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Abstract

In the past decade and in the context of sustainable development, business organizations have been expected to partner
with governments and others to address societal problems, including those pertinent to population health. Accordingly,
through their corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategies and policies, companies should collaborate in health
promotion efforts to modify the effects of the health determinants (including those concerning behavior change) affecting
internal and external stakeholders. Although CSR strategies and policies are linked to stakeholder health and wellbeing
(e.g. employee satisfaction), little is known of how these strategies affect physical activity. Thus, this perspective paper
aims to contribute to the discussion of the topic by investigating what scientific evidence exists regarding the relationship
between CSR and physical activity. So far there are indications that some business are implementing CSR activities
targeting internal (e.g. employees) and external (e.g. consumers) stakeholders, especially in developed countries.
Furthermore, among external stakeholders, CSR activities with a physical activity component targeted children, youth,
the disabled, the under-privileged, and the elderly. However, there is still very little empirical evidence available using
appropriate quantitative and qualitative designs. Public health and health science researchers in general should strive to
advance our understanding of how CSR affects population health behavior, paving the way to develop frameworks for
resilient, ethical, and sustainable health promotion.
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Introduction wellbeing of the public through their effects on own
employees, consumers, and the environment.

The CSR concept has evolved over time and been of
interest to many scholars,!%"'2 its definition is still a matter
of ongoing debate.!>!* Here, we define CSR as context-
specific organizational actions and policies that take into
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account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom
line of economic, social, and environmental performance.'*
This means that businesses are expected to have ethical
standards in their behavior toward all stakeholders as well
as to help address current societal challenges. Furthermore,
and through the lens of stakeholder theory, business orga-
nizations are expected to engage their stakeholders through
various activities and initiatives.'”> CSR is partly based on
the assumption that, at any given time, there is a social
contract between an organization and society in which the
organization has not only economic and legal responsibili-
ties but also ethical responsibilities.!®!” In the 21st century
and in the context of globalization (amid constant environ-
mental, economic, and social change), CSR has arguably
become an important influence on corporate decisions,
affecting both sustainability and stakeholders.'®!"* Others
have noted that CSR represents a way in which companies
contribute to meeting stakeholder requirements, especially
concerning their role in ensuring long-term sustainabil-
ity.® However, critics of CSR argue that business organi-
zations might engage in CSR strategies as a way to increase
profitability relative to less socially committed competi-
tors.?!"?2 In recent years, there has been an attempt to disen-
tangle the three triple bottom line areas of CSR, that is, the
economic, environmental, and social areas.”>>® The eco-
nomic area of CSR has arguably evolved from the sole
obligation to shareholders®® to a broader view encompass-
ing other aspects of the organization, such as job creation,
the discovery of new resources and applications, innova-
tion, and technologies to promote progress.?’ In the envi-
ronmental dimension, businesses are expected to care for
the environment, recognizing its crucial role in achieving
sustainable development, especially its potential contribu-
tion to climate change.?32%2% Lastly, the social dimension
of CSR concerns human resources,?’ both those inside the
business (i.e. internal stakeholders) and those in its envi-
ronment (i.e. external stakeholders).? Companies are seen
as having responsibilities to their employees and to society
in general, implemented through delicately balancing the
interests of different stakeholders.?*3! It is in the social
dimension that we see CSR as well positioned to promote
the health and wellbeing of both internal and external
stakeholders

Most recently, some researchers have argued that we
need a business case for improving population health
through helping promote the health and wellbeing of inter-
nal and external stakeholders.® As mentioned above, busi-
ness organizations are expected to promote health by
tackling the social determinants of health, that is, the con-
ditions in the environments in which people are born, live,
learn, work, play, worship, and age that affect a range of
health, functioning, and quality-of-life outcomes.’*3*
Health promotion targeting internal stakeholders implies
the development of CSR strategies to address employee
health and safety, but also to improve physical and

psychological wellbeing and the work-life balance.
However, in a recent review of the impact of CSR on
employee health and wellbeing, Macassa et al.** found that
most studies investigated employee job satisfaction, an
aspect related to organization performance. In addition, the
review also noted the absence of studies investigating
physical health.?

CSR is seen as providing a unique platform for business
to reduce psychosocial risks in the workplace through
implementing strategies to improve the psychosocial envi-
ronment of the organization.’*3” A US study by Fairlie and
Svergun®® found that CSR perceptions were positively
associated with work satisfaction and appeared to directly
buffer both depression symptoms and turnover intentions,
through mediating job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. CSR strategies in the workplace are also
expected to help promote wellness programs that include
activities related to health behavior change (e.g. diet and
physical activity) among employees. This could occur by
incorporating public health literacy into strategic CSR
activities to be carried out in conjunction with human
resource management (HRM) actors in the organization.*
The argument here is that CSR can act as an HRM func-
tion, providing knowledge of both sustainability and health
promotion (through health and public health literacies) tar-
geting employees and their families, which in turn can
spill over to external stakeholders and society at large.*

Regarding external stakeholders, CSR strategies can
help to tackle “wicked” societal problems such as poverty,
toxic hazards, pollution, obesity, and epidemics, which are
all related to poor health outcomes in supply chains, con-
sumers, and society at large®’*3 For example, Chatu*
demonstrated that Johnson and Johnson, through its CSR
strategies in Africa, helped improve the quality of life of
those with HIV/AIDS by donating its products and spon-
soring programs for local communities (e.g., cause promo-
tion, cause-related marketing, corporate philanthropy,
corporate social marketing, and corporate volunteering).

For business, to influence the health and wellbeing of
all their stakeholders, both internal and external, execu-
tives (e.g. CEOs) are needed who understand the societal
responsibility of the organizations they lead. Responsible
leaders, especially those with an integrative orientation,
are expected to support their organizations in implement-
ing policies intended to improve population health.
According to Maak et al.,*' responsible leaders are more
inclined to do good and avoid harm to all stakeholders,
especially in the contexts where their businesses operate.
Overall, organizations’ CSR strategies are expected to help
improve the health of those inside and outside the organi-
zation by helping address environmental challenges (e.g.
pollution, toxic hazards, and climate change), promote
physical and psychosocial wellbeing, and modify the
health behavior of both internal and external stakeholders,
specifically physical activity, which is the subject here.
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This perspective paper uses the WHO definition of
physical activity, which states that physical activity is any
bodily movement produced by skeletal muscles that
requires energy expenditure.’ Physical activity is not lim-
ited to sports but also includes, for example, walking, run-
ning, swimming, gymnastics, dancing, ball games, and
martial arts. Low-, moderate-, and vigorous physical activ-
ities all improve health.” However, some argue that the
focus on skeletal muscles and energy expenditure frames
physical activity as a specific mechanistic act.*’ For exam-
ple, Piggin®* suggested that a new definition of physical
activity was needed in order to move beyond what they
called the boundaries of epidemiologic discourse or dis-
ease prevention to one acknowledging a dynamic, com-
plex, and evolving array of reasons and emotions involved
in physical activity. Therefore, they proposed an expanded
definition of physical activity that involves people mov-
ing, acting and performing within culturally specific
spaces and contexts, and influenced by a unique array of
interests, emotions, ideas, instructions and relationships.

Physical activity plays a key role in a healthy lifestyle,
so corporations should mobilize resources to promote it in
society as a way to meet their social responsibilities and
improve the health and wellbeing of all their stakehold-
ers.¥ Regular physical activity has been found to prevent
chronic ailments such as heart disease, stroke, diabetes,
and several cancers. It also helps prevent hypertension,
maintain healthy body composition, and can improve men-
tal health, quality of life, and well-being.® Physical activity
has also been associated with decreased morbidity and
mortality.’ For example, Lear et al.* found that higher rec-
reational and non-recreational physical activity was asso-
ciated with a lower risk of mortality and cardiovascular
disease (CVD) events in individuals from low-, middle-,
and high-income countries. In that study the authors argued
that increased physical activity was a simple, widely appli-
cable, and low-cost global strategy that could reduce
deaths and CVD in middle age.

However, others suggest that an individual can meet the
required physical activity guidelines still having a seden-
tary behavior’* that has harmful effects on health inde-
pendent of physical activity levels.” For instance in a
systematic review and meta-analysis, Biswas et al.*> found
that sedentary time was associated with a 30% lower rela-
tive risk for all-cause mortality among those with high lev-
els of physical activity pooled HR, 1.16 (CL,0.84 to 1.59)
as compared with those with low levels of physical activity
pooled HR, 1.46 (CI, 1.22—1.75).

Moreover, Ekelund and Hosseinzadeh*® found that high
levels of physical activity reduced the risk of death caused
by prolonged sedentary behavior.

Although physical activity (unstructured movements)
influence health outcomes, it is important to consider the
role played by exercise.”*’ Contrary to physical activity,
exercise is defined as specific type of physical activity that

is planned, structured and repeatedly done to improve or
maintain physical fitness.*’

Empirical evidence has shown that structured exercise
has an impact on health outcomes across the lifespan. In a
study carried out by Edwards and Hosseinzadeh*® found
that the type, duration and intensity of structured physical
activity had benefits in the prevention of type 2 diabetes.

As stated above, in the context of stakeholder theory,
sustainable development, and health promotion,® compa-
nies are expected to care about the health and wellbeing of
their employees and the communities they serve.
Furthermore, given the unfolding pandemic of obesity
across the globe, many argue that businesses might be the
best partners to help address the corporate and commercial
determinants of health. According to Kickbusch et al.*® the
commercial determinants of health are the strategies and
approaches used by the private sector to promote products
and choices that are detrimental to health. There is agree-
ment that corporate activities shape our environment and
also somewhat determine both the availability and pricing
of consumables in any society.**! In addition, it is sug-
gested that companies use tactics to promote unhealthy
products and fight reforms intended to minimize their abil-
ity to harm health.’> This is done through soft power, by
influencing the culture, ideas, and thoughts of the public
and of public health advocates, and through hard power, by
building institutional and financial relationships. For
example, in an Australian study, Richards et al.’> examined
the key characteristics of CSR as described in the corpo-
rate documents of selected “Big Food” companies; they
found that of the 256 CSR activities investigated, 30% tar-
geted the environment, 25% consumers, and 19% the com-
munity. The authors noted that the activities of these
companies centered on brand image, targeted parents and
children, and tried to align themselves with respected
organizations in an effort to transfer their positive image
attributes to their own brands. Elsewhere, there has been
an attempt to relate CSR and sports social responsibil-
ity.#7-33-55 For example, Smith et al.** argued that there was
an intersection between CSR and sports social responsibil-
ity as the latter could target youth physical activity and
awareness while fostering social interaction, environmen-
tal sustainability awareness, cultural understanding, and
integration. Moreover, Millar** noted that corporations
influence health outcomes through lobbying and corporate
social sustainability strategies intended to whitewash tar-
nished reputations and extended supply chains.
Furthermore, he argued that this was achieved by using
corporate social sustainability language to pursue profit
above all through marketing unhealthy products as well as
exploiting workers and suppliers while providing zero
benefit to society.>

Although CSR strategies and policies have been linked
to stakeholder health and wellbeing (e.g. employee satis-
faction), few studies have attempted to relate how these
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strategies influence physical activity. Therefore, this per-
spective paper aims to contribute to the discussion of the
topic by investigating what scientific evidence exists
regarding the relationship between CSR and physical
activity.

Corporate social responsibility
and stakeholders physical activity:
The evidence

An extensive literature search™ for empirical studies link-
ing CSR and physical activity was made and found four
studies.’*%° Databases searches were carried out in
Discovery, Scopus, Web of Science, and PubMed regard-
ing the relationship between CSR and physical activity
using search terms from the following combinations:
“Corporate social responsibility” OR CSR AND “physical
activity”; “Corporate social responsibility” OR CSR AND
“internal stakeholders’ physical activity”; “Corporate
social responsibility” OR CSR AND “internal stakehold-
ers” AND “wellness”; “Corporate social responsibility”
OR CSR AND “employee physical activity”; “Corporate
social responsibility” OR CSR AND “employee well-
ness”; “Corporate social responsibility” OR CSR AND
“external stakeholders” AND “physical activity”;
“Corporate social responsibility” OR CSR AND adults
AND “physical activity”; “Corporate social responsibil-
ity” OR CSR AND elderly AND “physical activity”;
“Corporate social responsibility” OR CSR AND “older

adults” AND “physical activity.” The inclusion criteria
was peer-reviewed articles published in the English lan-
guage that empirically investigated the relationship
between CSR and physical activity for internal and exter-
nal stakeholders anywhere in the world regardless of type
of methodology (i.e. quantitative or qualitative). To be
included, the CSR strategies had to belong to profit-driven
corporations and the aim of the physical activities had to
be health promotion. Articles were excluded if they were
related to professional sports sponsorship activities. A total
of 199 articles were identified, and after a preliminary
review of titles, abstracts and duplicates, 28 articles were
included for detailed full-text assessment. Of these, only
four met the inclusion criteria. Reasons for excluding the
other 24 were multiple and ranged from being literature
reviews, papers in areas outside health promotion or public
health/health sciences, conceptual papers, and opinion
articles addressing theoretical discussions of CSR in pro-
fessional sports organizations. We use the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analysis (PRISMA) guideline to report the flow article
selection®® (See Figure 1).

In the USA, Barata Cavalcanti et al.*® analyzed com-
pany- and program-level findings from a pilot study of
healthy community initiatives (n=11 companies and 38
programs) performed as part of the Commitment to
Healthy Communities (CHC) initiative. These initiatives
concerned food access, healthy nutrition, and active life-
styles. The study found differences in the deployed
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strategies, which were mostly oriented toward physical
activity and less toward the social and environment deter-
minants of health. Various activities were used by the com-
panies to promote physical activity and active lifestyles,
including exercise or physical activity classes, funding
youth sports leagues, and programs to increase physical
activity competency among teachers.

Bason and Anagnostopoulos®’ examined three aspects
of multinational enterprises’ CSR programs centering on
sport (i.e. how enterprises used sports in their CSR agen-
das, whether different industries had different approaches
to CSR through sport, and whether it was possible to clas-
sify CSR through sport); the sample was 100 companies
listed on the Financial Times Stock Exchange (FTSE)
index between 2003 and 2012 (n=1473 documents).
Results indicated that corporations generally saw sport as
an important context for the application of CSR.
Furthermore, the same study found that CSR strategies
were implemented through philanthropy (e.g. donations),
sponsorships (e.g. of competition and events for mutual
benefit), and personnel engagement (e.g. employees par-
ticipating in sport activities to raise money, companies
allowing employees to participate in sport and/or physical
activity, and employees voluntarily supporting sport orga-
nizations). Moreover, the study reported that CSR activi-
ties directly benefited young people, women, the elderly,
the disabled, and the under-privileged.®’

Leone et al.’® investigated CSR strategies for promot-
ing children’s physical activity in companies from differ-
ent industries (n=17) that signed a pledge as part of the
UK government’s Public Health Responsibility Deal pro-
gram. The results indicated that companies in the sectors
related to food and beverage, sport and wellness, and food/
drug retail made the most pledges concerning physical
activity among children, in contrast to the restaurant sec-
tor. The CSR initiatives included sponsoring events, sup-
porting enhanced physical education and school sport
programs, and, to a lesser extent, making the built environ-
ment more conducive to physical activity and active com-
muting (e.g. walking to school).

Potvin Kent et al.’s®" cross-sectional study described
the nature and targeted demographics of the physical activ-
ity and nutrition-related CSR initiatives of large food com-
panies in Canada, comparing companies participating in
the Canadian Children’s Food and Beverage Advertising
Initiative (CAI) with those not participating (n=39, includ-
ing 18 CAl participants). In the 39 large food and beverage
companies examined, 63 CSR initiatives related to nutri-
tion and physical activity were identified in company web-
sites, Facebook pages, and annual reports. Most of these
initiatives were considered philanthropic or charitable
activities that entailed supporting various local, provincial,
and national organizations and programs, particularly
those addressing short-term food insecurity or promoting
physical activity among children and youth.

Some companies also engaged in nutrition education by
providing information on their websites, creating resources
for teachers and sponsoring a national consumer education
campaign.

Discussion and conclusion: Rethinking
the role of business in population
health behavior change in the context
of sustainable development

The available empirical evidence so far indicates that cor-
porations are already engaging in CSR activities to support
internal and external stakeholders’ physical activity.
However, such activities are still scarce and mostly occur
in developed countries. It originated in three countries of
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD): the UK, the USA, and Canada. As
mentioned above, previous assessments of the impact of
CSR on internal and external stakeholders’ wellbeing are
still scarce, specifically in areas of overall wellness
(including behavior change).3>! To some extent, empiri-
cal evidence has often linked CSR to employee satisfac-
tion and seldom to external stakeholder wellbeing.” For
example, Bason and Anagnostopoulos®’ found that, in the
examined companies, CSR activities supported physical
activity in employees (i.e. internal stakeholders) through
personnel engagement. This engagement occurred through
encouraging employees to participate in sport activities to
raise money or through creating opportunities for them
participate in sport and physical activities within the orga-
nization.’” In recent years, there have been calls for
increased involvement of business in developing work-
place wellness programs that include behavior change
aspects.’? Poor workplace wellbeing (defined in terms of
physical, psychological, and emotional aspects of the
employee’s life) is detrimental to the long-term sustain-
ability of business wellbeing, including profitability.®?
There is a suggestion that for CSR activities to be better
integrated in business strategies (e.g. through wellness
programs), they should be implemented in tandem with
strategic human resource management (SHRM) activities
within the organization.>¥ This is because SHRM is
responsible for attracting, retaining, and motivating work-
ers.!>303 Corporate wellness programs (i.e. organized,
goal-oriented sets of plans and activities to increase the
healthy behaviors of company employees to improve over-
all workforce health) have been linked to the prevention
and management of chronic diseases, such as diabetes,
obesity, heart disease, and lung disease, in the workplace.®
Furthermore, workplace wellness programs likely reduce
healthcare costs, especially in the long term.%4

The studies identified in this perspective paper show
that companies” CSR activities were intended to develop
the sport activities and physical activity of varied external
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stakeholders, such as children,*® women, young people,>”*°

the disabled, the under-privileged, and the elderly.’” In the
evidence above, it was mostly food and beverage compa-
nies that had CSR activities targeting sports and physical
activity in external stakeholders (e.g. consumer groups).
However, some have argued that corporations, especially
those in food and beverage industries, have contributed
somewhat to the unfolding obesity epidemic.®¢%
Furthermore, others have raised concerns as to whether the
CSR activities of these corporations are effective or genu-
ine, and whether they might be only self-interested mar-
keting or public relations stunts (e.g. to give a positive
impression to consumers).’>%-72 For example, it has been
suggested that food industry campaigns tend to frame obe-
sity as an issue of personal responsibility.’>7>7* According
to Jane and Gibson,” the sponsorship of physical activity
promotion can be a way for corporations to market prod-
ucts to children and access health-related policy develop-
ment networks. They further suggested that there was a
need for independent evaluation of the potential impacts of
partnerships between food and beverage corporations and
governments in CSR-related campaigns due to the impor-
tant ethical implications of these collaborations.
Nevertheless, it is important for corporations to make a
business case for population health and to genuinely help
address the commercial determinants of health, which
somewhat contribute to obesogenic environments around
the world in both low, middle, and high income countries.
This can be achieved through health-promoting CSR
activities intended to foster change in behavior (e.g. diet
and physical activity) in different contexts (e.g. schools,
workplaces, and care homes).

In the context of sustainable development and the
achievement of sustainable development goals, govern-
ments need to work with other partners (e.g. other govern-
ments, public health institutions, and non-governmental
organizations). The role of business will be crucial in this,
although, as mentioned above, this collaboration should
occur in a context of high transparency and adherence to
acceptable ethical principles. McKee and Stuckler argued
that corporations have the ability to define and dominate the
narrative, set the rules and procedures by which society is
governed, determine the living and working conditions of
ordinary people, and take ownership of knowledge.
Regarding the ability to define and dominate the narrative,
McKee and Stuckler*” noted that business can, through the
mass media, frame obesity, diabetes, heart disease, and other
threats to health (in the context of this perspective paper
insufficient physical inactivity) as individual or societal
choices and responsibilities. Corporations can to some
extent dictate what is or is not acceptable in the case of
physical inactivity (i.e. not meeting physical activity guide-
lines). In relation to rule setting, corporations in general
can collaborate with governments regarding regulations
intended to improve consumer wellbeing.* Furthermore,

since corporations affect health through commodifying and
controlling health-related knowledge, some argue that they
are better positioned to promote physical activity as a means
of disease prevention.*>® To this end, corporations can sup-
port communities aiming to decrease obesity.*’ It has also
been suggested that business can advance stakeholders’
rights in the political, social, and economic contexts. Here,
corporations not only can influence stakeholder wellbeing
through occupational health and safety programs, but, cru-
cially, can also promote large-scale wellness campaigns
involving all the stakeholders, with health behavior change
(specifically physical activity) in center stage.*’

This perspective paper identifies certain areas that merit
attention from researchers, especially those in public
health and health sciences. Firstly, empirical evidence of
the association CSR and physical activity among internal
and external stakeholders is very limited and that the topic
is still in its infancy. Secondly, it is important that research-
ers continue conducting studies using various methodolo-
gies (but specifically, quantitative studies) to better
understand the impact of corporations’ CSR activities and
programs involving physical activity outcomes targeting
different population groups. For example, Moher et al.>
noted that few companies tracked or could demonstrate the
actual health impacts of their CSR activities. This is cru-
cial if we expect business corporations to participate in
inter-sectoral collaboration to help achieve sustainable
development goals (and improved health at all ages).
Thirdly, future research should attempt to apply Piggin
et al.’s*? expanded definition of physical activity, as it has
implications for how successful CSR strategies and poli-
cies might influence internal and external stakeholders’
health behavior outcomes. They argued that physical activ-
ity is dynamic and can be affected by geographic (e.g. spa-
tial), socio—cultural, emotional, and relationship contexts.
Furthermore, it is also acknowledged that behavior modi-
fication (e.g. regarding diet and physical activity) is
embedded in geographical, social, political, environmen-
tal, economic, and cultural realities.®’”"7° Fourthly, there is
a need to develop conceptual frameworks which clearly
offer analytical pathways of the potential relationships
between CSR strategies and policies with physical activity
related outcomes among internal and external stakehold-
ers. Such frameworks might help intervention researchers
in areas of public health/health research to develop appro-
priate measures of the CSR effect on physical activity.

To succeed, CSR strategies and policies to improve
stakeholders’ physical activity must consider geographical
spaces as well as socio—cultural factors in the contexts in
which the implementing corporations operate. This is in
line with the claim that businesses should take into account
the social and structural environments of stakeholders’
everyday lives.® In the context of sustainable development,
there is agreement that business commitments to stake-
holder’s health and wellbeing are critical and that business
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leaders should acknowledge, communicate, and prioritize
their CSR strategies and policies (including those pertain-
ing to physical activity) on the same level as they do for
the products they deliver to society.

Public health and health scientists should advance
research efforts intended to better understand how the CSR
activities of businesses of any size (small, medium, and
large) might influence health behavior in current and
future generations. Better understanding how CSR affects
population health behavior could in turn pave the way to
developing frameworks for resilient, ethical, and sustain-
able health promotion.
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ient, ethical, and sustainable health promotion.

References

1. Simon PA and Fielding JE. Public health and business: a part-
nership that makes cents. Health Aff2006; 25: 1029-1039.

2. Monachino MS and Moreira P. Corporate social responsibil-
ity and the health promotion debate: an international review
on the potential role of corporations. Int J Healthc Manag
2014; 7: 53-59.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

. Monachino MS. The Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

approach as a framework for business involvement in health
promotion in the welfare state. PhD Thesis. Linkoping
University, Linkdping, 2016, pp.1-235, http:/liu.diva-por-
tal.org/smash/get/diva2:1038716/FULLTEXTO!l (accessed
19 August 2021).

. Johnston LM and Finegood DT. Cross-sector partnerships

and public health: challenges and opportunities for address-
ing obesity and non-communicable diseases through engage-
ment with the private sector. Annu Rev Public Health 2015;
36: 255-271.

. Kassler WJ. Turning barriers into benefits to facilitate public

health and business partnerships. Am J Public Health 2020;
110(4): 443—445.

. Macassa G, Cruz Francisco JD and McGrath C. Corporate

social responsibility and population health. Health Sci J
2017; 11(5): 258.

. Hiswals AS, Hamrin CW, Vidman A, et al. Corporate social

responsibility and external stakeholders” health and wellbe-
ing: a viewpoint. J Public Health Res 2020; 9(1): 1742.

. Quelch. Hsph.harvard.edu/news/features/building-bridges-

between-public health-and —business/2016 (2016, accessed
30 August 2021).

. World Health Organization. Physical activity. https://www.

who.int/dietphysicalactivity/pa/en/ (2020, accessed 20
September 2021).

Carroll AB and Shabana KM. The business case for corpo-
rate social responsibility: a review of concepts, research and
practice. Int J Manag Rev 2010; 12: 85-105.

Jong-Chull P, Mool P, Naa J-H, et al. The effects of creating
shared value on corporate performance. J Distrib Sci 2014;
12:29-35.

O’Riordan L and Fairbrass J. Managing CSR stakeholder
engagement: a new conceptual framework. J Bus Ethics
2014; 125(1): 121-145.

European Commission. A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for
Corporate Social Responsibility. European Commission,
https://www.eurocommerce.eu/media/7237/position-csrt-
renewed csr_strategy 2011-14-07.03.2012.pdf (2011,
accessed 20 September 2021).

Aguinis H. Organizational responsibility: doing good and
doing well. In: Zedeck S (ed.) APA handbook of industrial
and organizational psychology. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association, 2011, pp.855-879.

Barrena Martinez J, Lopez Fernandez M and Romero
Fernandez PM. Corporate social responsibility: evolution
through institutional and stakeholder perspectives. Eur J
Manag Bus Econ 2016; 25: 8-14.

Carroll AB. Corporate social responsibility evolution of a
definitional construct. Bus Soc 1999; 38: 268-295.

Dunfee TW and Hess D. The Legitimacy of Direct
Corporate Humanitarian Investment. Bus Ethics Q 2000;
10: 95-109.

Dahlsrud A. How corporate social responsibility is defined:
an analysis of 37 definitions. Corp Soc Responsib Environ
Manag 2008; 15: 1-13.

McGuire JB, Sundgren A and Schneeweis T. Corporate
social responsibility and firm financial performance. Acad
Manag J 1988; 31: 854-872.


http://liu.diva-portal.Org/smash/get/diva2:1038716/FULLTEXT01
http://liu.diva-portal.Org/smash/get/diva2:1038716/FULLTEXT01
https://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/pa/en/
https://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/pa/en/

Journal of Public Health Research

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Fernandez-Guadafio J and Sarria-Pedroza J. Impact of cor-
porate social responsibility on value creation from a stake-
holder perspective. Sustainability 2018; 10: 2062.

Orlitzky M, Schmidt FL and Rynes SL. Corporate social and
financial performance: a meta-analysis. Organ Stud 2003;
24:403-441.

Vogel DJ. Is there a market for virtue? The business case for cor-
porate social responsibility. Calif Manage Rev 2005; 47: 19-45.
Mari-Farinds J. Sustainability as an object of corporate
social responsibility. Vitruvio 2017; 2: 13-22.

Uribe-Macias ME, Vargas-Moreno OA and Merchan-Paredes
L. Corporate social responsibility and sustainability, enabling
criteria in projects management. Entramado 2018; 14: 52—-63.
Chowdhury RH, Choi S, Ennis S, et al. Which dimension of
corporate social responsibility is a value driver in the oil and
gas industry? Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/
Revue Canadienne des Sciences de I’Administration 2019;
36(2): 260-272.

Friedman M. A theoretical framework for monetary analy-
sis. J Polit Econ 1970; 78: 193-238.

Jamali D. A stakeholder approach to corporate social respon-
sibility: a fresh perspective into theory and practice. J Bus
Ethics 2008; 82: 213-231.

Taliento M, Favino C and Netti A. Impact of environmen-
tal, social, and governance information on economic perfor-
mance: evidence of a corporate ‘sustainability advantage’
from Europe. Sustainability 2019; 11: 1738.

Lu J, Ren L, Lin W, et al. Policies to promote corporate
social responsibility (CSR) and assessment of CSR impacts.
Bus Adm Manage 2019; 22: 82-98.

Maclagan P. Organizations and responsibility: a critical
overview. Syst Res Behav Sci 2008; 25: 371-381.

Turner MR, McIntosh T, Reid SW, et al. Corporate
implementation of socially controversial CSR initiatives:
Implications for human resource management. Hum Resour
Manage Rev 2019; 29(1): 125-136.

Braveman P and Gottlieb L. The social determinants of
health: It’s time to consider the causes of the causes. Public
Health Rep 2014; 129(Suppl. 2): 19-31.

Dimmler L. Linking social determinants of health to cor-
porate social responsibility: extant criteria for the mining
industry. Extractive Ind Soc 2017; 4: 216-226.

Commission on the Social Determinants of Health. Closing
the Gap in a Generation. https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/
handle/10665/43943/9789241563703_eng.pdf. (2008,
accessed 22 September 2022).

Macassa G, McGrath C, Tomaselli G, et al. Corporate social
responsibility and internal stakeholders’ health and well-
being in Europe: a systematic descriptive review. Health
Promot Int 2021; 36: 866—883.

Jain A, Leka S and Zwetsloot G. Corporate social responsi-
bility and psychosocial risk management in Europe. J Bus
Ethics 2011; 101: 619-633.

Sadlowska-Wrzesinska J. Reducing the psychosocial risk
at work as the task of socially responsible companies. /nt J
Occup Environ Saf2017; 1: 29-38.

Fairlie P and Svergun O. The interrelated roles of CSR and
stress in predicting employee outcomes. Work, stress, and
health: sustainable work, sustainable health, sustainable

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

organizations. In: /1th international conference on stress
and health, Atlanta, Georgia, 2015.

Macassa G and Tomaselli G. Socially responsible human
resources management and stakeholders’ Health Promotion:
a conceptual paper. South East Eur J Public Health 2020;
15: 1-15.

Chattu VK. Corporate social responsibility in public
health: a case-study on HIV/AIDS epidemic by Johnson &
Johnson company in Africa. J Nat Sci Biol Med 2015; 6(1):
219-223.

Maak T, Pless NM and Voegtlin C. Business statesman or
shareholder advocate? CEO responsible leader-ship styles
and the micro-foundations of political CSR. J Manag Stud
2016; 53(3): 463-493.

Piggin J. What is physical activity? A holistic definition for
teachers, researchers and policy makers. Front Sports Act
Living 2020; 2: 72.

Smith ACT and Westerbeek HM. Sport as a vehicle for
deploying corporate social responsibility. J Corp Citizensh
2007, 2007: 43-54.

Lear SA, Hu W, Rangarajan S, et al. The effect of physi-
cal activity on mortality and cardiovascular disease in
130 000 people from 17 high-income, middle-income, and
low-income countries: the PURE Study. Lancet 2017; 390:
2643-2654.

Biswas A, Oh PI, Faulkner GE, et al. Sedentary time and
its association with risk for disease incidence, mortality, and
hospitalization in adults a systematic review and meta-anal-
ysis. Ann Intern Med 2015; 162(2): 123—-132.

Edwards J and Hosseinzadeh H. The impact of structured
physical activity on glycaemic control in diabetes preven-
tion programmes: a systematic review. Proc Singap Healthc
2018;27(3): 193-204.

Ekelund U, Steene-Johannessen J, Brown WJ, et al. Does
physical activity attenuate, or even eliminate, the detrimen-
tal association of sitting time with mortality? A harmonised
meta-analysis of data from more than 1 million men and
women. Lancet 2016; 388: 1302-1310.

Kickbusch I, Allen L and Franz C. The commercial deter-
minants of health. Lancet Glob Health 2016; 4(12): e895—
¢896.

McKee M and Stuckler D. Revisiting the corporate and com-
mercial determinants of health. Am J Public Health 2018;
108(9): 1167-1170.

Mialon M. An overview of the commercial determinants of
health. Global Health 2020, 16: 74.

Ndebele P, Shaikh H, Paichadze N, et al. Commercial deter-
minants of health: an ethical exploration. Int J Public Health
2020; 65: 1123-1132.

Richards Z, Thomas SL, Randle M, et al. Corporate social
responsibility programs of Big Food in Australia: a content
analysis of industry documents. Aust N Z J Public Health
2015; 39(6): 550-556.

Ceglinski P. Sport-based CSR activities of Polish compa-
nies: ideas and examples. J Physic Educ Sport 2020; 20(6):
1195-1200.

Millar JS. The corporate determinants of health: how big
business affects our health, and the need for government
action! Can J Public Health 2013; 104: €327—-e329.


https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/43943/9789241563703_eng.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/43943/9789241563703_eng.pdf

Johansson et al.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Harneja A and Lal R. Upliftment of Indian sports through
corporate social responsibility. Indian J Phys Educ Sports
Med Exerc Sci 2019; 18(Special issue 1): 32-35.

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al.; PRISMA Group.
Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med 2009; 6:
€1000097.

Bason T and Anagnostopoulos C. Corporate social respon-
sibility through sport: a longitudinal study of the FTSE100
companies. Sport Bus Manag Int J 2015; 5(3): 218-241.
Leone L, Ling T, Baldassarre L, et al. Corporate responsi-
bility for childhood physical activity promotion in the UK.
Health Promot Int 2016; 31: 755-768.

Barata Cavalcanti O, Costa SA, Ferris E, et al. Benchmarking
food and beverage company investment in healthful eating
and active living initiatives. Corp Soc Responsib Environ
Manag 2020; 27: 1051-1068.

Potvin Kent M, Pauzé E, Guo K, et al. The physical activ-
ity and nutrition-related corporate social responsibility
initiatives of food and beverage companies in Canada and
implications for public health. BMC Public Health 2020;
20: 890.

Asemah ES, Okpanachi RA and Edegoh LON. Business
advantages of corporate social responsibility. New Media
Mass Commun 2013; 18: 45-54.

Carpion RA and Avramchuck AS. The conceptual rela-
tionship between workplace well-Being, corporate social
responsibility, and healthcare costs. Manage Int Rev 2017,
13:24-31.

Dezmar-Krainz K. Enhancing wellbeing of employees
through corporate social responsibility context. Megatrend
Revja 2015; 12(2): 137-153.

Levy DE and Thorndike AN. Workplace wellness program
and short-term changes in health care expenditures. Prev
Med Rep 2019; 13: 175-178.

Baicker K, Cutler D and Song Z. Workplace wellness pro-
grams can generate savings. Health Aff2010; 29(2): 304-311.
Swinburn BA, Sacks G, Hall KD, et al. The global obesity
pandemic: shaped by global drivers and local environments.
Lancet 2011; 378: 804-814.

Swinburn B, Sacks G and Ravussin E. Increased food energy
supply is more than sufficient to explain the US epidemic of
obesity. Am J Clin Nutr 2009; 90(6): 1453—-1456.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

71.

78.

79.

Stuckler D, McKee M, Ebrahim S, et al. Manufacturing epi-
demics: the role of global producers in increased consumption
of unhealthy commodities including processed foods, alcohol,
and tobacco. PLoS Med 2012; 9: e1001235.

Richards Z and Phillipson L. Are Big Food’s corporate
social responsibility strategies valuable to communities? A
qualitative study with parents and children. Public Health
Nutr 2017, 20: 3372-3380.

Powell D. Childhood obesity, corporate philanthropy and
the creeping privatisation of health education. Crit Public
Health 2014; 24(2): 226-238.

Kelly B, Baur LA, Bauman AE, et al. Food company spon-
sors are kind, generous and cool: (mis)conceptions of junior
sports players. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2011; 8: 95.
Peloza J, Ye C and Montford WJ. When companies do
good, are their products good for you? How corporate social
responsibility creates a health halo. J Public Policy Mark
2015; 34(1): 19-31.

Serddio PM, McKee M and Stuckler D. Coca-Cola —a model
of transparency in research partnerships? A network analy-
sis of Coca-Cola’s research funding (2008-2016). Public
Health Nutr 2018; 21: 1594-1607.

Barlow P, Serddio P, Ruskin G, et al. Science organisations
and Coca-Cola’s ‘war’ with the public health community:
insights from an internal industry document. J Epidemiol
Community Health 2018; 72: 761-763.

Jane B and Gibson K. Corporate sponsorship of physical
activity promotion programmes: part of the solution or part of
the problem? J Public Health 2018; 40: 279-288.
Freudenberg N. The manufacture of lifestyle: the role of cor-
porations in unhealthy living. J Public Health Policy 2012;
33(2): 244-256.

Rind E and Jones A. Declining physical activity and the
socio-cultural context of the geography of industrial restruc-
turing: a novel conceptual framework. J Phys Act Health
2014; 11(4): 683-692.

‘WHO Regional Office for Europe. Beyond bias: exploring
the cultural contexts of health and well-being measurement:
first meeting of the expert group. Copenhagen, Denmark:
World Health Organization, 2015.

Syed IUB. Diet, physical activity, and emotional health: what
works, what doesn’t, and why we need integrated solutions
for total worker health. BMC Public Health 2020; 20: 152.



