CHAPTER II
DEVELOPMENTS IN THE CONCEPT OF CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) 
INTRODUCTION
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a concept which has many interpretations and
typically has economic, social and environmental dimensions. 12 The concept has increasingly
gained interest among businesses and Governments and other stakeholders and has triggered a
vivid discussion on its meaning among a number of scholars (cf., Carroll, 2004; Dahlsrud, 2006;
Robins, 2005). The increase in interest is primarily a result of efforts made by international
organizations (in particular UNGC 13), Governments (e.g. China’s green growth strategy 14) and
civil society organizations. 15 These efforts have contributed to improved labour standards,
enhanced use of renewable energy and practical anti-corruption measures (UNGC, 2012).
A number of transnational corporations (TNCs) have been involved in CSR initiatives to
promote sustainable and inclusive business practices and improve labour conditions in Asia and
the Pacific (ESCAP, 2009). However, since the concept of CSR has been evolved mainly in
Western countries, most notably the United States of America, the historical development of
CSR has received little attention from policymakers and business practitioners in the region.
The roots of the concept of CSR as it is known today have a long history which indicates
that business people have paid increasing attention to the concerns of society (Carroll, 2004). A
better understanding of the transformation of the concept not only contributes to a better
understanding of the meaning of CSR and the relationship between businesses and their key
stakeholders but also to a better idea of what should be the role of business in development and
their contributions to society.
This chapter reviews how the concept of CSR has evolved over time and what alternative
interpretations and approaches have emerged in discussions on CSR. Since the United States has
led the development of CSR, the analysis in this section is mainly based on the relevant literature
from this country. The chapter also presents the recent developments in CSR that focuses more
on its integration into core business management. The chapter concludes with a presentation of a
CSR conceptual model.
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This three-dimensional framework is often called as the triple bottom line of CSR.
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The objectives of the Global Compact centre around four issues, namely labour condition, human rights,
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For instance, civil society has led protests against firms that are viewed as polluting (WEF, 2012).
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A.

EMERGENCE OF CSR AS A PUBLIC AND BUSINESS CONCERN

Already in the late nineteenth century, businesses raised concerns on the welfare of their
employees and their impact on society in general. With the emergence of the labour movement
and spreading of slums triggered by the industrial revolution, businesses started to provide social
welfare on a limited scale, including the construction of hospitals and bath houses and provision
of food coupons (Carroll, 2008). In the same period, individual business philanthropists became
active in the United States (e.g. John D. Rockefeller and Cornelius Vanderbilt). Although the
legitimacy of philanthropy was not yet well established, benefits offered by those philanthropists
were recognized by local communities and various social groups (Sharfman, 1994). The
principle which underpinned these activities was characterized mainly by religious groups such
as the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) (Carroll, 2008). The Great Depression in
1929 further strengthened this trend with the introduction of public trusteeship management (in
addition to traditional profit-maximizing management) (Hay and Gray, 1974). Carroll (2008)
highlights business philanthropy in this period as spearheading the development of the CSR
concept.
The concept of CSR emerged in the 1950s. Bowen (1953) defined CSR as the obligations
of businessmen 16 to pursue their policies, to make their decisions or to follow their lines of action
which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of society. He argued that businessmen
are responsible for the consequences of their actions in a sphere somewhat wider than corporate
financial performance, indicating the existence and importance of corporate social performance.
Davis (1960) set forth his definition of CSR as it refers to businessmen’s decisions and actions
taken for reasons at least partially beyond the firm’s direct economic or technical interest. By
arguing that CSR was a blunt idea but had to be discussed in a managerial context, he further
suggested that some socially responsible business decisions can be justified by the long-run
economic gains of the firm, thus paying back for its socially responsible behaviour. Frederick
(1960) saw CSR as a private contribution to society’s economic and human resources and a
willingness on the part of business to see that those resources were utilized for broad social ends.
He also summarized the development of CSR in the 1950s into three core ideas: (1) corporate
managers as public trustees through the shareholding system; (2) stakeholders’ balanced claims
to corporate resources; and (3) the acceptance of business philanthropy.
Especially the 1960s and 1970s were distinguished by the rapid growth of social
movements advocating labour rights, consumer protection and environmental preservation.
During this period, labour issues underwent a transition from special interest status to the subject
of formal government regulations. In line with Samuelson (1971), who argued in favour of the
role of CSR, Davis (1973) concluded that CSR refers to “the firm’s consideration of and
response to issues beyond the narrow economic, technical and legal requirements of the firm”
(pp. 313-321). Johnson (1971) also proposed that instead of striving only for larger returns to its
shareholders, a responsible enterprise takes into account the interests of employees, suppliers,
dealers, local communities and the nation as a whole. It is noteworthy that he pioneered the
stakeholder theory with a framework which identified key stakeholders for business, and thus for
CSR. One of the notable contributions to the development of CSR at that time was made by the
16
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Committee for Economic Development (CED) of the United States, which defined CSR, in 1971,
as a business function to serve constructively the needs of society (Carroll, 2008). The CED
argued that businesses should have broader responsibilities to society reflecting the changing
social contract between business and society (or the nation) in general. During the same period,
one of the most critical views against CSR was also brought by Friedman (1962) who claimed
that corporate managers’ primary responsibility was to maximize values for shareholders instead
of incorporating CSR in their daily activities.
At the end of the 1970s, perhaps the earliest and most comprehensive framework of CSR
was proposed by Carroll (1979). He constructed a three-dimensional CSR conceptual model,
which consisted of corporate responsibilities, social issues of business and corporate actions.
Corporate responsibilities embodied four types, namely economic, legal, ethical and
philanthropic (the order of those four types of responsibilities suggests the relative importance of
each type). While social issues of business can include various topics, such as labour standards,
human rights, environment protection and anti-corruption, to which the four types of
responsibilities are tied, corporate actions are more concerned with specifying generalized modes
of response (e.g. reactive, defensive, accommodative and proactive). According to the four types
of corporate responsibilities, CSR issues are selected by each firm and the actions of the firm are
derived from this selection. In other words, the responsibilities lead to responses of the firm on
particular social issues partially depending on the seriousness of issues perceived by society (and
the firm). It should be observed that these issues and their relative importance may be different
between business and society and have changed over time. The model also helps managers to
have a clearer view of the social issues they face and helps them plan and improve their social
performance.
During the 1980s and 1990s Carroll’s CSR model was refined. Wartick and Cochran
(1985) proposed another three-dimensional model of principles, policies and processes or the 3P
CSR model. This model extended Carroll’s earlier three-dimensional CSR model (i.e.
responsibilities, issues and actions) by accepting Jones’ notion (1980) that CSR is not a set of
outcomes but an evolving process (e.g. analysis, debate and modification) regulated by formally
embedded principles and policies. Principles are equivalent to Carroll’s corporate responsibilities,
and policies guide social issue management including corporate actions. The process is further
extended by undertaking more actions to various social issues, while responding to the changing
challenges of society. In summary, this new model integrates the principles of corporate
responsibility, the policies of social issue management and the processes of actions into an
evolutionary dynamical system.
Wood (1991) further reformulated the two three-dimensional models by emphasizing the
outcomes or performance of CSR initiatives. First, Carroll’s four types of corporate
responsibilities (i.e. economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic) were linked to three institutional
levels (i.e. legal, organizational and individual). 17 This helps to explain CSR more clearly, as the
society’s expectation of business behaviours and outcomes is more distinguished. Second, Wood
came up with three principles of corporate behaviours and outcomes: legitimacy, public
responsibility and managerial discretion. Legitimacy refers that society grants permission to do
17
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business and business should follow the rules of the game. Public responsibility means that
businesses have to be responsible for outcomes related to their primary and secondary areas of
involvement with society. Managerial discretion emphasizes that corporate managers are moral
actors and they are obliged to play such a role to make CSR matter. Third, social issues were
reorganized as the outcomes, or performance, of CSR initiatives. The outcomes are separated
into three types: social impacts of corporate behaviours, policies that companies use for handling
social issues, and CSR programmes. Fourth, corporate actions were further divided into external
assessment, stakeholder management and implementation management. The firms must monitor
and analyse the external environment (i.e. economic, technological, social, political and legal)
which changes over time; take stakeholder demand into consideration for proper designing of
CSR initiatives; and emphasize quality implementation to enhance the effectiveness of the CSR
initiatives.
During the same period, the focus on developing new or refined concepts of CSR
gradually gave way to alternative approaches such as corporate citizenship 18 (Pinkston and
Carroll, 1994), business ethics 19 (Shapiro, 1995) and stakeholder theory 20 (Freeman, 1984),
although the core concerns of CSR were reflected in those new approaches. The CSR concept
served as the basis, building block or point-of-departure for other related initiatives, many of
which adopted CSR principles (Carroll, 2008).
Since entering into the twenty-first century, more focus has been given to implementation
of CSR initiatives and empirical study of CSR impacts. However, some development of the CSR
concept has been continuously observed. Schwartz and Carroll (2003) reduced Carroll’s four
categories of corporate responsibilities (i.e. economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic) to threedomain approach, namely economic, legal and ethical. The International Labour Organization
(ILO) (2007) redefined CSR as a way that enterprises consider the impact of their operations on
society and CSR principles are integrated in enterprises’ internal processes and interactions with
stakeholders on a voluntary basis. More recently, the European Commission (2011) simplified
the CSR definition as the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society, which
indicates that enterprises should have a process in place to integrate CSR agenda into their
operations and core strategies in close corporation with stakeholders. The World Business
Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) (2012) also emphasized a balance of return on
financial, natural and social capitals, particularly suggesting the integration of CSR reporting into
annual report. Table II.1 summarizes the major development of CSR concepts.
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While the term corporate citizenship strongly indicates the principle of corporate personhood, which may possess
the same political and legal rights of a citizen in a country, in practice it can be seen as the equivalent of CSR
(Matten and Crane, 2005).
19
Business ethics is a form of perceptions, attitudes and behaviours derived from professional principles and moral
norms which regulate the conduct of individuals (and organizations) in business (cf., Frederick and Carroll, 1999). It
can also be seen as part of CSR.
20
The stakeholder theory states that businesses operate with various groups of stakeholders within a particular
society and need to respond to the interests and requirements of these stakeholders (cf., Clarkson, 1995; Maignan,
Ferrell and Hult, 1999; Wood and Jones, 1995). Main stakeholder groups include customers, employees,
shareholders, suppliers, the Government and members of communities where the business operates. Stakeholders
may advocate not only issues that affect their own welfare (e.g. consumer protection and product safety) but also
additional issues that affect others (e.g. consumer activists condemning pollution and child labour).
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Table II. 1. Development of CSR concepts
Period
1950s

1960s–1970s

Name of concept

Description

Social responsibility
of businessmen

The obligations of businessmen to
pursue policies, to make decisions or
to follow lines of action which are
desirable in terms of the objectives
and values of society
Some socially responsible business
decisions can be justified by the
long-run economic gain of the firm,
thus paying back for its socially
responsible behaviour.
Private contribution to society’s
economic and human resources and a
willingness on the part of business to
see that those resources were utilized
for broad social ends
Instead of striving only for larger
returns to its shareholders, a
responsible enterprise takes into
account the interests of employees,
suppliers, dealers, local communities
and the nation as a whole.
The concept consists of corporate
responsibilities (i.e., economic, legal,
ethical and philanthropic), social
issues of business (e.g., labour
standards, human rights,
environment protection and anticorruption) and corporate actions
(e.g., reactive, defensive,
accommodative and proactive).
Integration of the principles of
corporate responsibility, the policies
of social issue management and the
process of action into an evolving
system.
Four types of corporate
responsibilities (i.e., economic, legal,
ethical and philanthropic) were
linked to three institutional levels
(i.e., legal, organizational and
individual), while corporate actions
are extended to assessment,
stockholder management and
implementation management.
Three domains of corporate
responsibilities: economic, legal and
ethical.

Stakeholder
approach

Three dimensional
model

1980s-1990s

Three-dimensional
model of principles,
policies and
processes
Institutional
framework and
extended corporate
actions

2000s

Three-domains
approach

Literature
Bowen (1953)

Davis (1960)

Frederick (1960)

Johnson (1971)

Carroll (1979)

Wartick and Cochran (1985)

Wood (1991)

Schwartz and Carroll (2003)
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New concept

B.

A process to integrate social,
environmental, ethical, human rights
and consumer concerns into business
operations and core strategy in close
corporation with the stakeholders

European Commission (2011)

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN CSR AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

As mentioned above, with the entry of the twenty-first century, the CSR community has
focused more on the implementation of CSR initiatives, while the refinement of the CSR concept
has received less attention. As businesses face intensified challenges, including rapid
globalization, increasing environmental concerns and mounting pro-poor needs, there has been a
growing need for the adoption of result-based CSR management and stringent evaluation of CSR
performance (ESCAP, 2009). These trends suggest that businesses integrate CSR into their core
operations throughout the value chains they are part of at both national and global levels.
However, such integration requires strong corporate motivation as well as adequate reporting
systems. Within this context, this subsection covers the most recent developments in CSR,
particularly relating to CSR’s ongoing integration in various managerial aspects, including global
value chains, sustainability and inclusiveness, core business activities, entrepreneurship,
investment decision, international standards, business motives and monitoring and evaluation
(M&E).
A global value chain refers to the full range of cross-border, value-added business
activities (ESCAP, 2007), involving the diverse interactions between individual companies and
their key stakeholders, both locally and globally. When companies operate in or procure from
other countries, such as developing countries where laws and regulations are different and
standards are not compatible with those in the home country, managing CSR throughout the
value chain becomes more challenging in terms of governance, assessment and information
management. The difficulty in tracing back entire production processes and distribution networks
reveals a number of risk factors critical to CSR management. Although there is a wide array of
unique managerial issues in global value chains, CSR issues such as environmental impacts,
child labour and forced labour, fair trade, corruption, suppliers’ business practices and human
rights have received increased attention from business.
Similarly, the contribution of CSR to sustainable development has recently attracted more
attention. Sustainable development is defined as development that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of the future generations to meet their own needs (Strategis,
2003). In this sense, sustainable development is inextricably linked to environmental issues in
addition to social and economic issues (Sachs, 2012). For instance, the environmental damage
caused by business (e.g. water pollution and deforestation) has an impact on local communities
which, in turn, becomes a barrier to their long-term socio-economic development. As such, CSR
activities in the context of sustainable development could reverse or mitigate the adverse impacts
of business (Carroll, 2006).
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The concept of inclusive business or pro-poor business has also been gaining attention.
Newell and Frynas (2007) suggest that CSR initiatives should target poorer groups more than
other groups. They stress the key role of government in inclusive development (e.g. education
and employment of minorities) and argue that CSR initiatives can make a larger contribution by
reinforcing state-led pro-poor policies in addition to their direct contribution. Inclusive
businesses typically encourage local employees, suppliers, producers and growers to participate
in their production and other activities in the value chain so that they can not only achieve
commercial objectives but also improve local competitiveness and productivity. Inclusive
businesses can also offer opportunities to local stakeholders in terms of skills development and
knowledge accumulation that are conducive to the formation of local industry clusters.
Businesses, however, need focused CSR initiatives with a long-term commitment to the
development of the poor and require close partnerships with government to ensure the successful
implementation of such initiatives.
One example of inclusive business is the bottom of the pyramid (BoP) concept. BoP is
based on the belief that the market mechanism can play a key role in alleviating global poverty
(Prahalad, 2005). Under the BoP initiative, it is recognized that traditional business neglects the
poor who have untapped capacity to be creative entrepreneurs as well as profitable customers.
Thus, businesses can make profits by encouraging the poor to be entrepreneurs or selling to the
poor, while contributing to poverty alleviation by bringing prosperity through BoP’s involvement
in such commercial activities. The most famous example of BoP is represented by the Grameen
Bank, a microfinance institution of Bangladesh. The majority of customers of the Bank’s
microfinance facilities are women who run small business in rural areas. Microfinance can
empower those women both financially and socially, and thus contributes to a more equitable
and responsive society (Abed and Matin, 2007). The BoP concept can encourage businesses to
stimulate innovation by way of targeting a new market (Landrum, 2007). Large firms in
particular, such as TNCs, are also expected to play a leading role in the BoP process (Prahalad,
2005). However, a causal relationship between BoP and its impact on the eradication of poverty
has not been fully supported by empirical research (Walsh, Kress and Beyerchen, 2005).
Many argue that CSR should be secured within core business activities and add value to
corporate success (cf., Newell and Frynas, 2007; Carroll, 2008). Generally speaking, there are
two ways for businesses to implement CSR. The traditional approach is that companies deliver a
CSR programme, often seen as charity, which is separated from their core operations. In other
words, the core business focuses on maximizing shareholder value, while the CSR programme
addresses specific CSR issues and targets stakeholders. Some scholars including Porter and
Kramer (2011a; 2011b) have been skeptical of conventional CSR. They argue that CSR is not
successful unless mainstream companies begin reporting some aspects of CSR as being critical
to the company’s performance. Another point is that CSR can be just a tool to raise a business’s
own brand image and reputation, which are core corporate motives (Porter and Kramer, 2011a).
The other approach, which is gaining increased attention, demands the full integration of CSR in
core operations and value chains so as to minimize negative impacts resulting from business
activities on the society and the environment. Such integration requires complying with codes of
conduct, labour standards and environmental standards, which should be strengthened over the
years and must be part of the daily operations of enterprises. In short, business can make a
greater impact on the society and the environment by streamlining CSR practices into their core
business than through isolated CSR programmes (Ashley, 2009).
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Social entrepreneurship has also been discussed by the CSR community (ESCAP, 2012)
recently. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report of 2009 refers social
entrepreneurship as individuals or organizations engaged in entrepreneurial activities with a
social goal (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2009). Although it often embeds in SMEs, social
entrepreneurship could be applicable to any type of organizations at both public and private
sectors as well as at a non-profit organization. Borstein (2004) described social entrepreneurs as
a transformative force for social change with novel ideas, which seeks to inspire and moves
people at large. Social entrepreneurs aim to create a positive change by applying business
methods in various fields, ranging from education and health to environment. Each social
entrepreneur can contribute to society in a different area and with a varying degree, embracing
positive social, environmental and cultural purposes. Therefore, Governments have to deal with
the specific needs of individual social entrepreneurs. Governments can also strengthen social
entrepreneurship by financially supporting social entrepreneurs, or their associations, and
implementing promotional programmes targeting potential social entrepreneurs.
Corporations have been increasingly aware of the shareholders’ consideration over CSR
initiatives and performances to be supplementary to traditional financial criteria for investment
decision-making. Such shareholders’ consciousness on CSR is called social (or impact)
investment (cf., Calvert Foundation, 2012). They typically inject the interest of social and
environmental concerns into investment activities so that their commercial behaviours can
influence business practices while making adequate profits. By implementing social investment
practices, shareholders (or investors) can give pressure on firms to operate reasonably and
ethically in order to ensure business continuity (ESCAP, 2009). Social responsible indexes, such
as the Dow Jones Sustainability Index in the United States and the FTSE4GOOD Index in the
United Kingdom, 21 provide information about the CSR practices of individual companies, so
their shareholders can make their investment decision by tracking CSR records easily.
Furthermore, the United Nations launched a set of Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI)
that are guidelines for investors and include economic, social and environmental considerations
(or the triple bottom line) in investment practices. The PRI provide a menu of possible actions
for incorporating the agenda into mainstream investment decision- making. 22
CSR instruments, which are voluntary regulatory measures for CSR activities, have also
taken centre stage in international frameworks. 23 Those international CSR instruments include
UNGC, OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, ISO 26000 and the ILO Tripartite
Declaration of Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises and Social Policy (cf., ESCAP,
2009). UNGC is a strategic policy initiative for businesses that are committed to align their
operations and strategies with ten principles in the area of human rights, labour, environment and
anti-corruption. The OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises provide a framework for
business conduct covering various areas of business ethics, such as tax, competition, disclosure,
anti-corruption, labour, human rights and environment. While ISO 26000 is the sole international
CSR standards, providing guidance for businesses to translate CSR agenda into effective
21

For more details of those two social responsible indices, see http://www.sustainability-index.com/ and
http://www.ftse.com/Indices/FTSE4Good_Index_Series/index.jsp, respectively.
22
Accessed from http://www.unpri.org/about-pri/about-pri/.
23
These instruments are global in character and their coverage, as well as issues in forging a convergence among
them, is further discussed in chapter IV of this publication.
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corporate actions, the ILO Tripartite Declaration of Principles offers guidelines to enterprises,
Governments and employers’ and workers’ organizations in such areas as employment, training,
conditions of work and life and industrial relations. Under increasing globalization and
bandwagon effect, each country is expected to follow the international instruments and make
them link effectively with the national regulatory framework. As a result, the country naturally
becomes more concerned with the CSR agenda and receptive to cooperate with the private sector
for the promotion of the CSR concept.
Following the above development, Porter and Kramer (2011b) present four motives for
business to integrate the CSR concept into their core business: moral obligation, sustainability,
licence to operate and reputation. The moral obligation is the argument that companies have
duties to be good citizens and “to do the right thing”. Sustainability highlights environmental and
community stewardship. The concept of licence to operate derives from the fact that every
company needs tacit or explicit permission from Governments, communities and numerous other
stakeholders to do business. Many companies use reputation to justify CSR initiatives on the
grounds that they improve a company’s image by strengthening its brand, enlivening its morals
and even raising the value of its stock. ESCAP (2009) also suggests that the CSR motives also
consist of risk management, financial gains and innovation. CSR can be a tool to offset business
risk, which could be derived from any malfunction in the company and its suppliers and
distributors, promoting the “doing the right thing” culture throughout the value chain. While
successful CSR practices could save cost from the reduction of pollution and waste, companies
with good CSR records could access external capital easier than others as financial institutions
are increasingly incorporating social and environment criteria into their investment decisionmaking (i.e. social or impact investment). CSR practices can also benefit both society and
company from creating innovation (e.g. new products/services and efficient production process)
through CSR practices. However, further study is required on the motives for CSR initiatives
which are becoming important to attract an increasing number of businesses to integrate the CSR
concept into their core operations. For example, McWilliams and Siegel (2001) suggest that CSR
outcomes and R&D spending are highly correlated with a positive effect on profitability as both
CSR and R&D relate to product and process innovation. Many efforts have also been devoted to
the relationship between CSR and corporate financial performance but the results of these efforts
have been inconclusive.
Finally, the planning, measurement and appraisal of CSR initiatives are commonly
referred to as CSR (or sustainability) reporting. In recent years CSR reporting has raised
considerable interests in business and academic communities although its roots, such as social
audit and non-financial accounting, go back to the 1940s (Carroll and Beiler, 1975). As a form of
measurement of environmental protection, labour relations, human right records, outstanding
legal issues and community relations, CSR reporting is a natural evolutionary step in the
operationalization of CSR initiatives and, in its essence, represents a managerial effort to
measure, monitor and evaluate a company’s CSR performance. CSR reporting is an attempt to
enhance the company’s accountability to its stakeholders with respect to CSR objectives and
programmes. For example, the “triple bottom line” corporate reporting framework has gained
popularity in the CSR community. The framework incorporates economic, social and
environmental aspects of reporting and facilitates CSR activities through the efficient use of
economic capital while simultaneously building and using social and natural capital (UNGC,
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2012). The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and UNGC are two of the major initiatives of CSR
reporting at the global level (UNGC, 2012; GRI, 2012). 24
C.

A COMPREHENSIVE CSR CONCEPTUAL MODEL

As described above, some form of CSR has always existed and has evolved with the
growth of modern industries. For years, the need for a positive relationship between business and
society has been a common concern. The CSR concept will remain an essential part of business
languages and practices because it responds to rising public expectations from the business
community. As the theory of CSR is further developed and more research is conducted, scholars
may revise and adapt existing definitions of CSR However, such definitions and interpretations
will build on the groundwork that has been ongoing in the area of CSR for over half a century.
Within this context, it may be useful to present a comprehensive conceptual framework
of CSR, which describes the main drivers, factors, issues, strategies and stakeholders of CSR.
This framework has been developed mainly on the basis of previous work done by Carroll (1979;
1991), Wartick and Cochran (1985) and Wood (1991). The results of recent research on
corporate motives are added to identify the specific drivers of CSR. The present framework is
also based on stakeholder theory and includes concepts such as global value chains, sustainable
business, inclusive business and CSR reporting. The framework appears in figure II.1.
The conceptual framework describes CSR phenomena of interest in their most general
but evolving form. It specifically places, in sequence, five components: (1) corporate motives;
(2) corporate responsibilities; (3) CSR issues; (4) institutional frameworks; and (5) corporate
actions, reflecting the natural logical flow of conventional human behaviours that perceptions
precede attitudes and attitudes precede behaviours (cf., Wartick and Cochran, 1985). Corporate
motives are formed as a firm’s perceptions, while corporate responsibilities and CSR issues are
recognized as a firm’s attitudes. Institutional frameworks and corporate actions are categorized
as a firm’s behaviours.
Corporate motives in figure II.1 refer to demands of or pressures on a firm to adopt a
CSR practice. They are based on the motive model for business (Porter and Kramer, 2011b;
2011c; ESCAP, 2009), which comprises moral obligation, corporate sustainability, reputation,
economic gain, licence to operate, risk management and innovation. Firms have increasingly
realized that their ability to compete in the market significantly associates with their contribution
to society and environment. The more the firm has a clear motive on CSR, the more likely it
successfully implements CSR activities while achieving both social and economic gains.
Corporate responsibilities are defined as obligations of a firm to contribute to society.
They follow Carroll’s four types of responsibilities, covering economic, legal, social and
philanthropic (Carroll, 1979). Economic responsibility is the most fundamental goal of business
entities, followed by legal responsibility that each firm has to act within the given legal
framework. However, society is putting increasing emphasis on firms’ higher social
responsibility. Social responsibility generally reflects ethical attitudes of managers and
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entrepreneurs. Similar to social responsibility, philanthropic responsibility depends on managers’
attitudes to the firm’s relationship with society and environment.
CSR issues are considered to be target areas of a firm’s CSR initiatives. The issues build
up on individual firms’ attitudes on corporate responsibilities and perhaps depend on their
assessments on social and environmental needs. The CSR issues identified in figure II.1 expand
on Carroll’s social issues framework (Carroll, 1979), adding environmental and pro-poor aspects.
The coverage of CSR issues has been gradually expanded as the needs of society are changing
and new issues, such as environment, human rights, labour standards, value chain management,
pro-poor education, anti-corruption and renewable energy, have invited more attention in the
CSR arena.
Figure II. 1. Comprehensive CSR conceptual framework
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Then, target CSR issues must be addressed through appropriate institutional frameworks,
namely political and legal systems, organizations and individuals. These institutional frameworks
are taken from Wood (1991), adding political aspect to legal systems. The political and legal
systems, which are conscious of the society’s needs and expectations in general, are expected to
provide a proper policy and regulatory framework to firms’ CSR initiatives. While organizations
by nature have to be responsible for social outcomes of their activities and interests, individuals
are supposed to take moral actions to support society’s well-being.
Finally, corporate actions are viewed as a firm’s responsiveness to CSR issues. Following
Deming’s popular “plan-do-check-act” cycle (1966), Wood’s three types of corporate actions (i.e.
external assessment, stakeholder engagement and implementation management) (Wood, 1991)
were reorganized as assessment and designing, implantation and CSR reporting. The assessment
and designing are necessity to develop an effective CSR plan or programme. Stakeholder
engagement is focused in both the step of assessment and designing and implementation.
Implementation also covers both management of CSR issues and CSR stakeholders, while the
recent development of CSR reporting, which includes M&A process, was included in the
corporate actions as the third and last element.
All in all, this CSR conceptual framework highlights a process flow from motives that
drive business to adopt the practices of corporate responsibilities to implementation of CSR
activities into business operations through the selection of key issues to society and environment
as well as an appropriate institutional mechanism. The framework covers the various concepts of
CSR that have been developed for years. It can also contribute to further conceptual development
for effective CSR practices and provide clear guidelines and specific approaches for business,
government and other stakeholders (e.g. international, non-profit and non-governmental
organizations) to conduct their ongoing and future activities, resulting in better CSR performance.
D.

CONCLUSIONS

With the ongoing discussions and arguments on the role of business in development,
increasing environmental concerns and the need for pro-poor development, the conceptualization
and implementation of CSR have received increased attention. With the spread of globalization,
intensification of competition and increased ecological footprint of TNCs, in particular in
developing countries, the activities of businesses which focus on both social and environmental
impacts have increased as an integral part of core business operations and management.
The concept of CSR finds its roots mainly in the Western world, in particular in the
United States, where individualism and arms-length relationships are predominant (Carroll,
2008; Hofstede, 2001). The way in which CSR is practised and communicated is often related to
specific cultural and social contexts, and in the Asia-Pacific region debates on CSR have tended
to follow developments in the West (ESCAP, 2009). This observation invites some immediate
questions. Can the present CSR model as presented in figure II.1 be fully applied to a nonWestern context? Which elements of the CSR model are more essential to make the model as a
whole function better in the region? Is there any missing CSR element which is unique to the
region? While the core principles of environmental management, social responsibility and
sustainable development are part of any CSR model, countries in the Asia-Pacific region may
20

have different priorities depending on national culture, level of economic development and
nature of state-business relationships (Welford, 2005). Further research is needed in this area.

21

References
Abed, F., and I. Matin (2007). Beyond lending: how micro-finance creates new forms of capital
to fight poverty. Innovations, vol.2 (1/2), pp. 3-18.
Ashley, C. (2009). Harnessing core business for development impact: evolving ideas and issues
for action. ODI Background Note. London: Overseas Development Institute. February.
Bornstein, D. (2004). How to Change the World: Social Entrepreneurs and the Power of New
Ideas. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bowen, H.R. (1953). Social Responsibilities of the Businessman. New York: Harper & Row.
Calvert Foundation (2012). Gateways to Impact: Industry Survey of Financial Advisors on
Sustainable and Impact Investing. June 2012. Accessed from
http://www.gatewaystoimpact.org/images/gatewaystoimpact.pdf on 2 August 2012.
Carroll, A.B. (1979). A three-dimensional conceptual model of corporate performance. The
Academy of Management Review, vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 497-505.
______ (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: toward the moral management of
organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, July/August, pp. 39-48.
______ (2004). Managing ethically with global stakeholders: a present and future challenge.
Academy of Management Executive, vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 114-120.
______ (2006). Corporate social responsibility: a historical perspective. In The Accountable
Corporation, vol. 3, Marc J. Epstein and Kirk O. Hanson, eds. Westport, C.T.: Praeger
Publisher. pp. 3-30.
______ (2008). A history of corporate social responsibility: concepts and practices. In The
Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility, C. Andrew and others, eds.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 19-46.
Carroll, A.B., and G.W. Beiler (1975). Landmarks in the evolution of the social audit. The
Academy of Management Journal, vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 589-599.
Clarkson, M.B.E. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating corporate social
performance. Academy of Management Review, vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 92-117.
Dahlsrud, A. (2006). How corporate social responsibility is defined: an analysis of 37 definitions.
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management . DOI: 10.1002/csr.132.
Available from http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/csr.132/abstract.
Davis, K. (1960). Can business afford to ignore social responsibilities? California Management
Review, vol. 2, No. 3, pp. 70-76.

22

______ (1973). The case for and against business assumption of social responsibilities. Academy
of Management Journal, vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 312-323.
Deming, W.E. (1966). Some Theory of Sampling. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.
Doh, J., and T. Duay (2006). Corporate social responsibility, public policy, and NGO activism in
Europe and the United States: an institutional-stakeholder perspective. Journal of
Management Studies, vol. 43, pp. 47-73.
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (2007). Linking Greater Mekong
Subregion Enterprises to International Markets: The Role of Global Value Chains,
International Production Networks and Enterprises Clusters, New York: United Nations.
Available from http://www.unescap.org/tid/publication/indpub2439.pdf
______ (2009). Creating Business and Social Value: The Asian Way to Integrate CSR into
Business Strategies. Sales No. E.10.II.F.18. Available from
http://www.unescap.org/tid/publication/indpub2565.asp.
______ (2012). Policy Guidebook for SME Development in Asia and Pacific. Sales No.
E.12.II.F.2. Available from http://www.unescap.org/tid/publication/indpub2621.asp.
European Commission (2011). Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions – A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for Corporate Social
Responsibility. Brussels. Available from http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0681:FIN:EN:PDF.
Frederick, W.C. (1960). The growing concern over business responsibility. California
Management Review, vol. 2, pp. 54-61.
Frederick, R.E., and A.B. Carroll (1999). Ethics in management. In A Companion to Business
Ethics, R.E. Frederick, ed. Malden, M.A.: Blackwell Publishers Ltd. Chapter 12.
Freeman, R.E. (1984). Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: Pitman
Publishing.
Friedman, M. (1962). Capitalism and Freedom. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2009). 2009 Global Report. Available from
www.gemconsortium.org/docs/download/265.
Global Reporting Initiative (2012). Available from
https://www.globalreporting.org/Pages/default.aspx .
Hay, R., and E. Gray (1974). Social responsibilities of business managers. Academy of
Management Journal, vol. 17, No. 1.

23

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions and
Organizations across Nations, second edition. Thousand Oaks, C.A.: Sage Publications.
International Labour Organization (2007). International Instruments and Corporate Social
Responsibility: A Booklet to Accompany Training – The Labour Dimension of CSR: from
Principles to Practice. Geneva. Available from
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_emp/@emp_ent/@multi/documents/instr
uctionalmaterial/wcms_101247.pdf.
Johnson, H.L. (1971). Business in Contemporary Society: Framework and Issues. Belmont,
C.A.: Wadsworth.
Jones, T.M. (1980). Corporate social responsibility revisited, redefined. California Management
Review, Spring, pp. 59-67.
KPMG China (2011). China’s green growth strategy under the latest five-year development plan.
China's 12th Five-Year Plan (2011-2015) –KPMG Insight Series, April. KPMG
Advisory (China) Limited. Available at http://www.kpmg.com/CN/en/.
Lammers, J.C. (2003). An institutional perspective on communicating corporate responsibility.
Management Communication Quarterly, vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 618-624.
Landrum, N. (2007). Advancing the “base of the pyramid. Strategic Management Review, vol. 1,
No. 1.
Maignan, I., O.C. Ferrell and G.T.M. Hult (1999). Corporate citizenship: cultural antecedents
and business benefits. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 27, No. 4, pp.
455- 469.
Matten, D., and A. Crane (2005). Corporate citizenship: towards an extended theoretical
conceptualization. Academy of Management Review, vol. 30, No. 1, pp. 166-179.
McWilliams, A., and D. Siegel (2000). Corporate social responsibility and financial
performance: Correlation or misspecification? Strategic Management Journal, vol. 21, pp.
603-609.
_____ (2001). Corporate social responsibility: a theory of the firm perspective. Academy of
Marketing Review, vol. 26, No. 1, pp.117-27.
Newell, P., and J.G. Frynas (2007). Beyond CSR? Business, poverty and social justice: an
introduction. Third World Quarterly, vol.28, No.4, pp 669-681.
Pinkston, T.S., and A.B. Carroll (1994). Corporate citizenship perspectives and foreign direct
investment in the U.S. Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 13, Issue 3, pp. 157-169.

24

Porter, M., and M.R. Kramer (2011a). Creating shared value: how to reinvent capitalism – and
unleash a wave of innovation and growth. Harvard Business Review, January- February
2011.
______ (2011b). Strategy and society: the link between competitive advantage and corporate
social responsibility. Harvard Business Review.
______ (2011c). The competitive advantage of corporate philanthropy. Harvard Business
Review.
Prahalad, C.K. (2005). The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid: Eradicating Poverty through
Profits. Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Wharton School Publishing.
Robins, F. (2005). The future of corporate social responsibility. Asian Business & Management,
vol. 4, pp. 95-115.
Sachs, D.J. (2012). A Global Solutions Network. Available from http://www.projectsyndicate.org/commentary/a-global-solutions-network-by-jeffrey-d--sachs.
Samuelson, P.A. (1971). Love that corporation. Mountain Bell Magazine.
Schwartz, M.S., and A.B. Carroll (2003). Corporate social responsibility: a three-domain
approach. Business Ethics Quarterly, October, pp.503-30.
Shapiro, B. (1995). Collaring the crime, not the criminal: reconsidering the concept of whitecollar crime. American Sociological Review, vol. 55, No. 3, pp. 346-65.
Sharfman, M. (1994). Changing institutional rules: the evolution of corporate philanthropy,
1883-1953. Business & Society, vol. 33 no. 3 (December), pp. 236-269.
Strategis (2003). “What is CSR?” http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/epic/internet/incsrrse.nsf/vwGeneratedInterE/h_rs00094e.html
United Nations Global Compact (2012). Available from http://www.unglobalcompact.org/.
Walsh, J.P., J.C. Kress and K.W. Beyerchen (2005). Book review essay: promises and perils at
the bottom of the pyramid. Administrative Science Quarterly, September, pp. 473-482.
Wartick, S.L., and P.L. Cochran (1985). The evolution of the corporate social performance mode.
Academy of Management Review, pp. 758-769.
Welford, R. (2005). Corporate social responsibility in Europe, North America and Asia: 2004
survey results. Journal of Corporate Citizenship, Issue 17.
Wood, D.J. (1991). Corporate social performance revisited. Academy of Management Review,
vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 691-718.

25

Wood, D.J., and R. Jones (1995). Stakeholder mismatching: a theoretical problem in empirical
research on corporate social performance. The International Journal of Organizational
Analysis, vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 229-267.
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (2012). We need a Revolution of
Capitalism to balance return on financial, natural and social capital. Available from
http://president.wbcsd.org/2012/12/we-need-a-revolution-of-capitalism-to-balancereturn-on-financial-natural-and-social-capital.html#more.
World Economic Forum (2012). Global Risks 2012 Seventh Edition. Geneva. Available from
http://reports.weforum.org/global-risks-2012/#=.

26

