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The present article explores how corporate social responsibility (CSR) functions as a strategic component of
corporate brand identity (CBI) in multinational enterprises (MNEs). The study adopts a conceptual methodology
grounded in interdisciplinary analysis, combining perspectives from branding, organizational theory, and international
business. A three-dimensional framework is proposed, integrating stakeholder engagement, institutional alignment,
and network co-enactment across value chains. Special attention is given to how those pillars interact in multinational
environments and contribute to building both internal coherence and external legitimacy. The article offers practical
value by providing a strategic framework for CSR-based brand identity management in complex global environments.
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Y paHiii cTatTi aBTOp [AOC/IMKYE POSb KOpNopaTMBHOI colianbHOI BignosigansHocTi (KCB) sk cTpaTteriyHoro
YMHHMKa (POpMYyBaHHA KOPNOPATMBHOI iOEHTUYHOCTI 6peHAy OGaraToHauioHaNbHUX NIANPUEMCTB. AKTYasIbHICTb
TeMV 3yMOB/IEHA 3POCTalOUMM OUiKyBaHHSAM CyCMifbCTBa LWOA0 aKTUBHOT y4acTi KOMNaHili y BUPILLEHHI coLiasibHKX,
€TUYHUX Ta EKOJIONYHMX BUK/IUKIB Cy4acCHOro r106ai30BaHOro CBITY, WO CYyNPOBOMLKYETbCS HEOOXIgHICTIO nepe-
OCMMC/IEHHS KOPNOPAaTWBHOI IAEHTUYHOCTI SIK penpe3eHTaLii He Ninwe eKOHOMIYHOT, asle il Ky/IbTYPHOI Ta MOpaJsTbHOI
no3uuii GizHecy. Y Lbomy KoHTeKCTi KCB po3rnisgaeTbCs He K AONOMiIXKHUI IHCTPYMEHT MapKETUHIOBUX KOMYHIKa-
LA, a AIK HEBIA'EMHA CK/1af0Ba LiHHICHOTO cepusi KOMNaHii, sika BU3HaYae xapaktep i B3aeMogii i3 30BHiLLHIMKU Ta
BHYTPILUHIMU CTeKXonAepamu y pPisHUX IHCTUTYLIHUX cepeaoBulax. MeTogonoriyHo AoChifpKeHHs nobyaoBaHe
Ha KOHLENTYyaslbHOMY aHaUli3i 3 ONopoto Ha MXKAWUCLMINIHAPHWIA NiaXig, WO NOEAHYE MKHAPOLHWIA GisHec, cTparte-
MYHWA MEHEMKMEHT, OpraHi3aviiiHy Teopito, OPEHAMHT | MapKeTUHT. Y poboTi 3aCTOCOBaHO METOAW /IOTYHOTo y3a-
raslbHeHHs, KOHTEKCTyaulbHOI iHTepnpeTauii NOHATb, aHaliTMYHOTO MOZAE/NIOBAHHS Ta iIHTErPaTBHOIO OCMUC/IEHHS
K/TH04OBUX B3aEMO3B'sI3KiB MK KCB Ta iIeHTUYHICTI0 6peHy. Pe3ynstatoM cTaio hopMyBaHHS aBTOPCLKOT KOHLEN-
TyasibHOI MoZgeni, WO MOEAHYE TPU K/OYOBI CKNAAO0BI: IHTerpauito cTeiikxonaepis, iHCTUTYLiHY y3rogpkeHicTb Ta
MepexeBy B3aEMOZjI0 B Mexax LLiHHICHOro NnaHutora. Takvii nigxis 403BoMsSE 06r'pyHTYyBaTH, Sk came KCB mMoxe 6yTu
CTpaTeriyHo BOY0BaHO Y npoLecy hopMyBaHHS i TpaHchopmMalii 6peHA0BOT i4eHTUYHOCTI 6araToHaLioHa/IbHUX
KOMMNaHili, afanTylounch [0 NIOKa/IbHUX KOHTEKCTIB, & TakoX CNpUsAoUM hopMyBaHHIO 4OBIOTPUBAUIMX MAPTHEPCHKUX
3B'A3KIB | MiABWLLEHHIO OpraHisauiiHol NeriTMMHOCTI. MpakT1yHa LiHHICTb CTaTTi Nofsrae B TOMY, L0 3anponoHoBaHa
MOZEeNb MOXe OYTU BUKOPUCTaHa SIK IHCTPYMEHT CTpaTeriyHoro aHanisy Ans BAOCKOHa/IEHHS! BpeHA-MeHeKMEHTY
3 ypaxyBaHHSM NPUHLMMIB COLia/IbHOT BiANOBIAA/IBHOCTI, @ TakoX 4151 NiABULLEHHS Y3rOAKEHOCTI MiXK CoLia/ibHO
OpieHTaLli€et0, OpraHi3aLiiiHoOI IAEHTUYHICTIO Ta IHCTUTYLLIHOK CTIMKICTIO KOMMaHIT y 6araTopiBHEBOMY MiXXHaPOAHO-
MYy CepeoBuLL.

KniouoBi cnoBa: koprnopaTuBHa iQEHTUYHICTL OpeHfy, KopnopaTvMBHa CouiasibHa  BiANOBIAANBHICTD,
b6araTtoHaLioHa/IbHI NiANPUEMCTBA, B3aEMOZiA 3i CTeikxongepamu, IHCTUTYLUiiHA Y3rogKeHiCTb, Bi3Hec-Mepexi,
CTpaTeriyHnii GpeHauHr.
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Statement of the problem. In recent years,
corporate brand identity has evolved beyond
a static expression of visual elements or
symbolic representations. It is now increasingly
understood as a strategic and value-driven
construct, shaped by organizational purpose and
societal engagement [1; 2]. Simultaneously, the
concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
has shifted from being an additional compliance-
driven activity to becoming a central pillar of how
companies define their purpose, legitimacy, and
stakeholder relationships [3; 4].

Academic community and practitioners alike
increasingly view CSR as a core element of
corporate identity, particularly in multinational
enterprises (MNEs) that operate across
geographical and cultural boundaries [5]. The
integration of CSR into their brand identity is
not only a marketing trend, but also a strategic
necessity as they face unique pressure of a
complex, globalized business environment. First
of all, they need to build trust and legitimacy
with both local and global stakeholders, which
is a challenge on its own. Second, institutional
diversification, such as different norms and
expectations around sustainability and social
responsibility across countries, make the mater
even more complicated. Furthermore, MNEs
often have to deal with stricter scrutiny from
authorities, global civil society, media, and
NGOs. As such, MNEs increasingly use CSR
not merely as a risk-management tool, but as
an identity platform to communicate their values
and purpose across borders.

Analysis of recent research and
publications. Over the past decades, academic
interest in the intersection between CSR and
Corporate Brand ldentity (CBI) has deepened,
reflecting the evolving role of businesses in
addressing societal expectations. A number of
studies show that CSR significantly enhances
brand equity, authenticity, and trust, particularly
when initiatives are perceived as value-driven
and consistent with broader ethical commitments
(M. Fatma, Z. Rahman, & I. Khan, 2015 [6];
A. Pérez & |. Rodriguez del Bosque, 2015 [7]).
In both consumer and industrial markets, CSR
activities are increasingly seen as part of
corporate core value propositions rather than
peripheral efforts (S. Du, C. B. Bhattacharya,
& S. Sen, 2010 [8]; H. Walker & N. Jones,
2012 [9]). Strategic branding literature highlights
CSR’s role in shaping identity narratives and
organizational storytelling, where C. Vallaster,
A. Lindgreen, and F. Maon (2012) [10], for
instance, argue that CSR forms a key component

of a firm's “raison d'étre.” From a strategic
perspective, M. E. Porter and M. R. Kramer’s
(2011) [3] suggest a model that reframes CSR as
a core driver of innovation and competitiveness.
Meta-analyses by H. Aguinis and A. Glavas
(2012) [11] and H. Wang, L. Tong, R. Takeuchi,
and G. George (2016) [12] offer robust evidence
of CSR’simpact on stakeholder trust, reputational
capital, and firm resilience, especially under
the conditions of institutional complexity
that characterize MNEs. More recent works
continue this trend. For example, C. Gartenberg,
M. Prat, and G. Serafeim (2019) [13] explore how
purpose-driven firms leverage CSR to enhance
financial performance and organizational
legitimacy. In the B2B environment, studies
such as K. Cowan and F. Guzman (2020) [14]
and T. Fernandes, F. Guzman, and M. Mota
(2024) [15] examine how CSR reputation and
purpose-driven marketing enhance corporate
brand performance. Additionally, research
by O. Adewole (2023) [16] investigates the
cultural dimensions shaping CSR-driven brand
value in emerging markets, while network-
focused work by A. Smedlund, M. Morsing, and
S.E. Andersen (2023) [17] highlights how B2B
partner engagement reinforces CSR identity in
multinational firms.

Highlighting previously unresolved parts
of the overall problem. While we undoubtfully
observe a growing body of academic literature
linking CSR and branding, few studies offer a
theoretically integrated, multi-level exploration
of how CSR is embedded in the core corporate
brand identity of MNEs. Most existing
studies focus on CSR as part of marketing
communications, rather than as a constitutive
element of brand identity, or CSR outcomes
(for example, consumer perception), rather than
wholesome corporate brand identity construction
within such enterprises.

Formation of the objectives of the article
(task statement). To address the existing gap
in the literature, the present article aims to
develop a conceptual framework that explains
how corporate social responsibility becomes
embedded in the corporate brand identity of
multinational enterprises (MNEs). It seeks to
integrate theoretical insights from stakeholder
theory, institutional theory, and B2B value chain
literature to construct a multi-level model that
accounts for the relational, institutional, and
operational dynamics that shape CSR-driven
CBI in global business contexts.

Summary of the main research material.
Corporate brand identity has traditionally been
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conceptualized as the unique set of associations
that an organization seeks to create and
maintain in the minds of its stakeholders [18].
Rooted in both strategic management and
marketing, it is widely recognized in academic
literature that CBI reflects the organization's
internal self-conception (organizational identity),
the values it communicates externally (brand
expression), and the symbolic and functional
attributes perceived by audiences (brand
image) [1]. However, as businesses operate
in increasingly complex and ethically sensitive
global environments, the boundaries between
corporate identity, brand positioning, and social
responsibility have begun to blur. In this context,
CSRis no longer a supporting function on tactics
level but emerging as a pillar component of brand
identity itself [8, 10].

Classical CBI models (such as Aaker’s (1996)
[18] Brand Identity Model or Kapferer’s (2012) [19]
Brand Identity Prism) emphasized consistency
in messaging, visual coherence, and emotional
resonance. These models, while still relevant,
often treated ethical and social commitments
as part of a brand’s personality or extended
values. Recent developments in CSR discourse
challenge this notion and advocate that ethical,
social, and environmental concerns are not
simply attributes of a brand, but are central to its
core identity, meaning, and clear understanding
of who the company is, not just what the
company says as a part of marketing initiatives
[20; 4], positioning it as vital element of identity
framework. In the case of MNEs, which must
reconcile global strategic coherence with local
socio-political legitimacy, the additional tension
and responsibilities often prompts companies to
use CSR as a platform for expressing corporate
purpose in ways that surpass product features or
customer value proposition. As a result, for them
CSR often serves as a medium of organizational
identity work: a process through which firms craft
cohesive narratives about who they are, what
they stand for, and why they matter [21].

Studies such as Balmer (2017) [1] and Hatch
and Schultz (2008) [20] argue that corporate
brands are increasingly being shaped by internal
values and external responsibilities, not just by
market positioning. Corporate brands should
be perceived as living organisms that are
shaped and modified according to the diverse
internal and external processes, especially
the response of their customers or clients,
changes in the perceptions of stakeholders, their
evolving lifestyle and shifts in market realities.
CSR enables firms to align their strategic

vision, organizational culture, and stakeholder
relationships, thus reinforcing the coherence of
the corporate brand identity across multinational
contexts. This alignment is essential for building
brand authenticity and trust.

Consequently, we would emphasize that
integration of CSR into CBI requires a paradigm
shift from communication-centric to value-
centric brand management. Instead of merely
asking “how should we talk about our brand?”,
organizations must ask “what do we stand for
and how is this reflected in our actions?” In
this sense, CSR acts as a strategic anchor for
brand identity, enabling companies to express a
consistent and morally legitimate identity across
borders. Moreover, the CSR-CBI correlation
contributes to organizational legitimacy in the
eyes of multiple stakeholders (not only customers,
but also employees, investors, regulators, and
the society). As legitimacy becomes increasingly
tied to ethical performance, CSR no longer
supplements brand identity, CSR defines it.

Let us now focus on conceptual nature and
theoretical background of corporate social
responsibility. CSR is a multidimensional
concept that continues to evolve from its early
ethical philanthropic origins to a central pillar of
corporate strategy, particularly in the context of
MNEs. Traditionally understood as the obligation
of firms to contribute to societal goals beyond
economic and legal requirements, CSR is
increasingly viewed as both a moral obligation
and a strategic resource that supports competitive

positioning, stakeholder relationships, and
corporate identity [22; 23].
The moral view of CSR is rooted in

normative ethics, suggesting that businesses,
like individuals, have duties to act responsibly
toward society, regardless of profit motives.
This perspective emphasizes the fundamental
value of ethical conduct, environmental
stewardship, and social equity. It draws from
philosophical traditions such as stakeholder
theory and deontological ethics, positioning
CSR as a reflection of corporate citizenship
and organizational values [24]. Ethical theories
offer normative frameworks for determining
how corporations ought to behave and make
decisions, and are especially relevantin branding,
where perception, credibility, and responsibility
intersect. Thus, Utilitarianism, a consequentialist
theory popularized by J. S. Mill (1863) [25],
holds that ethical decisions should produce
the greatest good for the greatest number. In
branding, this may involve designing policies
or campaigns that maximize stakeholder well-
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being or environmental benefits. Deontological
ethics, derived from Kantian philosophy, asserts
that actions are morally right based on principles
and duties, regardless of outcomes (Kant,
1785/1996) [26]. A brand acting in accordance
with duties such as honesty, transparency, and
fairness reinforces its identity as trustworthy
and based on solid principles. At the same time,
virtue ethics, originating from Aristotelian ethics,
focuses on the character and integrity of moral
agents. Applied to CBI, it emphasizes cultivating
corporate cultures that embody such intangible
gualities as empathy, courage, and integrity.

In parallel with ethical theories, classical
CSR models provide structured frameworks for
understanding how companies prioritize and
operationalizetheirsocietal commitments.Among
the most enduring is Carroll’'s (1991) Pyramid
of Corporate Social Responsibility [22], which
identifies four hierarchical layers of obligation:
economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic.
At its base, the model asserts that profitability
and legal compliance are foundational to
corporate legitimacy while a company also has a
moral responsibility to act ethically beyond legal
mandates and to contribute possible resources
to social welfare. Contemporary interpretations,
however, increasingly advocate for a more
integrated understanding of these dimensions,
especially as stakeholder expectations around
sustainability, justice, and accountability continue
to evolve. Further conceptual developments
have shifted CSR from a domain of compliance
and philanthropy to a dynamic organizational
capability. Scholars argue that CSR enables
companies to innovate, build stakeholder trust,
and secure reputational capital in increasingly
complex markets [27]. Porter and Kramer’s
(2011) [3] notion of Creating Shared Value (CSV)
extends this strategic approach, proposing
that social impact and business value can be
co-generated through inclusive product design,
local cluster development, and sustainable
value chain practices. Taken together, these
frameworks affirm that CSR is no longer
peripheral to brand identity. It is central to how
organizations define their values, purpose, and
legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders.

We would next like to discuss two
fundamental classical theories that provide
a lens for understanding CSR-driven brand
identity. Stakeholder theory conceptualizes the
integration of CSR into CBI. Originally articulated
by Freeman (1984) [24], it shifts the focus of
the firm from maximizing shareholder value
to managing the interests and expectations

of all parties who affect or are affected by
the organization. These include customers,
employees, suppliers, communities, regulators,
and, all the more often, society in general. In
the context of MNEs, stakeholder theory offers
a powerful framework for understanding how
CSR becomes embedded in brand identity as a
response to competing pressures for legitimacy,
responsiveness, and ethical conduct. Modern
branding academic community emphasizes that
brands are no longer controlled exclusively by
companies but are co-created by stakeholders
through ongoing interactions [20]. Stakeholder
theory strengthens this view by recognizing that
stakeholders shape brand meaning, particularly
in the context of CSR, where perceptions
of authenticity, legitimacy, and consistency
are constantly negotiated. For instance, if a
company communicates strong environmental
commitments in its brand narratives but
is perceived as lacking practical steps,
stakeholders may reject or redefine the brand,
causing damage to its identity and legitimacy [8].

The second theory we would like to discuss
is Institutional Theory, which in our opinion,
is the one that offers a deep perspective
for analyzing how MNEs develop, express,
and adapt their corporate brand identity in
response to CSR imperatives. At its core, it
emphasizes that organizations operate not
only within competitive markets but also within
broader institutional environments, comprised
of cultural norms, regulatory systems, cognitive
beliefs, and societal expectations [28]. These
environments put pressure on organizations to
gain and maintain legitimacy by aligning with
social rules and expectations. For MNEs, whose
brand identities must be coherent across diverse
multinational contexts, CSR becomes a key
tool for navigating institutional pressures and
achieving symbolic alignment with stakeholder
values. A central concept in institutional
theory is organizational legitimacy - the
generalized perception that an entity’s actions
are desirable, proper, or appropriate within a
socially constructed system of norms, values,
and beliefs [29]. In this sense, CSR initiatives
are not only ethical commitments or strategic
resources, but institutional responses to the
normative expectations of society. For MNEs,
legitimacy operates on multiple levels: global
legitimacy (shaped by transnational norms, such
as UN Sustainable Development Goals, ESG
standards etc.), local legitimacy (shaped by
national cultures, institutions, and stakeholder
values), and industry-specific legitimacy (shaped
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by sectoral best practices and expectations).
To maintain legitimacy across these domains,
MNEs often embed CSR into their corporate
identity as a core value proposition: not merely
as a marketing function, but as a defining feature
of who they are as global citizens [12; 13].

While much of the literature on CSR and CBI
has focused on business-to-consumer (B2C)
settings, there is a growing recognition that
business-to-business (B2B) relationships
are equally, if not more, critical to the credibility,
diffusion, and performance of CSR-driven brand
identity, particularly in multinational enterprises
operating within complex global supply chains
[17; 30]. In B2B markets, where transactions
are based not only on product features but also
on relational trust, shared values, and long-term
cooperation, CSR becomes a relational asset
that can significantly enhance or undermine
corporate brand identity. Here, companies
are embedded in interconnected networks of
suppliers, distributors, regulators, clients, and
institutional partners, all of whom directly or
indirectly contribute to the construction and
maintenance of brand meaning [30]. In this
setting, a firm's CSR commitments are not
evaluated in isolation but are interpreted through
its network behaviors: how it selects suppliers,
manages partnerships, complies with ethical
standards, and aligns operations with social and
environmental norms. CSR, when embedded
across the value chain, becomes a shared
narrative: one that adds credibility to corporate
brand identity by demonstrating consistency
between brand values and operational practices
(essentially, an example of the missing practical
step we referred to in the previous section).
Acompany claiming sustainability as a core brand
identity, for instance, must be able to trace and
demonstrate responsible behavior throughout its
supply network. Failure to ensure such alignment
(e.g., through reliance on polluting or exploitative
suppliers) can result in reputational spillovers
and stakeholder distrust [9].

MNEs, in particular, depend on local
suppliers, contractors, and intermediaries
in diverse markets, making them especially
vulnerable to institutional misalignment in CSR
implementation. Building local partnerships that
share and reinforce CSR commitments allows
companies to localize their CSR brand narrative,
improve legitimacy among local stakeholders,
and achieve operational alignment with global
values. Andersen et al. (2023) [30] emphasize
that CSR in B2B is a relational competence that
must be co-developed across the network, rather

than dictated unilaterally. When firms invest in
educating and collaborating with suppliers on
CSR goals, they create an ecosystem of brand-
aligned actors, enhancing the overall legitimacy
and consistency of their corporate brand identity.
Such ecosystem often leads to the benefits of
so-called “relational branding” — the process,
through which a brand’s meaning is co-created
and reinforced through its network relationships.
CSR initiatives undertaken in collaboration with
value chain partners can lead to positive spillover
effects, where the reputations of both the focal
firm and its suppliers benefit from association
with responsible practices. Moreover, inter-
organizational CSR alignment is essential for
resilience and crisis management. Firms that
have cultivated CSR-based brand identities are
better positioned to withstand public scrutiny
or disruptions when their partners are seen as
equally committed to ethical and sustainable
practices. This alignment strengthens mutual
trust and brand coherence across the network.
At the same time, businesses should not forget
that in the global B2B environment, CSR is not
just a communicative practice but a strategic
network capability. MNEs must actively embed
CSR expectations into procurement policies,
supply chain codes of conduct, and contractual
relationships. They must also develop tools
for monitoring and communicating shared
CSR outcomes, creating a transparent and
accountable brand ecosystem. This aligns with
broader institutional and stakeholder theories,
suggesting that CSR-based brand identity is
socially constructed through interaction, not
simply declared from the center. For MNEs to
maintain a credible and sound brand identity
across contexts, they must mobilize and align
all the value chain links in support of their CSR
commitments.

It is evident, therefore, that the integration of
Corporate Social Responsibility into Corporate
Brand Identity is increasingly recognized as a
critical strategy for MNEs seeking legitimacy,
differentiation, and stakeholder trust across
institutional environments. Grounded in the
proposition that CSR evolves from a peripheral
communication tool to a central identity logic
when it is deeply embedded in stakeholder
relationships, institutional legitimacy systems,
and collaborative network structures, the present
article proposes a model that conceptualizes
how CSR becomes an integral component
of CBI in multinational environments across
various markets and geographical borders:
Global CSR - CBI Framework.

MDKHAPOAHI EKOHOMIYHI BIAHOCUHN



MDKHAPOAHI EKOHOMIYHI BIQHOCUHW

EKOHOMIKA TA CYCIMNINbCTBO

Bunyck # 75 / 2025

At its core, the framework identifies three
interdependent mechanisms through which
CSR becomes embedded in brand identity: Sta-
keholder Integration — aligning CSR initiatives
with the values, expectations, and participation
of both internal and external stakeholders;
Institutional Alignment — ensuring that CSR
practices conform to the regulatory, normative,
and cognitive pressures across diverse global
environments; Network Co-Enactment —
extending CSR commitment across the value
chain through collaboration with suppliers,
partners, and local actors who reinforce
and operationalize shared values. Those
three elements of the company’s corporate
ecosystem influence the fourth factor — Brand
Identity Embedding, the dimension, that
determines, how company institutionalizes
CSR internally within the organization’s culture,
governance, policies, and daily operations.
Rather than framing CSR as message or
image, this layer emphasizer corporate internal
enactment in human resource practices,
innovation and R&D processes, as well as
corporate communications and marketing tools.
When CSR is embedded across these areas, it
becomes a foundational element of corporate
identity (Figure 1).

What distinguishes the Global CSR — CBI
Framework is its explicitly multi-level and
transnational orientation. It acknowledges the
complexity faced by MNEs as they navigate
heterogeneous institutional logics, cultural
norms, and market demands while maintaining
a coherent brand identity. The framework also
emphasizes relational authenticity: the degree
to which CSR is not only stated but lived and
distributed across corporate networks, enhancing
brand credibility and stakeholder trust. While

stakeholders, institutions, and value chain
partners can all be broadly categorized under
the stakeholder umbrella, this model analytically
separates them to highlight their distinct
mechanisms of influence. Stakeholders, in the
narrow sense, are actors with evaluative and
moral claims, such as customers, employees,
NGOs, and local communities, who engage the
firm through discursive and perceptual channels.
Institutions are macro-level systems of norms,
rules, and cultural expectations that provide the
broader framework for legitimacy [28]. Networks,
in turn, refer to inter-organizational actors:
suppliers, contractors, distributors, whose
alignment is crucial for operationalizing CSR
and reinforcing brand identity. This separation
enables a multi-level analysis that distinguishes
between expectation-setting (stakeholders),
rule-enforcing (institutions), and action-enacting
(networks).

In summary, the Global CSR - CBI Framework
offers a theoretical lens and managerial tool for
understanding how CSR becomes a strategic
and identity-defining function in global brand
management. It underscores the evolving role
of MNEs as both economic and societal actors
in a fragmented, legitimacy-sensitive world.
Practically, the model offers a diagnostic and
strategic tool for MNEs that enables brand
and CSR leaders to evaluate whether their
CSR initiatives are aligned with stakeholder
expectations, institutionally grounded, and
consistently implemented across key network
relationships. Rather than treating CSR as a
marketing narrative or compliance function, the
model encourages firms to approach CSR as a
relational and institutional capability that defines
and differentiates corporate brand identity in
global markets.

CSR-Driven Corporate Brand Identity

CSR Brand Identity Embedding

Stakeholder Integration

Institutional Alignment

Network Co-Enactment

Figure 1. Global CSR - CBI Framework
Source: developed by the author
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Conclusions. The article has sought to
reconceptualize corporate brand identity
within multinational enterprises through the
integrative lens of corporate social responsibility.
Responding to the increasing expectations
placed on MNEs to operate not only profitably
but also ethically and sustainably, the study
proposed the Global CSR — CBI Framework.
Drawing on stakeholder theory, institutional
theory, and B2B value chain perspectives, the
model positions CSR as a central identity logic
that is co-constructed, institutionalized, and
operationalized across stakeholder relationships,
legitimacy structures, and inter-organizational
networks. The suggested Framework offers a
novel theoretical contribution by reframing brand
identity as a dynamic and multi-level construct,
one that emerges from the interception between
normative expectations, institutional conformity,
and value chain engagement. By analytically
distinguishing between stakeholders, institutions,
and networks, the framework facilitates a more
precise understanding of the varied mechanisms
through which CSR becomes embedded in
brand identity formation. It emphasizes that
CSR-based brand identity is not the outcome of
communication strategies alone but of strategic

From a managerial perspective, the model
provides practical insights for building authentic
and resilient brand identities grounded in social
responsibility. It emphasizes the importance of
aligning CSR initiatives not only with stakeholder
values but also with institutional pressures
and the operational behaviors of supply chain
partners. Managers are thus encouraged to treat
CSR as a relational capability and institutional
commitment, rather than as a symbolic gesture
or reputational tool. Theoretically, this work
advances the literature on corporate branding,
CSR, and international business by introducing
institutionally embedded view of CSR-CBI
integration on multinational level. It opens
avenues for future research to explore how
other organizational dynamics (such as culture,
leadership, and technological transparency)
intensify or facilitate the effectiveness of CSR-
based brand identity, particularly under conditions
of institutional diversity. We underline, therefore,
that in a global context, where brand authenticity,
ethical performance, and stakeholder legitimacy
increasingly determine corporate relevance,
the integration of CSR into corporate brand
identity is not simply desirable, it is imperative.
The framework presented in the article offers a

alignment, organizational ~enactment, and foundation for understanding and advancing this
relational reinforcement. integration.
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