCSR can be loosely defined as “business activities that turn corporations into 

political actors” (Scherer et al., 2016, p. 276), the most important aspect of politicization has 

been left out and the connection between the political regime type in which the business 

operates and PCSR has been mostly left unattended by the literature. Naturally, these two 

important questions had never been explored in the literature before, thus, remained a gap 

that this study has attempted to address. Building on the argument that a considerable impact 

of political regime type on PCSR behaviour of firms do exist, this study has focused on hybrid 

regimes as a context of PCSR, by taking Turkey as a case study, and accordingly, examined (1) 

the contextual factors that serve as a foundational layer for a hybrid environment for firms (2) 

the PCSR modalities of firms that are likely to spring under a hybrid regime, and (3) the 

individual, firm and systemic relational level drivers of divergence in PCSR modalities in such 

a context, giving us a three level analysis covering macro-meso-micro levels. As well as giving 

a general overview and a summary, this chapter aims to discuss the theoretical and practical 

implications of the findings, while at the same time acknowledging the limitations of the 

present study. 

	

9.1. A Summary and an Overview of the Complete Model of PCSR Divergence Leading to 

Typology of Firms    

For the first time in the literature, this study aims to tie the hybrid political regime context to 

PCSR behaviour (Figure 16), and understand the modalities and the underpinnings of PCSR 

behaviour in a hybrid context while suggesting new avenues for future research. Based on the 

empirical findings of the study, the PCSR behaviour of the firms can be summarized with a 

four-category typology where each category is characterized by one animal: Lion (high 

overtness coupled with high intentionality of contestation), Fox (low overtness coupled with 

high intentionality of contestation), Horse (high overtness coupled with low intentionality of 

contestation), and Ant (low overtness coupled with low intentionality of contestation).  Firms 

are placed into these categories based on certain choices they make regarding their PCSR 

activities. A set of choices relates to the scale of overtness of PCSR activity, and these are the 

controversiality of the sub-issue choice, impact area, loudness of voice, strength of the 
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message, utilization of the company name. The degree to which a firm engaged in PCSR 

behaviour intentionally as a contestation behaviour constitutes the dimension of 

intentionality of contestation of PCSR behaviour. Therefore, depending on the firm’s 

placement in the overtness and intentionality of contestation scales, all the firms are assigned 

to one of the four animal quadrants, making up the typology of firms in regard to their PCSR 

behaviour. As the next step in our inquiry, the underpinnings of making a choice (e.g., 

choosing a controversial issue or not or sending out a strong message or a weak one) that 

leads a firm towards a specific PCSR behaviour (e.g., horse, ant, and the like) have been 

examined at three levels, namely individual level, the firm level and systemic relational level. 

Below, Figure 17 presents this model in an aggregate way with Specific Drivers of PCSR 

Divergence Among Firms, PCSR Modality of Firms, and Typology of Firms.  

 

Figure 16: Interaction of Hybrid Context and Firms in Hybrid Contexts 
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Figure 17. The Complete Model of PCSR Divergence Leading to a Typology of Firms in Hybrid Regimes 

		

 
 

Note:   The complete model’s embeddedness in the hybrid political regime environment is denoted with the grey-coloured box
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9.2. Theoretical Implications 

9.2.1. Bringing “P” Back to PCSR: Mapping PCSR to the Political Regime Context 

The research questions asked in this study foremost demonstrates that the PCSR literature 

mostly lacks a political regime differentiation, an important gap in the literature. Existing 

literature tends not to focus on the effect of political regime type on PCSR behaviour, thus 

largely ignoring the political context in which the firms are embedded in. Instead, the 

literature mostly focuses on the dichotomy of developed state vs. fragile/failed state with 

weak governance (Scherer et al., 2006; Visser, 2009), which emphasizes the strength of the 

state and its institutions via the notion of “governance gaps” (Scherer et al., 2016), but usually 

omits to consider the level of democracy of the context. The emerging global institutional 

context has also been characterized by a loss of regulatory impact of national governments 

on MNCs (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). Thus, it can be argued that the literature’s focus regarding 

the “P” has mostly been on the strength of the state and the effects of globalization on the 

supply chain networks of MNCs. While studies on CSR in emerging countries and its various 

manifestations in different national business systems (NBS) have been undertaken by various 

scholars (Jamali & Karam, 2018), political regime type has not been considered as the context 

of PCSR and one of the main determinants of its “P”. Although scholars do recognize the 

complexity of the possible contexts and confirm the existence of a third group of countries 

between the developed and developing country categories via illustrating Russia and the 

China as contextual examples (Crane et al., 2014), and suggest that variations in national 

systems lead to different business–government relations and possibly to new forms of PCSR 

approaches on the part of the companies (Mäkinen & Kourula, 2012), not many studies in this 

direction have been undertaken. The existing literature has yet to focus on how PCSR evolves 

under different types of political regimes which donates the context of PCSR’s “P”. This gap is 

important because, due to this oversimplification of the context into a binary mode, sweeping 

overgeneralizations can be made causing much needed nuanced analysis to be missed. A such, 

impact of the level of democracy on PCSR – and vice versa –  is yet to be studied rigorously. 

This study is a call to reorient the much-needed focus on “P” in PCSR, bringing the attention 

to the most important “political” aspect in PCSR notion, the political regime of the context. 

The study attempts to theoretically redefine the context of PCSR in terms of political regimes 

– not in terms of the strength of the state – thus bringing forth a new conceptual model for 
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PCSR and urges PCSR to be re-contextualized accordingly with the political regime it emerges 

from. 

 

9.2.2. Hybrid Regimes as a Context of PCSR 

The research questions asked in this study draws attention to the existing literature’s scant 

focus on the hybrid regimes – ‘strong states with undemocratic tendencies’ (Diamond, 2002) 

– as a context of PCSR. As a natural consequence of the fact that the relationship between the 

PCSR and the political regime types have not been systematically studied before, studies on 

PCSR in hybrid regimes have been absent as well. Such a lack of interest in the hybrid regime 

context in the PCSR literature is especially critical, as the contexts where democratic 

governance models embed various authoritarian traits are globally on the rise for the past 

decade, as well as being on the rise in Europe (Iusmen, 2015; Sedelmeier, 2014). While such 

semi-democratic hybrid regimes constitute almost 1/3rd of the countries in the world, and are 

home to 1/4th of the world’s population (Freedom House, 2018), not studying it as a special 

country level macro context would be an immense literature gap for PCSR. This study aims to 

give a stab at tackling this substantial literature gap. 

 

9.2.3. PCSR as a Contestation Tool in Hybrid Contexts 

The research question suggesting the possible contestational nature of the PCSR in hybrid 

regimes provides a novel approach to the utilization of PCSR in various political contexts. This 

is a departure from the existing literature where firms’ PCSR activities are mostly seen as 

‘filling the void’ in public welfare in developing countries (Valente & Crane, 2010) or merely a 

‘corporate political activity’ (CPA) – i.e. corporate attempts to shape government policy in 

ways favourable to the firm for attaining financial or competitive advantage (Hillman, Keim, 

& Schuler, 2004) – towards a more granular understanding of PCSR’s other types of utilization 

in hybrid political regimes. It is also important to understand the motivations of this utilization 

in order to understand firms’ PCSR behaviour in hybrid contexts better. According to the 

empirical findings of this study, PCSR is used as a political tool for contesting against the 

illiberal policies of the government in a hybrid context through the instrumentalization of 

gender equality PCSR activities against a conservative political regime. This empirical finding 

also provides the literature a robust basis of understanding regarding the normative societal 

motivations of firms in these hybrid contexts. 
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9.2.4. Exploring PCSR Strategies of Firms in Hybrid Contexts  

Due to the lack of focus on regime type mapping in the PCSR literature – and accordingly the 

lack of focus on hybrid regimes as a context of PCSR and/or specific utilizations of PCSR in 

hybrid regimes – the existing literature also lacks information on PCSR strategies employed by 

firms in hybrid contexts. In other words, there is a substantial knowledge gap not only 

regarding the context, but also regarding the PCSR behaviour of firms –local ones and global 

MNCs alike– that are operational in such hybrid contexts. While this study firmly 

demonstrates that PCSR can be instrumentalized as a tool for contestation (democratization) 

in hybrid contexts, it also describes how it is done through 4 different firm strategies (referred 

in this study as modalities of PCSR). Enhancing the knowledge base on various PCSR modalities 

that spring under hybrid regimes and better understanding what kind of strategies are 

employed regarding the PCSR behaviour of the firms in such contexts enables us to shed light 

on various motivations and results of such PCSR activities as well. Accordingly, a novel 2-

dimensional PCSR modality of firms in hybrid regimes has been conceptualized based on the 

levels of overtness and the intentionality of contestation of the firms. The overtness 

dimension of PCSR strategy denotes how openly the contestation through PCSR is done, while 

the intentionality of the contestation dimension indicates the level of intentionality of 

contesting the existing regime/government/policies –as opposed to contestation emerging as 

a natural result of the PCSR behaviour itself– while undertaking a PCSR activity.  

 

9.2.5. A Three Level Analysis of PCSR 

Although the literature acknowledges the need for multi-level analysis regarding PCSR, there 

is hardly abundance in the literature regarding three level (micro-meso-macro) analyses of 

firms regarding the drivers of PCSR behaviour. As iterated by Scherer et al. (2016, p. 284) 

“PCSR has yet to explore the dynamics of the emerging multi-level schemes and how the OECD, 

the EU, the UN and other intergovernmental organizations weaken or strengthen the role of 

national authorities in pursuing their social or environmental agendas vis-a-vis business firms”. 

Therefore, besides mapping PCSR to the macro political context, mapping the PCSR strategies 

of firms to individual level, firm level and systemic relational level features of firms has been 

attempted within this study. Accordingly, the drivers that lie behind the PCSR behaviour 

(modalities) of firms have been analysed at three different levels, enabling PCSR modalities of 
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the firms to be conceptually and empirically tied to the individual level features such as 

CEO/shareholder features, the firm level features such as locality and size, and systemic 

relational features such as the firm’s relationship with the NGOs and international 

organizations, as well as tying the PCSR to the overall hybrid political regime context. Thus, a 

novel theory is put forward regarding the roles firms play, depending on their features at 

multiple levels, in the face of the democratization problems of the countries they are 

operational at.  

 

9.2.6. A New Model of PCSR Behaviour  

The new theory that sprung from this study’s empirical findings suggests that, in hybrid 

contexts, the PCSR behaviour of the firms can be categorised in a typology of four quadrants 

where each quadrant represents a different PCSR behaviour type based on two dimensions: 

overtness and intentionality of contestation. Analysing firms’ PCSR behaviour within these two 

dimension allows us to place the firms into these categories, while a deeper analysis 

conducted in micro, meso and macro levels further reveals the various factors behind the 

PCSR behaviour of firms.   

 

 

9.3. Practical Implications 

Both theoretical and empirical findings of this study are significant for the real life as it has 

implications for various players of the hybrid contexts. These implications can be summarized 

as the following:  

9.3.1. For Businesses 

This study allows firms to better understand their potential impact on the democratization 

process of the countries as members of the civil society. Enhancing the firms’ understanding 

of their possibility of such a value creation in terms of democracy will have significant 

outcomes. The firms will be able to better analyse their PCSR stance and decide on the most 

suitable PCSR modality for themselves depending on their features, as presented in three level 

analysis the study. This study is likely to not only result in better-thought PCSR strategies but 
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also in a gentle reminder regarding the importance of a more aligned business world within 

itself in terms of contestation intentionality of their PCSR behaviour. As the findings indicated, 

the more aligned the business world in terms of PCSR the stronger and the safer the firms feel 

about the government repercussions to their PCSR activities, -signifying the importance of 

group action-. Thus, not only empirical studies such as this one are important sources of 

knowledge for firms, but they can also serve as a unifying mechanism, shedding light to the 

firm-specific actions with an aggregate view of the whole private sector. This study also aims 

to allow the firms to understand what kind of strategies are available to them regarding their 

PCSR behaviour, and more importantly, why they (and other firms) do act in certain ways 

regarding PCSR. Only then, a realistic bigger picture can be painted that depicts what is 

currently being done and what else can be done by firms against the democratic backsliding. 

 

9.3.2. For Governments and Political Parties 

This study has demonstrated that firms with normative intentions may act like political actors 

within the broader civil society in hybrid regimes in order to safeguard democracy. Although 

hybrid regime governments try to confine the firms in the economic sphere only, this study 

has demonstrated that certain firms are eager to act as agents of democratization despite the 

governmental pressures. Thus, the study allows the governments of hybrid regimes to better 

understand the fact that firms may take part in the discursive processes of democratization of 

their countries – akin to Habermas’ deliberative democracy notion (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007). 

The study’s significance to the opposition parties can be summarized in two main points. 

Firstly, firms can be recognized as possible partners of the civil society and/or of the liberal 

opposition parties in the democratization efforts. Secondly, the study has established that 

certain controversial issues are denoted as flagship issues of democracy in hybrid contexts, 

and that this provides a fruitful contestation area for cross-sector partnerships between firms, 

NGOs and political parties (mainly opposition parties). While it was the gender equality issue 

in the case of the present study, another contentious issue, such as racism, minority rights or 

free speech, might play the same role in a different hybrid context.  

 

9.3.3. For NGOs 

This study aims to help NGOs to understand the different types of PCSR behaviour and the 

varying motivations that underlie them, thus enabling them to choose more suitable partners 



	

	 194	

from the private sector. By pointing to the relationship between the firms and the NGOs, the 

study further demonstrates the various possibilities of deeper partnership options between 

the private sector and the NGOs regarding the controversial issues that can serve as flagship 

issues of democracy. This finding might serve as a fresh perspective to certain NGOs that may 

see the private sector as a different camp who does not concern itself with societal issues but 

only with financial ones, and reaffirm firms’ role to play in the democratization process in the 

eyes of the civil society.   

  

9.3.4. For the Public 

The public is the end benefactor of the PCSR activities of firms and the democratization 

movement that the firms supports. As the study shows, the firms examined do defend their 

grounds regarding gender equality and democratization in general in the name of public good. 

However, the public might not be fully aware of the fact that some firms engage in such 

contestational PCSR to their own detriment, purely with normative motivations. Especially the 

PCSR activities of the firms in the lion quadrant are performed with such normative 

motivations, with a PCSR modality of high overtness and high intentionality of contestation. 

These firms’ normative intentions regarding the common good and the risks they bear 

associated with doing such PCSR activities need to be heard by the public – just as the firms in 

the fox quadrant with instrumental motivations/concerns and with a PCSR modality of low 

overtness and low intentionality of contestation deserve to be known by the public too. 

 

9.3.5. For International Organizations 

This study has empirically shown that the international organizations (e.g., UN) provides the 

firms with a globally accepted moral framework that they can embrace and consequently 

structure their PCSR activities around. Such organizations not only provide the legitimacy 

around the PCSR activities, but also provide know-how and capacity building tools when firms 

form partnerships with them. Thus, the study chronicles the positive effects of these 

institutions on the PCSR behaviour of firms, and demonstrates the need for international 

organizations to reach further to the local companies in hybrid regimes in an effort to form 

partnerships around controversial issues that may serve as flagship issues for democracy. It 

should also be noted, however, that while the UN-firm relations and the support received 

from these organizations are considered to be positive and sufficient respectively by the firms, 
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the UN’s relations with the local women’s rights NGOs were described as less supportive than 

expected by the local NGOs. This finding, which is attributed to the UN’s conciliatory policies 

regarding the local government in the context studied, denotes an improvement area for the 

UN in terms of its relations with the local women’s rights NGOs in this context.    

 

9.4. Limitations and Further Research Suggestions 

Despite the significant findings of the study, and the important conclusions drawn, it should 

be taken into consideration that the study bears some limitations.  

 

This study was conducted empirically on Turkey as a hybrid regime, and focused on gender 

equality as a controversial issue pointing to a democratic backsliding problem. Although 

Turkey is a typical example of a hybrid regime, another hybrid context can be different in 

terms of the contentious issues and/or the processes of democratisation problems. Therefore, 

sweeping generalizations should be avoided at this stage, while at the same time calling for 

further research in other hybrid contexts. Conducting similar studies in different hybrid 

contexts would produce enriched findings and make the study more comparable. While this 

study is focused on gender equality related contentious issues, other contentious issues 

regarding race, ethnicity, religious background and such also bears resemblance to gender 

equality issue in the way that they can be instrumentalized to polarize the society by the 

respective governments and might become the flagship issues of their context. Thus, such 

contentious issues can also be taken into consideration for further studies depending on the 

specific context of the country, and the variables used in this current study – overtness and 

intentionality of contestation – can be applied to various other studies for other contentious 

issues in other similar contexts.  

 

Another limitation of the study, its focus on hybrid regimes, can also be partially overcome as 

the variables put forward in the study are also transferable to other contexts that are slightly 

more democratic (flawed democracies) or much less democratic (autocracies), as the main 

premise of the study deals with the notion of democratisation. When it is considered that only 

6 out of 20 biggest global economies in G20 group are considered to be full democracies, (the 

rest being either flawed democracies i.e. U.S.A, hybrid regimes i.e. Mexico or authoritarians 

i.e. China) (EIU, 2021), the wide range of transferability of the results of this study or similar 
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studies regarding the possible democratisation effects of PCSR is plausible. Hybrid regimes or 

flawed democracies with strong states and institutions as well as developed private sectors 

that are in accord with the global markets and norms, but still undergoing democratic 

backsliding because of their current governments would be ideal contexts to further study the 

subject. 

 

The sample universe of the research was mostly composed of firms with liberal values, 

implying that firms with pro-government and/or conservative tendencies might be 

underrepresented. Accordingly, the findings predominantly reflect the views and behaviour 

of the liberal leaning firms. Further research involving firms with more conservative and/or 

pro-government tendencies would produce results that would complement the view on the 

PCSR behaviour of various types of firms. 

 

The present research is a qualitative study aimed at gaining a deeper insight into PCSR in 

hybrid regimes. It has established novel constructs and new variables to be studied for the 

upcoming research in this area. A quantitative study, in this respect, would further shed light 

on the prevalence of the findings and fine-tune the results achieved in this study. 
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CHAPTER X - CONCLUSION 

Although there is no definitive consensus on the definition of PCSR (Frynas & Stephens, 2015), 

it can be conceptualised as “those responsible business activities that turn corporations into 

political actors, by engaging in public deliberations, collective decisions, and the provision of 

public goods or the restriction of public bads in cases where public authorities are unable or 

unwilling to fulfil this role.” (Scherer et al., 2016, p. 276). The regime of a country affects not 

only the extent to which citizens enjoy civil liberties and political rights, but also the long-term 

viability of the markets and the subsequent actions of the firms, including their PCSR 

behaviour. However, within the CSR/PCSR literature, these two important concepts – the 

PCSR behaviour of firms and political regime types – has not been firmly linked to each other, 

but instead, were mostly treated in separate silos as if they do not affect each other various 

possible ways. Furthermore, the conventional context of PCSR in the literature has been the 

liberal democratic countries with proper state mechanisms or the opposite (i.e., fragile 

states), both of which are studied solely in terms of statehood and state authority, rather than 

the political regime type – which, in practice, means putting Russia (a hybrid regime with a 

strong state) and France (a democracy with a strong state) in the same ‘strong state’ basket 

without any further distinctions. This sweeping oversimplification in the PCSR literature has 

resulted in a knowledge gap causing various types of PCSR motivations and behaviour in 

various political regime types to be disregarded in such a way that the fundamental context 

of “P” in PCSR has been mostly omitted. Moreover, the existing literature is mostly centred 

around the PCSR activities of MNCs, as opposed to local firms; and these activities are mostly 

aimed at maintaining ties with government officials in order to be able to exert influence in 

accordance with the company interests or to gain legitimacy in the eyes of the public and to 

ensure access to local resources, all of which are driven by instrumental motivations. These 

have been the natural side effects of the fact that most of the CSR and PCSR literature have 

been produced by the European and North American scholars, focusing primarily on the 

contexts of these very countries or the global MNCs’ operations and/or the supply chain issues 

in failed/fragile states, although exceptions do exist. 

 

The interplay between the political regime type and the PCSR behaviour of firms is the main 

axe of this study, with a focus on the effects of the context, particularly the impact of the 

political and social context -resulting from the regime type- on PCSR. Given the rise of semi-

democratic regimes with autocratic tendencies all around the world in the past decade, it was 

a long due gap in the literature to put the hybrid regimes in the spotlight. This study tries to 
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fill this knowledge gap, and postulates that PCSR might have different characteristics within 

the hybrid regime contexts. More specifically, the study asks if PCSR can be utilized as a 

contestation tool in hybrid regimes to show the political stance of the firms against illiberal 

governments. In order to be able to answer this question, the study focuses on Turkey as an 

illustrative case of the hybrid context since it is a typical hybrid regime with a well-established 

central authority. Gender equality-related PCSR activities has been selected as the specific 

PCSR focus since this issue is deemed to be the flagship issue of democracy in the country, as 

well as allowing greater comparability with the countries like Poland and Hungary which also 

partake in serious infringements of human rights regarding gender equality and 

instrumentalize these issues as divisive government policies to create hypermasculine states. 

Ultimately, focusing on gender equality in the Turkish context not only allows us to explore if 

gender equality related PCSR is used as a contestation tool against the government in Turkey, 

but also brings the attention to the existence of the same possibility in other hybrid contexts.  

 

This study not only attempts to reconstructs the PCSR theory in tandem with the political 

regime types, but also produces empirical data to illustrate the effects of the regime type on 

the actual PCSR behaviour. The research undertaken for this study involved 44 in-depth 

interviews with 33 organizations – 16 firms, 4 foundation of firms, 7 NGOs, 3 educational 

institutions, 2 political parties, and 1 UN affiliated body.  

 

The study pursues an inductive research strategy to understand the impact of the hybrid 

political context on PCSR. The interview, published communication materials and observation-

based analysis of the gender equality related PCSR activities of the firms produced two 

dimensions along which the PCSR behaviour of these firms could be assessed: the overtness 

of their PCSR activity and the intentionality of the contestation against the government 

policies through their PCSR activity. The study demonstrates that PCSR can be and is being 

used as a contestation tool by the firms in hybrid context, though the degree of overtness of 

the PCSR activity and the intentionality of contestation of the firms may vary. Further analysis 

has shown that this variance can be attributed to specific factors in three levels: individual, 

firm and systemic relational factors (firm’s relationship with other players in the system). It is 

possible to conclude as a result of this research that all the gender equality related CSR can 

be regarded as PCSR in the Turkish hybrid context, given the contentiousness of the issue and 

the public rally against it by the liberal/secular parts of the society, rendering the gender 

equality issue a flagship issue of democracy in the country and embraced by many firms. 
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This study has shown the two-way interplay between PCSR and hybrid context. The hybrid 

context affects the nature of the PCSR activity, and in turn, the undertaken PCSR activities may 

also affect the hybrid context regarding the contentious issues at hand – at least, that is the 

normative intention of some of the firms while undertaking such PCSR activities. In connection 

with this, another important contribution of this study is to show that, despite the potential 

to face short- and medium-term business-related harms, firms engage in certain types of 

gendered PCSR for the public good with purely normative intentions. This indicates that firms 

may become transformative agents in their respective societies regarding the issues they 

deem vital for a liberal and truly democratic society, and that they are willing to play an 

important role in the democratization process of the hybrid contexts. Many firms embrace 

this goal, yet they engage in PCSR at different levels and in different ways. This study firmly 

demonstrates the necessity for further research that would elaborate on the transformative 

effect of the political context on the firms’ PCSR behaviour, as well as reaffirming the role and 

the importance of firms in the democratization process of countries.  

 

It is important to restate that Critical Theory’s normative stance and affiliation towards the 

development of a more humane, rational and just society (Scherer, 2009), coupled with the 

“ethical implications of corporate engagement with public policy” (Scherer, 2018, p. 387) has 

been the north star of this study. This north star, led this study towards corporations that 

defend liberal values in the face of a repressive political regime, and do so through their 

gender-equality related PCSR activities, and become indispensable part of the 

democratization process of their country.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 Interview Questions for the Firms 

 

1. What was your strategy on gender issues as (when you were the CEO)? Do you think this 

strategy had a role in protecting liberal rights and promoting democracy in Turkey? What did 

you do?  

 

2.There is a view that the attitude towards liberal rights and freedoms is influenced by the 

rhetoric of the leading governments in countries such as China and Russia. Coming back to our 

country, do you think there is a relationship between the government policies/discourses in 

Turkey and the problem of gender inequality?  

 

3. In the past months, various government officials have made statements regarding the 

annulment of the Istanbul Convention. In such a political context, some big companies and x 

[an business association name that was deleted by the researcher for anonymity reasons] took 

a different stance from the government by making written statements such as "Women and 

men are equal, we stand behind the Istanbul Convention" and tried to dissuade the 

government from this policy. How would you interpret this stance in terms of corporate social 

responsibility towards the society? In such a political environment, do you think advocating 

for gender equality is a politically sensitive issue that companies can shy away from? What are 

they risking, those companies that defend it despite the government? Why are they doing 

this?  

 

4. What kind of political influences in Turkey do you think push the major companies in the 

country to be active in the issue of gender equality?  

 

5. There is this idea that is present in certain academic circles, that the gender inequality 

debate in Turkey symbolizes a regime type issue or a democracy issue, rather than a cultural 

issue of “woman-man relationship”. What do you think about this? 
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6. Do you think issues such as minority rights, freedom of opinion/speech or freedom of sexual 

orientation (LGBT) are types of issues that companies in Turkey can defend and make CSR 

activities about? What do you think the government's reaction would be to them? 

 

7. May I listen to your institution's experience during Gezi protests please? How was your 

corporate social responsibility strategy before the it, how did it evolve afterwards?  

 

8. According to the WEF report, the countries with the highest gender equality are Sweden 

and Norway. These countries are also the countries that rank first in the international 

Democracy Indices. If we were in Sweden and not in Turkey, would the discourses of the 

government and major companies in the country on gender equality conflict still be in this 

way? Do you think companies would have to advocate gender equality like this?  

 

9. Who are the most influential people in shaping the CSR policies in your organization? (major 

shareholders / CEO / heads of departments) How do you think these policies are shaped? 

 

10. Do you think being a large or small company affects the advocacy role in the field of gender 

equality and the perception of responsibility in this matter? 

 

11. Do you think being a Turkish company, instead of being a foreign company with operations 

in Turkey, is a factor influencing the activist role some companies take on gender equality in 

Turkey?  

 

12. What kind of companies do you think can play the advocacy role most comfortably in this 

regard? 

  



	

	 214	

Appendix 2 Interview Questions for the NGOs, Politicians and the others 

 

1. As you know, Turkey is now classified as a “hybrid” democracy. What kind of a connection 

do you think there is between the general democracy attitude/discourse of the government 

and the its attitude towards gender equality?  

 

2. What do you think is the government's policy on gender equality? 

 

3. Political CSR, or corporate citizenship, sees corporations as a political actor influencing 

government policy and involved in the well-being of citizens. In this context, when various 

government officials made statements regarding the annulment of the Istanbul Convention in 

the past months -despite the current anti-democratic political framework-, some big 

companies and business associations have taken a contrary stance by declaring that "Women 

and men are equal, we stand behind the Istanbul convention". What is the role/effect of 

companies that support the gender equality and cooperate with NGOs and UN institutions in 

protecting liberal rights in Turkey? Could you comment on the stance of the business world 

on this issue? What are your expectations from these companies or from the private sector in 

general?  

 

4. Do you think gender equality is a political symbol in Turkey? Does it actually mean 

something bigger, like "democracy" or like "liberalism"?  

 

5. How do UN agencies and NGOs get along with the government? Can they develop joint 

projects with the government on gender equality? How was the situation in the past (early 

2000s) and how is it now? 

  

6. We saw the purple face masks of the Istanbul Convention on civil society representatives, 

on İyi Party’s Meral Akşener, on HDP’s co-chairman, on CHP’s deputies, on private sector 

representatives. Do you think that the issue of gender equality unites/consolidates various 

segments of the opposition with different ideologies against the anti-democraticness of the 

government, which can result in a broad alliance? How long do you think it has been like this?  



	

	 215	

Appendix 3 Coding Structure Overview 
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Appendix 4 Detailed Coding List 

Name Files References 

CONTEXT 0 0 

Comparison to other contexts 1 1 

Magnitude of government support 4 5 

Scope of gender CSR 17 19 

The need for gender CSR 12 15 

Gezi Protests 2 3 

Manifestations of Hybridness of TR 0 0 

Anti-democratic governance and populism 17 38 

Being scared from the government 9 13 

Lack of rule of law 5 7 

No free media 2 2 

Polarization of the society 4 4 

Political CSR & democracy level 6 9 

Reasons for gender issues in TR 0 0 

Cultural Perceptions & Practices 18 26 

Globally entrenched problem 11 19 

Government's negative attitude 27 57 

Insufficient Education 6 7 

Religion & Pressure from religious groups 7 9 

Structural problem 1 1 

HOW 0 0 

Aim 0 0 

Changing the firm itself 12 21 

Changing-influencing the sector 3 3 

Influencing the policy makers 2 3 

Influencing the public 12 17 

Public service 6 6 

Reaching the ideal world 3 3 

Gender CSR 0 0 

Activity choice 26 58 

Already existing company culture 1 2 

Beginning of things 21 39 

Difficulty perception of the issue 3 4 

Duration of support 5 5 

Gender CSR - sustainability relationship emphasis 12 12 

Gender CSR Champions within the org 1 2 
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Gender CSR changes the firm's perspectives too 2 3 

Global impact 5 11 

Istanbul Convention 30 39 

Leadership support 2 3 

Non gender projects (easy ones) 2 6 

Partnerships around the CSR activity 13 32 

Result of the CSR activity 4 5 

Sub issue choice 18 56 

Organizational structure 0 0 

Mixed (both through the firm and the foundation) 5 10 

Through the firm 8 11 

Through the foundation 11 20 

Thru brands vs thru corporation 2 2 

Other politically sensitive CSR issues 20 36 

Tools and efforts 0 0 

CSR=sponsorships 1 3 

Financial support 4 4 

Firms enabling NGOs to be heard and taken serious 2 5 

Internalized efforts vs PR efforts 8 14 

Know how creation and transfer 4 4 

Making the issue visible 6 9 

New processes & new company culture 3 4 

Not too vocal (yes but hush hush) 3 4 

Raising a voice (advocacy) 8 12 

Social media and commercials 5 7 

SENSE MAKING - CONTESTATION 0 0 

Gender as a political flagship issue 11 40 

Having the contestation perception 22 38 

Having the political awareness 6 6 

Hesitation about talking the researcher 8 12 

Importance of group action (vs Don Quixote) 17 24 

Issue selection as a contestation 9 12 

Macro politics (EU and etc.) 5 11 

Next Steps 16 26 

Perception of what they are doing 12 18 

Price of being perceived contesting to govt (anti-govt) 25 44 

Price of being seen pro-govt 4 5 

Private sector and democracy & social dev 12 21 
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Relief about talking to the researcher 2 2 

Reluctance - eagerness in engaging in contestation 24 50 

The measures taken in order not to be seen as anti-govt 0 0 

Employee's twitter footstep screenings 1 1 

Following govt's wishes 1 1 

NGO selection 6 9 

PEP screenings 1 1 

Self-censorship 9 13 

WHO 0 0 

Actors within the system 0 0 

Academia 1 2 

Self-censorship 1 1 

Firms 0 0 

Activist leader 7 7 

Firms' changing behavior pattern due to govt 1 2 

Foundations 2 2 

Govt 0 0 

Expectations from Govt 7 10 

Govt - firm relationships 7 11 

Govt partnerships with international bodies 4 6 

Govt's role & effect 14 26 

NGOs 0 0 

Censorship to NGOs 5 10 

Focus area 8 14 

Foreign NGOs providing legitimacy to firms 1 1 

Fragmented NGO-firm relationship 3 8 

Funding 3 4 

GONGOs (government organized NGOs) 7 9 

NGO - Firm relationship 8 16 

NGO-Govt relationship 3 5 

NGOs' global relations 2 2 

TUSİAD 3 4 

Women's rights NGOs being pushed out 0 0 

Excluded from decision making processes 4 5 

Get closed down by the govt 4 4 

Lost govt contracts w the ministries 6 8 

Lost govt funding & support 5 5 
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Working relationships with the local AKP and opposition municipalities 6 9 

UN bodies 0 0 

Boundaries 0 0 

Bound to have an amicable relationship with the govt 2 2 

Bureaucraticness of UN 2 3 

Self-censoring due to govt pressure 3 4 

Roles 0 0 

Partnering both with NGOs and firms and Govts 11 17 

Providing a buffer between the govt and the foundations (and NGOs) 1 1 

Providing a framework and know how 13 18 

Providing legitimacy 2 2 

Providing moral grounding 2 5 

Being female 15 24 

Country of origin 0 0 

Foreign 2 2 

Foreign firms prefer to stay apolitical in the host country 9 18 

Foreign firms' standards serve as benchmarks to local firms 11 14 

Global CSR themes tailored to local themes 9 16 

Global standards of foreign firms dictate workplace KPIs globally 9 10 

Managerial attitudes about showing political stance in host country in 
foreign firms 8 31 

Not their role - don't care much 10 16 

Price of foreignness 2 5 

Reading the cultural codes well 6 10 

Shorter term goals 2 2 

Staying away from problems 7 8 

They are active in CSR domain too 8 9 

Trusting the strength of the MNC 1 2 

Local 2 2 

Foreign Exposure of the Local Firm 1 2 

Exporting its best practice in CSR 2 3 

Investments in abroad 2 2 

Partnership with foreign firms 5 6 

Relationship with international agencies and NGOs (UN, IFC, EBRD etc.) 9 17 

Sales abroad 0 0 

Local firm has more to gain/loose from the democraticness of the country 4 4 

Moral imperative 3 3 
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Perception of being “one of us”  8 9 

Reputation of the local firm 2 2 

Firm size 0 0 

Large cap 7 7 

Size related considerations 0 0 

Magnitude of gravitas in govt circles 1 1 

Magnitude of resources, reach and impact 18 24 

Magnitude of responsibility 5 6 

SME 0 0 

Small activist companies as exceptions 9 9 

Firm's financial health 1 5 

Industry of the firm 1 1 

Govt related industry (regulations, subsidies, govt contracts) 11 14 

Non-govt related industry 4 4 

Levels 0 0 

Firm - Organization 1 1 

Interviewee 0 0 

What it means to the interviewee personally 1 1 

Senior management 1 1 

Shareholder 1 1 

Ownership structure of the firm 0 0 

Family owned-led firms 3 3 

Corporate governance problems effecting CSR 3 6 

Founder-shareholder values and support drive CSR 18 30 

Senior management leadership is a crucial driving force for CSR activity 16 23 

Specialness of family owned firms in TR 1 3 

Top-down approach to CSR 2 2 

Govt owned-led firms 1 1 

Corporate governance related issues 5 7 

CSR and Politics intertwined 1 1 

Misc. for govt owned firms 3 10 

Mostly work with GONGOs 3 4 

Subject - msg of the CSR is dictated by govt appointed senior mngt 3 5 

Publicly owned firms 0 0 

Senior management's discretion is allowed 0 0 

Soccer Teams 1 2 

WHY 0 0 

Concerns 0 0 
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CSR vs profit maximization debate 5 9 

Ideology 17 27 

Alignment of senior management attitudes with shareholder attitudes 4 6 

Conservative & pro AKP 2 2 

Embeddedness to international markets 1 1 

Founding father ideology (Ataturk) 9 10 

Western-Liberal Values 8 8 

Motivations 0 0 

Instrumental Reasons 0 0 

CSR as an area of competition for firms 10 15 

CSV (staying within their business area) 13 25 

Ensuring their long term survival 7 10 

Following global trends 6 8 

Reputation 6 9 

Stakeholder expectations 5 7 

Workforce efficiency & diversity 12 17 

Meshing both instrumental and normative motivations 6 8 

Normative reasons 0 0 

Ability to inflict change in the society 1 1 

Being a role model & industry leader 5 8 

Conformity to UN principles 5 7 

Meeting public's needs and expectations 7 15 

Values 15 24 

Within responsibility area 8 10 

Reason for inaction 4 9 
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Appendix 5 Typology Depending on High-Medium-Low Grades for Overtness and 

Intentionality of Contestation 

 

 

 

 

 


