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Corporate Citizenship and Deserved Reputation 
 
 
 

“Ethically impeccable behaviour is a prerequisite for acceptance, without which business 
success in the long term is not possible.”i 
The “business case” of the social responsibility of a company, its sustainability and the civil 
engagement of the company are all often simply an attempt to secure acceptance of the com-
pany, to “legitimize” the business model in retrospect and in the long run thus enhance its 
reputation – or what is understood to be its reputation. Furthermore there is seen to be a factor 
in this kind of reputation enhancement that is relevant to success, because the zeitgeist of the 
customers, investors, employees and suppliers is focused more and more on so-called soft fac-
tors, and increasing importance is thus attached to impeccable and exemplary behaviour. So-
cial responsibility and reputation thus represent an added benefit in the tough business world, 
so that an enhancement of reputation, for example through CSR activities, leads to a “win-win 
situation”. 
But does a deservedly good reputation actually lie behind this rhetoric? And what, it has to be 
asked, still has to be done in relation to (day-to-day) business policy to ensure that the reputa-
tion of the company as a “good citizen” is actually also earned? 
The various ideas of good corporate citizenship, sustainability, corporate social responsibility 
etc. have become increasingly important in the last decadeii. Yet at the same time it has re-
mained an open and undefined question as to why the engagement for enhancement of reputa-
tion – and thus the reputation itself – should acquire such importance? In logical terms there 
are at least two widely divergent ideas with regard to this question:  

• Engagement as a good corporate citizen, as an enterprise that is both meaning-
ful in terms of its sustainability and responsible in terms of society, takes place 
for its own sake, so that the assumed enhancement of reputation as such is not 
the primary objective, not something which is aspired to, but is rather a “wel-
come” and deserving side effect.  

• However, importance could also mean that this does not lie in the engagement 
itself, but that it is designed to benefit a certain corporate purpose. The ideas 
of CSR and civil engagement would thus be “dependent on something else – 
namely on that which is of “importance”.“iii In this context it has to be assumed 
that reputation and the engagement behind it are caught in an instrumentalism 
trap. How is “this trap” to be understood? 

One point has to be mentioned at the outset. The following is an attempt to present an ideal-
typical view of different interrelated aspects concerning the subject of reputation. It has to be 
borne in mind here that none of these ideal types occurs on its own in the everyday routine of 
business. This routine is characterized rather by mixed types, which make it necessary how-
ever to understand the ideals. 
 
Reputation in an instrumentalism trap 
In the second of the above cases, reputation and the engagement that lies behind it become 
dependent on other causes. The supposed ethics and the supposed good cause become the 
means to another end. “If the ‘importance’ [of the reputation, the social responsibility of the 
company – author’s note] increases, then I follow ethical principles, otherwise I do not.“iv 
What is crucial for the social engagement of a company then becomes the effect on reputation 
that is to be expected and the extent to which this ultimately serves the company’s business 
success. It is basically just a question of polishing up one’s own image in a strategically clever 
way. Neither the ideas of good corporate citizenship, CSR, nor ethics are the primary focus of 
interest. Success is what counts; and in order to achieve and secure this in the long term, cer-
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tain concessions may have to be made to society. Ethics pays off in the long run!v The ideas 
of Milton Friedmanvi, which are often at the root of the business world, remain completely 
intact. ‘Corporate responsibility’ continues to be focused on the achievement of profit. After 
all, what happens if responsible behaviour does not seem necessary, because for example no 
one emphatically demands it or is able to demand it? 
It is thus correct that great value is often attached to socially proper and appropriate behav-
iour. This is ultimately also expected by society. But is the right thing really being done here 
because it is right to do it? Or are companies in this case not simply following their basic 
mindset of opportunism? In such a case, companies more or less blindly follow the expecta-
tions of the (enlightened) public – ultimately regardless of how reasonable and/or justified 
these demands are, provided they can be implemented. The feasibility of implementation is an 
essential point. In the context of opportunism, acceptance is reserved only for the stakeholder 
who can also lend emphasis to his claim. It is not a question of the company appreciating the 
better argument; for companies, it is only a question of securing the support of the stake-
holders who have the strength to assert themselves and are thus of relevance. What is impor-
tant is the power of individual stakeholders; of importance and significance for success. In 
these terms, attempts are made to cultivate a good image. Companies thus adapt to the de-
mands of strong and financially relevant stakeholders simply out of strategic “shrewdness” as 
a matter of course and without adopting any well-founded standpoint themselves. In this con-
text, ethics and also the ideas of citizenship, social responsibility etc. are interpreted in func-
tionalistic terms and instrumentalized for the corporate logic of success. And the principle 
remains: only that which serves success is of benefit! And what is of benefit is precisely that 
which is pursued with appropriate emphasis, for example through the threat of sanctions. 
This kind of image cultivation on the part of companies is nothing more than an attempt to 
secure their own acceptance. But social acceptance too is a long way from providing a yard-
stick of social legitimacy for a company’s activities. The fact of acceptance does not say any-
thing about the social, responsible appropriateness and/or legitimacy of corporate activity. 
Strictly speaking, social acceptance only gives an indication of whose claims have been pur-
sued with the most successful degree of emphasis. Moreover, it has to be asked how accep-
tance is supposed to be consistently secured in a plural and global social order?vii Ultimately, 
ethics and what is seen as socially responsible are the subject of controversy.  
It is thus noted that a reputation which serves to secure acceptance only benefits image culti-
vation and is geared to instrumentalizing ethics, the ideas of CSR and good corporate citizen-
ship. Such companies cannot calmly sit back and watch the communication dilemmasviii. They 
are running the constant risk that a critical public will see through their basic lack of credibil-
ityix – especially since a harmony does not automatically exist between a company’s own de-
mands and those of society. 
 
Deserved reputation speaks for itself. 
Deserved reputation by contrast is self-fulfilling; it is no longer a question of the company 
securing the support of stakeholders that are relevant to its successx. Attention is paid to the 
fact that in the corporate context everything is socially responsible and can thus also be ex-
pected of companies.xi  
A company which deserves a good reputation, for which reputation is not simply an added 
corporate benefit or about an enhanced image, subordinates its striving for business success to 
society’s demand for responsible behaviour in a manner that is acceptable to the company – as 
if it were a citizen. It no longer behaves responsibly because it pays off, but because it is the 
right thing to do. Opportunism is no longer appropriate. It is also not simply a question of 
wanting to position oneself as a supposedly good citizen through philanthropic donations. The 
sensitivity of the critical public would quickly see through this xii, and nothing will create 
more problems than losing one’s credibility. Companies have to examine their own business 
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policy if they want to be deserving of a good reputation and also to face society and address 
its claims and demands with equanimity; and also to address any excessive claims with equa-
nimity. This does not automatically preclude the possibility and the demand of striving to 
achieve profit – but it does subordinate this to a primacy of ethics.xiii 
 

Good Corporate Citizenship as intelligent business policy and self commitment. 
The theory presented here states that only the company which seriously examines itself and its 
business policy and makes this receptive to society’s demands in an acceptable way deserves 
a good reputation. For a company to meet this requirement it has to behave, to act in the mar-
ketplace and in society, as if it were a good citizenxiv. What does this mean for a company? 
What is to be understood by ‘good corporate citizenship’? 
“Corporate citizenship entails a similar approach, and is often used interchangeably with cor-
porate social responsibility, although, it is potentially wider in scope, implying an active role 
for private sector entities as “citizens”, having the rights and responsibilities. In addition to 
adopting the business policies and practices of corporate social responsibility, corporate citi-
zenship is geared, in particular, to maximizing private sector contributions to social develop-
ment without undermining business practices. The concept of corporate citizenship goes be-
yond focusing on compliance, responding to external scrutiny or simply minimizing negative 
impacts, thereby engaging the private sector in a more proactive way to actively search out 
and pursue ways to promote social development.”xv We can already see here that it is about 
more than purely “doing good”, which would be characterized simply by donations and other 
philanthropic activities that can then be reported on (in order to polish up one’s image). In-
stead, a ‘good corporate citizen’ is expected to see itself as a member of a society and as such 
is prepared to assume the due responsibilities which now arise for companies and to organize 
its relations with other members of society accordingly. In this debate by the ‘good corporate 
citizen’ with and within society, the question thus naturally arises, as also for any other citi-
zen, as to what the rights and obligations are and what values or contributions to society are to 
be created on what basis – in the context of general business activities. 
At this point the process is started with an unusually positive approach which addresses the 
question as to what the rights of a ‘good corporate citizen’ are. This would appear to be a sen-
sible approach, because it is increasingly being demanded by a wide variety of stakeholders 
that companies have to behave as if they were a normal fellow citizen. Companies are faced 
with countless obligations and demands. To ensure that they are not overburdened by obliga-
tions which are often not to be seen as formal commitments, it is a good idea to set alongside 
these obligations a non-formal, corresponding set of rights. Ultimately corporate citizens too 
should not be unreasonably overburdened, but should be accepted in their rights. 
If the citizen’s status is debated, a genuinely political status discussed.xvi The concept of the 
citizen is thus completely independent of economic factors; according to Dahrendorf it im-
plies the full membership of a society, along with rights and obligations, as already men-
tioned. The fundamental rights of the citizen, and what these mean for a company, can thus be 
roughly outlined as follows: the basic rights of “personal” freedom, political participation and 
living conditions that are fit for human beings. The metaphor of the company as fellow citizen 
must be seen in the context of these rights; only in this way is it possible to conform to a con-
cept of citizen. 
In practical terms, these rights of freedom mean firstly that private property is protected and 
companies may and can act freely within legal safeguards and subject to observance of the 
currently applicable rules. It is not quite so straightforward in the context of political anticipa-
tion. Frequently this is not only demanded, but at the same time is also strictly rejected as 
soon as there is a suspicion that the political anticipation only serves the interest of business 
and degenerates to a form of business by other means. Good corporate citizenship thus 
stresses that political anticipation does not misuse the political stage for private purposes, and 
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that instead a shared political responsibility is assumed for shaping the basic order of society, 
provided corporate expertise can serve as support here. It is thus a question of the shared re-
sponsibility of companies which finds its expression in “public-minded lobbying” and leads to 
participation in the development and responsibility for ensuring that a basic order of society is 
established. With regard to the basic right of living conditions that are fit for human beings it 
can be said here that companies, just as they need the safeguards of legal security, also require 
protection from exploitation by society. The demands which are made on companies, for ex-
ample to pay taxes, create jobs and ensure an appropriate level of product quality and safety, 
should certainly be reasonable. These rights of a citizen are naturally accompanied by a set of 
obligations. As good citizens, companies have to assume social responsibility. Naturally 
companies also first have to respect the rights of others and also throw their weight behind 
these rights. 
This obligation was already hinted at in the context of political freedom. How far may and 
must companies involve themselves in political debates, for example on human rights? The 
central function of political and societal orientation lies with the state. It is the state which has 
to ensure that appropriate governance structures are in place. However, the members of soci-
ety have to play a supporting role in such processes according to their expertise. This may be 
formulated accordingly as a citizen’s obligation and is particularly relevant also in the present 
context of globalization – national states are visibly losing the ability to assert themselves, and 
companies are gaining increasing importance as parts of the solution and no longer mere 
causes of problems. Good corporate citizens, like any other citizen, are also no longer simple 
private (acquisition) organizations, but are also quasi-public institutions.xvii Their activities 
always have side effects and have an impact on others. Sharing responsibility for social and 
political processes is a matter of course for a good corporate citizen – as shown also today by 
the wide variety of initiatives such as the UN Global Compact and the OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Corporations. These initiatives also show that not only the approval of human 
rights and citizens’ rights, but also standing up for these rights can lead to changes. It should 
thus be clear that shared political responsibility is an obligation which the good corporate citi-
zen not only has to recognize, but to which he also has to be committed. In addition to these 
obligations, which ought to be met by the good corporate citizen, there are also duties which 
have to be met. 
A good example of this is the obligation to pay taxes. There has to be a balance between the 
private and the public interest of society. For the good corporate citizen, too, it is important to 
strive for the greatest possible freedom. But this can only succeed within a context which can 
guarantee appropriate political and legal security. To ensure that these are guaranteed, the (fi-
nancial) engagement of every citizen is required. Corporate citizens, too, thus also play their 
part – in the context of their normal business activities. A further obligation is to ensure an 
appropriate level of product safety. This has to be guaranteed in a conscientious manner. In 
this context, however, dilemmas cannot be completely excluded. It has to be asked, for in-
stance, how far the responsibility of companies goes. An example of this can be seen in the 
pharmaceutical industry. It is clear that there can be no medicine without side effects. In the 
case of pharmaceutical products, safety is relative and any improvements are also “only” rela-
tive. But at what point does a pharmaceutical company have to react; at what point does a 
medicine have to be made no longer available, and who can and may set the standards – if at 
the same time the product helps a lot of people and provides relief from suffering?xviii There 
are no conclusive answers to these questions; nevertheless, the pharmaceutical industry 
should see itself under an obligation here, as a good citizen, to work constantly on finding a 
solution to these problems, to be aware and to seek dialogue on the issues. 
Apart from these questions regarding rights and obligations of a ‘good corporate citizen’, if a 
corporate citizen also wants to earn a good reputation it must also query the foundations on 
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which it wants to set its business activities. This is a question of what values are to be estab-
lished for whom, on what basis and how.  
A citizen should have an idea of the values on which his behaviour is based and at the same 
time also have an idea of the kind of values he would like to or ought to establish in society.xix 
This is basically nothing more than the question of the relation between ethics on the one 
hand and success on the other.xx The fear of many companies that an activity guided by prin-
ciples would automatically be compelled to forfeit business success, i.e. profit, proves to be 
unfounded – especially since more and more good business reasons can be found for support-
ing the idea of good corporate citizenship. The possibility of a clash between ethics and suc-
cess cannot be excluded. There is neither an automatic harmony nor an inherent conflict be-
tween ethics and success. There is rather the possibility of an intersection between the two 
which a good corporate citizen should always be intent on enlarging.xxi The idea of ‘good cor-
porate citizenship’ – and thus also of a good reputation that has been earned – is thus always 
based on an integral understanding of an economically and socially meaningful logic of suc-
cess. In the context of this understanding, a company will always be faced with having to 
enlarge this intersection. They can only succeed in this if companies, as ‘good corporate citi-
zens’, clearly and credibly consider what values they would like to establish in the market-
place and in society, for whom and in what way. Companies must first be clear about their 
own financial, social and ecological aims. 
Fig. 1: Model of corporate citizenship 
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Source: Das Unternehmen, ein guter Bürger. Corporate Citizenship im Zeichen gesamtgesellschaftlicher Verantwortung., 
Ulrich/Kaiser, in: new management, 2001, Heft 12. 
 
 
If the company would like to be credible as a ‘good corporate citizen’ and to earn its good 
reputation, it needs precisely that carefully considered foundation of values. These are the jus-
tified principles of the company’s own business activities, as well as an awareness on the ba-
sis of which values can be responsibly and respectably established – and not only for the 
company. Apart from this, the idea of ‘good corporate citizenship’ also represents a useful 
investment in the company’s own reputation. 
 

Good corporate citizenship is good for the reputation. 
Not only does the engagement of a company in terms of its corporate citizenship place its own 
core business activities on a firm set of values, but an industry-wide and sociopolitical en-
gagement is also necessary in the form of enlightened self-commitment.xxii  
Corporate citizenship is more than simple donor ethics and more than pure strategic shrewd-
ness and cleverness. The same is true here as was also true for the misunderstood idea of 
reputation as image cultivation: corporate citizenship is thus not only engagement as long as 
and wherever it pays – if possible where it would have a particular impact on the public. If it 
were thus only a question of wanting to polish up one’s image, the equation would sooner or 
later result in a loss of confidence rather than the supposed plus on the reputation side.xxiii 
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Corporate citizenship is only good for the reputation if the engagement is not aimed at secur-
ing profit and is sincere in constantly placing the company’s own business activities at the 
disposal of society to an acceptable degree. Acting as a citizen, as already mentioned, is free 
of any calculations of financial benefit. It is a political concept. What is shrewd in business 
terms is of secondary importance, because the sociopolitical aspect has priority. This also 
means that the financial and social aspects are not automatically coterminous. 
A good reputation is only earned if it does not represent an investment, but is based on a 
credible, honest civil engagement – and as can be seen, it is possible that this reputation is 
also quickly lost. 
Ultimately, it requires a fine balancing act. Companies certainly seek to establish a good repu-
tation; but this first has to be earned. And then? To communicate this earning can then quickly 
lead to dilemmas. The company may appear to lack credibility if it reports on its own good 
deeds. But if it does not do so, it may end up the loser. For the company, it is like trying to fit 
a square peg into a round hole, a balancing act. Companies which do not want to lose their 
credibility recognize that it is a question above all of acting according to its own and society’s 
demands in its core business. Only in this way can it win and preserve trust. Only in this way 
can possible dilemmas be handled with integrity and composure. 
 
What can help to pull off this balancing act? 
Companies which follow the idea of ‘good corporate citizenship’ have a conception of them-
selves and an enlightened self-interest that enable them to take a measure of responsibility 
which goes beyond the purely business needs of the system and relate also to ecological and 
social concerns. For two reasons, communication in this context is important and can help 
companies to pull off this balancing act: 

• It is a good idea for a company to report on its own citizen’s role and the 
responsibilities it has assumed in this context. On the one hand, it shows itself to be 
accountable to the public and on the other it is the only way in which the company’s 
objective can be achieved of actually being perceived as a responsible member of so-
ciety. • The company also has to do what it says. Behaving as a responsible citizen does not 
mean just acting opportunistically. The company will thus never be able to meet all 
requirements equally. But this requires transparent communication with all other par-
ties involved about the company’s own motives behind its decisions based on the 
values and principles that inform corporate activities. The company renders itself and 
its activities reliable and open to examination. 

Brief consideration should therefore also be given to the essential features of a corporate 
communications policy which is appropriate to the good reputation that has been earned, and 
this should then be presented by way of examples in the reporting. 
Companies remain very uncertain as to what society expects of them as ‘good corporate citi-
zens’. It is impossible for companies to live up to all the demands made on them. For this rea-
son, they should always be prepared for the widest variety of consequences. A few principles 
for corporate communication can be determined on the basis of ‘good corporate citizenship’. 
According to the principle of what can be expected of a company with regard to actions de-
manded, appropriate conclusions can also be drawn in the area of communications: not every 
decision and corporate activity is of such importance that it has to be communicated to the 
public. But in particular, explosive issues and uncertainties can be defused very much earlier. 
Communication does not mean only passing on information – regardless of how potentially 
explosive or not this information might be. It is part of a ‘good corporate citizen’s’ conception 
of himself to integrate the arguments of a critical public into a (decision-making) dialogue at 
an early stage – especially since this also represents the financially most efficient variant, in-
stead of patching things up later and/or forfeiting parts of one’s entrepreneurial freedom. In 
this way it becomes possible for a company on the one hand to build an understanding for its 
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own corporate dilemmas and on the other to develop an appreciation for the various demands 
made by society. Both form a basis for possible creative solutions within a societal environ-
ment. In addition, this serves to ensure that all the relevant xxiv parties involved are integrated 
at an early stage. None of those involved can say any longer that he knew nothing about it. In 
this way, decisions and the social environment become more calculable and more reliable. 
In this context, reporting serves as a good example, because this has recently become of inter-
est for an increasing number of companies and can certainly also produce learning effects for 
a company on its path towards earning a good reputation, towards ‘good corporate citizen-
ship’. 
Both for the company itself and for the critical public it is important to know whether and to 
what extent demands can be met and projects put into practice. Reporting here is not simply a 
description of the actual status. It also has the role of providing information on what lies fur-
ther ahead in the future and of accounting for itself. Precisely this possibility of developing 
potential for improvement is key to the reporting process, which is intended to underpin the 
credibility of the company. In this way, for example, a ‘good corporate citizen’ demonstrates 
that he knows that the good reputation he has earned must always be earned anew. The com-
pany is aware here of having to work with processes which are in a state of permanent 
change. The reporting in these terms is also an important means of being able to build on a 
good reputation that has been earned, provided stakeholders are included here, i.e. not out of 
any strategic power-related considerationxxv; information is provided on relations with the so-
cial environment and the basis is created for a genuine power-free dialogue. 
Naturally the report only offers a snapshot. But it is an essential one, because a corporate citi-
zen provides information here for itself and for others about its strengths, its achievements 
and its weaknesses. Possibilities for further development are shown, and the report is only a 
starting point for the next steps, for deserved reputation and for further dialogue on the path 
towards keeping the development of the corporate mission constantly in line with changes in 
society. What is the role of reporting if the company wants to earn its reputation as a ‘good 
corporate citizen’? 
Needless to say, a report also, at least at the secondary level, serves as form of risk manage-
ment. Here, stakeholders who are of relevance for the “security” of the company are called in 
on a consulting basis. A ‘good corporate citizen’, however, goes beyond this. The reporting is 
a platform and, in the further course of events, a learning forum for the company and all rele-
vant, legitimate stakeholders. An open, genuine dialogue is cultivated, so that the corporate 
citizen has to stand up for his decisions, which may well be other than those expected by soci-
ety, with a good set of reasons, and has to earn his reputation in an open process by showing 
credibility in his actions and offering good reasons. The report thus becomes an integral part 
of companies, a forum for those which see themselves as ‘good corporate citizens’. The crite-
ria and standards of the global reporting initiative are regarded as an example of such a plat-
form.xxvi 
The dialogue with stakeholders is a proactive process designed to arrive at decisions together. 
However, the outcome of this dialogue remains open, so that the demands of all those in-
volved have to be formulated in a legitimate and acceptable manner. Reporting here is an im-
portant component of corporate communications. The actual status is described, and options 
for improvement and further development are developed together with stakeholders (both ex-
ternal and internal), so that a good corporate citizen always has to keep working on his reputa-
tion and has to be prepared to enter into a constant learning process. In the context of earned 
reputation it is really not just a question of the critical public having a fine instinct when it 
comes to the credibility of the company and needing to adapt to this. As the studies already 
mentioned have shown, companies are faced with the real task of having to make radical 
changes in their business policy and adapting it accordingly to the responsibility which they 
have if they still want to enjoy a good reputation today. Only a credible business policy, i.e. 
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one which is committed to the ideas of ‘good corporate citizenship’, will be assured of credi-
bility. This then also includes a form of communication not about the spirit of this idea and 
the company’s good deeds, but a communication in the spirit of this idea. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
i Pierer (2003: 33). 
ii This can be seen for example in the steadily growing number of sustainability and/or corporate citizenship re-
ports. The number of reports drawn up according to GRI guidelines alone increased from 45 in 2001 to 613 in 
2004.  
iii Thielemann, http://www.ccrs.unizh.ch/publications/occasionals/OP0504-UT_0403.pdf (January 2005: 2) 
iv Thielemann (2005: 2). 
v See Thielemann/Breuer (2000), Breuer/Boysen (2003). 
vi What is meant is the formula “The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits.” (New York Times 
Magazine, September 13, 1970). 
vii See Thielemann (2005: 5f).  
viii Credibility dilemma, attention dilemma and leadership dilemma. 
ix See also http://www.shapetheagenda.com/ins/agendas.cfm?choice=NYR and 
http://www.cim.co.uk/mediastore/_Insights/Morality_Agenda_Paper.pdf. The consequences for companies are 
clear, because the consumer is developing an ever more discerning feel for whether companies are serious in 
their commitment to good corporate citizenship or not. So the critical public can and will be able to judge ever 
better whether a company has earned a good reputation honestly or not. 
x Relevance to success means, as described, being measured by the power and importance for entrepreneurial 
success and not measured by their expertise. 
xi With regard to what can be expected, see Ulrich (2001: 156, 158f.,439,440ff). 
xii See footnote 9. 
xiii See Ulrich (2001: 121f.). 
xiv A good citizen, as has already been mentioned, is characterized above all by the fact (cf. also Aristoteles and 
Rousseau) that he cannot simply be just controlled, but rather feels himself partly responsible for the organiza-
tion of society and its rules.  
xv As was stated at the 41st session of the UN Economic and Social Council in December 2002 
xvi See also Dahrendorf, Über den Bürgerstatus (1995). 
xvii See Ulrich (1977). 
xviii Remember the Vioxx story. A medicine that brought relief to countless patients and prevented internal bleed-
ing that often led to death. But at the same time could also lead to death in something just short of one percent of 
patients who suffered cardiovascular problems. What level of risk is permissible? 
xix In the context of ‘good corporate citizenship’, this idea is already reflected in the Shell report from 1998 – 
‘Profit and Principles – Does there have to be a choice?’. 
xx See also Ulrich/Thielemann, Ethik und Erfolg. Unternehmensethische Denkmuster von Führungskräften – eine 
empirische Studie (1992). 
xxi See Ulrich (2001). 
xxii As already mentioned, the provision of a meaningful basic organization is the first task of the state, but corpo-
rate expertise this can offer useful supported in this respect, which will then also benefit individual sectors and 
companies. 
xxiii Remember the critical public, which in the meantime has become increasingly sensitive, and the serious di-
lemmas that result. 
xxiv Relevant in terms of stakeholders means here not simply “of relevance to success”. As already discussed, this 
would amount to an impermissible limitation. Relevant further means for companies not excluding any stake-
holder in principle. However, it also entirely makes sense for all those involved if the company (and it is also not 
possible any other way) confines itself to involving stakeholder according to their expertise, the extent to which 
they are affected and in accordance with their own societal preferences. 
xxv See Thielemann (2005). 
xxvi http://www.globalreporting.org    
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