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Abstract

:

Our current review paper aims to discuss the various issues pertaining to the future research avenues of CSR, and possible expansions that this scholarly field could have considering the growing interests from numerous academic disciplines and practitioners across the globe. In particular, we briefly discuss the work that has been performed on CSR, major theories that guided this area of research, and a summary of prior research findings. Then, we suggest future directions on specific drivers that motivate firms to engage in CSR activities. Specifically, we provide insights on how research should focus on within-firm variables, namely personality traits of TMTs and their possible impact on their firms’ stances towards CSR. We also briefly discuss the need for more advanced method of CSR rankings that takes into account consumers’ perception about the existing CSR rankings, such as KDL, and also consumers’ satisfaction and responses towards firms’ CSR. Finally, we highlight the need for two separate measurements of CSR; a measure that speaks to external stakeholders of the firm, and another measure that speaks to the internal stakeholders of the firm.
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1. Introduction


The idea of corporate social responsibility (CSR)—that is, businesses acting responsibly towards society and a broader set of stakeholders beyond its shareholders—was first introduced in the 1960s (H. Wang et al. 2016). Since then, and in the years following the financial crisis in 2008, it has become one of the most hotly debated topics among both academic and professional communities. CSR is meant to address social challenges and concerns beyond those that companies are mandated by law to address or those of the shareholders (M. A. Al-Shammari et al. 2022b; Graafland and Smid 2019; Wang et al. 2022). It entails dedicating company’s resources and human efforts to designing and implementing CSR actions that can meet the expectations of various stakeholders (Pomering and Johnson 2009; Saeidi et al. 2015; Scheidler et al. 2019). Some scholars argue that the firms’ responsibilities towards their stakeholders will pay off should the firms do that consistently and properly (M. A. Al-Shammari et al. 2022b; Tang et al. 2012; Wang and Choi 2013). Other scholars have pointed out that the only responsibility firms should bear is the one towards their shareholders, that is, profit maximization (Friedman 1970).



The vast majority of the CSR literature falls into two streams of research. The first explores the antecedents of CSR focusing on the external and the internal determinants of CSR. The second stream of research examines the firm outcomes of CSR, among which firm performance was the dominant outcome of interest. The results of these streams of research can best be described as being inconclusive (Al-Shammari et al. 2021; McWilliams and Siegel 2000). The reasons as to why there is such variance in the performance effects of CSR is still ambiguous and seems to merit further investigation. Although an extensive body of research exists that focuses on evaluating the evolution and incentives behind corporate social responsibility (CSR) activity, there is limited understanding and consensus on whether CSR commitments generate strategic advantages to their devotees (Arevalo and Aravind 2017).



We believe that corporate social responsibility has gained an increasing attention from both academic community and the practitioners alike. Given such increasing attention, it is important to look at the most important themes that we think have the potential to be considered further in future studies, and take this line of research a step further. Our study focuses on important themes that we believe are most significant for the CSR research going forward. One major stream has been the drivers of CSR, and, because the research on the outcomes of CSR is still inconclusive (McWilliams and Siegel 2000), we think it is worth highlighting the importance of considering drivers as potential mechanisms of determining the extent to which the CSR actions could materialize (Petrenko et al. 2016). Additionally, because CSR is multifaceted, and a firm may not place equal emphases on various stakeholders (Scheidler et al. 2019), this may lead to inconsistency across domains and stakeholders (Aguinis and Glavas 2012; Al-Shammari et al. 2021), and that also can lead to variance in the benefits realized from such actions. We also shed lights on the importance of institutional factors that could play a significant role in determining the firm’s CSR course of actions as this is particularly relevant for MNCs (Tan 2009). Overall, our study tries to highlight the most important and salient issues that if further explored, could lead to a better understanding of the CSR concept by firms and the various stakeholders of the firm, which can lead to even better formulation and implementation of the firm’s CSR policies.



In sum, in this short study, we focus on the most pertinent issues that deserve further attention and may be of value for future CSR studies.




2. On the Drivers of CSR Actions


Drivers of CSR are among the most discussed topics by management scholars. While substantial research has focused on the external drivers of CSR, such as stakeholders’ pressures (Gomez-Carrasco and Michelon 2017; Jo and Harjoto 2014; Wolf 2014), institutional pressures (Amor-Esteban et al. 2018; Vanacker et al. 2017), and legal mandates (Amor-Esteban et al. 2018; Chih et al. 2010; Wei et al. 2017), little attention has been paid to the internal determinants of CSR, such as board composition and characteristics (Ahn et al. 2020; M. Al-Shammari et al. 2022a; Yi et al. 2020), management’s team commitment to ethics (Ho et al. 2015; Murphy and Enderle 1995; Wu et al. 2015; Zhu et al. 2014), and CEO political ideology (Chin et al. 2013; Gupta et al. 2017), to name a few. What future studies need to do is perhaps provide a more comprehensive approach that takes into consideration all the possible factors that maybe influencing the firm’s CSR policies instead of studying them in singularity. When the drivers of the firm’s CSR are self-interest of the CEO, firm public relations, firm compliance with institutional and regulatory factors, the firm may not reap the full benefits of its CSR actions. Additionally, such diverging drivers may lead to unequal attention to the stakeholders of the firm, which may hurt the firm rather than benefit the firm and it’s desired consequences of the CSR investments (Chen et al. 2020; McWilliams and Siegel 2000).




3. Dimensions


The various dimensions used in operationalizing CSR have caused some confusion theoretically and empirically (Belu and Manescu 2013; Chomvilailuk and Butcher 2013). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a term used to describe the way in which businesses consider the social and environmental impacts of their operations in their decision-making and operations. The concept of CSR has been around for many years, and there have been numerous attempts to operationalize it, or to define it in specific terms that can be measured and evaluated. However, the various dimensions used in operationalizing CSR have caused some confusion both theoretically and empirically (H. Wang et al. 2016).



The fact that there is no one-size-fits-all method for defining or assessing CSR makes it one of the key challenges in operationalizing it. There is no agreement on the most crucial CSR dimensions or how they should be quantified because different writers and practitioners have established several CSR dimensions. This has caused a profusion of many CSR evaluation frameworks, indices, and tools, which can be complicated and challenging to compare.



Another problem is that, rather than being a necessary component of business operations, CSR is sometimes viewed as a choice or optional activity. This means that instead of choosing CSR initiatives that will have the most impact or be most required, businesses may just choose those that are simple or convenient. This may result in inconsistent and disjointed CSR initiatives, which can make it challenging to gauge their success.



Finally, CSR reporting frequently lacks accountability and transparency, making it challenging to independently verify claims made by businesses regarding their social and environmental impacts. Due to this lack of openness, it may be challenging to assess the true scope of a company’s CSR initiatives and to hold them responsible for their results.



We argue that, considering the most relevant dimensions to each firm and its stakeholders is very important in moving the CSR research forward that requires the process of customizing the CSR agenda per industry and stakeholders groups. This will help resolve the resource allocation debate that some scholars are engaged in around the question of whether firms should allocate resources to CSR (Barney 2018). Resource allocation and profit appropriation must be carefully considered, especially when discussing CSR resource allocation. Thus, it is important to understand the specific expectations and concerns of each firm’s stakeholders, then assign weights to the various dimensions based upon the stakeholders perceptions, concerns, and expectations.



In summary, the various dimensions used in operationalizing CSR have caused confusion and difficulties in defining, measuring, and evaluating the concept.




4. Institutional Factors


Future research on institutional elements and other country-level issues appears to be a promising direction. Institutional elements are the formal and informal laws, customs, and standards that influence how people behave as both individuals and groups in a community (Aguinis and Glavas 2012; Amor-Esteban et al. 2018; Tolbert et al. 2011). Along with cultural and societal norms that influence the values and expectations of both firms and consumers, these variables can include laws, rules, and policies that control business activity (Barin Cruz et al. 2015).



There is evidence to support the idea that institutional elements are crucial in determining how businesses tackle corporate social responsibility (CSR) and the effects of their operations on people and the environment. For instance, studies have shown that businesses operating in nations with robust legal systems and regulatory control are more likely to engage in CSR activities than businesses operating in nations with weaker institutions.



The evolution of the economy, cultural norms, and political institutions at the national level may also have an impact on how businesses handle CSR. For instance, studies have shown that businesses in more developed nations are more likely to participate in CSR activities than businesses in less developed nations, and that cultural values may influence the CSR initiatives that businesses prioritize.



Given the complexity and breadth of CSR, it is probable that scholars will keep looking into how institutional and other national-level factors influence how businesses approach and carry out CSR efforts. Policymakers and practitioners can create more successful strategies for encouraging ethical corporate practices and producing positive social and environmental effects by having a better understanding of these aspects.




5. External vs. Internal Drivers of CSR


Corporations are progressively held accountable for actions along their value chains, and greater attention than ever before is given to the motives and drivers that determine the extent to which firms would be committed to CSR (Schrempf-Stirling et al. 2016). Arguments have been made concerning the theoretical basis of the assumptions concerning the motives of CSR, much of which have focused on external factors (Petrenko et al. 2016). These arguments were mostly based upon the following assumptions:



Stakeholders’ theory: organizations must address the concerns of all stakeholders and not only its shareholders. According to this view, CSR is not an instrument, but a part of the firm’s agenda that seeks to meet the demands of all stakeholders (Schormair and Gilbert 2021; Voegeli and Finger 2021). The firm has social obligations towards those stakeholders as established in social contract between all stakeholders.



Institutional environment explanation: firms engage in socially responsible activities to comply with the regulations and laws imposed by the governments and the norms imposed by society and NGOs. Firms also develop CSR activities because other firms have already adopted those policies (isomorphism). Future studies in the field of institutional environment explanation include a wide range of prospective topics. Future research may examine the role of institutions in influencing enterprises’ strategic conduct, and how businesses react to changes in the institutional environment connected to CSR, and how they attempt to influence those changes, and Looking into how institutional environments affect how firms practice sustainability and social responsibility. Examining the impact of new CSR organizations on corporate boards, stakeholder representation, and shareholder activism, and organizational structure and governance of businesses. Investigating how institutions shape the innovative and creative capacities of firms and how it might impact the firm’s CSR behavior. Examining how institutions affect how firms interact with their stakeholders, such as clients, partners, suppliers, and authorities, and examining how international institutions affect the CSR practices of multinational organizations and how these businesses affect the host countries and local populations. examining how institutions affect how new types of organizations, such platform-based businesses and the sharing economy, act.



Overall, there are a lot of intriguing and crucial research issues about the institutional setting that could help us understand organizational behavior and decision-making better. Top of Form.



Instrumental approach: firms engage in CSR actions to improve their relationship with key stakeholders so they can improve their overall financial performance. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) from an instrumental perspective sees CSR as a means to an aim rather than an end in itself. This viewpoint views corporate social responsibility (CSR) as a tool that organizations can employ to accomplish their strategic aims and objectives rather than as a stand-alone moral or ethical requirement.



According to the instrumental approach (Jones 1995; Patro et al. 2018), companies participate in CSR initiatives because they anticipate getting something of value in return. These advantages could consist of better financial results, a better reputation, higher customer loyalty, or more benevolent regulatory treatment. The idea that organizations should concentrate on initiatives that have a clear and verifiable impact on their bottom line is emphasized by the instrumental approach to CSR. This means that businesses should give priority to CSR projects that complement their overarching corporate objectives and that provide a strong return on investment.



Critics of the instrumental approach argue that it can lead businesses to prioritize short-term gains over long-term sustainability, and that it may not adequately address the broader social and environmental challenges faced by society. Some proponents of the instrumental approach counter that it can help businesses to make more informed and strategic decisions about their CSR efforts, and to better understand the potential costs and benefits of different initiatives.



Most of these approaches have used the external environment of the firm as the source of pressures, motives, and factors that create the firm’s intents to initiate CSR activities. Future research may focus on what internal factors can influence the extent to which firms prioritize the materialization of CSR over the impact of CSR on stakeholders’ satisfaction.




6. Incorporating Consumers’ Rating into the Extant Measure of CSR


In recent decades, a growing number of researchers, CEOs, and other organizational leaders have been allocating a substantial amount of time and resources to corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategies (Cheng et al. 2014). However, there are also concerns regarding whether such enormous amount of efforts and resources lead to value creation for those firms engaging in CSR activities. This particular question concerning the performance effect of CSR, although frequently examined, the results are not conclusive (Q. Wang et al. 2016). The underlying concept used by scholar who advocate for a positive performance effect of CSR is that it helps companies gain customers’ satisfaction and improves the firm’s image (Campbell 2007), it helps firms gain access to finance and reduce capital costs (Cheng et al. 2014), therefore firms are able to finance new investments, attract more customers and improve their financial performance.



These mechanisms have provided insightful contributions as to how CSR facilitates firm’s economic performance. However, most studies have focused on the use of selected dimensions of KLD data, that is, they have utilized archival data. While this approach has proven useful and aided in improving the empirical quality of CSR studies and enabled a rich body of quantitative studies on the topic, it is reasonable to assume that it is lacking a complementary part, which is the consumers’ ratings of firms’ CSR activities.



One potential way to incorporate consumers’ ratings into the measurement of CSR is through the use of customer satisfaction surveys or ratings. These surveys or ratings can provide valuable insights into how well a company is meeting the needs and expectations of its customers, and can be used to identify areas for improvement in the company’s CSR efforts.



For example, a company might ask customers to rate their overall satisfaction with the company’s products or services, and their perceptions of the company’s commitment to sustainability, ethics, and social impact. The results of these surveys could then be used to inform the company’s CSR strategy and to identify specific areas where the company can make changes to better align with consumer expectations and values.



Incorporating consumer ratings into the measurement of CSR can be beneficial for both businesses and consumers. For businesses, it can help to identify areas of strength and weakness in their CSR efforts and to make targeted improvements that can enhance customer satisfaction and loyalty. For consumers, it can provide a way to hold companies accountable for their actions and to support businesses that align with their own values and priorities.




7. Decomposition of CSR Construct: An Urgent Need


Saeidi et al. (2015) suggested three prevailing apparatuses through which CSR performance outcomes are accomplished, namely, competitive advantage over rivals, reputation that leads to attracting new customers and talented employees, and customer satisfaction which increases overall satisfaction. The extant literature sheds lights on several other mechanisms through which these performance outcomes are attained. Each one of these mechanisms pertain to occur through its generated effects on the targeted stakeholders. For instance, the dominant measure of CSR in the extant literature is the KLD dimensions. One of the dimensions covered by KLD is employee relations. Firms that do well with their employees are expected to have increased productivity and creativity levels due to increased employee satisfaction and loyalty. Thus, it is unreasonable to composite this dimension for example with community relations whereas the specific impact of satisfied employees would be mixed with the impact of better community relations, and so on.



There is mounting evidence in the management literature suggests that different stakeholders will have differing demands, requests, and concerns. Different stakeholders may have even conflicting demands. The vast majority of the current and prior studies have used a composite measure of CSR. While this is entirely reasonable to facilitate the quantitative analysis, it may have confused the findings concerning the organizational effects of CSR.




8. CEO Compensation Structure and CSR Focus


The CEO pay structure has been thoroughly investigated in different business contexts. According to current theory, the CEO pay structure affects organizational performance by tying the CEO’s incentives to a variety of short- and long-term goals, which can either reduce or increase agency costs (Fralich and Fan 2015; Jouber 2019; Li and Patel 2019; Wowak et al. 2015). Few studies have looked at the impact of CEO compensation structures on CSR, mostly concentrating on the total CSR indicator (Jouber 2019; Wowak et al. 2015). While these studies have influenced the literature and offered a wealth of insights, they failed to take into account a crucial aspect of the pay structure, and how it would affect the two types of CSR actions: internal CSR (actions that are directed at internal stakeholders and groups) and external CSR (actions that are directed at external stakeholders, groups, and society at large) (Gangi et al. 2019; Hawn and Ioannou 2016; Scheidler et al. 2019). CEO participation in CSR initiatives may be influenced by their compensation package. Prior research suggests that the degree of CEO engagement in external CSR activities vs. internal CSR activities maybe partly influenced by the design of their pay structure (Karim et al. 2018). This is since short-term remuneration gives the CEO an immediate financial benefit for participating in certain projects, enhancing the CEO’s incentive to do so. Overall, the research points to an effective strategy for encouraging CEO participation in CSR activities and fostering a more sustainable and responsible corporate culture: a well-designed pay structure that links CEO compensation with both short- and long-term CSR projects. It should be noted also that the governance structure of the firm performs a very important role in determining the extent to which the CEO can engage in risky behavior, and whether that may influence the focus of their CSR actions (Dunbar et al. 2021). Therefore, governance structure and its effectiveness become particularly relevant in the context of designing pay structure that suits the firm.



Linking CEO salary to specific CSR goals might boost the CEO’s emphasis on these objectives (Al-Shaer and Zaman 2019; Benedetti and Chen 2018; Jeong 2020). CEO compensation can affect the focus and allocation of resources towards CSR efforts (Fabrizi et al. 2014; Li et al. 2016). The focus on CSR may also be impacted by the power of stakeholders, especially the board of directors (M. Al-Shammari et al. 2022a). The success of tying CEO compensation to CSR initiatives, however, may depend on regional and cultural variances. Additionally, research has indicated that a CEO’s susceptibility to pressure from stakeholders on CSR concerns can be impacted by their level of compensation. Overall, the focus and success of a company’s CSR actions are significantly influenced by the structure of the CEO salary.




9. Governments and CSR Internationally


Corporate social responsibility and its associated activities, norms, rankings, incentives, and outcomes have enormously developed over the last ten years. Firms operate in a social context, whether it is a national, regional, or international context (Liu et al. 2021; Uldam and Hansen 2017). The pace at which the norms concerning CSR and its activities is fast to the extent that governments have fallen behind in their efforts to develop formal set of policies, laws, regulation, and other necessary tools that could be used to facilitate, govern, facilitate, and authenticate those CSR activities (Doh and Guay 2006).



With the rising momentum of populism and the populist movements in the world, it is important to see the collective and individual responses of organizations to certain political actions from world leaders. For instance, Donald Trump’s anti-immigration policy is constantly creating challenges to firms that depend largely on non-American talented employees. Other policies of the new US administration are causing trouble for firms as to how to protect their employees. Tax regulations that focus on offering cuts to business owners is another concern as there is still lacking as to whether organizations use the excess in cash resulting from those cuts in performing activities that would serve the society, such as creating jobs, and making charitable contributions.



“While corporations increasingly organize their activities in globally stretched supply chains, governmental regulation remains nationally bound and falls behind. Instead of being embedded in (more or less) functioning and (more or less) democratic political contexts, corporations operate in zones of conflict, under repressive regimes, and in countries where governments are either not willing or not able to sufficiently regulate production activities” (Schrempf-Stirling et al. 2016).




10. Conclusions


We tried to shed lights on the most salient topics that carry the potential of further research in the CSR area. We argued that varying drivers of the firm’s CSR actions could have undesired implications and consequences, which might be one of the reasons as to why CSR outcomes are not yet getting enough consensus (Aguilera et al. 2007; Aguinis and Glavas 2019; Ahn et al. 2020). Additionally, a growing body of research acknowledges that CSR inconsistency across time and stakeholders is an overlooked issue, and that scholars should devote more attention to it. In our study, we highlight some of the reasons why inconsistency occur in the first place, such as diverging interests of the decision makers and the stakeholders of the firm, which leads to some CSR actions that are not properly aligned with the firm and stakeholders’ best interests. We also discussed the importance of incorporating consumers’ rating as a way of solving the problem of CSR-show off actions. Additionally, prior research has overlooked the importance of institutional environments and different cultural norms and expectations. Therefore, we conclude that customization is a good way to handle the varying and sometimes opposing expectations for MNCs.




11. Discussion and Future Directions


For many years, firms, governments, and academics have been interested in the subject of corporate social responsibility (CSR), and it seems likely that they will continue to do so in the future. It is expected that CSR will become an even more significant aspect of the corporate landscape as consumer and investor demand for companies to include social and environmental issues in their decision-making continues to rise along with knowledge of these issues.



In academic management circles, CSR theory is now accepted. Researchers have examined several organizational effects of CSR using simple operationalizations (e.g., KLD). However, only a small number of studies have operationalized CSR through the lens of customer perception. If we are to effectively evaluate the genuine impact of CSR, we need a better metric that accurately captures the various facets of each CSR-related action, including all actions targeted at various stakeholders.



The growing integration of sustainability into company operations is probably one major trend in CSR going forward. With a focus on avoiding bad consequences and enhancing positive impacts on society and the environment, CSR is expected to become an essential component of how firms function as opposed to being considered as a distinct or optional activity. Businesses will have to adopt a more comprehensive and long-term view on their operations in order to achieve this, and take into account all of the stakeholders who may be impacted by their decisions.



The rising use of technology and data to fuel more effective and efficient CSR operations is expected to be another trend. Large amounts of data can be analyzed to find areas for development in terms of sustainability and social effect. These areas can be improved using new technologies, such as artificial intelligence and machine learning. This can assist businesses in better understanding the effects of their CSR initiatives, and in making more strategic and informed decisions about these activities.



Corporate social responsibility (CSR) might benefit from including customer feedback for a number of reasons. In the first place, it enables businesses to learn more about how their customers see their CSR initiatives. This can assist businesses in identifying their strong points and opportunities for development. Second, including customer feedback into CSR can aid businesses in winning over new clients. Customers are more inclined to trust a company and keep doing business with it when they see that the company is listening to their comments and making changes as a result. Third, including customer feedback into CSR can assist businesses in remaining competitive. Customers are becoming more aware of and interested in the CSR practices of the companies they do business with as more businesses integrate CSR into their business activities. Companies may show that they take CSR seriously, and are dedicated to having a beneficial impact on society by adding customer ratings into CSR. In conclusion, adding customer feedback into CSR can aid businesses in gaining insightful knowledge, fostering customer loyalty, and remaining competitive in a sector where CSR is becoming more and more significant.



The focus and success of a company’s Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) programs are greatly influenced by the CEO compensation structure. If a CEO’s salary is tied to specific CSR goals, their incentives can be matched with these objectives, resulting in a more focused and efficient approach to CSR. The allocation of resources to CSR activities and the encouragement of a long-term focus on these initiatives can both be impacted by the CEO remuneration level. Additionally, the CEO’s reaction to stakeholder pressure on CSR concerns may differ depending on the remuneration plan in place. For instance, a CEO who earns a lot of money could be less responsive to stakeholder requests. The emphasis on CSR may also be impacted by the board of directors’ influence over CEO salary. If the board places a high priority on CSR, it might design the CEO’s salary to encourage him or her to do the same.



The future of CSR is expected to continue to emphasize accountability and openness. Companies will need to be more transparent about their CSR initiatives, and be able to show the impact of these efforts as stakeholders demand more information on the social and environmental impacts of company activities. This will necessitate the creation of more reliable and consistent reporting systems and metrics for assessing CSR.



Future research on the role of CEO salary in developing successful CSR programs may concentrate on a number of important issues. Researchers could look into how CEO compensation affects CSR projects’ adoption and performance, and how CEO salary relates to how much a company engages in sustainable business practices. Additionally, they might research the impact of tying CEO salary to certain CSR objectives and results, and the impact of stakeholders on CEO compensation and CSR strategy. Researchers could also examine the role of the board of directors in establishing and overseeing CEO remuneration and CSR goals, and the connection between CEO pay and a company’s reputation for CSR. The effect of cultural and geographic disparities on CEO compensation and CSR strategy, and the connection between CEO compensation and shareholder activism on CSR concerns might also be assessed. Designing CSR-related reward structure is also a key in ensuring that all stakeholders’ interests are properly aligned together in a way that would benefit all of them.



Endogeneity has been a major problem in the CSR research area. Due to this problem, scholars have not been able to obtain robust results concerning the antecedents and outcomes of the firm’s CSR. New research has emerged which can help alleviate some of the endogeneity concerns within the CSR research (Hill et al. 2021; Sande and Ghosh 2018).



Overall, more integration, the use of technology and data, and an emphasis on responsibility and openness are likely to characterize CSR in the future. Due to these trends, businesses will need to take a more proactive and strategic approach to CSR, and think about how their actions will affect society and the environment over the long term.







Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Not applicable.




Informed Consent Statement


Not applicable.




Data Availability Statement


Not applicable.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Aguilera, Ruth V., Deborah E. Rupp, Cynthia A. Williams, and Ganapathi Jyoti. 2007. Putting the S back in corporate social responsibility: A multilevel theory of social change in organizations. Academy of Management Review 32: 836–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aguinis, Herman, and Ante Glavas. 2012. What We Know and Don’t Know about Corporate Social Responsibility. Journal of Management 38: 932–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aguinis, Herman, and Ante Glavas. 2019. On Corporate Social Responsibility, Sensemaking, and the Search for Meaningfulness through Work. Journal of Management 45: 1057–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ahn, Jin Sun, A. George Assaf, Alexander Josiassen, Melissa A. Baker, Seoki Lee, Florian Kock, and Mike G. Tsionas. 2020. Narcissistic CEOs and corporate social responsibility: Does the role of an outside board of directors matter? International Journal of Hospitality Management 85: 102350. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Al-Shaer, Habiba, and Mahbub Zaman. 2019. CEO Compensation and Sustainability Reporting Assurance: Evidence from the UK. Journal of Business Ethics 158: 233–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Al-Shammari, Marwan, Hussam Al-Shammari, Soumendra Nath Banerjee, and D. Harold Doty. 2022a. The Effect of Chief Executive Officer and Board Prior Corporate Social Responsibility Experiences on Their Focal Firm’s Corporate Social Responsibility: The Moderating Effect of Chief Executive Officer Overconfidence. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 891331. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Al-Shammari, Marwan A., Hussam Al-Shammari, and Soumendra Nath Banerjee. 2022b. CSR discrepancies, firm visibility and performance: A mediated moderation analysis. Management Decision 60: 1560–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Al-Shammari, Marwan A., Soumendra Nath Banerjee, and Abdul A. Rasheed. 2021. Corporate social responsibility and firm performance: A theory of dual responsibility. Management Decision 60: 1513–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amor-Esteban, Víctor, Isabel-María García-Sánchez, and Mª-Purificación Galindo-Villardón. 2018. Analysing the Effect of Legal System on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) at the Country Level, from a Multivariate Perspective. Social Indicators Research 140: 435–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arevalo, Jorge A., and Deepa Aravind. 2017. Strategic Outcomes in Voluntary CSR: Reporting Economic and Reputational Benefits in Principles-Based Initiatives. Journal of Business Ethics 144: 201–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barin Cruz, Luciano, Dirk Boehe, and Mario Ogasavara. 2015. CSR-based Differentiation Strategy of Export Firms From Developing Countries. Business & Society 54: 723–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barney, Jay B. 2018. Why resource-based theory’s model of profit appropriation must incorporate a stakeholder perspective. Strategic Management Journal 39: 3305–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Belu, Constantin, and Cristiana Manescu. 2013. Strategic corporate social responsibility and economic performance. Applied Economics 45: 2751–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Benedetti, Arianna H., and Serena Chen. 2018. High CEO-to-worker pay ratios negatively impact consumer and employee perceptions of companies. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 79: 378–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Campbell, John L. 2007. Why would corporations behave in socially responsible ways? An institutional theory of corporate social responsibility. Academy of Management Review 32: 946–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Zhifeng, Haiming Hang, Stephen Pavelin, and Lynda Porter. 2020. Corporate Social (Ir)responsibility and Corporate Hypocrisy: Warmth, Motive and the Protective Value of Corporate Social Responsibility. Business Ethics Quarterly 30: 486–524. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cheng, Beiting, Ioannis Ioannou, and George Serafeim. 2014. Corporate social responsibility and access to finance. Strategic Management Journal 35: 1–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chih, Hsiang-Lin, Hsiang-Hsuan Chih, and Tzu-Yin Chen. 2010. On the Determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility: International Evidence on the Financial Industry. Journal of Business Ethics 93: 115–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chin, M. K., Donald C. Hambrick, and Linda K. Treviño. 2013. Political Ideologies of CEOs: The Influence of Execu-tives’ Values on Corporate Social Responsibility. Administrative Science Quarterly 58: 197–232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chomvilailuk, Rojanasak, and Ken Butcher. 2013. The effect of CSR knowledge on customer liking, across cultures. International Journal of Bank Marketing 31: 98–114. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Doh, Jonathan P., and Terrence R. Guay. 2006. Corporate Social Responsibility, Public Policy, and NGO Activism in Europe and the United States: An Institutional-Stakeholder Perspective. Journal of Management Studies 43: 47–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dunbar, Craig G., Zhichuan Frank Li, and Yaqi Shi. 2021. Corporate Social (Ir)responsibility and Firm Risk: The Role of Corporate Governance. Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3791594 (accessed on 23 February 2021).

	



Fabrizi, Michele, Christine Mallin, and Giovanna Michelon. 2014. The Role of CEO’s Personal Incentives in Driving Corporate Social Responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics 124: 311–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fralich, Russell, and Hong Fan. 2015. CEO social capital and contingency pay: A test of two perspectives. Corporate Governance 15: 476–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Friedman, B. Milton. 1970. A Friedman doctrine: The Social Responsibility of Business Is to Increase Its Profits a Friedman Business Doctrine. New York Times (1923-Current File), SM17. Available online: https://www.nytimes.com/1970/09/13/archives/a-friedman-doctrine-the-social-responsibility-of-business-is-to.html (accessed on 25 January 2023).

	



Gangi, Francesco, Mario Mustilli, and Nicola Varrone. 2019. The impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) knowledge on corporate financial performance: Evidence from the European banking industry. Journal of Knowledge Management 23: 110–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gomez-Carrasco, Pablo, and Giovanna Michelon. 2017. The Power of Stakeholders’ Voice: The Effects of Social Media Activism on Stock Markets. Business Strategy and the Environment 26: 855–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Graafland, Johan, and Hugo Smid. 2019. Decoupling among CSR Policies, Programs, and Impacts: An Empirical Study. Business & Society 58: 231–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gupta, Abhinav, Forrest Briscoe, and Donald C. Hambrick. 2017. Red, blue, and purple firms: Organizational political ideology and corporate social responsibility. Strategic Management Journal 38: 1018–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hawn, Olga, and Ioannis Ioannou. 2016. Mind the gap: The interplay between external and internal actions in the case of corporate social responsibility. Strategic Management Journal 37: 2569–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hill, Aaron D., Scott G. Johnson, Lindsey M. Greco, Ernest H. O’Boyle, and Sheryl L. Walter. 2021. Endogeneity: A Review and Agenda for the Methodology-Practice Divide Affecting Micro and Macro Research. Journal of Management 47: 105–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ho, Simon S. M., Annie Yuansha Li, Kinsun Tam, and Feida Zhang. 2015. CEO Gender, Ethical Leadership, and Accounting Conservatism. Journal of Business Ethics 127: 351–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeong, Nara. 2020. The impact of two types of CEO overcompensation on corporate social responsibility. Journal of Management and Governance 24: 749–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jo, Hoje, and Maretno Harjoto. 2014. Analyst coverage, corporate social responsibility, and firm risk. Business Ethics: A European Review 23: 272–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jones, Thomas M. 1995. Instrumental Stakeholder Theory: A Synthesis of Ethics and Economics. Academy of Management Review 20: 404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jouber, Habib. 2019. How does CEO pay slice influence corporate social responsibility? U.S.-Canadian versus Spanish-French listed firms. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 26: 502–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Karim, Khondkar, Eunju Lee, and Sanghyun Suh. 2018. Corporate social responsibility and CEO compensation structure. Advances in Accounting 40: 27–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Frank, Tao Li, and Dylan Minor. 2016. CEO power, corporate social responsibility, and firm value: A test of agency theory. International Journal of Managerial Finance 12: 611–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Mingxiang, and Pankaj C. Patel. 2019. Jack of all, master of all? CEO generalist experience and firm performance. The Leadership Quarterly 30: 320–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liu, Yang, Weiqi Dai, Mingqing Liao, and Jiang Wei. 2021. Social Status and Corporate Social Responsibility: Evidence from Chinese Privately Owned Firms. Journal of Business Ethics 169: 651–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McWilliams, Abagail, and Donald Siegel. 2000. Corporate social responsibility and financial performance: Correlation or misspecification? Strategic Management Journal 21: 603–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Murphy, Patrick E., and Georges Enderle. 1995. Managerial Ethical Leadership. Business Ethics Quarterly 5: 117–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patro, Sukesh, Lu Y. Zhang, and Rong Zhao. 2018. Director tenure and corporate social responsibility: The tradeoff between experience and independence. Journal of Business Research 93: 51–66. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Petrenko, Oleg V., Federico Aime, Jason Ridge, and Aaron Hill. 2016. Corporate social responsibility or CEO narcissism? CSR motivations and organizational performance. Strategic Management Journal 37: 262–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pomering, Alan, and Lester W. Johnson. 2009. Advertising corporate social responsibility initiatives to communicate corporate image: Inhibiting scepticism to enhance persuasion. Corporate Communications: An International Journal 14: 420–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saeidi, Sayedeh Parastoo, Saudah Sofian, Parvaneh Saeidi, Sayyedeh Parisa Saeidi, and Seyyed Alireza Saaeidi. 2015. How does corporate social responsibility contribute to firm financial performance? The mediating role of competitive advantage, reputation, and customer satisfaction. Journal of Business Research 68: 341–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sande, Jon Bingen, and Mrinal Ghosh. 2018. Endogeneity in survey research. International Journal of Research in Marketing 35: 185–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scheidler, Sabrina, Laura Marie Edinger-Schons, Jelena Spanjol, and Jan Wieseke. 2019. Scrooge Posing as Mother Teresa: How Hypocritical Social Responsibility Strategies Hurt Employees and Firms. Journal of Business Ethics 157: 339–58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schormair, Maximilian J. L., and Dirk Ulrich Gilbert. 2021. Creating Value by Sharing Values: Managing Stakeholder Value Conflict in the Face of Pluralism through Discursive Justification. Business Ethics Quarterly 31: 1–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schrempf-Stirling, Judith, Guido Palazzo, and Robert A. Phillips. 2016. Historic Corporate Social Responsibility. Academy of Management Review 41: 700–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tolbert, Pamela S., Robert J. David, and Wesley D. Sine. 2011. Studying Choice and Change: The Intersection of Institutional Theory and Entrepreneurship Research. Organization Science 22: 1332–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tan, Justin. 2009. Multinational Corporations and Social Responsibility in Emerging Markets: Opportunities and Challenges for Research and Practice. Journal of Business Ethics 86: 151–53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tang, Zhi, Clyde Eiríkur Hull, and Sandra Rothenberg. 2012. How Corporate Social Responsibility Engagement Strategy Moderates the CSR-Financial Performance Relationship. Journal of Management Studies 49: 1274–303. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Uldam, Julie, and Hans Krause Hansen. 2017. Corporate responses to stakeholder activism: Partnerships and surveillance. Critical Perspectives on International Business 13: 151–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vanacker, Tom, Veroniek Collewaert, and Shaker A. Zahra. 2017. Slack resources, firm performance, and the institutional context: Evidence from privately held European firms. Strategic Management Journal 38: 1305–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Voegeli, Guillaume, and David C. Finger. 2021. Disputed dams: Mapping the divergent stakeholder perspectives, expectations, and concerns over hydropower development in Iceland and Switzerland. Energy Research & Social Science 72: 101872. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, Heli, and JaePil Choi. 2013. A New Look at the Corporate Social–Financial Performance Relationship. Journal of Management 39: 416–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, Heli, Ming Jia, Yi Xiang, and Yang Lan. 2022. Social Performance Feedback and Firm Communication Strategy. Journal of Management 48: 2382–420. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, Heli, Li Tong, Riki Takeuchi, and Gerard George. 2016. Corporate Social Responsibility: An Overview and New Research Directions. The Academy of Management Journal 59: 534–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, Qian, Junsheng Dou, and Shenghua Jia. 2016. A Meta-Analytic Review of Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Financial Performance. Business & Society 55: 1083–121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wei, Zelong, Hao Shen, Kevin Zheng Zhou, and Julie Juan Li. 2017. How Does Environmental Corporate Social Responsibility Matter in a Dysfunctional Institutional Environment? Evidence from China. Journal of Business Ethics 140: 209–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wolf, Julia. 2014. The Relationship Between Sustainable Supply Chain Management, Stakeholder Pressure and Corporate Sustainability Performance. Journal of Business Ethics 119: 317–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wowak, Adam J., Michael J. Mannor, and Kaitlin D. Wowak. 2015. Throwing caution to the wind: The effect of CEO stock option pay on the incidence of product safety problems. Strategic Management Journal 36: 1082–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wu, Long-Zeng, Ho Kwong Kwan, Frederick Hong-Kit Yim, Randy K. Chiu, and Xiaogang He. 2015. CEO Ethical Leadership and Corporate Social Responsibility: A Moderated Mediation Model. Journal of Business Ethics 130: 819–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yi, Xiwei, Yan Anthea Zhang, and Duane Windsor. 2020. You Are Great and I Am Great (Too): Examining New CEOs’ Social Influence Behaviors during Leadership Transition. The Academy of Management Journal 63: 1508–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhu, Yan, Li-Yun Sun, and Alicia S. M. Leung. 2014. Corporate social responsibility, firm reputation, and firm performance: The role of ethical leadership. Asia Pacific Journal of Management 31: 925–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]












	
	
Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.











© 2023 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  admsci-13-00064


  
    		
      admsci-13-00064
    


  




  





media/file0.png





