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Abstract. The differing views regarding the role of business in society are often presented as being placed 

within the stakeholder-shareholder debate. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) not only sits comforta-

bly with the mantra of maximising shareholder value, sustainable CRS practices enhance shareholder val-

ue. The purpose of the current paper is to focus on the strategic implications of stakeholder approach in 

theoretical background with confrontation in a sample of Czech small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SME) and large enterprises. Data were collected through personal questionnaires that were subsequently 

evaluated by dependence on the type of stakeholders and their level of significance. The findings of the re-

search discovered considerable differences between the perception of the role and importance of the vari-

ous stakeholders. The contribution of this paper derives in application of stakeholder approach in Czech 

enterprises. They are seen as having an obligation to consider society’s long-run needs and wants, which 

implies that they engage in activities that promote benefits for society. 

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility, stakeholder approach, stakeholder theory, stakeholders, small 
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1. Introduction 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and its im-

portance in the strategic approach embedded in cor-

porate strategy gives space for certain benefits that 

were already confirmed by both corporate practice 

and carried out research in this area. Problematic def-

inition of CSR and its application has been subjected 

to a series of technical studies and research from the 

perspective of an application by the interested parties.  

Therefore, the paper is aimed on stakeholder ap-

proach and engagement and we examine issues and 

extend scope as an initial study in the Czech Repub-

lic. The purpose of the current paper is to focus on 

the strategic implications of stakeholder approach in 

theoretical background with confrontation in a sam-

ple of Czech small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SME) and large companies (overall 200 enterprises). 

This article argues that the stakeholder perspec-

tive has become something which is inescapable if 

one wants to discuss and analyse CSR. Stakeholder 

theory is considered as “a necessary process in the 

operationalisation of corporate social responsibility, 

as a complimentary rather than conflicting body of 

literature” (Matten et al. 2003). The origins of stake-

holder theory draw on four key academic fields – i.e. 

sociology, economics, politics and ethics – and espe-

cially the  literature on  corporate  planning,  systems  

theory, corporate social responsibility and organiza-

tional theory (Mainandres et al. 2011). Ethical prin-

ciples are compatible with profit seeking aims, as 

long-term, sustainable business performance necessi-

tates regard for the organisation’s impact on wider 

society and the environment (Jones 2012). 

In general, SMEs are very specific in terms of 

characteristics, which contribute significantly to the 

GDP, entrepreneurs contribute to the national budgets 

in the form of taxes and mandatory contributions, and 

are significant in terms of employability. This group 

of companies has certain characteristics that are sig-

nificant in their impact on the environment, the whole 

society, but also to local communities. These compa-

nies have a minimum rate of use of CSR activities are 

therefore subject studies focused on theme. There is a 

lack of consensus about SMEs’ familiarity and their 

perception of CSR (Sen, Cowley 2013). 

Firms that invest more in CSR tend to have a 

stronger reputation for keeping their commitments 

associated with the implicit contracts, stakeholders of 

these firms are likely to have stronger incentives to 

contribute resources and effort to the firm and accept 

less favourable contracts than stakeholders of low 

CSR firms (Deng et al. 2013). 

Similarly, the main contribution of this article 

derives primarily from the systematization of some of 



P. Adámek 

 2

the shortcomings that need overcoming within the 

framework of stakeholder theory and a research con-

ducted among Czech companies, which reflect theo-

retical approaches with practical experience of man-

agers. Based on the problematic issues, which are key 

stakeholders, this paper sets out research agendas 

aiming to compare the SMEs and large enterprises 

stakeholder approach. 

Hence, we are scheduled issues in this prelimi-

nary study based on the literature review to clarify the 

practical approaches, for the purposes of illustration 

were determined following research premises: 

− There are not the significant differences 
between the perception of stakeholders be-

tween SMEs and large enterprises. 

− We can assume that customers are consid-

ered as the most important stakeholders 

(affecting managerial approaches) in all 

enterprises. 

− The companies recognize the influence of 
the various stakeholders and develop ac-

cess to them (such as for instance, report-

ing, stakeholder dialogue, interrelationship 

etc.). 

In order to achieve objective, the paper is struc-

tured as follows: firstly, there is presenting an over-

view of literature review relating to corporate social 

responsibility and stakeholder approach, highlighting 

the CSR, stakeholders and stakeholder approach. The 

article then makes the case for a stakeholder ap-

proach to CSR, reviewing its inherent logic and out-

lining how it has been integrated info recent empiri-

cal studies.  

The next stage involved the methodology appa-

rat with the description and implementation of the 

research, followed by interpretation and discussion of 

the research findings, which provide answers to the 

above mentioned premise. Finally, in the last section, 

the conclusions and findings of the preliminary study 

are discussed. 

2. Corporate social responsibility and  

stakeholder approach: a literature review 

Today, the various stakeholders in national and 

international communities expect more responsible 

use of increased business power. CSR may provide 

a general framework to structure the responsible 

use of corporate power and social involvement. 

These developments have triggered the very real 

challenge for business managers of deciding how, 

on a day-to-day practical basis, to operationalise 

CSR and manage their firm’s obligations to their 

various stakeholders (O’Riordan, Fairbrass 2012). 

Stakeholder approaches also facilitate a height-

ened awareness of CSR, business ethics, and business 

practices that enable more informed decisions on 

stakeholder salience (Fassin 2010) and more robust 

CSR evaluations (Fassin, Buelens 2011). Recently, as 

Ayuso et al. (2012) observe, stakeholder theory can 

be connected with the literature of CSR broadly and 

corporate sustainability within CSR, as it provides a 

suitable theoretical framework for analyzing the rela-

tionship between business and society and to provide 

direction to the firm’s managers (Cordeiro, Tewari 

2015). Converting CSR into a business objective 

could be implemented by the transformation of social 

and environmental issues into stakeholders interest.  

Reflecting this, researchers have begun to ex-

plicitly apply stakeholder theory in the natural envi-

ronment context largely by examining stakeholder 

pressures on firms to adopt proactive environmental 

strategies, routines, and innovations that they hope 

will result in improved environmental performance 

(Delmas, Toffel 2011). Therefore, we want to deter-

mine whether stakeholders are important from the 

perspective of the management and whether they are 

toward them implemented specific policies and activ-

ities. Concretely, governments, consumers, employ-

ees, suppliers and many other groups have shaped the 

concept of CSR through their expectation that corpo-

rations will act responsibly in the conduct of their 

operations (Bondy et al. 2012).  

In terms of definition of CSR, there are dozens 

of formulations and determination, we are focused on 

definition from World Business Council on Sustaina-

ble Development (WBCSD). Consequently, we syn-

thesised a key rationale as comprising the need for 

CSR analyses to adopt a systemic approach to bal-

ance stakeholder interests, and to incorporate  the 

importance of stakeholders corresponding with CSR. 

Therefore, in this section we examines some of the 

key terms and concepts employed in the paper: 

namely, “corporate social responsibility”, “stake-

holders”, and “stakeholder approach”. 

2.1. Corporate social responsibility 

Over the years, the field of CSR has been enriched by 

numerous such representations that all try to encapsu-

late the heart and soul of business ethics, corporate 

citizenship, sustainability, etc. (Pedersen 2010). One 

of the most prominent examples of a CSR model is 

undoubtedly Archie B. Carroll’s pyramid of CSR that 

consists of economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic 

responsibilities (1991). Another popular conceptuali-

sation is Elkington’s (1998) triple bottom line (Peo-

ple, Profit, Planet) thinking that has become an im-
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portant inspirational source for much contemporary 

CSR literature. 

Due to the emergence of different approaches 

may be selected some of them that take into account 

the impacts of business activities towards society. 

McAlister et al. (2003) developed a model of corpo-

rate citizenship that comprises strategic philosophy, 

stakeholders, outcomes and corporate social respon-

sibilities; Swanson and Niehoff (2001) invented a 

model of business citizenship distinguishing between 

executive stewardship of citizenship processes, em-

ployee citizenship behaviour and corporate citizen-

ship responsibilities; Quazi and O’Brien (2000) built 

a two-dimensional model of CSR that distinguishes 

between narrow and wide responsibilities and costs 

and benefits from CSR action; Matten and Crane 

(2005) conceptualised corporate citizenship by sepa-

rating between social rights, civil rights and political 

rights; Meehan et al. (2006) built a CSR model that 

focused on social and ethical commitments, connec-

tions with important partners and behavioural con-

sistency. 

In other words, the modelling of CSR almost 

represents an independent research stream within the 

business-society field, a research stream that is char-

acterised by a great deal of heterogeneity even 

though some similarities can be identified (Pedersen 

2010). The most of concepts or models of CSR are 

focused on environmental, economic and social is-

sues and stakeholder approach (interrelationship). 

This also derives the various definitions of CSR, 

which are based on implicit models of the firm and 

its responsibilities toward society (Pedersen 2010). 

For instance, Dahlsrud (2008) concludes in a recent 

review of 37 CSR definitions that the concept can be 

described along five dimensions: stakeholders, social, 

economic, environmental and voluntariness.  

In short, the range of definitions proffered for 

the term “CSR” appears to arise from the various 

perceptions held by individuals in relation to the 

question of business responsibility and obligation 

(O’Riordan, Fairbrass 2008). These issues, in turn, 

are derived from a broader debate about the role of 

business organisations in society (Deresky 2000; Ep-

stein, Roy 2001; Haugh 2003; Maignan et al. 2002; 

Maignan, Ferrell 2003; Woodward et al. 2001). Fi-

nally, another factor that has generated so much dis-

cussion is the putative gap between rhetoric and reali-

ty concerning CSR policy and practice. In the view of 

sustainable strategies, CSR has earned more attention 

over the recent decade due to the benefits it brings to 

financial, societal, and environmental concerns 

(Chaabane et al. 2011). 

For the purposes of this paper we follow the 

lead of the World Business Council on Sustainable 

Development (WBCSD) and define CSR as an idea 

that includes the social (e.g. community pro-

grammes), the economic (e.g. employment), and the 

environmental (e.g. waste reduction) aspects of busi-

ness activity (WBCSD 2002). 

In the Czech Republic can be traced followers of 

the above definitions that were “adjusted” as needed 

but based on the same assumptions. There is not a 

clearly defined concept of CSR and its focus. A dom-

inant approach use “3P” approach and triple bottom-

line consideration of the various activities in the three 

pillars of the concept, and it’s all based on a volun-

tary approach. It is to the topic of stakeholders and 

stakeholder approach that this paper now turns. 

2.2. Stakeholders 

The term “stakeholder(s)” is broad ranging in 

scope. It has been defined as meaning all those in-

dividuals and groups with a “critical eye” on cor-

porate actors (Bowmann-Larsen, Wiggen 2004). 

More neutrally, Freeman (1984) suggests that 

stakeholders are “groups and individuals who can 

affect or are affected by, the achievement of an 

organization’s mission”. When companies want to 

reach the peak of its approach to particular prob-

lems often portrays itself as the “changer” certain 

value for their own benefit and interest e.g. in the 

support of certain interest groups which have polit-

ical or otherwise significant influence (Fairbrass 

2006; O’Riordan, Fairbrass 2008). Consequently, 

researchers have called for additional empirical 

evidence of the effects of corporate social perfor-

mance (Schreck 2011). 

Therefore, the main challenge for businesses is 

the task of identifying to whom they are responsible 

and how far that responsibility extends (O’Riordan, 

Fairbrass 2008). The difficulties in managing the re-

lationships from the perspective of business man-

agement and stakeholders are issues such as: Firstly, 

divergent and often conflicting expectations between 

stakeholders (Bowmann-Larsen, Wiggen 2004; 

Brammer, Pavelin 2004; Castka et al. 2004; Deresky 

2000; Fairbrass 2006; Greenfield 2004; Murray, Vo-

gel 1997). Secondly, contextual complexities (Dan-

iels, Radebaugh 2001) that are further complicated by 

varying interpretations arising out of different geo-

graphical regions and cultures (Castka et al. 2004; 

Deresky 2000; Epstein, Roy 2001; O’Riordan, Fair-

brass 2008; Maignan et al. 2002; Maignan, Ferrell 

2003; Woodward et al. 2001) and Thirdly, the chal-

lenge of identifying what might be considered to be 

“best practice” with regard to CSR stakeholder dia-

logue strategy and then communicating this to stake-

holders (Weiss 1998).  
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Cumulatively, the expected benefits to organi-

sations that succeed in meeting CSR expectations 

of key stakeholder groups are increased company 

revenue and profitability, lower costs, easier access 

to finance, and a greater capability to innovate 

(Mason, Simmons 2014). All stakeholder groups 

seek their willingness to be consistent with legisla-

tive measures and obtain benefits from their coop-

eration and mutual benefit. Also take into account 

the demeanor and transparent implementation of 

their needs in strategic approaches CSR. 

The discussion immediately indicates which in-

terest groups are for business crucial how they are 

treated, whether the mechanism of strategic CSR is 

developed; how are inform its stakeholders (stake-

holder dialogue) about targeted activities; how to 

evaluate these activities (feedback to management or 

owners); are these findings regularly used to promote 

the interests of the company or for the benefit of a 

comprehensive approach to CSR in all areas? Our 

preliminary study starts to present the general re-

search sample to clarify the Czech approach and 

specify the core of dissimilarities in approach among 

SMEs and large enterprises. 

2.3. Stakeholder approach to corporate social 

responsibility 

The preliminary study in empirical part aims to 

identify the main stakeholders of enterprises, there 

is a need to introduce stakeholder approach relat-

ing to CSR. While we have defined the responsi-

bilities of a business to society, researchers have 

been challenged both theoretically and empirically 

to provide clarity to this construct (Brown, Forster 

2013). To define the meaning of stakeholder ap-

proach indicate a summary of significant mile-

stones in the development of a theory, which has 

been linked with approaches to CSR. From its 

principle it is very timely because it is in the inter-

est of each company to “fully” engaged to their 

interest groups and maximize their outputs not on-

ly in the short term but particularly in the long term 

business issues. The main reason a corporation 

adopts CSR is to contribute to a better society and 

cleaner environment (Velásquez 2012). 

Therefore, a promise of stakeholders engage-

ment is that it will allow companies to better under-

stand and respond to the expectations of society. 

Standards are a way of establisthing a widely appli-

cable benchmark for measuring corporate responsi-

bilities. Access can be existing standards that govern 

the behavior of organizations to their interest groups 

and set up communication channels and stakeholder 

dialogue. 

In other words, even when a firm seeks to serve 

its shareholders as a primary concern, its success in 

doing so is likely to be affected by other stakeholders 

(Foster, Jonker 2005; Hawkins 2006). Some even 

argue that an inclusive stakeholder approach makes 

commercial sense, allowing the firm to maximize 

shareholder wealth, while also increasing total value 

added (Hawkins 2006; Phillips et al. 2003; Wallace 

2003).  

Cooperation between firms with their stakehold-

ers can bring about the creation of certain values that 

can strengthen their competitiveness and positive 

perception of their business. A similar approach was 

used by Abreu et al. (2005) in their exploration of the 

CSR experience and practice of enterprises in Portu-

gal. Internally, they also examined workplace prac-

tices vis-a-vis employees.  

The bulk of the studies encountered in the litera-

ture and outlined above fall within the scope of de-

scriptive stakeholder theory, which seeks to outline 

the views of participants of the mission/objectives of 

their organization and its actions vis-à-vis different 

stakeholders (Brickson 2007). There are also flavours 

in the literature of assessments along the lines of in-

strumental or normative stakeholder theory. Instru-

mental stakeholder theory assumes that the corpora-

tion is an instrument for wealth creation with CSR 

conceived as a strategic tool to promote economic 

objectives (Garriga, Melé 2004). Normative stake-

holder theory on the other hand delineates philosoph-

ically based moral obligations towards stakeholders 

(Brickson 2007). While the tenet of stakeholder theo-

ry is that all stakeholders matter and that organiza-

tions should integrate their responsibilities to the var-

ious stakeholder constituencies, this balancing 

exercise has proven difficult to enact in practice 

(Galbreath 2006; Vos, Achterkamp 2006). 

After the raise of stakeholder theory, in every 

organization stakeholder engagement became manda-

tory. The stakeholder strategy combines resources 

and market-based perspectives with moral ethical 

values, and that strategy coincides with the CSR 

strategy (Govindan et al. 2014). The language of 

stakeholder theory was also easier to grasp by man-

agers/practitioners as most organizations understood 

and defined obligations and responsibilities vis-a-vis 

their traditional stakeholders (Clarkson 1995). There-

fore, this approach has been used in the empirical part 

of the paper. We have made a practical reflection of 

managers and their relationships with stakeholders. 

In the Czech Republic there are approaches to 

CSR, but mostly applied mainly by large enterprises 

that operate in the international global market. Gen-

erally, enterprises are forcing by circumstances, 

whether legislative (eg. participation in public ten-
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ders) or voluntary (eg. the conditions in the supply 

chain) to implement specific CSR standards, guide-

lines of frameworks. These standardization (such as 

Global Reporting Initiative or OECD Multinational 

Guidelines) regulates behavior and attitudes of the 

enterprises towards stakeholders. These activities are 

often accompanied by developing communication 

policies and the area is connected with the depart-

ment of public relations or is created CSR position.  

Different approaches are identified by SMEs, 

which are determined by the scope and size, do not 

have developed an independent department, because 

these activities are concentrated in the management 

of these firms. The situation in the Czech Republic 

suggests changing conditions, the growing know-

ledge of the concept of CSR. The enterprises are in-

spired by “best practices” which are often used as the 

basis for the implementation of CSR activities. Also, 

the formation KORP method, which is based on prin-

cipe  London Benchmarking Group is most common-

ly used for both selfevaluation and for the evaluation 

of third parties e.g. stakeholders. 

Stakeholder approach could be considered as 

pivotal in understanding the importance of the appli-

cation of individual activities in all pillars of the CSR 

concept (economic, environmental and social issues), 

the companies have to identify key stakeholders and 

develop appropriate approaches to fullfilment of stra-

tegic goals in accordance of sustainable development 

aspect. 

Having outlined in brief some of the basic issues 

arising from the terms and concepts used in this pa-

per, we now turn to exploring reflection of concep-

tion and perception of stakeholders in reality. 

3. Methodology 

The current research investigates the reflection of 

the company’s approach to its stakeholders, 

whether they are developing a proactive approach 

and include them in their strategic plans. The re-

search methodology is consistent with descriptive 

stakeholder theory, which seeks to outline partici-

pants’ views of what the business organization is 

doing vis-a-vis its stakeholders (Brickson 2007). 

The primary data were collected using a self-

administered paper and pencil questionnaire used a 

rating method. Respondents (managers of selected 

companies) assessed the importance of individual 

indicators on a scale of <0; 5>.  

The research is focused on SMEs and large 

Czech companies which confirmed to participate in 

this research. Because it is a preliminary study, so we 

wanted to achieve the same number of companies: in 

total has been included in the research of 200 compa-

nies (of which 50 micro, 50 small, 50 medium-sized, 

and large enterprises 50). The questionnaires were 

distributed, thoroughly explained, self-administrated, 

recovered and systematized between September and 

November 2015.  

We use weighted mean formula for assessment 

the degree of influence: 

1 1 1 1 2

1 2
1

    

x

   

k k

i i i ii i k k

k
k

ii

x n x n x n x x n

n n n n
n

= =

=

+ +…

= = =

+ +…

∑ ∑

∑
, (1) 

where: 

x  – weighted mean, 1 2
, , kx x x  are items given,  

1 2
,  , kn n n  are frequencies corresponding to the 

given items.  

This procedure was performed for each stake-

holder in its responses, which were in the scale of 

<0; 5>; with meaning zero – the company does not 

build a relationship with that stakeholders, i.e. the 

stakeholder is not affected by its CSR activities); 

value 1 mean minimal relationship and value 5 

means deeply influence of CSR activities. Calcula-

tions were performed by the software program Excel. 

4. Research findings 

Result in Figure 1 convey the results between dif-

ferent categories of SMEs. Here are the most im-

portant stakeholder – the customer. The firms 

while use the CSR activities, there are mostly in-

fluenced by customer access, there is clear scope 

for understanding the importance of stakeholder 

for each firms. 

Among the three major ones still further located 

at the micro firms are suppliers (value 3.2) and em-

ployees (2.68), there is point able that employees of 

microenterprises are up to third place. It is obvious 

that for small business is essential to access to this 

three stakeholders. In the Czech Republic, they are 

often small businesses dependent on wholesale there-

fore can be observed greater significance of these 

stakeholders. The results also showed that the sys-

tematic collection and long-term cooperation with 

suppliers for small businesses in the supply chain is 

essential. If they lost their major suppliers, they can 

contain problems with outputs, the service, then this 

could mean higher costs and dissatisfied customers. 

Here is confirmed assumption that many en-

trepreneurs (owners) often uses the staff as a cheap 

labour force that can always be replaced. This is a 

common practice among small businesses in prob-

lematic regions with the lower rate of unemploy-

ment. These businesses “hold” their key staff and 

others are using them as “labor” with low labor 
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costs, they are treated to them, that can be replaced 

at any time, which is very discouraging for them. 

These approaches are common for micro and small 

businesses. 

Results showed that access of small businesses 

to the government is very “weak” and from long-

term approach they criticize the government in the 

form of bureaucratic measures that burden their 

business. An approach to government is only under-

stood as a condition of compliance with legislation 

and contact with the public administration, which is 

from a business perspective, assessed as inflexible 

and cumbersome. Only for SMEs results suggest a 

positive approach (value 2.46), but at a deeper anal-

ysis of the results it is clear that this is due to “fre-

quent contact” of these companies with the govern-

ment through regular communication, reporting, 

taxation and complex conditions of their activity. 

The micor and small enterprises do not have such 

frequent contacts and links with the government. 

The minimum rate of evolving CSR activities 

towards the media (which is surprising, because it 

can be a suitable issue for building a relationship 

of communication to reach potential customers) 

through the appropriate campaigns and events could 

strengthen their public awareness and their percep-

tion of the business community more generally. 

This finding is supported by the “lack” of cap-

ital and ignorance usability of these stakeholders to 

strengthen the competitive position and acquisition 

of new customers. SMEs do not need to disclose 

their activities through the “media” and do not de-

velop toward them the significant CSR activities. 

Within the local community, the small business-

es develop only philanthropic and donor activities. It 

is noteworthy that firms do not develop the relations 

to its surroundings and in the case of the Czech Re-

public it is only a form of “visibility” or kind of ad-

vertising. The impacts of these approaches are evi-

dent when SMEs do not evaluate activiteies, donating 

is done ad hoc, without a systematic approach. 

The exceptions are companies that develop 

specific projects for the community and trying to 

create a relationships and create pleasant condi-

tions, not only in their company, but they are bene-

ficial to the general public. These activities were 

found only in medium-sized companies and large 

corporations. In terms of large companies they are 

often set up special funds or foundations that con-

centrate project aimed at local communities (e.g. 

corporate social events, open days, cleaning nature, 

special educational events for children and parents, 

the creation of social benefits and programs, con-

struction of kindergartens etc.). Overall, we found 

that approach to local communities is based on the 

size of the enterprise. 

Large differences (Table 1) are also identified 

by the “owners” who are important from the per-

spective of small enterprises, which were repre-

sented at the second place after the customers. 

Other types of enterprises do not develop such a 

concentration on these interest group. In more de-

tail, it is clear that these firms have been identified 

relating to merging role of manager and company 

owner. 

The results suggest strengthening the role role 

of the suppliers in respect of whom are already 

applied to certain behavioral aspects of CSR. This 

is due to very frequent interconnectedness in the 

subcontracting chain and condition to exploite the 

certain quality standards not only products, but all 

processes. For companies stems from the strength-

ening of these approaches for establishing coopera-

tion and building a reputation in the market. 

Results (see Table 1) show us the “juicy” real-

ity, which actualities indicate that with the size of 

the company (according to criteria SME) increases 

the degree of influence of the stakeholders. Here 

the question arises, why this is, but we believe that 

it is in compliance e.g. a preferable management of 

the company, access to capital, more educated and 

conscious employees, etc. 

Table 1. Stakeholder’s order of importance in all categories (values in weighted mean)  

(Source: own research) 

Type of stakeholder Micro Small Medium Total SMEs Large Total 

employees 2,680 2,600 3,380 2,887 4,180 3,210 

customers 3,500 3,400 3,440 3,447 3,900 3,560 

suppliers 3,200 2,320 3,000 2,760 3,620 2,975 

owners 2,580 3,040 2,600 2,740 3,460 2,920 

competition 2,500 2,460 1,940 2,300 3,140 2,510 

government 1,760 2,040 2,460 2,087 2,960 2,305 

media 2,060 2,160 2,300 2,173 3,400 2,480 

local communities 1,800 1,800 2,100 1,900 3,100 2,200 
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When comparing the results (Fig. 2) with ac-

cess of large enterprises, so here we find already 

very significant differences in values especially 

when striking interested in these companies pre-

cisely to stakehoder type: employees (4.18), cus-

tomers (3.9) or suppliers (3.6). The owners are up 

to fourth in the level of importance of media here 

is space for higher commitment management of 

companies toward their owners (shareholders). 

For less relevant stakeholders is considered 

government (2.96), local communities (3.1), and 

medium (3.4). Also noteworthy competition that 

occurs among all groups in half of between select-

ed stakeholders (nowhere did not deviate signifi-

cantly). Large companies have more than one de-

gree higher utilization activities to its stakeholders 

and also had much more proactive approach (an 

example can be value for customers and employ-

ees). Over the last 5 years can be seen a significant 

shift in the perception of large companies there is 

almost standard that they implement CSR into their 

business objectives and CSR managers develop 

specific activities to all stakeholders. Positive re-

sults in comparison with SMEs are identified in all 

interest groups and community area plays a greater 

significance. If we summarize the results, the cus-

tomers and employees are the most important and 

companies are developing a specific “stakeholder 

approach” for a specific group of stakeholders. 

 

 

Fig. 1. The importance of stakeholders: comparison 

between micro, small and medium-sized enterprises  

(Source: own research) 

Overall, large enterprises have already devel-

oped a strategic approach to its stakeholders and 

developing systematic activities that fall within the 

strategic management of CSR, compared with 

SMEs. Observed values of maximum interest in 

the impact on the stakeholders reflecting the fact 

that they are an order of magnitude higher, and no 

enterprises also stated that it would ignore any 

stakeholder which we set. 

Results indicate (Fig. 2) that the dominant 

stakeholders are customers (3.56), employees (3.21), 

suppliers (2.975) and owners (2.92). Conversely, less 

significant are considered local communities (2.2) 

and government (2.305). It is astonishing that com-

panies do not pain attention to their environment in 

which it operates. There is field for future systematic 

change, because each company carries out its activi-

ties e.g. in a given locality, culture, mentality, in the 

village, in the region and their activities are affected 

residents. In the Czech Republic for a long growing 

resentment towards the government, and the results 

showed that the company fulfils only the “letter of 

the law” and do not developed extra CSR activities 

towards the state apparatus and public administration. 

 

 

Fig. 2. The importance of stakeholders: comparison 

between SMEs, large and total enterprises  

(Source: own research) 

If companies are interested to its stakeholders 

and seeks to influence its activities just to them, so it 

was subject to the following findings (Fig. 3). Results 

proven a huge difference between proactive approach 

by large companies and SMEs, where more than half 

of large companies actively communicates with their 

stakeholders and implements the current findings into 

their long-term plans and strategies, and on the other 

hand, SMEs, where more than half of these business-

es at all is not active policy towards the stakeholders 

(will understand that there are, but no incentive for 

interaction).  
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Fig. 3. Existence (or absence) of an active approach to stakeholders  

(Source: own research) 

The dominant approach is in the “micro” busi-

nesses that only 12% of cases actively act towards its 

stakeholders and only 18% of large companies not 

acting at all to their interest groups. The results clear-

ly show that small companies do not develop CSR 

activities, it can be assumed that this is due to their 

unwillingness to do certain activities beyond the 

scope and approach to the concept is perceived as a 

sort of tool in addition wchich may not be imple-

mented. In the Czech Republic fail a role of govern-

ment or government organizations in promoting these 

ideas with an emphasis on SMEs. This evokes us 

additional areas for subsequent detection of context 

and factors that determine these approaches in subse-

quent research. 

For a detailed view, the apparent shift in per-

spective according to a size of the enterprises it can 

be monitored. The importance of stakeholder en-

gagement and proactive activities are related to the 

size of the company. Awareness of key stakehold-

ers is conditional on their meaning and the majors 

(equity) is a trend (in large and multinational en-

terprises) that is already established position in the 

organizational structure (CSR manager), which is 

closely associated with public relations and is re-

sponsible for implementing socially responsible 

activities and communication with stakeholders. 

Todays, the trend when large companies are al-

ready recognized and are certified by the systems 

in the field of CSR and more participation in pres-

tigious competitions. These positive trends are be-

ginning to penetrate the “medium-sized” compa-

nies that see a potential in implementing of CSR 

activities that can bring many benefits in the form 

of long-term relationships with customers (higher 

sales), building a positive public relation in the 

community, cost savings, eg. in environmental part 

and many others. These benefits are becoming ex-

tremely important and the positive shift in SME 

sector is registered. 

5. Conclusions  

The paper’s systemic approach links to filling the 

gap of reflection between theoretical stakeholder 

approach and confrontation findings in a reality of 

Czech companies, which were compared in area of 

SMEs and large enterprises. Large firms operating 

in Czech defined CSR along the four main stake-

holders: employees, customers, suppliers and own-

ers. SMEs tend to define CSR as a conduction 

business in particular contributing to their custom-

ers, employees and suppliers. We contend that 

stakeholder groups compare CSR outcomes with 

their expectations, and that these assessments have 

attitudinal and behavioural implications. Organisa-

tional obligations in relation to CSR continue via 

an acceptance of the need to have feedback to 

stakeholders on CSR outcomes, together with a 

commitment to remain in dialogue with them on 

actions that the organisation may take as a result. 

This preliminary study was based on a sample 

of enterprises, but has produced more nuanced in-

sights into SMEs and large enterprises social re-

sponsibility, and the applicability of stakeholder 

approach in reality. The empirical findings report-

ed in this paper are generally consistent with the 

literature, and suggest that are “reserves” in Czech 

companies in approaches towards its stakeholders, 

especially in the SME sector, particularly in micro 

enterprises. The volume and diversity of CSR ac-

tivities was positively correlated with size.  

In summary, we postulate the answers to the 

premises which are based on the research results, it 

is clear: there is essential differences between the 

perception of stakeholders in SMEs and large en-

terprises; customers are considered as the most 

important stakeholders (affecting managerial ap-

proaches) in all enterprises (except for large enter-

prises there are dominant employees) and SMEs 

not apply to the necessary extent to their stake-
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holders, more than half of large enterprises use 

proactive approach to their stakeholders (such as 

for instance, reporting, stakeholder dialogue, inter-

relationship etc.). 

There is a need for more research along these 

lines within the context of a stakeholder approach. 

The challenge is thus to use some of the questions 

and theoretical/empirical insights derived here to 

serve as catalysts for future. That said, we suggest 

further investigation on the research problem in dif-

ferent areas (systematically in all regions in the 

Czech Republic and as well as in international com-

parison), involving a larger sample size and using 

different methodologies to validate research findings. 

Further research is also required to explore the im-

portance of each type of social capital that enterprises 

multiply through different stakeholders. 
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