Chapter 2

Corporate Social Responsibility Around
the World—An Overview of Theoretical
Framework, and Evolution

2.1 Introduction
The objective of this chapter is to highlight the evolution of the concept of the
corporate social responsibility around the world. Specifically, we focus on theoretical framework underpinning the corporate social responsibility. We also review
various definitions highlighting some of the most widely used definitions which
are exhaustive in nature. We conclude the chapter by providing a summary of
various surveys conducted across the world by various agencies to understand the
nature of CSR spending from differing perspectives of employees, consumers and
management.
Corporate social responsibility has changed the role of doing business in the
society, from simple exhortation of no social duties for business to the understanding of being socially responsible. Around the globe, various scholars, reporting agencies and institutions have already started to explore the multiple aspects
of this concept both theoretically and empirically. Formalising corporate social
responsibility for a corporation builds on the perspective of multi-faceted stakeholders. The basic understanding of widening the responsibility of corporate from
shareholder perspective to its all stakeholder approach leads business to play different roles for its different players. However, the challenge is of providing a universally accepted definition of activities to be described as socially responsible
behaviour.
In simple terms CSR can be understood from the three words the phrase contains: “Corporate” which covers the large spectrum of businesses, “Social” refers
to the local community with which they interact and finally by incorporating
“Responsibilities” that are intrinsic on both sides of these relationships. Hence,
CSR is nothing but corporate in its widest sense and on many levels, to include all
stakeholders and constituent groups that maintain an ongoing interest in the organization’s operations along with the society within which it operates.
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2.2 Origin and Evolution of Corporate Social
Responsibility
Though the roots of the concept of corporate social responsibility have a long and
evolving history, it is mostly a product of the twentieth century, especially from
the early 1920s up to the present time. In spite of its recent growth and popularity,
one can trace for centuries evidence of the business community’s concern for society. Over past six decades it has been discussed in the literature (Bowen 1953) that
corporate do have a social responsibility, in the context of widening the accountability of firms performance.
In recent decades, CSR as a concept, has been the focus of many deliberations
and research. It has grown in importance both academically as well as in the business sense. It captures a spectrum of values and criteria for measuring a company’s contribution to social development.
The central theme of the concept of corporate social responsibility is that the
social responsibilities are the social forces operating in every society making corporates to act in a certain way. This is true regardless of whether it is a capitalist
or a socialist society as the social forces are always there. These may not allow
the business to deviate from the course of social responsibility. These forces may
wipe out all such enterprises which prove contrary to social interests. The activities of a corporation impact upon the external environment and that therefore
such an organization should be accountable to a wider audience than simply its
shareholders.
The core perception of business has some social responsibilities has emerged
for the past three hundred years ago from a renowned Scottish philosopher and
economist, Adam Smith, in The Wealth of Nations. He describes the support for
market interactions that are freely participated in by individuals and organizations,
saying that they could serve the needs of the society. Further, people engage in
commerce or business out of selfish (Invisible Hand) reasons, or for their personal
benefits, but in one way or other this would also benefit the society as a whole
with positive or negative externalities. This implies that the corporations should
also enhance the welfare of the society by protecting and nurturing the interests of
the society. Recently, scholars like Brown and Forster (2013) have further substantiated the Smith’s idea of corporate social responsibility.
The concept of business ethics or corporate philanthropy has its roots way
back in 1920s through concepts of public service (Smith 1759) and trusteeship (Clark 1939). Bowen (1953) has further formally introduced the concept of
Businessmen’s social responsibilities which provided the much needed foundation
for the development of the modern concept of CSR. By bringing in the concept of
“stewardship”, Friedman (1970) has further enhanced the Smith’s view on CSR.
Carroll (1979, 1999a, b) further formalized Bowen’s arguments to build models
on the escalating concept of CSR. In 1980s the concept of CSR further transcends
to a broader concept of corporate social responsiveness and corporate citizenship
which further translates to Corporate Social Performance (CSP), which has been
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Fig. 2.1  Escalating concept of corporate social responsibility. Source Adopted from Mohan
(2003) and Gond and Moon (2011)

widely studied by many authors. The interrelationship between the CSP and firm
performance and profitability was also extensively explored by many authors such
as Cochran and Wood (1984), Aupperle et al. (1985), Waddock and Graves (1997).
Since 1980s the concept of the CSR has evolved in terms of the Stakeholder
theory (Freeman 1984) which formed the base for understanding the relationship between CSR and Sustainable Development during 1990s. Around this
time, nations around the world started framing guidelines, regulations and principles for adopting CSR as a best practice by corporations. This, further brought
a new dimension called the Triple Bottom Line during 2000s which has initiated
the modern concepts of CSR as Corporate Citizenship, Corporate Stakeholder
Responsibility and Political CSR. Mohan (2003) and Gond and Moon (2011) have
summarized the escalating concept of CSR since 1920s, which depicts the roadmap of the evolution of the concept of the CSR till date. Figure 2.1 graphically
presents the escalating concept of CSR following the works of Mohan (2003) and
Gond and Moon (2011).

2.3 Concept of Corporate Social Responsibility: Timeline
Following section summarizes the historical evolution of the concept CSR into
six phases from 1950s to after 2000 respectively. We also elaborate on origin and
development of the concept of CSR in each of these phases.
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The aforementioned six phases are as follows:
1950–1960s—Period of Introduction of CSR in the academic arena and corporate philanthropy as CSR
1970s—Period of rapid growth in the concept of CSR
1980s—Period of Stakeholder Theory and Business Ethics
1990s—Period of CSR Practicing by Corporate
2000 onwards—Period of empirical works to investigate the determinants and
consequences of CSR on corporate strategy

2.3.1 Corporate Social Responsibility in—1950s
Howard Bowen in his seminal work in 1953 titled as “Social Responsibilities of
the Businessman” introduced for the first time the concept of Social Responsibility
in the academic research. Specifically, Bowen enquired “What responsibilities to
society may businessmen reasonably be expected to assume?” and provided the
initial definition of the social responsibility as “… it refers to the obligations of
businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those
lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our
society”. Bowen’s (1953) work proceeded from the belief that the several hundred
largest businesses at the time were vital centers of power and decision making
and that the actions of these firms touched the lives of citizens in many ways as
observed by Carroll (2006).
Subsequently, another influential contribution to the early definitions of social
responsibility was made by Frederick (1960). Frederick (1960) specifies that
“social responsibility [in the final analysis] implies a public posture toward society’s economic and human resources and a willingness to see that those resources
are utilized for broad social ends and not simply for the narrowly circumscribed
interests of private persons and firm”. Frederick (1950) points out three core ideas
of trusteeship and corporate philanthropy:
1. Corporate managers as public trustees,
2. Balance of competing claims to corporate resources and,
3. The acceptance of philanthropy as a manifestation of business support of good
causes.
Murphy (1978) has also classified the growth of CSR in four eras in which he has
described the 1950s as the ‘philanthropic’ era during which companies primarily
donated to charities.
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2.3.2 Corporate Social Responsibility as Philanthropy
in 1960s
The decade of the 1960s marked as a period of momentous growth in the attempts
to formalize the definition of Corporate Social Responsibility. However, philanthropy continued as the most noticeable manifestation of CSR during the 1960s.
Davis (1960) defined corporate social responsibility as: “Businessmen’s decisions and actions taken for reasons at least partially beyond the firm’s direct economic or technical interest”. Walton (1967) has also addressed many facets of
CSR, and proposed a new concept of social responsibility recognizing the interaction between the corporation and society. He has further emphasized that these
interactions need to be considered by all the stakeholders while pursuing their
respective goals.
Further, Friedman (1962) conceptualized CSR as a social responsibility of business to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits
so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is particularly to engage in
open and free competition without deception or fraud.
The term “corporate social responsibility” came into common use in the late
1960s and early 1970s after many multinational corporations formed the term
stakeholder, meaning those on whom an organization’s activities have an impact.
It was used to describe corporate owners beyond shareholders (Freeman 1984).

2.3.3 Period of Rapid Growth in the Concept of CSR During
1970s
The decade of 1970s witnessed a significant growth in the concept of CSR by
bringing new concepts such as corporate social responsiveness (Ackerman 1973;
Ackerman and Bauer 1976), corporate social performance (CSP), and social
responsibility.
In the beginning of 1970s, Friedman (1970) argued that the social responsibility of business is to increase its profits meeting the shareholder value maximisation approach which is referred to as capitalism. He further extends the capitalism
argument to account for social responsibility as “there is one and only one social
responsibility of business—to use it resources and engage in activities designed to
increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to say,
engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud.” The scholars
from psychology and philosophy continued to provide refined concepts of CSR.
For example, Johnson (1971) describes CSR as conventional wisdom where “a
socially responsible firm is one whose managerial staffs balance a multiplicity of
interests. Instead of striving only for larger profits for its stockholders, a responsible enterprise also takes into account employees, suppliers, dealers, local communities, and the nation.” Later, Sethi (1975) distinguishes between CSP, CSR and
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corporate behaviours by conceptualising the ‘dimensions of corporate social performance’, ‘social obligation’, ‘social responsibility’, and ‘social responsiveness’
respectively. He further argues that the social responsibility implies synchronising
the corporate behaviour with prevailing social norms, values, and expectations of
performance.
Using a sample of major U.S. corporations who were engaged into some form
of the activities that can be described in the area of social responsibility Eilbirt
and Parket (1973), Parket and Eilbirt (1975) found that company size is positively
related to the social responsibility efforts and the usual activities undertaken by
most of the firms were related to contribution to education and arts. The corporations involved in activities which they consider socially responsible, were interested in making these activities widely known as well.
Hay and Gray (1974) conceptually divided the notion of social responsibility into three historical phases—“Phase I, the profit maximizer style; Phase II,
the trusteeship style; and Phase III, the quality of life style. Phase III values will
become more accepted by business managers of the future.”
Carroll (1979) made a landmark contribution in the development of CSR concept as he proposed a four-part definition of corporate social responsibility which
was embedded in a conceptual model of corporate social performance (CSP). The
definition of CSR as proposed by Carroll can be stated as: “the social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in time.”
The four part framework of CSR as proposed by Carroll (1979) was widely
accepted during this period and fully addresses the entire range of obligations
business has to society: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary. These four
basic expectations categorize the social responsibilities of businesses in a more
exhaustive manner. He further emphasises each responsibility is one part of the
total social responsibility of business, giving a definition that completely reflects
the societal expectation from the business.
The first and foremost social responsibility, the “economic responsibility”, of
business is to produce goods and services that society wants and to sell these at
a profit. While pursuing the economic responsibilities, the society expects businesses to fulfil its legal responsibilities i.e. operating its activities within the framework of legal requirements. Although the economic and legal responsibilities
involve certain ethical formal norms, there are additional behaviors and activities
that are not necessarily imposed by law but nonetheless are expected of business
by the members of society. These voluntary actions are guided only by a business’
desire to engage in social roles and not necessarily governed by the law. Finally,
“discretionary responsibilities” are the most convoluted ones and are left to individual judgment and choices.
However, Carroll (1991) revisited his 1979 framework to provide a more specific definition of discretionary component as philanthropic and suggesting that
it embraced “corporate citizenship.” He had succinctly put his argument as: “For
CSR to be accepted by the conscientious business person, it should be framed
in such a way that the entire range of business responsibilities is embraced. It is
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Fig. 2.2  Pyramid model of CSR. Source Adapted from Carroll (1991)

suggested here that four kinds of social responsibilities constitute total CSR:
economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic. Furthermore, these four categories or
components of CSR might be depicted as a pyramid with economic responsibility being the foundation of the pyramid as shown in Fig. 2.2. To be sure, all of
these kinds of responsibilities have always existed to some extent, but it has only
been in recent years that ethical and philanthropic functions have taken a significant place.”
Friedman (1970) attempted to find how a company is established and for what
goal it operates and found that the main objective is profit. As profit is the most
important thing, then the objective of business is merely to be responsible for the
increasing of shareholders’ wealth.

2.3.4 Stakeholder Theory and Business Ethics as CSR in
1980s
In the 1980s, the focus on developing new or refined definitions of CSR dominated
the academic research on CSR. The concepts and themes such as corporate social
responsiveness, corporate social performance, public policy, business ethics, and
stakeholder theory and management were brought into recast the core concern of
the CSR.
Summarizing the existing CSR debate, Jones (1980) argued that it is very difficult to reach consensus as to what constitutes socially responsible behaviour and
therefore CSR ought to be seen as a process but not as a set of outcomes. Later,
Muirhead (1999) categorized the period from the mid-1950s to mid-1980s as a
period of ‘growth and expansion’ of corporate contributions. Further, Tuzzolino
and Armandi (1981) proposed a microanalytic foundation for organizational
analysis, using a paradigm taken from need theory. They presented a taxonomic
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construct to assess corporate performance proposing a yardstick to monitor its
social responsibility. They further argued that the CSR can be easily motivated and
operationalized in the context of an organizational-need hierarchy.
Two very important ‘alternative themes’ of CSR that developed during the
1980s’ were stakeholder theory and business ethics mostly from the contributions
of Freeman (1984) and Wartick and Cochran (1985).
As observed by Freeman (1984): “Our current theories are inconsistent with
both the quantity and kinds of change that are occurring in the business environment of the 1980s…A new conceptual framework is needed.” It was further developed by Freeman and Velamuri (2005) as a stakeholder approach to CSR to
broaden the concept of business beyond its traditional economic roots, by defining
stakeholders as—any group or individual who is affected by or can affect the
achievement of an organization’s objectives. Based on the stakeholder approach
they proposed CSR as Company Stakeholder Responsibility which involves four
levels of commitment to this new CSR, and have suggested ten principles that can
help executives and business thinkers begin to apply this approach.1
Wartick and Cochran (1985) examined social issues management as a dimension of corporate social performance and concluded that the corporate social performance model is valuable for business and society study. Studies analysing the
relationship between corporate social responsibility and firm profitability were
also undertaken during this period. Epstein (1987) provided a definition of CSR
relating social responsibility, responsiveness, and business ethics. He argued that
these three concepts dealt with closely related, even overlapping, themes and concerns and defined CSR as the following: “Corporate social responsibility relates
primarily to achieving outcomes from organizational decisions concerning specific
issues or problems which (by some normative standard) have beneficial rather than
adverse effects on pertinent corporate stakeholders. The normative correctness
of the products of corporate action have been the main focus of corporate social
responsibility.”
1980s was mainly marked by the stakeholder theory which was further developed into a more holistic approach in 2000s to describe the concepts of CSR.
March and Simon (1958), while developing the stakeholder theory further argued
that the relationship between a company and its stakeholders is reciprocal as the
stakeholders deliver contributions for the company to meet their interests and the
company reward them benefits in return.
The main contributions are from Freeman (1984, 1994), Evan and Freeman
(1988), Donaldson and Preston (1995), Freeman and Phillips (2002), Phillips
et al. (2003) considers fiduciary duties towards stakeholders of the firm. Further
its application requires reference to some moral theory (Kantian, Utilitarianism,
theories of justice, etc.). For certain organizations frameworks like The Global
Sullivan Principles and UN Global Compact universal rights are considered as

1For

details see Freeman and Velamuri (2005) Annexure I and II.
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CSR as they view CSR as to be framed as human rights, labour rights and respect
for the environment that a company should possess. Achieving human development considering present and future generations as sustainable development
are mainly highlighted as CSR by the World Commission on Environment and
Development (Brutland Report; Gladwin et al. 1995). Finally, orientation towards
the common good of society is described as CSR by Alford and Naughton (2002);
Garriga and Mele (2004); and Kaku (1997).
Several authors then referred this stakeholder theory and created some new
CSR models. These are Sustainable Development, Stewardship Theory, Triple
Bottom Line, DNA of CSR2.0 Model, Practitioner-based model of societal
responsibilities, value creation model of CSR and consumer drive corporate
responsibility respectively.
In order to have a long-term perspective, Stakeholder Theory is further developed as Sustainable Development Theory which is defined by World Commission
on Economic and Development as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs”. This definition emphasizes the concept in the balance between present and
future dimensions. Hawken (1993) aligns this theory with his argument that business can harm the environment, but on the other hand, business is also crucial to
solve sustainability problem of environment.
Nearly after two decades, Gechev (2005) observed that this concept consider both of short-term and long-term developments. Further Maples defines
Sustainable Development as a combination between innovation and conservation.
It is about doing innovation to respond the recent prompt changes while conserving socio-economical systems to get the balance of ecosystem. Sustainability is
an important indicator of a company’s performance in a long-term dimension
(Maples 2005). The notion of important relationship between business and environment was then started to play in the Sustainable Development Theory. This
theory then further developed into some new models, i.e. Triple Bottom Line,
Sustainable Development Model and The DNA of CSR 2.0 Model.

2.3.5 CSR in Business Practice During 1990s
During the late 1980s and into the 1990s, corporate philanthropy expanded considerably starting from the pyramid model depicted by Carroll (1991) which further inspires some new novel models, such as Triple Bottom Line, Value Creation
Model of CSR and The Model of Consumer Driven Corporate Responsibility.
Muirhead (1999) characterized this period of corporate contributions as ‘diversification and globalization’.
Around this time Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson (1997) integrated agency
theory to define the concept stewardship which further influenced the evolution of
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the concepts of CSR in future. The stewardship theory view managers as “stewards” of corporate assets, satisfying shareholders, and stakeholders. In contrast to
the agency theory that argue that maximisation of shareholders interest require
separation of board chair and CEO, stewardship theory argues shareholder value
maximisation is achieved by shared positions of board chair and CEO (Donaldson
and Davis 1991). Stewardship Theory further led to some new CSR models in the
21st century such as Sustainable Development Model and The Model of
Consumer Driven Corporate Responsibility.2
Elkington (1998) formulated a concept of “triple bottom line” (TBL) using
stakeholder theory to measure and manage the impact of CSR that reflects economic, social and environmental performance. More global companies appeared in
the world economy, and management positions dedicated to corporate giving
began proliferating on the organization charts of major companies and corporate
social performance emerged as more encompassing measure of performance.3
Most of the research in 1990s evolved around the themes of: CSP, stakeholder theory, business ethics, sustainability and corporate citizenship.
The most significant advances to CSR in the 1990s came in the realm of business practice. The concept of CSR broadened from community involvement to
an eventual and abiding concern for socially responsible products, processes, and
employee relations. In 1992, a non-profit organisation called Business for Social
Responsibility (BSR) was established to represent the initiatives and professionals
having responsibility for CSR in their companies. BSR expanded the definition of
CSR by encompassing various topics such as business ethics, community investment, environment, governance and accountability, human rights, marketplace
and workplace. Further, BSR has also argued that terms such as corporate citizenship, business ethics, corporate accountability and sustainability can be used interchangeably to indicate CSR.
The 1990s was also characterized by the emergence of many different companies which have excellent reputations for their CSR practices. To name a few large
companies like Nike, Merck, Coca-Cola, UPS, IBM, Prudential Insurance, Levi
Strauss & Co., McDonald’s, and Herman Miller, have developed significant CSR
related reputations.
The 1990s also witnessed a similar trend in India wherein companies like Tata
group, Nirma and Hindustan Unilever had created new business systems and products to meet the needs of under-served consumers, mostly from poor, rural areas.

2Other works based on integrated theories ranges from Sethi (1975), Ackerman (1973), Jones
(1980), Vogel (2005) , Wartick and Mahon (1994). Preston and Post (1975, 1981) describe
law and the existing public policy process as a reference for social performance. Wartick and
Cochran (1985), Wood (1991) and Swanson (1995) propose role of social issues into assessment
of corporate social performance. More recently the act of balancing the interests of the stakeholders of the firm as integrative theories as described by Mitchell et al. (1997), Agle et al. (1999),
Rowley (1997).
3For example, Griffin and Mahon (1997) examined the relationship between corporate social performance and financial performance.
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For example, Tata Steels introduced Lifeline express or Jeevan Rekha Express
Train during 1990s which has reached out to more than 67,800 persons offering
medical treatment. The company’s entire range of healthcare services has been
reaching out annually to 400,000 people in the interior villages of India through
five hospitals and mobile health clinics.

2.3.6 Research on CSR in 21st Century
Twenty-first century has witnessed a shift in focus from theoretical construct
towards the empirical research on the topics such as stakeholder theory, business
ethics, sustainability, and corporate citizenship.
Husted (2000) presented a contingency theory of CSP in which he argued that
CSP is a function of the nature of the social issue and its corresponding strategies and structures. This further leads to an integration of elements such as corporate social responsiveness, issues management, and stakeholder management.
Further, Griffin (2000) argued that the existing research in related disciplines like
marketing, human relations, psychology etc., can help to broaden our understanding of Corporate Social Performance. A different but relevant strand of literature
described CSR as a signalling instrument to understand corporate commitment to
social cases as a communication instrument within the framework of signalling
models.
These frameworks essentially argue that CSR activities could possibly communicate relevant information over an enterprise to an uninformed actor, because they
are afflicted with cost and hence can be deployed as a signal to reduce the asymmetric information premium (Jones and Murrel 2001; Fisman 2006).
Schwartz and Carroll (2003) refined the three-domain approach to CSR defined
by Carroll (1979) by reducing the four categories of CSR into three as economic,
legal, and ethical. Stormer (2003) suggested moving beyond the stakeholder model
of the firm to an inter-systems model of business which requires modifying the
view of corporations as autonomous or independent entities toward a view of firms
as part of the communities that created them (Solomon 2004). This is further characterized as a shift from the ‘egoic’ view of the self as alienated towards the ‘postegoic’ view of the organization self as interdependent (Driver 2006).
The twenty-first century also witnessed attention of global organisations
to articulate best practices in CSR. For example, Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) released the guidelines in corporate
social responsibilities (OECD 2001). OECD released its first guidelines on CSR
in 2001 for its member countries with voluntary initiatives. The report notes that
there are significant divergences of commitment and management practices, even
in narrow areas of application such as labor standards, environment, human rights,
and fighting bribery. In addition to, research works such as Greenfield (2004),
Maignan and Ralston (2002), McWilliams et al. (2006), Pearce and Doh (2005)
provided theoretical and managerial discussions that argue “not only is doing good
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the right thing to do, but it also leads to doing better” (Bhattacharya and Sen 2004;
Dunphy et al. 2003; Kotler and Lee 2005). Perrini (2005) analysed non-financial
disclosure on CSR from corporate social, environmental and sustainability reports
for ninety European companies and find that firms’ disclosure is related to operational efficiency, maximum safety, environmental protection, quality & innovation,
open dialogue, skill development, and responsible citizenship respectively.
Further, Habisch et al. (2005) documented the perspectives of CSR developments across Europe and argue that CSR is one of the most important topics for
discussion for business people, politicians, trade unionists, consumers, NGOs, and
researchers. In a specific study for UK, Moon (2004) presented how CSR evolved
as a part of societal governance in the country which influenced the overall development of CSR in the European Union. Compared to the US, the notion of CSR in
Europe is closely related to stakeholder responsibility. For example, Lyndenberg
(2005) observes that the development of CSR in Europe was described as driven
by “a long-term re-evaluation of the role of corporations in society”.
Figure 2.3 describes the evolution of CSR in a chronological order from 1950s
to 2000s. The figure also highlights the key researchers whose works have been
highly cited regarding the progress of CSR from philanthropic interpretation to the
business practices which accounts for the stakeholder approach.
The theories and concepts until the 21st century can be integrated as
Sustainable Development theory which further augmented the existing concepts of
CSR and TBL. For example, Aras and Crowther (2009) integrated the concept of
Stewardship Theory into Triple Bottom Line to develop sustainable development
model demonstrating the synergy and stewardship of financial, social and environmental resources to ensure sustainability. More specifically, the authors focus on
internal and external interests of a company by asserting four aspects of CSR as
follows:
•
•
•
•

Economic aspect, to be the reason of the company’s existence;
Social aspect, to eradicate poverty and safeguard human rights;
Environment, to preserve the nature for future generations;
Organizational culture, to align the corporate and social values with individual
values.

The integration of Stewardship Theory with TBL is further evolved into new models such as the DNA of CSR 2.0 Model, A Practitioner-Based Model of Societal
Responsibilities and Consumer Driven Corporate Responsibilities Model.
The concept of DNA of CSR 2.0 is an integration of Stakeholder Theory and
Sustainable Development by Visser et al. (2010a, b) conceiving this model as “spiralling, interconnected, non-hierarchical levels, representing economic, human,
social and environmental systems, each with a twinned sustainability/responsibility manifestation: economic sustainability and financial responsibility; human
sustainability and labour responsibility; social sustainability and community
responsibility; and environmental sustainability and moral responsibility.”
DNA of CSR 2.0 model combines the concepts of Connectedness “C”,
Scalability “S”, and Responsiveness “R”, along with Duality “2” and Circularity
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Fig. 2.3  Historical development of CSR in timeline. Source Authors’ compilation from various
literature surveys

for “0”. Connectedness is about expressing multi-stakeholders relationships;
Scalability indicates that CSR programs must be carried out by a company on
a big scale and for a long-term duration; Responsiveness represents that a company must be responsive to deliver the needs of the community; Duality captures
company’s responsibility not only to economic aspect but to economic and social
aspects as well. Finally, Circularity confirms the concept of sustainability.
A Practitioner-Based Model of Societal Responsibilities describes managers’
perceptions where CSR is viewed in a relatively narrow sense. Pedersen (2010)
describes that it is the focus on the TBL that brings out a more practitioner based
model of social responsibilities. This further captures the differences in managers’ view of CSR. For example, some of them view CSR in a reactive approach
that CSR is carried out merely to comply with responsibility and avoid risk,
while the others take the proactive approach to perceive CSR as an effort to make
wider changes in society. Overall, managers view CSR as about producing goodquality products without doing harm to environment while creating value for the
company and community. In such an approach the responsibilities of a company
for products, people and environment are not only taken as its internal operations, but are also meant for creating value for the stakeholders rather than only
for shareholders. While Practitioner-Based model builds on Stakeholder Theory,
it does not take all stakeholders’ interests as equally important and views CSR as
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a part of core business activities of a company where the managers perceive that
employees and customers are more important than the other stakeholders. Further,
Gholami (2011) develops Value Creation Model from the Stakeholder theory that
describes the value creation for an organization and society that results from the
mutual dependence between them due to the linkage between CSR and corporate
performance including financial and non-financial performance. Gholami (2011)
further builds on Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid Model in which economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities must be delivered by a company to create
value for organization and society. In addition to the concept measurable indicators for each of the theme of the pyramid is explained under the Value Creation
Model proposed by Gholami (2011). Specifically, personal saving rate, business
saving rate, inflation rate and manufacturing lead time are the indicators of economic dimension according to Value Creation Model. Indicators of legal aspect
proposed by Gholami (2011) are anti-trust law, labor training law, taxation law and
human rights. Ethical aspect deals with codes of conduct, corruption and money
laundering matters. Gholami (2011) further suggests donor acquisition, donor
attrition, stewardship calls and gift processing time as key indicators for philanthropic aspect. In the Value Creation Model, economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic aspects are considered as independent variables; organizational dimensions
of culture, technology, centralization and training are considered as control variables; and traditional measures of corporate performance such as return on investment (ROI), return on equity (ROE), Return on Asset (ROA), Operating Income
(OI) and non-financial corporate performance including access of capital, business value, business savings, social value are considered as dependent variables
respectively.
Finally, the Model of Consumer Driven Corporate Responsibility is coined by
Claydon (2011). Similar to Value Creation Model, this model is also influenced
by Carroll’s Pyramid Model as economic approach is inevitably the main aspect
of a company. The model further amalgamates concept of sustainability from the
Sustainable Development Theory arguing that a company must remain profitable to be sustainable. Considering consumers as the most important stakeholders, this model argues that sustainable profitability can be achieved by ethical and
responsible behaviour to its consumers. This model corroborates that CSR can be
adopted to achieve competitive advantage by a company where customer base is
not well established as well as to maintain profitable situation where the customer
base is already established as the existing customers will continue demanding
CSR from the company. Therefore, the company must respond to meet the CSR
demand in order to remain reputable and profitable. This model shows a cycle
that CSR adopted by a company will lead to the increased customer base which
in turn means profitability. The profitability from CSR further leads to a greater
reputation which can increase customer base. The increased customer base leads
to the increased consumer demand for CSR, then it increases CSR adopted by the
company.
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2.4 Comprehensive Review of Surveys on Corporate Social
Responsibility Around the World
In this section we capture the different aspects of CSR from the perspectives of
various key stakeholders such as consumers, employees, and management decision makers like CEO’s, along with the impact it creates on the society and environment in which the business operations are carried out. Further, in the emerging
scenario, reporting of CSR activities are critical for all corporate across countries,
we also bring out the status of CSR reporting and the way of communicating CSR
to the public by corporate around the world.
This section is organised in a way to provide a clear picture of status of CSR
from the perspective of consumers, employees, top management decision makers, and how companies started reporting their CSR. All these aspects are analysed
across regions and various countries.

2.4.1 Consumers Perspective on CSR
In the corporate world, consumers are treated as most priority person and satisfying their needs and fulfilling their requirements would be the core objective any
business entity. As corporate are loaded with an additional responsibility to take
part in the social activities, this would trigger the expectation of consumers to yet
another spectrum of understanding their priorities on CSR activities for the companies, their willingness towards CSR, and further their role in CSR emerge as an
interesting areas to research both for the corporate and in academics.
A lot of surveys and studies have been conducted on assessing the consumer
behaviour towards CSR. Researchers have established that the companies CSR
programs indeed have a strong influence on consumers’ attitudes and behaviour
towards products and companies (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). Customers use corporate reputation to assess products, with positive reputation resulting in higher
perceptions of product or service quality (Jacoby et al. 1971; Shapiro 1983).
Consumers expectation on the corporate social responsibility role of companies
have been surveyed in the Millennium Poll survey by Environics International in
cooperation with the Prince of Wales Business Leaders Forum, during the year
1999, with a representative sample of 23,000 citizens across 23 countries. The
major findings of the survey is that two out of three consumers want companies
to contribute to broader societal goals that go beyond the historical role of making a profit, paying taxes, employing people and obeying the law. Over one in five
consumers report that they have acted as ethical consumers, and almost as many
again have considered doing so. It also highlighted that a higher amount of interest
among the citizens in understanding the social and environmental impact of companies from all countries.
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Social consciousnesses of the consumers about the product they buy are surveyed by Nielsen covering 28,000 online respondents from 56 countries around
the world during 2012. The survey findings revealed that two thirds (66 %) of
consumers around the world say they prefer to buy products and services from
companies that have implemented programs to give back to society. That preference extends to other matters, too: they prefer to work for these companies
(62 %), and invest in these companies (59 %). A smaller share, but still nearly
half (46 %) say they are willing to pay extra for products and services from these
companies, the “socially-conscious consumers,” as defined and focused upon in
the report. According to this survey, global, socially-conscious consumers tend to
be younger: 63 % are under the age of 40, compared to 55 % of all respondents. In
general, Nielsen’s survey shows that younger consumers are more likely to spend
extra for products and services from socially-responsible companies. Fifty-one
percent of all respondents aged 15–39 are willing to pay extra for such products
and services compared to 37 % of all respondents over age 40.
Further Nielsen conducted the second global survey on “Consumers Who Care
And Say They’ll Reward Companies with Their Wallets” during August 2013
around 58 countries. The survey results indicate that socially-conscious consumers
care most about environmental sustainability. Around 66 % of socially conscious
consumers identified environmental sustainability as a cause companies should
support. More than 50 % of socially conscious consumers may be less obvious:
improvements to science, technology and math education. Eradicating extreme
poverty and hunger is also a priority for this segment, with 53 % of socially-conscious consumers believing brands should play a role in the cause.
Consumers willingness towards buying the products and services from a
socially responsible company was surveyed by TNS Opinion and Social network
among 27 Member States of the European Union and in Croatia, Israel, Turkey,
Brazil, the United States, China and India during 2012 on citizen’s view on how
company influence society. Over 32,000 respondents have been covered under the
survey. The findings of the survey showed that half of respondents said they would
be willing to reward companies that give back to society by paying more for their
goods and services. European respondents are much more likely to say that small
and medium sized companies (71 %), rather than large companies (48 %), make
efforts to behave in socially responsible ways. Respondents living in the EU and
the US are the only ones who are more likely to think that small and medium companies are making efforts to behave responsibly towards society compared to large
companies. In Brazil, India and Turkey the situation is reversed, with respondents
more likely to say that large companies are making these efforts.
Europeans think that citizens themselves should take the lead role in influencing the actions of companies through their decisions about what they buy (49 %),
followed by company management (40 %) and public authorities (36 %). Where
as this decision was much higher among the respondents in India (70 %). Across
the European Union, 40 % of Europeans think that companies pay more attention
to their influence on society than they did 10 years ago. However, respondents in
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non-European countries like India resulted in 62 % a much higher compared with
European and Non-European countries.
Similarly Cone Communications 2013 survey revealed that Just as consumers want companies to change, they also feel personally accountable for making
responsible purchasing decisions. A mere 13 % feels they do not play any role in
addressing social and environmental issues through their purchases, while one-infive (21 %) consumers not only proactively seek out products and services they
feel are responsible every time they shop, but also encourage others to do the same.
Priorities of the customers on the role of companies to do on CSR activities
have been surveyed was carried out by IPSOS CSR Global Advisory among 24
countries with an international sample of 18,150 during 2013. On a global average
it was found that customers mostly prioritize workplace safety, respect and adhere
to local laws & rights and Contribute to the socioeconomic development of the
countries where it operates. Whereas the least prioritized factor is fulfilling their
financial and commercial targets to increase shareholder value, leave behind conditions for sustainable development after operations are closed and Maintain sustainable environmental practices. Indian Consumers also reflect the similar trend
of priorities as of overall global average score.
Research suggests that companies may receive external benefits from implementing CSR policies. Field based and laboratory studies have found that CSR
is linked to more favourable corporate evaluations, increased purchase behaviour
(Lichtenstein et al. 2004), higher customer satisfaction and market value of a firm
(Luo and Bhattacharya 2006) all of which is believed to translate into increased
profitability for the corporation.
Cone Communications partnered with Echo Research to field out second comprehensive survey of global attitudes, perceptions and behaviours around CSR
after 2011. They conducted an online survey of 10,287 consumers in 10 of the
largest countries in the world. The survey broadly described “corporate social
responsibility” to respondents in each country as “companies changing their business practices and giving their support to help address the social and environmental issues the world faces today.” The survey findings reveal that globally 22 %
opinioned that companies create impact on CSR whereas, 27 % believed that
Consumers drive CSR, which shows that Consumers are more keen in bringing
CSR. Similarly in India also showed the same trend with a higher percentage of
37 % believed that of company and 52 % believed that consumers drive CSR.

2.4.2 Employee Perceptions of Corporate Social
Responsibility
There is also some evidence that CSR is beneficial because as with customer’s
willingness and acceptance of CSR activity also improves employees’ perceptions of the company. When a company has CSR initiatives, employees are more
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proud of and committed to that organization. A study conducted by Brammer et al.
(2007) also support this finding: employees’ perceptions of their organizations’
concern for community and environment is linked to their level of organizational
commitment. Even after controlling for a whole host of relevant variable, perceptions of CSR make a unique and positive contribution to overall commitment. That
is, the higher an employee rates their organization’s corporate citizenship, the
more committed they are to the organization.
Society for Human Resource Management conducted a pilot study on
Corporate Social Responsibility Survey among Human Resource professionals
employed by organizations operating in the United States, Australia, India, China,
Canada, Mexico and Brazil during 2007. The survey findings revealed that Brazil
reported the highest rate of organization participation in corporate social responsibility practices and where as in contrast China reported the lowest rate of participation in corporate social responsibility practices. Human Resource professionals
from India who were employed by large or medium organizations reported that
their organizations participated in donating/collecting money for natural disasters
than those from small organizations.

2.4.3 CEO’s Perspective on CSR
According to the survey of 766 United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) member
CEOs, Accenture CEO Study Project Lead 2010, CEOs around the world are starting to see the shape of a new era of sustainability coming into view. In the face
of rising global competition, technological change and the most serious economic
downturn in nearly a century, corporate commitment to the principles of sustainability remains strong throughout the world. The major highlights of the survey
are: Nearly one third of the respondents cited brand, trust and reputation as the
top three factors followed by revenue growth and cost reduction as driving force
for them to take action on sustainability issues. Among the development issues,
education issues dominate climate change as crucial factor considered as the most
important issue to address for the success of their business. And further all most
all the respondents believe in integrating sustainability issues through their supply
chain and also in the strategy and operation of their company.
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) had made a global survey on CEOs in its 16th
annual global survey during 2013 with 1330 CEOs interviews in 68 countries. The
survey reported highest confidence in CSR reputation amongst North American
CEOs, with 64 % feeling strongly that the public perceives their company as a
positive social performer and 30 % feeling somewhat guarded confidence. AsiaPacific CEOs have the lowest confidence in public perception of their companies
as positive social performers, with only 28 % feeling strongly confident and 54 %
feeling more cautiously confident.
The PwC survey results highlighted that about 75 % of CEOs in India are planning to strengthen their engagement with local communities, 72 % with the media
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and 59 % with NGOs. Forty-eight percent of CEOs in India (31 % globally) are
also increasing their focus on volunteering and community work. Their attention to
reducing the environmental footprint is almost on par with the global number; 44 %
in India as opposed to 48 % globally. More than half of the CEOs interviewed in
India are encouraging a framework to support a culture of ethical behaviour.
The Unites States based Conference Board carried out a global survey during
2002 on the attitudes of CEOs to developments in corporate citizenship. The highlights of survey results were: Company traditions and values to act ethically and
be a force for economic development are by far the most important drivers for corporate social investment throughout the world. CEOs in the United States, Brazil
and Europe say that their efforts to create future success through citizenship initiatives have only been ‘somewhat’ effective to date. In other regions, especially in
the Asia-Pacific region, CEOs see their results as ‘not very’ effective.

2.5 Conclusion
The objective of this chapter is to highlight the evolution of the concepts of the
corporate social responsibility around the world. Specifically, we focus on theoretical framework underpinning the corporate social responsibility. We also review
various definitions highlighting some of the most widely used definitions which
are exhaustive in nature. We conclude the chapter by providing a summary of
various surveys conducted across the world by various agencies to understand the
nature of CSR spending from differing perspectives of employees, consumers and
management.
This chapter highlights the evolution of the concept of the corporate social
responsibility around the world into phases of development of the concepts. There
is no “one definition fits all” concept for CSR and therefore, specific definitions
have evolved based on the institutional development, awareness about social issues
and organizational behaviour. CSR is embedded in the management sciences with
new constructs and linkages with organisational behaviour are evolving. The chapter also provides the comprehensive summary of some recent surveys on CSR
activities to capture the perspectives of consumers, employees and management.
Against this backdrop the following chapter provides a detailed discussion on
the relevant guidelines and best practices across the globe.
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