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ABSTRACT. Tokenistic short-term economic success is

not good indicia of long-term success. Sustainable busi-

ness success requires sustained existence in a corporation’s

political, economic, social, technological, legal and

environmental contexts. Far beyond the traditional eco-

nomic focus, consumers, governments and public interest

groups alike increasingly expect the business sector to take

on more social and environmental responsibilities. Cor-

porate social responsibility (CSR) is the model in which

economic, social and environmental responsibilities are

fulfilled simultaneously. However, there is insufficient

empirical evidence that demonstrates genuine widespread

adoption of CSR in practice, and its underlying reasons.

Though research in CSR has been rapidly growing, its

commercial reality and implications need to be further

improved if it is to inspire corporations to voluntarily

adopt CSR. In the literature, Carroll’s four-dimensional

(economic, legal, ethical and discretionary) CSR frame-

work offers a theoretical basis for developing an empirically

based model to explain why and how profit-motivated

managers take up CSR voluntarily. Our study has devel-

oped a structural equation model to identify the key factors

and their interactions that influence economically moti-

vated managers to take on voluntary CSR, and validate

Carroll’s four-dimensional construct. The results support

Carroll’s four-dimensional CSR framework, with the

exception of the link pertaining to the relationship

between economic and discretionary/voluntary responsi-

bility. This characterises the economic reality that financial

market-driven economic responsibility does not auto-

matically translate into social responsibility. Nevertheless,

the empirical results demonstrate that corporations can be

led to engage in more voluntary CSR activities to achieve

social good when appropriate legal and ethical controls are

in place.
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Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an umbrella

term that overlaps with many conceptions of busi-

ness–society relations (Buchholz and Rosenthal,

1997; Matten and Crane, 2005). Despite a large and

growing body of the literature on CSR, consensus

on its exact definition has yet to be reached

(Campbell, 2007; Lee, 2008). However, a common

core theme does exist with respect to CSR that firms

have responsibilities to society beyond profit maxi-

misation (Carroll, 1999; Garriga and Melé, 2004;

Rowley and Berman, 2000). Many scholars extend a

corporation’s responsibility to a broader range of

stakeholders, including not only shareholders and

investors, but also employees, suppliers, communi-

ties, governments, and the natural environment

(Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson, 1999; Donaldson and

Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984, 1994; Jamali, 2008;

Maignan et al., 1999; Wood and Jones, 1995). This

conceptualisation includes, but is not limited to, an

economic responsibility (Jamali, 2008). For example,

a firm might embed social elements into products to

demonstrate CSR towards customers. To demon-

strate responsibility towards the natural environment,

a firm might reduce emissions in the production

process. Other firms might demonstrate CSR towards

communities by making monetary contributions to

improve health and education facilities. Yet, other

firms might demonstrate CSR to employees by

adopting humanistic management practices, such as

offering paid maternity leave, flex-time or work-at-

home arrangements.

Intuitively, if management is aware of the benefits

of CSR and the mechanisms for realising them,

the translation from economic responsibility into
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voluntary CSR should easily be justified. The

business benefits of voluntary CSR have widely

been researched, and can be summarised as:

1. From the intellectual capital view, CSR cre-

ates positive ‘moral capital’ with employees

(Aguilera et al., 2007), improving their mor-

ale, productivity and retention, which could

lead to improved firm performance;

2. CSR creates public goodwill, which may pro-

vide a form of ‘protection’ to shareholder

wealth (Houston and Johnson, 2000; McGuire

et al., 1988);

3. From the resource-based view, CSR activi-

ties may represent the development of inimi-

table resources that can protect corporate

profit attrition (Hillman and Keim, 2001);

4. From the transaction economics view, Ruf

et al. (2001) argue that firms who demon-

strate socially responsive actions will lower

transaction costs by increasing their trustwor-

thiness as a transaction partner, and leads to

improved firm performance.

As such, previous research demonstrates a positive

long-term relationship between corporate social and

environmental performance and economic perfor-

mance in majority of the publications (Schnietz and

Epstein, 2005; Waddock and Graves, 1997; Wahba,

2008). However, the findings are not all unequivocally

consistent with each other (Griffin and Mahon, 1997;

Margolis and Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky et al., 2003). As a

result, though research in CSR has been emergent, its

business implications to inspire corporations to adopt

more voluntary CSR remain unimpressive, largely due

to insufficient and inconclusive findings. Therefore,

despite all the listed benefits, profit-motivated execu-

tives with a strong sense of economic responsibility do

not wholeheartedly believe that CSR is an activity

worth pursuing (McKinsey, 2006). This leads to cri-

tiques accusing voluntary CSR as a public relations

exercise to build positive corporate image, but leav-

ing business processes untouched (Banerjee, 2007;

Roberts, 2003), and widespread genuine adoption of

CSR practice is merely communal fantasy. To make

this fantasy a reality, it is necessary to examine the fac-

tors that influence managerial behaviour to adopt an

enlightened approach to achieve their economic and

social responsibilities simultaneously.

In this CSR research space, theories that are more

widely discussed are stakeholder, social contract,

legitimacy, and instrumental theories. However, on

its own, they do not offer a satisfactory explanation

about why and how profit-motivated executives with

a strong sense of economic responsibility might or

might not pursue CSR activity. Carroll’s four-

dimensional (economic, legal, ethical and discretion-

ary) CSR framework offers a better theoretical basis

that addresses the key factors that influence manage-

ment in their adoption of voluntary CSR. However,

the factors that influence voluntary CSR have been

under-researched. In order to bridge this research gap

and gain an understanding of how organisations/

individuals may increase the adoption of voluntary

CSR, it is useful to identify the individual/organisa-

tion level factors that influence the company’s

decision to engage in CSR activities. Based on the

Carroll’s theoretical framework, a number of hypoth-

eses will be developed and tested in order to identify

the driving factors in the ‘Theoretical background

and hypothesis testing’ section. In the ‘Methodology

and results’ section, the methodology used will be

discussed, followed by the results from structural

equation modelling analysis and their interpretation.

Theoretical background and hypothesis

testing

Carroll’s construct

Carroll (1979) first delineated the most popularly used

four-dimensional CSR framework, where the CSR

motives or actions are portrayed as hierarchical layers

of economic, legal, ethical and discretionary respon-

sibilities, as shown in Figure 1. It is an account of

historical and evolutionary business perspective, with

an emphasis on economic, then legal, and later ethical

and discretionary aspects of CSR. Carroll has assim-

ilated various competing themes into his framework,

for example, instrumentalism (Carroll, 1991), cor-

porate citizenship (Carroll, 1998) and stakeholder

management (Carroll, 2004). Economic responsibil-

ity is the basic building block that underpins all the

other three CSR dimensions. These four CSR

dimensions are not mutually exclusive. Managers are

always under constant tension to balance these dif-

ferent types of obligations.
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In the evolution of the CSR research field,

though attention has been shifted from CSR to

corporate social performance (CSP), social respon-

siveness and other alternative developments such as

corporate citizenship, stakeholder management,

business ethics, relationship with financial perfor-

mance, and business case of CSR (Carroll, 1991;

Matten and Moon, 2008; Windsor, 2001; Wood,

2010), Carroll’s CSR construct still holds. From the

CSP perspective, apart from integrating ethical

sensitivity into business activities and decisions,

managers must also formulate and implement social

programs, and engage in social activities, which is

equivalent to Carroll’s discretionary responsibility.

The items of this Carroll’s fourth CSR component

match with some of Wood’s (2010) principles and

responsiveness process measures. This is reinforced

by Jamali and Mirshak (2007) that managers consider

philanthropic activities as their part of their CSP

measures. This suggests that Carroll’s CSR construct

is still an important fundamental framework to

underpin other alternative developments in the

current CSR research field.

Kang and Wood (1995) are right in asserting eco-

nomic responsibility as the primary business concern.

However, they cannot preclude CSP considerations

in business practices because philanthropic or discre-

tionary responsibility is not legitimately business/

economic responsibility. Their thinking might have

been influenced by earlier empirical results (Aupperle

et al., 1985; Strong and Meyer, 1992) on Carroll’s

CSR construct that found negative correlation coef-

ficients between economic and discretionary (and the

other two components as well). This indicates that

economically responsible managers were focussing on

generating and satisfying shareholder’s wealth maxi-

misation even at the expense of fulfilling their legal,

ethical, and discretionary responsibilities to society in

the 1980s and 1990s. However, recent empirical re-

sults (Ramasamy and Yeung, 2009) find positive

correlation coefficients instead. As CSR has been

evolved to CSP, social responsiveness, other CSR

process and outcome-oriented alternatives, it also

raises CSR awareness and social pressure that shift

business sector from endorsing the CSR concept to

demonstrating with CSR processes and programs/

activities. In the evolution of CSR, the gap between

economic and legal responsibilities has narrowed, as

observed by Pinkston and Carroll (1996). The values

of legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilities

are increasing, as shown in Table I. This reflects an

underlying trend changing from hostility to positive

responsiveness and commitment towards CSR in the

business sector.

Carroll’s (1979, 1987, 1989, 1991, 1994, 1998,

1999, 2000, 2004) study has widely been adopted

and cited in the CSR research space (Crane and

Figure 1. Carroll’s four-dimensional CSR pyramid

(Carroll, 1991).

TABLE I

Means comparison of the four components of Carroll’s construct

Economic Legal Ethical Discretionary

Aupperle (1984) 3.50 2.54 1.30 0.44

Aupperle et al. (1985) 3.50 2.54 2.22 1.30

Pinkston and Carroll (1996) 3.28 3.07 2.45 1.15

Edmondson and Carroll (1999) 3.16 2.12 2.19 2.04

Burton et al. (2000) 2.96 2.37 2.42 1.92

Ramasamy and Yeung (2009) 4.04 3.85 3.66 3.52

Our study 4.53 4.58 4.15 3.89
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Matten, 2004). His (1979) conceptualisation is

particularly important to researchers, as it has been

used as the basis for a variety of empirical studies

(Aupperle et al., 1985; Maignan and Ferrell, 2000,

2001; Maignan et al., 1999; Pinkston and Carroll,

1994). More recently, Crane and Matten (2004)

conclude that all the four CSR dimensions play a

role in the European context. However, though the

tests of simple means difference and relative weights

of Carroll’s four CSR dimensions in different cul-

tural contexts show evidence of cultural variability

(Aupperle et al., 1985; Burton et al., 2000; Crane,

2000; Edmondson and Carroll, 1999; Pinkston and

Carroll, 1994, 1996), these results cannot reveal

the complex interactions amongst the four CSR

dimensions. This complexity requires more sophis-

ticated statistical methods to identify their interac-

tions, direction and magnitude of influence.

As such, for practical purpose, there remains a

knowledge gap in this research space to validate

empirically whether and how economic responsi-

bility can be translated into voluntary CSR, which,

according to Carroll’s (1979) conceptualisation, is

best represented by discretionary/voluntary respon-

sibility (Carroll, 1991, 1994, 1998; Pinkston and

Carroll, 1994). This is consistent with that defined

by Kotler and Lee (2005) as corporation’s voluntary

‘commitment to improve community well-being

through discretionary business practices and contri-

butions of corporate resources’, and also consistent

with the ways majority of the business and govern-

ment treat CSR practically (Batten and Birch, 2005).

To bridge this research gap, our study takes the

positivist empirical approach to test Carroll’s CSR

pyramid, and capture their interactivities in a struc-

tural equation model. By developing and testing a

number of hypotheses, our study aims to identify

empirically the important forces that drive voluntary

CSR, and validate Carroll’s construct. This con-

struct, the associated factors and their interactions

will be discussed in the next sub-sections.

Hypothesis development

According to economists, the only responsibility of

corporations is economic, and private business is

designed to make profits (Friedman, 1970; Sunda-

ram and Inkpen, 2004). However, the capitalist

system serves not only the economic interests of the

shareholders and protect their property rights, but

also benefits the society in large by the allocative and

distributive functions of its market system (Jensen,

2002), for example, in producing products/services

to meet demands at competitive prices, generating

jobs and income for the general public. The opera-

tions of the invisible hand link the self-interest of

private economic agents to desirable economic

improvement in general welfare (Smith, 1776).

Furthermore, profit orientation does not preclude

consideration of interests of a corporation’s stake-

holders other than shareholders, in particular those

proximate to the operations such as employees,

customers and suppliers, due to economic, legal and

ethical reasons. Satisfaction of various stakeholder’s

needs can contribute to maximising longer term

corporate profit and shareholder value (Mitchell

et al., 1997; Odgen and Watson, 1999). Jensen

(2002) proposes broadening profit maximisation to

‘enlightened value maximisation’ as the firm’s

objective. In fact, even Friedman (1970) acknowl-

edges the other two corporate responsibilities, that

is, legal and ethical, that ‘the only one responsibility

of business towards society is the maximisation of

profits to the shareholders within the legal frame-

work and the ethical custom of the country’.

Therefore, it is important to determine how law and

ethics can enhance the relationship between eco-

nomic responsibility and voluntary CSR. In fact,

Carroll (1991) concludes how little his definition of

CSR differed from Friedman’s (1970).

Based on Carroll’s theoretical CSR framework,

this study proposes the structural path diagram as

shown in Figure 2.

The foundation is economic responsibility,

underpinning all the other three CSR dimensions, as

Figure 2. Structural path diagram of Carroll’s four-

dimensional CSR framework.
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shown by the ordered layers in Figure 1. The second

layer is legal responsibility which affects both ethical

and discretionary responsibilities. The third layer is

ethical responsibility which affects discretionary

responsibility. These six arrows in Figure 2 represent

the six hypotheses, which will be elaborated further

in the next sub-sections.

Economic responsibility and its contribution to voluntary/

discretionary responsibility or CSR

The instrumental approach to CSR is best summa-

rised by Friedman’s business of business is business

(Friedman, 1962, 1970). Windsor (2001) observes

that wealth creation dominates the managerial

mindset in relation to responsibility. The potential

economic payoff is a major driver that motivates

adoption of CSR practice. The CSR principles are

more receptive amongst private business when they

match the important economic or legal/regulatory

issues faced by managers (Porter and Kramer, 2006),

especially in environmental-sensitive industry, for

example, mining (Birch, 2004).

A number of mechanisms and controls that

translate economic responsibility into voluntary

CSR are conferred in the literature.

1. According to the lexicographic utility theory,

Johnson (1971) argues that corporations with

strong profit motive and performance will

engage in discretionary CSR activities once

their profit targets are achieved (Carroll,

1999);

2. Strategic CSR can improve competitive

advantage through increasing brand recogni-

tion amongst ethical consumers and employ-

ee productivity, reduce costs, and avoid

regulation (Porter and Kramer, 2002). By

doing that, it bridges the gap between share-

holder interests and social needs, and results

in positive business and community impacts

(Birch, 2004; Bullis and Fumiko, 2007; Hart,

2005; Porter and Kramer, 2006);

3. Eco-efficiency measures can reduce wastage

of energy and materials in production, and

brings direct financial benefits to companies,

for example, BP’s internalisation of CO2

emissions reportedly saved a net $600 million

(MacKenzie and Hodgson, 2005); 3M

reported saving $500 million in its waste

reduction programs; Dupont also reported

saving $250 million in its energy and waste

efficiency programs (Hart, 2005);

4. Potential economic liability and risk manage-

ment can motivate managers to practice CSR

(Ali, 2003; Crowther, 2004; Saxe, 1990).

Through the lens of Carroll’s framework, these

observations lead to the following hypothesis:

H1: A higher level of economic responsibility

results in a higher level of voluntary/discre-

tionary responsibility or CSR.

Apart from its direct relationship with CSR,

economic responsibility can also positively influence

legal and ethical responsibilities, as discussed in the

next two hypotheses.

Economic responsibility and its relationship with legal

responsibility

There are clear incentives for economically respon-

sible agents to obey law (Posner, 1986) for mutual

private economic benefits, especially advantageous

transactions. Legal rules support economic transac-

tions and wealth maximising resources allocation.

An example is the contract law that facilitates the

process of economic exchange in a system of law and

enforcement. It protects and enforces the entitle-

ments of the exchange parties with the expectation

of furthering economic interests (Shell, 1988). As

such, for the protection of all economic agents, they

are motivated to comply with the law and regula-

tions in order to maximise and protect their benefits

from market exchanges for self-interests.

However, the objective of wealth maximisation

can result in a bias against the poor. By requiring the

‘winning’ party to compensate the ‘losing’ party, a

superior Pareto optimum can be achieved (Cole-

man, 1980). A party that engages in advantage-

taking behaviour is not permitted legally unless there

is long-run benefit for most of the people, that is,

advantage taking is legally forbidden unless the dis-

advantaged are made better off than they would

otherwise be (Kronman, 1980). One of the impli-

cations is that the rules regulating agreements

between owners and workers should permit owners

to take advantage of their ownership of capitals on
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the condition that workers also benefit in this pro-

cess. An example is a minimum wage law. As such,

law also protects and enforces the entitlements of all

the relevant parties.

Carroll (1999) argues that pursuing pure eco-

nomic responsibility at the expense of legal respon-

sibility can be dangerous, as observed in the damages

caused by corporate scandals. Therefore, legal and

regulatory requirements are imposed to minimise

undesirable side effects or negative externalities on

society. Government plays an important role of

serving public interests (Detomasi, 2008; Sundaram

and Inkpen, 2004), through legislation and regula-

tion that result from public consultation (Colley

et al., 2003). This mechanism is particularly geared

towards protection of economic interests such as

property rights and free market operations via legal

means.

Based on the above studies, the second hypothesis

of our study is that

H2: Individual with stronger economic responsi-

bility has higher levels of legal responsibility.

Economic responsibility and its relationship with ethical

responsibility

Social responsibility should not necessarily be treated

as an economic externality that is exploited as the

Tragedy of the Commons. Beside law and regula-

tion, the ‘invisible hand’ (Smith, 1776) admits the

necessity of ethical behaviour to sustain long-term

economic growth. For example, a salesman who

lives with the principle of ‘honesty is profitable’

reveals the ethical importance of not to lie or to

cheat in current deals in order to maximise the

number of future prospects. The salesman’s ethical

behaviour thus becomes a mean for achieving the

goal of economic responsibility. Therefore, the

higher the economic responsibility, so is the ethical

responsibility. This is consistent with the strategic

management research paradigm that is oriented

towards longer term profit maximisation and busi-

ness success.

Another similar mechanism is the ability to

demonstrate sympathy to others and uphold organ-

isational fairness, justice and benevolence. Managers

are perceived as ethically correct when they dem-

onstrate sympathy and fairness to others in their

attitudes and practices. It is another invisible hand

that mitigates undesirable consequences of free

market economy, for example, child labour,

exploitation of cheap labour, slavery and the like

(Clark, 2008).

Other examples include cause-based marketing

strategy, which is increasingly adopted as mainstream

marketing strategy (Ongkrutraksa, 2007). This

‘cause-based’ or ‘community-based’ marketing is a

means of promoting their products and services

through CSR activities (Burke, 1999). Corporations

are motivated by economic motive to undertake

responsible business activities, in the form of ‘green’

and ‘ethical’ marketing. The commonly used tools

are specific product sales-related donations, local

eco-initiatives, fair trade or organic product labels,

community involvement programs and other causes

(Martin, 2005). They account for 10% of the

American and European consumers market, with

continuing rapid rate of growth (Ongkrutraksa,

2007).

It is expected that managers who have strong

economic responsibility are more inclined to exhibit

ethical behaviours in order to achieve better longer

term profit returns. Based on the above studies, the

third hypothesis of our study is that

H3: Individual with stronger economic responsi-

bility has higher levels of ethical responsibility.

Legal responsibility and its contribution to voluntary/

discretionary responsibility or CSR

Undesirable corporate environmental impacts have

been contained or even reduced by regulation in

corporate environmental activities and performance

in the developed countries since the ‘first wave’ of

environmentalism in the 1960s and 1970s (Elking-

ton, 2004). Increasingly, governments exercise direct

and indirect regulation to define and promote CSR.

They apply old legal rights as defined in tort (nui-

sance, trespass and negligence) and contract law to

new CSR activities and extend/strengthen legal

enforcement on CSR issues. Similar legislation has

been introduced to regulate corporate social impacts

on stakeholders, for example product quality and

safety, labour relations, equal opportunity and the

community responsibility (Cheney et al., 2007).

As a result, business executives have responded by
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exercising their legal responsibility to manage their

CSR in health, safety, social and environmental

activities and performance in order to comply with

the rules and regulations (MacLean and Nalinakur-

nari, 2004).

Without the interlocking body of treaties, con-

ventions, statutes, regulations and common law,

progress in responsible corporate environmental and

social activities would be slow. For example in New

Zealand, regulation is the main driver in containing

corporate environmental impacts. Before the enact-

ment of the environmental legislation, managers did

not exhibit particular concerns about the improper

control over the environmental effects of releasing

pollution to the environment. Managers are unwill-

ing to allocate capital expenditure on environmental

projects when there is no legal prosecution for envi-

ronmental impact. After the introduction of tight

environmental controls, they are required by law to

comply with the environmental regulation without

compromise. If they don’t meet the discharge limits,

their plants might be forced to close down. With high

level of legal responsibility, managers embed the

standards set by environmental regulations into

operations as economic constraints to avoid adverse

legal consequence (huge fines and even imprison-

ment) for not adhering to the environmental regula-

tions. Such prosecution and penalties imposed on a

company or even executives in response to breach of

such laws are effective in forcing managers to

undertake CSR activities (Saxe, 1990). Similarly, to

comply with the sales, advertising, labour, environ-

mental, product safety and other laws, corporations

undertake environmentally and socially responsible

activities.

However, though legal requirements are primary

driver for achieving CSR (Seeger and Hipfel, 2007),

the laws are often poorly defined and form an

ambiguous zone between the clearly required and

clearly not required (Glinski, 2007; Lundblad, 2005).

For CSR activity, the line between voluntary and

mandatory by law is often rather thin (Martin, 2005).

Therefore, apart from the CSR activities that are

directly motivated by legislative measures like ex-

plicit pollution targets, many other CSR activities

are voluntary in the sense that the laws are either

silent or ambiguous, motivating managers by legal

considerations to engage in those voluntary CSR in

order to operate within the ‘spirit of the law’

(Conrad and Abbot, 2007; Martin, 2005; Ougaard,

2004; Zerk, 2006). Nike is one example in the

uncertainty created by unclear intention of the

law. When the interpretation of the law became

clearer in court proceedings, management of Nike

improved its practice to become more socially

responsible. Note though that discretionary bona fide

legislation has been the basis for application of new

legal rights in the area of environmental law. Some

of the onus then may be on judges to mould the

ever-bending stream of water that is known as

common law.

Based on the above observations and previous

studies, our study hypothesizes that

H4: A higher level of legal responsibility results in a

higher level of voluntary/discretionary respon-

sibility or CSR.

Legal responsibility and its relationship with ethical

responsibility

The hierarchical relationship between legal and

ethical responsibilities in Carroll’s construct is con-

gruent to the Level 1 and 2 of Williamson’s (2000)

construct of social institutions. It depicts the role that

laws play in regulating social norms. Social norms are

defined in the social psychology discipline as

understood rules for accepted and expected behav-

iour (Miller, 1999; Myers, 1999). Established laws

are important components of these rules, and have

the function of informing members of a society

about the right behaviours.

The findings of Funk (2007) demonstrate that

laws are required to support a social norm through

its expressive function in a law-abiding society. ‘It’s

the law’ statement provides an important signal that

prescribes a particular behaviour to be sanctioned by

legal liability when violated. However, in spite of

that threat, individual’s practice may depart from

what the law requires (Macaulay, 1963; Macneil,

1974) due to other reasons, for example, overt pre-

occupation on economic self-interest. It is only

when legal responsibility is taken seriously as a basic

norm to comply with the law will ethical responsi-

bility be triggered and reinforced. Strong ethical

responsibility can close potential legal loopholes

where the laws are not sufficient to protect collec-

tive interests. To minimise non-compliance, the
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important mechanism recommended in the litera-

ture (Cialdini and Trost, 1998; Reno et al., 1993) is

the respect for the law, which is itself an ethical act,

to bring forth the beneficial social norms. To rein-

force this mechanism of social compliance to the

law, the law must be consistent with the ethical or

moral persuasiveness, that is, ‘it’s the right thing’ to

behave that way (Licht et al., 2007), neither being

too onerous or too lenient.

As such, business ethics are important to guide

managers to prevent unethical behaviour and stay

within the legal boundary so as not to suffer from the

financial risk and fraud, for example, winning

contracts through unethical means (Cooke and

Goossens, 2004). To nurture an ethical corporate

culture internally, managers must exercise manage-

ment control to provide incentives and social sup-

port for ethical behaviour and suppress unacceptance

behaviour (Dallas, 2003). If high level of ethical

standards can be embedded into corporate culture,

strategy and operations internally, ethical risk can be

minimised. Externally, ethical/social pressure from

the NGOs have gained more legal representation

and exerted pressures to companies through com-

pany and securities laws. They also influence large

institutional investors directly, buy shares and

exercise shareholder rights in AGMs to raise CSR

concerns about reputational risk, environmental

liabilities, and potential loss of production of not

acting ethically in dealing with CSR issues.

Since the Enron affair, governments use the legal

means to endorse the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (2002) by

requiring companies to introduce codes of ethical

conduct, company-wide communication and train-

ing in ethics, and hold boards to be responsible for

the implementation of compliance systems. More

and more executives are adopting corporate ethical

codes of conduct and peer pressure to raise the bar

on CSR behaviour and social/environmental per-

formance (Haufler, 2001; Rudolph, 2005; Zerk,

2006).

An example is the multi-national corporations

(MNCs) that operate in global scale. These organi-

sations are difficult to regulate due to under-devel-

opment of legal systems and institutions in the

developing countries (Bottomley and Forsyth, 2007;

Haufler, 2001; Hirschland, 2006). However, they

are held accountable for misconduct by their

domestic customers and international civil society.

As a result, managers of MNCs may choose to adopt

corporate ethical codes of conduct and self-regula-

tion in their international operations (Zerk, 2006).

Manager’s perceived legal responsibility is a condi-

tion because published codes of conduct can be

legally binding in court proceedings under some

circumstances (Lundblad, 2005). When manager

perceives a higher level of legal responsibility, it will

reflect in stronger ethical responsibility.

Based on the above observations and previous

studies, our study hypothesizes that

H5: A higher level of legal responsibility results in a

higher level of ethical responsibility.

Ethical responsibility and its contribution to voluntary/

discretionary responsibility or CSR

Individual who has strong ethical responsibility en-

gages in CSR activities, even at substantial cost, to

advance the interest of others (Camerer and Fehr,

2006). Ethical responsibility is not consequential

from abstract ethical philosophy and logic. It results

from shared social expectations voiced by the general

public in relation to what is right and fair conduct,

behaviour, or practices (Bhuyan and Senapaty, 2004;

Carroll, 1991; Freeman and Gilbert, 1988; Payne and

Raiborn, 2001). Increasingly, managers are expected

by social opinions for high level of CSR activities and

performance. According to survey results (Canadian

Democracy and Corporate Accountability Commis-

sion, 2002; Environics, 2000), more than 60% of

citizens want business executives to go beyond profit

maximisation to include broader societal objectives.

However, society does not have a definitive expec-

tation of the nature and extent of which a corporation

should act in accordance with their voluntary

or discretionary responsibilities. There are scope for

individual manager to make the judgement and

decision. Carroll argues that such voluntary act is

clearly driven by managerial ethics and social norms.

The external ethical and social norms influence

manager’s personal values and beliefs in CSR cause,

which in turn can influence managerial CSR deci-

sion making (Wilson, 2000). Therefore, CSR

activities can result from managers acting as change

agents or champions, irrespective of the potential
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opposition from the primary stakeholders, that is,

shareholders (Swanson, 1995; Varadarajan and

Menon, 2008; Wood, 1991). This change champion

role is important since all CSR decisions involve

trade-offs, particularly between short-run profit and

moral ethics. For example, capital expenditure on

product safety or pollution control is likely to reduce

short-term profit for shareholders in order to avoid

behaving unethically against the welfare of others in

the society (Boatright, 1994, 2000). Without the

push from change agent, the common rational

economic alternative is to maximise profit by not

incurring these CSR-related capital expenditure due

to their negative or unattractive net present value,

when it is not legally required. However, social and

environmental conditions deteriorate as a result.

In response to increasing social and environmental

concerns, change of social norms has been reflected

amongst employees and managers in the business

world. The personal opinions, preferences and

behaviours of individual employees and managers

play a significant role in building CSR (Henriques

and Sadorsky, 1999). Ethical managers do not have

the obligation to pursue economic responsibility for

shareholders only, and without regard to the means

used. When managers think that CSR is the right

thing to do and express their personal values by

exercising discretion in various forms of voluntary

CSR initiatives, they make a difference in society

beyond the corporate economic imperative (Good-

paster, 1996; Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004;

Miller and Ahrens, 1993). For example, Nike has

learnt a lesson from the NGO campaign against

sweatshop operations in the developing countries. As

a result, Nike has introduced genuine CSR reforms

to comply with the law, listened to social expecta-

tion and improved ethical standards and CSR per-

formance. These positive changes to become more

socially responsible set an excellent ethical model in

the business community (Knight, 2007).

Based on the above observations and previous

studies, our study hypotheses that

H6: A higher level of ethical responsibility results

in a higher level of voluntary/discretionary

responsibility or CSR.

In summary, substantive yet patchy evidence has

been documented in the literature that support

Carroll’s four-dimensional CSR construct, as dis-

cussed in the formulation of the six hypotheses.

However, well-developed and integrated empirical

research that addresses all these research issues asso-

ciated with the Carroll’s construct has been under-

studied. In the ‘Methodology and results’ section,

using the structural equation modelling method, these

six hypotheses are tested and the results will be

interpreted.

Methodology and results

Carroll’s construct consists of four distinct yet equally

important dimensions, economic, legal, ethical and

voluntary/discretionary responsibilities. The ques-

tionnaire was based on a research instrument on

Carroll’s CSR construct developed by Aupperle et al.

(1983), and subsequently re-tested in the literature

(Aupperle et al., 1985; Ibrahim and Parsa, 2005;

Maignan and Ferrell, 2000, 2001; Maignan et al.,

1999). Our study has selected the petroleum industry

in Malaysia for investigation.

Corporate social responsibility has been of major

concern in Malaysia in recent years. The Malaysian

Government has introduced relevant legislations and

regulatory requirements in environmental manage-

ment, health hazards products, product safety, anti-

corruption, human rights, discrimination against

disabled, drug abuse and social well-being (Lu and

Castka, 2009; Rashid and Ibrahim, 2002; Sumiani

et al., 2007). A growing number of CSR initiatives,

including the Bursa Malaysia Framework for CSR,

and media publicity raise the level of CSR awareness

and profile to attract companies to practise CSR. In

the 2006 budget speech, the Malaysian Prime Min-

ister indicated that all listed companies are required to

disclose their CSR activities. The Malaysian Five

Year Development Plans discussed the development

for environment and management of natural

resources. Companies are under external pressures to

improve their environmental and social performance

in Malaysia (Sumiani et al., 2007). Even small to

medium enterprises are encouraged to account for

environmental costs, conduct environmental audit

and life-cycle analysis, prepare environmental reports,

and certified for ISO 14001.

The petrochemical industry in Malaysia has been

practicing CSR for decades. This is consistent with
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the global CSR trend in the international petroleum

industry. As globally diversified operators, the

international petroleum industry has been influenced

by global pressure and trend in CSR practices and

goes beyond legal compliance to take up more

responsibility for society and the natural environ-

ment (Frynas, 2009). Though the economic factors

of operational performance and technical capacity

are still primary consideration in licensing decision,

many host countries are now requiring licence bids

to include social and environmental factors as criteria

to determine licence awards (Anderson and Bien-

iaszewska, 2005). As such, the oil and gas sector has

been championing CSR for decades (Frynas, 2009)

and companies in this industry were early adopters of

CSR engagement and well suited as a testing ground

for CSR research (Boasson, 2009).

The CSR practices of Malaysian petroleum com-

panies are broad and include charity donations, rural

education, health care, sponsoring art and sport

events, renewable energy projects, helping single

mothers and many more (Lu and Castka, 2009).

Petronas has extensive proactive CSR activities

covering sponsoring major events in Malaysia and

participating in many other international CSR pro-

jects. Furthermore, CSR activities are integrated into

business strategy and operations. All employees are

participating in its CSR activities, with about 10–15%

volunteering in CSR activities outside their normal

working hours. Petronas has achieved the highest

ranking in Malaysia for its CSR practices. This

company is one of the 18 sampled companies. In

many ways, the CSR practices of Petronas are even

better than large international oil companies, for

example, Shell has unsuccessfully attempted in mak-

ing the vast group to adapt (Boasson, 2009). The CSR

practices in the Malaysian petrochemical industry can

be a good model that developing countries can fol-

low, for example, the Nigerian oil industry (Edoho,

2008). Furthermore, their CSR standards and prac-

tices resemble those in the developed countries due to

high level of presence of international petroleum

companies in the Malaysian petroleum industry. In

our sample, 47% of the 18 sampled companies are

foreign-owned. In that setting, the global CSR

standards and practices have substantial influence on

the Malaysian petroleum industry.

Survey questionnaire method has been used to

collect data from managers who are working in 18

out of the total 30 petrochemical companies in

Malaysia. This representative sample covers more

than half of the companies in the Malaysian petro-

chemical industry. Survey questionnaires were sent

to managers (chief executive officers, managing

directors, directors, general managers, chief financial

controllers, chief operating officers and other top

level managers) in the Malaysian petrochemical

companies. It was followed up by phone calls and

postal reminders to increase the response rate. 175

questionnaires were returned, of which 170 were

usable. This gives a 44% response rate.

To measure Carroll’s four CSR dimensions, Likert

scales were used and respondents were asked to rate

each item, where ‘1 = strongly disagree’ and

‘5 = strongly agree’. The questionnaire has been

tested for its content validity and reliability (Aupperle

et al., 1985). Following the suggestion of Anderson

and Gerbing (1988), our study conducts confirmatory

factor analysis (CFA) to assess the psychometric

properties of the constructs. Items of the four factors

are listed in Appendix I. The maximum likelihood

estimation method to estimate the measurement

model was used. All of the standardised factor loadings

of the measurement items on their respective

dimensions are statistically significant, and none of the

confidence intervals of the phi values contain a value

of one. This indicates support for convergent and

discriminant validity of all components of each CSR

dimension (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Montoya-

Weiss et al., 2001). The reliability test using Cron-

bach’s alpha show values of 0.90, 0.89, 0.84 and 0.91

for the economic, legal, ethical and discretionary

categories, respectively, exceeding the 0.70 threshold

(Nunnally, 1978), therefore, demonstrating sufficient

reliability. Furthermore, their square root of the

average variance extracted (AVE) exceeds the corre-

lation between factors and the AVE exceeds the 0.5

benchmark (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Each of the

four component measures (economic, legal, ethical

and discretionary) of Carroll’s construct are within

acceptable levels of the major fit indices (Bentler,

1990; Hu and Bentler, 1995, 1999), exceeding the 0.9

critical level of the comparative fit index (CFI),

goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and less than 0.05 value

of the root mean square error (RMR).

Since interactions amongst the four CSR dimen-

sions of Carroll’s construct cannot be modelled by

regression method, structural equation modelling
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(SEM) technique is used. Using this data set, the SEM

has identified and validated the three key independent

variables (Carroll’s three dimensions – economic,

legal and ethical responsibilities) that explain the

dependent variable (voluntary/discretionary CSR,

the fourth dimension of Carroll’s construct) and

the interactions amongst these three dimensions. The

SEM results are shown in the path diagram of

Figure 3 and their path coefficients in Table II.

All the path coefficients shown in Figure 3 are

positive and significant at level of less than 0.05. All

the hypotheses are supported statistically, except

hypothesis 1 that the influence from economic to

discretionary is not statistically significant. In other

word, economic responsibility does not automati-

cally lead to voluntary social (and even environ-

mental) responsibility. The path coefficient of

economic fi legal is the strongest, followed by that

of ethical fi discretionary. These results support

the groupings of economic–legal on one hand, and

ethical–discretionary on the other, which are com-

monly proposed in the theoretical or qualitative

based literature. Our study confirms their views, and

identifies further linkages in economic–ethical, le-

gal–ethical, and legal–discretionary, as proposed in

the hypothesis development section.

Apart from the above SEM analysis of the four

components of Carroll’s construct, our study also

examines a number of demographic factors (gender,

race/culture, age, education, level of management,

and occupation) to compare their group means.

However, the t statistics of their group differences

are in general not significant, as shown in the

Appendix II. For the race/culture factor, we

compare amongst the three groups, namely Malay,

Chinese, and Indian. All their t statistics are not

significant, except the Malay scores slightly signifi-

cantly higher in the legal and discretionary compo-

nents than that of the Chinese. For the level of

management, we compare two groups, namely

senior managers versus general managers/CEOs/

CFOs/directors. All their t statistics are not signifi-

cant, except the senior managers score slightly

significantly higher in the legal components. For

occupation, we compare four groups, namely

operations, finance, human resources, and market-

ing. All their t statistics are not significant, except

human resources score slightly significantly higher in

the discretionary component than finance, and

slightly significantly higher in the legal component

than operations and marketing. There are also no

significant group differences in years working in the

organisation and level of education. These results do

not give a pattern of a particular group that score

systematically higher in all or most of the four

components than the other group(s). On the other

hand, we also include them into the above SEM

model as control variables. However, their SEM

path coefficients are not statistically significant.

Previous studies (Hofstede, 1980; House et al.,

2004) find a strong relationship between individu-

alism and wealth, both at individual and national

levels. Relative to Asian managers, American man-

agers are more individualistic (Christie et al., 2003).

Therefore, we would expect American managers to

score higher in economic responsibility in Carroll’s

CSR construct than Asian managers. However, it

seems not the case. Burton et al. (2000) report that

the American managers score higher in legal, ethical,

and discretionary responsibilities, but surprisingly
Figure 3. Estimated structural path coefficients of Carroll’s

four-dimensional CSR framework.

TABLE II

Path coefficients of the structural model

Estimate SE p

Legal ‹ economic 0.51 0.07 *

Ethical ‹ economic 0.32 0.08 *

Ethical ‹ legal 0.27 0.08 *

Discretionary ‹ ethical 0.40 0.08 *

Discretionary ‹ legal 0.23 0.08 0.002

*p < 0.001.
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lower in economic responsibility than managers in

Hong Kong. Combined with the results of our study

that race/culture does not have a controlling effect

on Carroll’s CSR construct, we have reason to be-

lieve that Hofstede’s cultural construct may not

preclude generalisation of our results to other cul-

tural context. However, we realise our sample lim-

itation of being sourced from one particular industry

of one country. Therefore, we suggest future re-

search to extend our study into contexts of other

industries and countries, and include Hofstede’s

cultural construct in Carroll’s CSR construct to

validate its ability for cross-industry, -country, and

-cultural generalisation.

Discussion and implications

In the literature, the hierarchical structure of Car-

roll’s four-dimensional construct has not been vali-

dated empirically by structural equation model

(SEM) method. Our study fills this research gap by

using SEM method to identify a structural model to

represent Carroll’s construct. The results support

Carroll’s construct, with one important exception

that economically responsible agents do not auto-

matically exercise voluntary CSR activities that

benefit the wider community. It confirms, to a

certain degree, the critiques in the literature that

business has failed to produce acceptable levels of

CSR performance as most CSR activities are

not systematic and tend towards window dressing

(Doane, 2004; Ougaard, 2004; Porter and Kramer,

2006). Also, it is consistent with the literature that

market competition stimulates destructive attitude

such as envy, and crowds out temperance, generosity

and sociability (Graafland, 2010). The economic

rationale is that managers of profit-oriented firms are

not elected and controlled democratically (Baumöl

and Blackman, 1991; Friedman, 1970). They are not

responsible to stakeholders other than their share-

holders. Socio-political engagement by managers is

considered as either inappropriate or illegitimate.

When there is clear causal link between CSR

performance and firm performance, economic

responsible agent is justified for engaging voluntary

CSR activities. However, there has been limited

understanding of CSR as a driver for firm profit-

ability and performance. Research studies that target

on this link search for a ‘business case of CSR’ in

order to demonstrate the conditions under which

CSR activities may contribute positively to financial

performance. Many research studies have been

conducted and majority of them report a positive

relationship (Frooman, 1997; Griffin and Mahon,

1997; Roman et al., 1999; Waddock and Graves,

1997); yet, the results are not conclusive (Aupperle

et al., 1985; Berman et al., 1999; King and Lenox,

2001; Margolis and Walsh, 2003; Simpson and

Kohers, 2002). As the conditions for locking into the

business case benefits, as discussed in ‘Introduction’

section, take many years to realise, there appear

insufficient short-term incentives for translating

economic responsibility into discretionary CSR.

Furthermore, clear guidelines and best practices

available to business practitioners are limited, and

consequently, commitments of economic responsi-

ble agent to voluntary CSR are low.

To counteract this deficiency, our study has

identified the necessary conditions or mechanism

through which economic agents can fulfil their eco-

nomic and voluntary social responsibilities simulta-

neously. Training and development can be designed

through stages to strengthen the link between eco-

nomic, legal, ethical and voluntary social responsi-

bilities. Economic responsibility is in generally well

understood amongst managers, as ingrained into

every business education program. Organisational

development programs must keep reminding legal

responsibility and updating their legal knowledge.

New initiatives should incorporate ethical training

and embed ethical considerations into strategic and

operational decision-making processes. Government

may take this model into account in designing legal

codes and partner with stakeholders, especially

NGOs, in legal enforcement in order to maximise

the impact on discretionary CSR and community

benefits.

Limitations and directions for future

research

There are limitations in our study. The sample was

drawn from senior managers employed in Malaysian

petroleum companies. Individual level is the unit of

analysis. Further study may be applied to organisa-

tion, industry and country levels in order to bring

560 Paul K. Shum and Sharon L. Yam



more perspectives into enriching this model and

increase its applicable capacity to generalise to

broader contexts. Furthermore, Hofstede’s cultural

construct may be included in Carroll’s CSR con-

struct to validate its ability for cross-cultural gener-

alisation.

Also, our study has been conducted in cross-sec-

tional design, which is restricted from identifying

causality of the relationships amongst various

dimensions in Carroll’s construct. Longitudinal or

experimentation studies that address this limitation

are potential opportunities for future research. To

advance the field, future research may explore the

application of this model to various business contexts,

for example, what make firms voluntarily commit

capital investment for the purpose of reducing carbon

emission. Initially, case study method may be adopted

where intervention may be introduced to improve

legal and ethical responsibilities so as to translate

economic responsibility into voluntary carbon reduc-

tion activities.

Other opportunities exist as well. For example,

additional contingent variables may be introduced as

potential moderators and mediators in the link be-

tween economic and social responsibilities. Recently

proposed theoretical framework may suggest po-

tential antecedents of voluntary CSR (Aguilera et al.,

2007; Campbell, 2007). Given further research in

this aspect, researchers may generate a more accurate

and reliable model for assessing if certain conditions

impact on economically responsible firms’ ability to

maintain high levels of voluntary CSR activities and

performance.

Conclusion

Being economically successful is not sufficient to

create a better world. To generate more social good,

profit-oriented managers should promote and engage

in more socially and environmentally responsible

activities, as part of corporate and operational strate-

gies. Voluntary CSR is the most effective means

through which market mechanisms generate social

good to fulfil all the economic, social and environ-

mental responsibilities simultaneously. Though

research in CSR and sustainability has been rapidly

growing, its commercial reality and implications need

to be further improved if it is to inspire corporations to

voluntarily adopt CSR. To enhance it, our study has

developed an empirical structural model to identify the

key factors that influence economically motivated

managers to take on voluntary CSR, and validate

Carroll’s four-dimensional (economic, legal, ethical

and discretionary) CSR construct.

The results of our study point to a number of key

theoretical implications. Particularly, understanding

the conditions under which economic responsible

agents influence their engagement in voluntary CSR

activities is vital as the relationship is too complex to

assume direct, linear links. Our findings demonstrate

that legal and ethical responsibilities appear to mediate

the relationship between economic responsibility and

voluntary CSR, suggesting that economic responsi-

bility has a necessary beneficial, yet indirect, effect on

voluntary CSR activities and performance. Ethics and

law can be used to guide the invisible hand to correct

CSR externalities. To increase voluntary CSR, eco-

nomic responsibility should be directed towards sat-

isfying the legal and ethical responsibilities. By doing

so, fulfilling economic responsibility would not be in

conflict with voluntary CSR responsibility when

economic objectives are pursued in the proper

channels where legal and ethical responsibilities are

respected and acted upon accordingly. Given that

voluntary CSR is an important social objective, it is

important to orient managers who focus mostly on

economic responsibility to take into account their

legal and ethical responsibilities. Managers who have

been practicing an integrated approach are placing

emphasis not only on economic responsibility, but

also on legal and ethical responsibilities. As a conse-

quence, they fulfil higher level of voluntary social and

environmental responsibilities. Our empirical results

demonstrate that managers can be led to engage in

more voluntary CSR activities to achieve social good

when appropriate legal and ethical controls are in

place.
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Appendix II

Factor structure, means and standard deviation (SD) of the four components of Carroll’s construct

Loadings Means SD

Economic

1. Consistent profitability as a useful measure of corporate perfor-

mance

0.75 4.41 0.54

2. Pursue those opportunities which will enhance earnings per share 0.71 4.51 0.60

3. Profit margin remains strong relative to competitors 0.71 4.48 0.55

4. Is consistently profitable 0.69 4.51 0.59

5. Long term return on investment is maximized 0.68 4.56 0.58

Legal

1. Comply with local, state, and federal laws 0.81 4.65 0.52

2. Be a law-abiding corporate citizen 0.76 4.62 0.53

3. Compliance with local, state, and federal laws 0.75 4.62 0.51

4. Abiding by laws and regulations 0.72 4.76 0.49

5. Expectations of government and the law 0.71 4.53 0.64

Ethical

1. Compliance with the norms, moral and unwritten laws of society as

a useful measure of corporate performance

0.67 3.87 0.74

2. Recognize and respect new or evolving moral norms adopted by

society

0.55 3.98 0.66

3. Doing what is expected morally and ethically 0.53 4.43 0.56

4. Avoid compromising societal norms and ethics in order to achieve

goals

0.52 3.94 0.93

5. Fulfil its ethical and moral responsibilities 0.43 4.41 0.58

Discretionary

1. Managers and employees participate in voluntary and charitable

activities within their local communities

0.77 3.98 0.65

2. Provide assistance to private and public educational institutions 0.76 3.86 0.70

3. Maintain a policy of increasing charitable and voluntary efforts over

time

0.74 3.84 0.68

4. Assist voluntarily those projects which enhance a community’s

‘quality of life’

0.71 4.09 0.57

5. Fulfil its philanthropic and charitable responsibilities 0.70 3.98 0.66

Results for group differences between gender

Group means

Male (n = 156)

Group means

Female (n = 14)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.54 4.46 0.08 0.11 0.67

Legal 4.60 4.41 0.19 0.12 1.60

Ethical 4.14 4.21 -0.07 0.12 -0.61

Discretionary 3.88 4.07 -0.19 0.13 -1.44
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Results for group differences between race/culture (Malay and Chinese)

Group means

Malay (n = 86)

Group means

Chinese (n = 64)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.55 4.53 0.02 0.07 0.26

Legal 4.65 4.44 0.21 0.07 3.00

Ethical 4.16 4.12 0.04 0.08 0.49

Discretionary 3.98 3.78 0.20 0.08 2.70

Results for group differences between race/culture (Malay and Indian)

Group means

Malay (n = 86)

Group means

Indian (n = 9)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.55 4.42 0.13 0.14 0.91

Legal 4.65 4.75 -0.10 0.13 -0.78

Ethical 4.16 4.24 -0.08 0.15 -0.60

Discretionary 3.98 3.92 0.06 0.14 0.45

Results for group differences between race/culture (Chinese and Indian)

Group means

Chinese (n = 64)

Group means

Indian (n = 9)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.53 4.42 0.11 0.15 0.73

Legal 4.44 4.75 -0.31 0.16 -1.90

Ethical 4.12 4.24 -0.12 0.17 -0.74

Discretionary 3.78 3.92 -0.14 0.18 -0.79

Results for group differences between age (31–40 and 41–50)

Group means

31–40 (n = 64)

Group means

41–50 (n = 75)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.50 4.56 -0.06 0.07 -0.86

Legal 4.56 4.58 -0.02 0.07 -0.27

Ethical 4.11 4.20 -0.09 0.07 -1.24

Discretionary 3.92 3.91 0.01 0.08 0.17
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Results for group differences between age (31–40 and 51–60)

Group means

31–40 (n = 64)

Group means

51–60 (n = 30)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.50 4.50 0.00 0.09 0.02

Legal 4.56 4.66 -0.10 0.09 -1.15

Ethical 4.11 4.08 0.03 0.09 0.30

Discretionary 3.92 3.81 0.11 0.10 1.04

Results for group differences between age (41–50 and 51–60)

Group means

41–50 (n = 75)

Group means

51–60 (n = 30)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.56 4.50 0.06 0.09 0.73

Legal 4.58 4.66 -0.08 0.09 -0.89

Ethical 4.20 4.08 0.12 0.10 1.13

Discretionary 3.91 3.81 0.10 0.10 0.92

Results for group differences between senior managers and general managers/CEOs/CFOs/directors

Group means

Senior managers

(n = 87)

Group means

General managers/CEOs/

CFOs/directors (n = 83)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.54 4.51 0.03 0.06 0.46

Legal 4.65 4.51 0.14 0.06 2.13

Ethical 4.19 4.10 0.09 0.07 1.29

Discretionary 3.92 3.88 0.04 0.07 0.70

Results for group differences between occupation (Operations and Finance)

Group means

Operations (n = 92)

Group means

Finance (n = 13)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.51 4.45 0.06 0.12 0.42

Legal 4.56 4.59 -0.03 0.12 -0.23

Ethical 4.07 4.12 -0.05 0.11 -0.45

Discretionary 3.86 3.77 0.09 0.13 0.70
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Results for group differences between occupation (Operations and Human Resources)

Group means

Operations (n = 92)

Group means

Human Resources (n = 18)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.51 4.69 -0.18 0.12 -1.74

Legal 4.56 4.81 -0.25 0.12 -2.52

Ethical 4.07 4.22 -0.15 0.11 -1.38

Discretionary 3.86 4.04 -0.18 0.13 -1.57

Results for group differences between occupation (Operations and Marketing)

Group means

Operations (n = 92)

Group means

Marketing (n = 11)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.51 4.56 -0.05 0.13 -0.40

Legal 4.56 4.35 0.21 0.13 1.57

Ethical 4.07 4.06 0.01 0.13 0.15

Discretionary 3.86 3.59 0.27 0.16 1.68

Results for group differences between occupation (Finance and Marketing)

Group means

Finance (n = 13)

Group means

Marketing (n = 11)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.45 4.56 -0.11 0.17 -0.60

Legal 4.59 4.35 0.24 0.18 1.31

Ethical 4.12 4.06 0.06 0.17 0.41

Discretionary 3.77 3.59 0.18 0.23 0.76

Results for group differences between occupation (Finance and Human Resources)

Group means

Finance (n = 13)

Group means

Human Resources (n = 18)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.45 4.69 -0.24 0.16 -1.48

Legal 4.59 4.81 -0.22 0.13 -1.74

Ethical 4.12 4.22 -0.10 0.17 -0.60

Discretionary 3.77 4.04 -0.27 0.13 -2.04

565Ethics and Law



References

Aguilera, R., D. Rupp, C. Williams and J. Ganapathi:

2007, ‘Putting the S Back in Corporate Social

Responsibility: A Multi-Level Theory of Social

Change in Organizations’, Academy of Management

Review 32, 836–863.

Ali, S.: 2003, Mining the Environment and Indigenous

Development Conflicts (University of Arizona Press,

Tucson).

Anderson, C. and R. Bieniaszewska: 2005, ‘The Role of

Corporate Social Responsibility in an Oil Company’s

Expansion into New Territories’, Corporate Social

Responsibility and Environmental Management 12, 1–9.

Anderson, J. and D. Gerbing: 1988, ‘Structural Equation

Modeling in Practice: A Review and Recommended

Two-Step Approach’, Psychological Bulletin 103, 411–

423.

Aupperle, K.: 1984, ‘An Empirical Measure of Corporate

Social Orientation’, in L. Preston (ed.), Research in

Corporate Social Performance, Policy, 6th Edition (JAI

Press, Greenwich, CT).

Aupperle, K., A. Carroll and J. Hatfield: 1985, ‘An

Empirical Examination of the Relationship Between

Corporate Social Responsibility and Profitability’,

Academy of Management Journal 28(2), 446–463.

Aupperle, K., J. Hatfield and A. Carroll: 1983, ‘Instru-

ment Development and Application in Corporate

Social Responsibility’, Paper presented at the Academy

of Management Proceedings.

Banerjee, S.: 2007, Corporate Social Responsibility: The

Good the Bad and the Ugly (Edward Elgar, Chelten-

ham).

Batten, J. and D. Birch: 2005, ‘Defining Corporate Cit-

izenship: Evidence from Australia’, Asia Pacific Business

Review 11(3), 293–308.

Baumöl, W. and S. Blackman: 1991, Perfect Markets and

Easy Virtue: Business Ethics and the Invisible Hand

(Blackwell, Cambridge).

Bentler, P.: 1990, ‘Comparative Fit Indexes in Structural

Models’, Psychological Bulletin 107, 238–246.

Berman, S., A. Wicks, S. Kotha and T. Jones: 1999,

‘Does Stakeholder Orientation Matter?: The Rela-

tionship Between Stakeholder Management Models

and Firm Financial Performance’, Academy of Manage-

ment Journal 42, 488–506.

Bhuyan, N. and S. Senapaty: 2004, ‘What is at Stake in

Corporate Social Responsibility?’, in S. Sengupta (ed.),

Business-Social Partnerships: An International Perspective

(Aalekh Publishers, Jaipur, India).

Birch, D.: 2004, ‘Doing Business in New Ways: Cor-

porate Community Partnerships’, in S. Sengupta (ed.),

Business-Social Partnerships: An International Perspective

(Aalekh Publishers, Jaipur, India).

Boasson, E.: 2009, ‘On the Management Success of

Regulative Failure: Standardised CSR Instruments and

the Oil Industry’s Climate Performance’, Corporate

Governance 9(3), 313–325.

Boatright, J.: 1994, ‘Fiduciary Duties and the Share-

holder-Management Relation: Or, What’s So Special

About Shareholders?’, Business Ethics Quarterly 4(4),

393–407.

Boatright, J.: 2000, Ethics and the Conduct of Business, 3rd

Edition (Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ).

Bottomley, S. and A. Forsyth: 2007, ‘The New Corpo-

rate Law: Corporate Social Responsibility and

Employees’ Interests’, in D. McBarnet, A. Voiculescu

and T. Campbell (eds.), The New Corporate Account-

ability: Corporate Social Responsibility, the Law (Cam-

bridge University Press, New York).

Buchholz, R. and S. Rosenthal: 1997, ‘Business and

Society: What’s in a Name?’, International Journal of

Organizational Analysis 5(2), 180–201.

Bullis, C. and I. Fumiko: 2007, ‘Corporate Environ-

mentalism’, in G. Cheney, J. Roper and S. May (eds.),

The Debate Over Corporate Social Responsibility (Oxford

University Press, New York).

Burke, E.: 1999, Corporate Community Relations: The

Principle of the Neighbour of Choice (Quorum Books,

Westport).

Burton, B., J. Farh and W. Hegarty: 2000, ‘A

Cross-Cultural Comparison of Corporate Social

Results for group differences between occupation (Human Resources and Marketing)

Group means

Human Resources (n = 18)

Group means

Marketing (n = 11)

Mean difference SE difference t

Economic 4.69 4.56 0.13 0.14 0.92

Legal 4.81 4.35 0.46 0.14 3.24

Ethical 4.22 4.06 0.16 0.21 0.79

Discretionary 4.04 3.59 0.45 0.22 1.98

566 Paul K. Shum and Sharon L. Yam



Responsibility Orientation: Hong Kong vs United

States Students’, Teaching Business Ethics 4(2), 151–167.

Camerer, C. and E. Fehr: 2006, ‘When Does ‘Economic

Man’ Dominate Social Behavior?’, Science 311(5757),

47–52.

Campbell, J.: 2007, ‘Why Would Corporations Behave in

Socially Responsible Ways? An Institutional Theory of

Corporate Social Responsibility’, Academy of Manage-

ment Review 32(3), 946–967.

Canadian Democracy and Corporate Accountability

Commission: 2002, The New Balance Sheet: Corporate

Profits and Responsibility in the 21st Century.

Carroll, A.: 1979, ‘A Three-Dimensional Conceptual

Model of Corporate Performance’, Academy of Man-

agement Review 4, 497–505.

Carroll, A.: 1987, ‘In Search of the Moral Manager’,

Business Horizons March–April, 7–15.

Carroll, A.: 1989, Business and Society: Ethics and Stake-

holder Management (South-Western, Cincinnati, OH).

Carroll, A.: 1991, ‘The Pyramid of Corporate Social

Responsibility: Toward the Moral Management of

Organizational Stakeholders’, Business Horizons 34,

39–48.

Carroll, A.: 1994, ‘Social Issues in Management Re-

search: Experts’ Views, Analysis and Commentary’,

Business & Society 33, 5–29.

Carroll, A.: 1998, ‘The Four Faces of Corporate Citi-

zenship’, Business and Society Review 100(1), 1–7.

Carroll, A.: 1999, ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’,

Business and Society 38(3), 268–295.

Carroll, A.: 2000, ‘Ethical Challenges for Business in the

New Millennium: Corporate Social Responsibility

and Models of Management Morality’, Business Ethics

Quarterly 10(1), 33–42.

Carroll, A.: 2004, ‘Managing Ethically with Global

Stakeholders: A Present and Future Challenge’, Acad-

emy of Management Executive 18, 114–120.

Cheney, G., J. Roper and S. May: 2007, ‘The Debate

Over Corporate Social Responsibility: An Overview’,

in G. Cheney, J. Roper and S. May (eds.), The Debate

Over Corporate Social Responsibility (Oxford University

Press, New York).

Christie, P., I. Kwon, P. Stoeberl and R. Baumhart:

2003, ‘A Cross-Cultural Comparison of Ethical Atti-

tudes of Business Managers: India, Korea and the

United States’, Journal of Business Ethics 46(3), 263–287.

Cialdini, R. and M. Trost: 1998, ‘Social Influence: Social

Norms, Conformity and Compliance’, in D. Gilbert,

S. Fiske and G. Lindzey (eds.), The Handbook of Social

Psychology, Vol. 2 (McGraw-Hill, New York).

Clark, T.: 2008, ‘Becoming Everyone: The Politics of

Sympathy in Deleuze and Rorty’, Radical Philosophy

147, 33–44.

Clarkson, M.: 1995, ‘A Stakeholder Framework for

Analyzing and Evaluating Corporate Social Perfor-

mance’, Academy of Management Review 20(1), 92–117.

Coleman, J.: 1980, ‘Efficiency, Exchange, and Auction:

Philosophic Aspects of the Economic Approach to

Law’, California Law Review 68(2), 221–249.

Colley, J., J. Doyle, G. Logan and W. Stettinius: 2003,

Corporate Governance (McGraw-Hill, New York).

Conrad, C. and J. Abbot: 2007, ‘Corporate Social

Responsibility and Public Policy Making’, in G.

Cheney, J. Roper and S. May (eds.), The Debate Over

Corporate Social Responsibility (Oxford University Press,

New York).

Cooke, R. and L. Goossens: 2004, ‘Expert Judgement

Elicitation for Risk Assessments of Critical Infrastruc-

ture’, Journal of Risk Research 7(6), 643–656.

Crane, A.: 2000, ‘Corporate Greening as Amoralization’,

Organization Studies 21(4), 673–696.

Crane, A. and D. Matten: 2004, Business Ethics (Oxford

University Press, Oxford).

Crowther, D.: 2004, ‘Limited Liability or Limited

Responsibility?’, in D. Crowther and L. Rayman-

Bacchus (eds.), Perspectives on Corporate Social Respon-

sibility (Ashgate, Burlington).

Dallas, L.: 2003, ‘A Preliminary Inquiry into the

Responsibility of Corporations and Their Directors

and Officers for Corporate Climate: The Psychology

of Enron’s Demise’, Rutgers Law Journal 35(1), 1–68.

Detomasi, D.: 2008, ‘The Political Roots of Corporate

Social Responsibility’, Journal of Business Ethics 82(4),

807–819.

Doane, D.: 2004, ‘Good Intentions – Bad Outcomes?

The Broken Promise of CSR Reporting’, in A.

Henriques and J. Richardson (eds.), The Triple Bottom

Line: Does It All Add Up? (Earthscan, London).

Donaldson, T.: 1999, ‘Making Stakeholder Theory

Whole’, Academy of Management Review 23(2), 237–

241.

Donaldson, T. and L. Preston: 1995, ‘The Stakeholder

Theory of the Corporation: Concepts, Evidence, and

Implications’, Academy of Management Review 20(1),

65–91.

Edmondson, V. and A. Carroll: 1999, ‘Giving Back: An

Examination of the Philanthropic Motivations, Ori-

entations and Activities of Large Black-Owned Busi-

nesses’, Journal of Business Ethics 19(2), 171–179.

Edoho, F.: 2008, ‘Oil Transnational Corporations:

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental

Sustainability’, Corporate Social Responsibility and Envi-

ronmental Management 15, 210–222.

Elkington, J.: 2004, ‘Enter the Triple Bottom Line’, in

A. Henriques and J. Richardson (eds.), The Triple

Bottom Line: Does It All Add Up? (Earthscan, London).

567Ethics and Law



Environics: 2000, The Millennium Poll on Corporate Social

Responsibility.

Fornell, C. and D. Larcker: 1981, ‘Evaluating Structural

Equations with Unobservable Variables and Mea-

surement Error’, Journal of Marketing Research 18(1),

39–50.

Freeman, R.: 1984, Strategic Management: A Stakeholder

Approach (Pitman, Boston).

Freeman, R.: 1994, ‘The Politics of Stakeholder Theory:

Some Future Directions’, Business Ethics Quarterly 4(4),

409–421.

Freeman, R. and D. Gilbert: 1988, Corporate Strategy and

the Search for Ethics (Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs).

Friedman, M.: 1962, Capitalism and Freedom (University

of Chicago Press, Chicago).

Friedman, M.: 1970, ‘The Social Responsibility of

Business is to Increase Its Profits’, New York Times

Magazine Sept 13, 32–33, 122, 126.

Frooman, J.: 1997, ‘Socially Irresponsible and Illegal

Behavior and Shareholder Wealth: A Meta Analy-

sis of Event Studies’, Business and Society 36, 221–

249.

Frynas, J.: 2009, ‘Corporate Social Responsibility in the

Oil and Gas Sector’, Journal of World Energy Law &

Business 2(3), 178–195.

Funk, P.: 2007, ‘Is There An Expressive Function of

Law? An Empirical Analysis of Voting Laws with

Symbolic Fines’, American Law and Economics Review 9,

135–159.
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