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This paper aims to examine the main Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) dimensions in order to 
provide a preliminary representation of the several perspectives of study dealt by the literature. 
Subsequently, for each CSR dimension, a proposition is suggested, which highlights the most cri tical 

issues emerging from the literature. Such propositions summarize the main characteristics of CSR 
dimensions and could be useful for further future studies. Similar approach is applied in the second 
part of the paper, which is focused on the relationship between CSR and the family business and 

suggest propositions addressed to some peculiarities of CSR and family business, such as: (a) the 
association between family ownership and community-related CSR performance and (b) the association 
between family ownership and the employee-related CSR performance.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
In recent years, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
received an increasing attention from a wide range of 

stakeholders, as information on corporate ethical values 
and social initiatives are considered increasingly important  
in evoking positive and strong reactions among 

stakeholders (Morsing and Schultz, 2006). Consequently,  
the amount  of corporate social information and the 
number of communication channels used to disclose 

social information has increased as well as the relevance 
of CSR studies is widely recognized by the literature, as  
CSR involves several aspects and actors: first, it affects 

sustainability (Van Marrewijk, 2003), local community and 
society (Pedersen, 2010), as it plays an important role in 
preserving the environment (Carroll, 1999), in respecting 

and promoting  human  rights  and  job  satisfaction  (Hou 

and Reber, 2011) and in developing and supporting 
ethical and moral values inside the company (Joyner and 

Payne, 2002); second, as a consequence, CSR affects 
the image and reputation of companies (Weber, 2008) 
and thus its financial and economic performances 

(Neville et al., 2005). Considering the large number of 
dimensions and perspectives under which CSR is 
analysable, and the several implications found by 

academic literature, a review of the main studies  
conducted on the main CSR dimensions is proposed,  
such as, the attention paid to the environment and the 

sustainability, impacts of CSR on society and community, 
corporate image and reputation, job satisfaction,  
economic and financial performance of CSR. 

Along  the  time,  especially  in  the  last  few  years, the
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attention paid to the involvment of family business in the 
CSR has gradually increased. Adams (2002) and Prado-
Lorenzo et al. (2009), recognized that many studies on 

the impact of firms‟ characteristics and external factors on 
the extent of CSR reporting were widely available,  
whereas there was a lack of studies on the impact of 

internal factors, such as family involvement in ownership 
and management. Conversely, in last few years, a great  
amount of studies has been produced about the 

relationship between family business and CSR (Lybaert, 
2014; Cruz and Larraza-Kintana, 2014; Campopiano and 
De Massis, 2015), given the increasing dominance and 

socio-economic role of family firms in the economic  
system.  

Literature on the relationship between CSR and family  

business, deals with the peculiarities of this association. 
In this regard, De la Cruz Déniz Déniz and Suàrez (2005),  
following the Quazi and O‟Brien (2000) model, classify 

Spanish family firms according to their approach to the 
CSR, supporting the idea that family firms are very  
heterogeneous in their orientation towards CSR. In fact, 

through a cluster analysis, they demonstrate that family  
firms could follow a “classic”, “socio-economic”, or 
“philanthropic” approach to the CSR. On a slightly 

different perspective, Payne et al. (2011) show the 
heterogeneity between family and non-family companies 
in disclosing their organizational virtue orientation; for 

doing so, authors conduct a content analysis of the 
shareholder letters from S&P 500 companies. Through a 
wider approach, Block and Wagner (2014), use a dataset 

of 500 US firms to investigate whether the family  
ownership affects the several dimensions of CSR, 
classified as community-, diversity-, employee-,  

environment- and product-related aspects. They carry out  
the analysis using data from a social performance rating 
service (that is, KLD, which stands for Kinder, Lydenberg 

and Domini). 
Cruz et al. (2014) focus the attention on one of the 

several CSR dimensions, studying the effects of family  

firms on stakeholders, finding out that, on one side, family  
firms engage in social initiatives towards external 
stakeholders just like non-family firms, but on the other 

side, family firms abate the social practices related to the 
internal stakeholders (employees and governance).  

Other studies analyse the CSR disclosure using 

content analysis techniques (Lock and Seele, 2016);  
such techniques are also used to analyse the differences 
between family and non-family firms in disclosing CSR 

reports (Campopiano and De Massis, 2015) and allow to 
find out that family firms disclose a wider variety of CSR 
reports respect to non-family firms, but at the same time, 

family firms are less compliant with CSR standards. 
As it can be understood from the aforementioned 

considerations, the results of the researches do not  

provide a common view on the relationship between CSR 
and family business, as some studies support the idea 
that family businesses are more socially responsible than  
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non-family firms (Cennamo et al., 2012; Berrone et al., 
2010), whereas other studies sustain exactly the opposite 
(Bingham et al., 2011; Kellermanns et al., 2012; Morck 

and Yeung, 2004).  
In this debate, this study aims to clarify which is the 

several perspectives of analysis of CSR and which are 

the interrelationships between family business and CSR, 
suggesting a set of propositions emerging from the 
literature analysis. Specifically, for each CSR dimension,  

a proposition was suggested aimed to summarize the 
most critical issues to be further investigated in future 
researches. 

Subsequently, a literature analysis is presented broken 
down into the main CSR dimensions, defining 
propositions useful to shed light on the primary issues of 

each of CSR aspects. After the literature analysis on CSR, 
a literature review was proposed on the relationship 
between CSR performance and family business, in order 

to suggest propositions that are specifically focused on 
the most important features of the association between 
family firms and CSR. 

 
 
METHODOLOGY 

 
This research is presented through a proposit ion-based approach, 

whose aim consists of a literature rev iew  regarding the main CSR 

dimensions and the relationships betw een CSR and family  

business. The main studies  on the tw o subjects are investigated 

through a deep literature analysis, in order to let emerge topics 

which w ould deserve more attention by scholars, given the  

literature controversy or  the lack of studies found about them. Such 

topics are then synthetized in a set of propositions.  

The proposition papers are w idely used in the literature and can 

pursue several aims, as the propos itions are suitable to discuss 

both current and future facts. For example, Minor et al. (1991) use 

proposit ions to discuss about: (a) the w ays in w hich companies  

entry in foreign markets; (b) the key strategic objectives that 

companies tend to pursue and (c) the features w hich make a 

foreign market attractive. A similar approach is follow ed by 

Mukerjee (2016), w ho posits propositions aimed at examining the 

factors that contribute to the competit ive advantage, basing the 

research on the main literature and on the best practices adopted 

by major companies. Other scholars identify propositions der ived 

from previous literature concerning large companies, in order to 

examine and discuss their robustness on small-medium size 

companies (Murphy and Poist, 1998). Another study compares the 

results of prior literature on information systems control w ith the 

future challenges of emerging information systems and suggest a 

set of proposit ions to examine and discuss the linkages betw een 

current information system control aspects and future information 

systems challenges (Cram et al., 2016). 

The aforementioned considerations show  that many literature 

contributions employ a proposition-based approach, follow ing 

almost the same approach: analysis of prior literature and 

formulation of proposit ions to examine  and discuss one or more 

phenomena, variables and associations.  

In this paper, a literature analysis on CSR dimensions and on the 

relationships betw een CSR and family f irms w ere conducted, 

follow ing three phases:  
 

(1) literature analysis on the social responsibility, aimed at identifying 

the several dimensions of CSR;  
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(2) literature analysis on the specif ic CSR dimensions, w ith the aim 

to determine possible research gaps, literature controversy or lack 

of studies and to posit our propositions accordingly; 

(3) literature analysis on the CSR in family business, w ith the aim to 

identify issues and relationships that w ould deserve further 

investigation and to express our results in proposit ions useful for 

future researches. 
 
 

CSR: A MULTIDIMENSIONAL CONCEPT  
 
CSR, more than ever before, has gained a remarkable 

importance, as it regards a wide range of elements 
closely related between each other and such an 
interaction, on one side, affects the whole environment in 

which the company operates, and on the other side, can 
be influenced by the environmental changes, including 
the stakeholders‟ expectations (Werther Jr and Chandler,  

2010). Moreover, especially in this historical moment, 
companies need to define their roles in society as the 
attention paid by stakeholders has dramatically increased 

on several CSR-related issues. Some studies suggest 
that companies should apply new standards in their 
businesses, to make sure that the social, environmental 

and ethical responsibilities are respected (Lichtenstein et  
al., 2004; Lindgreen et al., 2009).  

At this regard, the behaviour of companies which 

disclose CSR can be explained under four theoretical 
perspectives: the stakeholder theory, the signalling theory,  
the legitimacy theory and the institutional theory. 

According to the stakeholder theory, a company needs to 
meet the stakeholders‟ expectations in order to achieve 
its strategic objectives (Freeman, 1984) and CSR 

disclosure is one of the means a company can employ to 
meet stakeholders demands (Ullman, 1985; Roberts, 
1992). Furthermore, companies are interested in 

disclosing information regarding their social initiatives to 
respond to the stakeholders‟ attention and to show them 
the good social practices adopted (Chiu and Sharfman,  

2009; Yuthas et al., 2004).  
These last considerations are supported by the 

signaling theory, which states that companies which 

develop good practices will be even more interested in 
making them public to signal the high quality level of their 
social initiatives to stakeholders (Connelly et al., 2011;  

Magness, 2009). 
In addition, the legitimacy theory and the institutional 

theory provide further elements that explain the reasons 

why companies communicate (signal) information about  
their social initiatives. According to the legitimacy theory, 
companies are bound by a “social contract” which 

requires them to carry out expected social activities, in 
order to receive, in return, the approval from the society 
in which they operate (Hooghiemstra, 2000; Suchman, 

1995; Fernando and Lawrence, 2014). The concepts of 
the legitimacy theory are very close to those of the 
institutional theory, which states that companies, in order 

to survive, tend to pursue an institutional isomorphism, 
complying with the predominant structural and procedural  

 

 
 
 

rules and belief systems within which they operate 

(Powell and DiMaggio, 2012; Carpenter and Feroz, 2001).   
Literature deals with CSR under several aspects as 

social responsibility may influence a large number of 

factors. About the items composing the social 
responsibility, Carroll (1991) proposes the “pyramid” of 
CSR, including four main items: (a) the economic  

responsibility to produce an acceptable return for 
investors; (b) the legal responsibility to comply with laws 
and regulations; (c) the ethical responsibility to do not  

damage stakeholders nor the environment in which the 
company operates; (d) the discretionary responsibility to 
be strategically proactive to benefit the firm and/or the 

society. On a similar perspective, other studies assert that  
companies which are not obliged by the law to behave 
responsibly, can choose to follow responsible policies for 

defensive, strategic or altruistic aims (Vogel, 2005).  
Therefore, to provide a more complete discussion of 

CSR and in order to define the propositions that would 

deserve a deeper analysis, there is need to take into 
consideration a large amount of CSR-related aspects, 
such as, the objectives of CSR, its impact on corporate 
image and reputation, the characteristics of the 

companies which carry out the CSR policies (large 
companies or small medium-sized companies), the 
impact of CSR on society and community, the social 

performance and the economic return related to CSR. 
Figure 1 gives a schematic and systemic representation 
of these issues, with the aim to show the possible 

relationships between the several CSR dimensions. For 
example, CSR is the central item in the scheme as it is 
linked with all the other dimensions of the figure.  

Regarding large companies and small and medium -sized 
enterprises (SMEs), literature deals with similarities and 
diversities in their approach to CSR; whatever is the size 

of the company, CSR is addressed to the society and the 
community, has effects on the environment, on the 
sustainability and on the job satisfaction, which are all  

elements that improve image and reputation. Higher 
reputation is linked with better economic and financial 
performance. The element which allows the linkage 

between CSR and all the other dimensions is the 
corporate social disclosure, that is the formal expression,  
voluntary or mandatory, of the social managerial intents. 

In order to inform the stakeholders about the CSR 
policies carried out, the objectives pursued and the 
results obtained, the corporate social disclosure plays a 

crucial role. On this topic, literature shows a wide 
research field composed of several studies analysing the 
influence of external factors (such as stakeholders power) 

and internal factors (such as, the existence of a CSR 
committee) on the level of corporate social disclosure 
activism (Cowen et al., 1987; Roberts, 1992; Gray et al., 

1995; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Cormier and Magnan,  
2003; Cormier et al., 2005; Reverte, 2009), and a number 
of more recent studies about the opportunities offered by 

the modern, web-based forms of social responsibility 
disclosure (Chong et  al.,  2016;  Vilar  and  Simão,  2015;    
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Figure 1. Corporate Social Responsibility dimensions. 

 
 

 
Chapple and Moon, 2005; Esrock and Leichty, 1998). 
 

 
CSR: Environment and sustainability 
 

One of the main aspects of CSR is the attention to the 
environment (Carroll, 1999) and to the responsibilities of 
the companies in the ecological field and the 

sustainability (Orlitzky et al., 2011). Closely related to the 
environmental CSR is the corporate sustainability, a term 
that is very often used with the same meaning of CSR 

(Montiel, 2008), with the same scope and dimensions 
(Acutt et al., 2004), but that, according to other authors, 
express a different concept. While CSR is the 

responsibility of companies on their impact on society, 
corporate sustainability could be defined as the capacity 
to satisfy the needs of the present, without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs 
(Strand et al., 2015).  

Some studies underline that both market and nonmarket  

forces are making the attention to the environment 
profitable and that the environmental CSR is even more 
influenced by public and private politics (Lyon and 

Maxwell, 2008). Given the high importance recognized to 
the environmental issues, legislation and regulation 
dealing with environment-related aspects is increasing,  

making environmental disclosure mandatory for 
companies operating in potential harmful industries and 
for companies adopting IAS/IFRS (Barbu et al., 2014).  

According to Lyon (2007), the effect of CSR on financial 
performances is different among the industries; specifically, 

the production industry benefits more than the service 
industry in reporting more CSR, because companies 

belonging to the production industry are more publicly 
exposed given their greater impact on the environment.  

The importance recognized to the environmental CSR 

leads many studies to analyse how companies engage in 
environmental protection and in measuring environmental 
performance (Clarkson et al., 2008; Rahman and Post, 

2012). As literature shows, the majority of the studies  
carried out in the environmental CSR fields aim to 
analyse issues pertaining to particular polluting industries  

(Cormier and Magnan, 1999; Clarkson et al., 2008;  
Dandago and Arugu, 2014) and mainly to respond to the 
stakeholders‟ pressures (Ilinitch et al., 1998; Onkila, 2009;  

Rahman and Post, 2012, Roberts, 2001). Still in 
responding to stakeholders‟ expectations, companies can 
issue the sustainability report in order to make explicit 

their commitment to contribute to sustainable economic  
development, to promote the development of employees, 
the health of their families, of the local community and the 

society (World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development, 2004). Several researches into corporate 
sustainability refer to environmental issues, especially in 

polluting industries (Schellnhuber, 2006; Simnett and 
Nugent, 2007; Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002). Therefore, it 
is possible to state: 

 
Proposition 1: The amount of sustainability reporting and 
environmental CSR disclosure depends on the potential 

harmfulness of the industry and on the stakeholders ’ 
power. 
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CSR: Society and community 
 
Society and community are very closely linked to the 

environmental and sustainability dimension. CSR is 
generally encouraged by governments and civil society, 
also considering that even in 2007 emerged that the 

society has great expectations that companies will 
assume public responsibilities (Bielak et al., 2007).  
From the civil society point of view, CSR has gained 

significance for several reasons: the growth of very large 
and powerful multinational companies (Hamann and 
Acutt, 2003), which, on one side, risk to harm the 

environment or even the citizens‟ health and on the other 
side, are very attentive in disclosing their CSR policies  
and projects. This „corporate citizen paradox‟ is well 

explained by Marsden (2000), who states that large 
corporations are the main responsible for many 
environmental and social troubles (Edoho, 2008), but at 

the same time, they are seen as the “key allies” to fight 
against the negative environmental and social impacts. 
Similarly, despite communities require CSR projects to be 

aligned with the emerging needs of people and society, 
corporate often use CSR only to make superficial or 
partial changes, only for image-related purposes (Hamann 

and Acutt, 2003). In other terms, the major critique to 
CSR on a society and community point of view, is that it 
seems not to be based on a genuine attention to improve 

social and environmental impacts. According to an 
interpretative study (Hine and Preuss, 2009), corporate 
philosophy to CSR seems not to undermine, or to run 

counter to, the commercial imperative. This seems to 
confirm the Roberts‟ interpretation of CSR as 
manifestation of corporate pragmatism (Roberts, 2001).  

Therefore, as stated earlier, CSR is the response to the 
stakeholders‟ pressures and governments regulations, 
but it seems not always aligned with the real public  

expectations, which are based on the hope that CSR 
could be perceived in the future, by enlightened manager,  
as the opportunity to reform the corporate practices on a 

value-driven base (Weaver et al., 1999). For these 
controversial considerations, we can lay down the 
following statement: 

 
Proposition 2: CSR disclosure does not satisfy the 
expectations of all the stakeholders composing the 

society and the community. 
 
 

CSR: Human resources and job satisfaction 
 
CSR has external and internal implications. The external 

dimension is related to the “satisfaction” of external 
stakeholders, such as the society and the local community, 
while the internal dimension is related to the quality of the  

organization inside the company (Valentine and 
Fleischman, 2008). These two perspectives are linked 
between   each  other  as  it  seems  that  the  jobs  inside  

 

 
 
 

companies with good external reputation, look more 
coveted by potential employees, who would be willing to 
forgo better financial conditions in order to work in a 

company with a better reputation (Montgomery and 
Ramus, 2003). This is confirmed by Valentine and 
Fleischman (2008), who find that the relationship between 

ethics programs (that is, the presence of a code of ethics, 
communication of code of ethics, presence of ethics 
training and hours of ethics training) and job satisfaction 

is mediated by the CSR perception. They also find that  
ethics codes, ethics training and perceived CSR are 
positively associated with job satis faction. Similar results 

are obtained in prior studies which analyse the 
association between the organizational ethics and the 
positive response of the employees (Trevino et al., 1998;  

Koh and El‟Fred, 2001). Other studies dealing with job 
satisfaction find that job satisfaction is beneficial for the 
firm value, therefore, the improvement of job satisfaction 

contributes to the improvement of stock returns (Edmans, 
2012). On these bases, it is possible to lay down the 
following statement: 

 
Proposition 3: Perceived CSR affect the job satisfaction 
which, in turn, allows better financial performance. 

 
 
CSR: Image and reputation 

 
The issue of corporate image and reputation can be 
studied following two different approaches:  

 
1) the factors which affect the image and reputation;  
2) the elements which are affected by image and 

reputation.  
 
According to the first point, image and reputation reflect 

the positive effects due to the attention of the company to 
other CSR- and reputation-related dimensions, such as 
caring about employees, environmental sustainability, 

community/stakeholder relations (Montgomery and 
Ramus, 2003). In other terms, corporate reputation 
depends on the public judgement over time (Fombrun 

and Shanley, 1990) and reputation leads to several 
benefits: (a) attraction of job applicants (Gatewood et al., 
1993) and employee retention, as the good reputation 

increases the job satisfaction (Riordan et al., 1977); (b) 
improvement of the brand value of the company (Dowling,  
2006); (c) higher financial performance, institutional 

investment and share price (Bear et al., 2010).  
The factors which contribute to increase the reputation 

of a company are related to several issues, such as 

accounting measures of profitability and risk, market 
value, dividend yield and social concern (Fombrun and 
Shanley, 1990), customer satisfaction (Bontis et al., 2007),  

stakeholder familiarity (McCorkindale, 2008). In a broader 
sense, the elements that can improve the corporate 
image and  reputation  are  the  actions  that demonstrate  



 

 
 
 

the CSR (Arendt and Brettel, 2010; Branco and Rodrigues,  
2006). 

According to the second point, once the company 

reaches a good level of image and reputation for social 
responsibility, it is able to outperform companies with 
poorer reputation and to provide investors with better 

stock market values and lower risk (Herremans et al., 
1993). Good reputation can even prevent companies to 
suffer the effects of a financial distress, as it protects 

corporates from stock declines associated with the crisis 
(Schnietz and Epstein, 2005). Reputation arising from 
CSR initiatives could also boost investing in corporate 

image advertising, a policy which allows companies to 
communicate their CSR projects to the stakeholders and,  
in turn, to create preference for their products and brands 

(Pomering and Johnson, 2009). 
Interpreting the studies cited so far, it is possible to 

assert that the dimensions discussed in the previous 

paragraphs (that is, the respect and the safeguard of the 
environment, the corporate commitment to the 
sustainability, the promotion, development and caring of 

employees), along with other socio-economic elements, 
are all suitable to develop the image and reputation of the 
company, thereby generating an ideal virtuous circle that  

allows companies to have additional advantages. 
Corporates with good image and reputation are also 
more likely to be judged by the society and the 

community as value-driven, governed by enlightened 
managers. Such premises allow us to assert that: 
 

Proposition 4: Corporate reputation and image are the 
result of CSR actions and would allow companies to be 
considered ethical and virtuous by society and community,  

thereby to further increase reputational (and economic) 
advantages. 
 

 
CSR: Corporate social disclosure in large and small 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
 

Corporate social disclosures are voluntary and 

discretionary in nature, with the exception of the 
environmental disclosure which is required by IFRS or by 
other specific regulations (Barbu et al., 2014). However,  

literature shows two types of social disclosure, the 
voluntary and the “solicited” disclosure (Van der Laan,  
2009). This last is a typology of disclosure that is asked 

by stakeholders to the companies, to report about their 
interactions with and impacts on society, in agreement 
with the principles of stakeholder theory (Van der Laan,  

2009). Commonly, stakeholders who are interested in this  
kind of information and require “solicited” disclosure a re 
non-government organisations (NGOs), ethical res-

ponsible investment fund managers, regulatory agencies, 
ratings agencies (Van der Laan, 2009). Given that CSR 
disclosure is discretionary in nature, the consequence of 

a demanded information is a constraint on such a 
managerial flexibility in defining the scope and the  nature  
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of disclosure. 
Another theoretical basis on which the environmental 

issues are disclosed is the legitimacy theory, which posit 

that companies seek to ensure, through their actions, the 
congruence between the social values associated to their 
activities and the norms of the social system to which 

they belong (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975). 
The voluntary nature of social disclosure is a point  

debated in the literature given the fact that the social 

responsibility issues (e.g., related to the environment) 
should be considered of high importance, at least as 
important as the financial and economic issues (ICAEW, 

2009). Some authors underline that there is also a limited 
regulatory guidance in defining CSR reports, therefore 
(Ingram and Fraizer, 1980; Hobson and Kachelmeier,  

2005): (a) it is possible that managers hold opportunistic 
behaviours; (b) the comparability of corporate social 
disclosure is not assured; (c) the credibility and 

usefulness of corporate social disclosure is compromised.  
Literature shows that the amount of corporate social 

disclosure seems to be related to the size of the 

companies. For example, Reverte (2009) finds that firms 
with higher CSR rating present a statistically significant  
larger size, belong to industries sensible to the 

environment and are more exposed to the media, respect 
to companies with lower CSR rating. However, following 
the considerations expressed by the ICAEW (2009),  

environmental regulations are likely to be significant also 
for small businesses, in case the SME‟s industry is likely 
to provoke environmental damages. Academic literature 

seems to agree with this idea, considering that while the 
SMEs are considered as the backbone of economic  
growth (Mulović et al., 2014; Baden et al., 2011), main 

literature is focused on the behaviour of large companies 
(Baden et al., 2011).  

According to a consistent literature stream, both large 

companies and SMEs adopting CSR policies, obtain 
competitive advantages (Baden et al., 2011; Apospori et  
al., 2012; Battaglia et al., 2014). In this regard, some 

studies show that SMEs, just like large companies, can 
benefit from CSR policies, especially in relation with 
some variables, such as environment -related CSR, 

community-related CSR, marketplace CSR (Apospori et  
al., 2012; Battaglia et al., 2014). Moreover, web 
disclosure would offer several advantages to both the 

typologies of companies, as the opportunities offered by 
the web would be easily approachable by both large 
companies and SMEs (Esrock and Leichty, 1998;  

Chapple and Moon, 2005). 
However, according to another literature stream, large 

firms and SMEs are very different (Welsh and White, 

1981) and thus CSR is a different issue when applied to 
SMEs because of the several dissimilarities with the 
larger companies (Russo and Perrini, 2010; Tilley, 2000).  

On these bases, we can assert that: 
 

Proposition 5: SMEs are socially responsible as large 
companies,     but      SMEs     exploit      different     CSR   
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communication techniques, channels, tools and 
strategies.  
 

 
CSR: The financial and economic performance 
 

It is widely recognized by the literature that the decision 
to be responsible is directly or indirectly related to the 
business benefits. In fact, companies which behave 

responsibly create, almost unavoidably, a competitive 
advantage (Porter and Kramer, 2006) through the 
enhancement of their image and reputation (Schnietz and 

Epstein, 2005; Herremans et al., 1993; Formbrun and 
Shanley, 1990), the promotion of better job conditions for 
employees (Valentine and Fleischman, 2008; Celma et al.,  

2014), the commitment to safeguard the environment 
(Lyon and Maxwell, 2008), the sustainability (Montiel,  
2008; Orlitzky et al., 2011). For similar reasons, CSR 

provides companies with the opportunity to recruit and 
retain motivated and high quality workers (Paul and 
Siegel, 2006), to create value for the society (Moon and 

Vogel, 2008), to avail economic benefits, such as a 
reduction in cost of equity (Dhaliwal et al., 2011;  
Friedman, 2007) and the possibility to charge a premium 

price for the company‟s products (Paul and Siegel, 2006).  
A recent research shows that companies‟ financial 
performance is positively related to average CSR rating 

(Chiang et al., 2015) and that social responsibility 
investments have positive effects on the financial 
performance (Lu et al., 2013; Simpson and Kohers, 2002) 

especially when the company is initiating the disclosure 
of CSR activities (Dhaliwal et al., 2011). A positi ve 
association between social performance and financial 

performance is found also in studies conducted on SMEs 
(Fonseca and Ferro, 2016). 

On the contrary, according to other studies, there is no 

obvious relationship between CSR and financial 
performance (Madorran and Garcia, 2016), and, when a 
relationship is found, it appears weak and lacking 

consistency (Balabanis et al., 1998). On this basis we 
can posit the following statement: 
 

Proposition 6: Both large companies and SMEs may 
increase economic and financial performance through 
CSR disclosure. 

 
 
FAMILY BUSINESS AND CSR PERFORMANCE 

 
Greater stability of owner assets, as well as family 
owners‟ direct involvement in the top management team, 

are a signal to stakeholders of the firm‟s interest in 
maintaining a reputation as a “trustworthy business”.  
Indeed, in the case of firm bankruptcy, owner-managers  

would suffer greater damage than would managers who 
are not owners. Reputation may influence financiers‟ 
judgement regarding a family firm‟s capacity to guarantee  

 

 
 
 

an appropriate return on its investment. This is consistent 
with the school of thought which says that reputation and 
social capital can generate value for a firm because they 

reduce transaction costs relating to search, screening,  
adjustment, and contract enforcement (Gulati, 1998). For 
example, Khanna and Palepu (1997) believe that family-

controlled business groups represent a property rights 
enforcement mechanism because an entrepreneur‟s 
personal reputation lies behind all the firms in the group,  

and opportunism on the part of a single firm in the group 
negatively reflects on the group as a whole. 

For the families of owner-managers, the maintaining of 

high social capital and a good reputation with stake-
holders is an important element to consider. Although,  
there is no single theoretical framework to refer to, there 

are various contributions to the literature, presented 
together in Table 1, which indicate that family firms have 
a marked tendency to build and maintain a reputation for 

integrity and trust with regard stakeholders, as well as to 
create social capital in the form of enduring associations 
with partners.  

Owner managers are particularly concerned about the 
health and reputation of the company, not just over 
coming years, but for decades to come. They want to 

leave the business in a good condition for their heirs. 
Owner managers of family firms have a strong tendency 
to manage capital carefully and invest in long-lasting 

assets, like reputation and social capital.  
What suppliers, customers, employees, unions, the 

general public and other stakeholders (Freeman, 1984) 

demand has to be taken into consideration by any 
company which requires legitimacy (Pfeffer and Salancik, 
1978). 

The public reputation of a business is of importance to 
any family which wishes its company to be looked at in a 
positive light by the public and, as a consequence, the 

family will attempt to prevent its firm from adopting any 
practice which may harm its reputation and will seek to 
satisfy the demands of shareholders. 

The taking of a critical decision which is not in line with 
the values that the firm has publically and traditionally  
committed itself to might well be considered opportunistic 

or unreliable. Hart and Ahuja (1996) and Lankoski (2008) 
show that such an eventuality might have a negative 
impact on the company‟s good name and, consequently, 

on its performance in the market place. Love and Kraatz 
(2009) give an empirical example of this when they 
describe how some businesses suffer a loss in excess of 

65% of their ranking in terms of corporate reputation 
when they downsize (Zyglidopoulos, 2004; Flanagan and 
O‟Shaughnessy, 2005). Waldman et al. (2006), on the 

other hand, shows that activities which provide benefits 
for shareholders, and society at large, are seen to bring 
consequential benefits to the firm‟s reputation. This  

means that negative spillovers regarding the company‟s 
reputation may take place because the firm is associated 
with  its  family  owners  renders  it  easier  for  society  in  
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Table 1. Literature on family f irms w hich invest in long-lasting assets, like reputation and social capital. 

  

Anderson et al. (2003) 

An important feature of family firms is that the controlling shareholders normally aim to maintain 
their investment in the long term. The combination of undiversified family holdings, the desire to 
pass the firm onto subsequent generations and concerns over family and firm reputation 
suggest that family shareholders are more likely than other shareholders to value firm survival 
over strict adherence to “wealth maximisation”  

  

Miller and Le Breton-Miller 
(2006) 

From a stewardship perspective, orientation toward the family firm‟s long-term survival is seen 
as a motivation to manage capital carefully and invest in long-lasting assets, like reputation and 
social capital, for the benefit of all stakeholders. 

  

Adler and Kwon (2002); 
Gomez-Mejia et al. (2001) 

Family CEOs are more apt to be financially cautious, invest more in building long term 
reputations, and create social capital in the form of enduring associations with external parties 
which may supply critical resources to successors. 

  

Palmer and Barber (2001) 
Family firms set up associations which might take the form of long-term alliances with partners, 
bankers, suppliers and major customers. 

  

Das and Teng (1998, 2001); 
Saxton (1997) 

Long-term associations with bankers, customers and suppliers provide valuable resources and 
lend stability to an enterprise. They sustain a business in times of trouble and make it easier for 
a new generation to take over and keep things on track. Long-term relationships give 
companies access to rare and valuable resources.  

  

Carney (2005); Gomez-Mejia et 
al. (2001); Morck and Yeung 
(2003); Uzzi (1997); Ward 
(2004) 

Long-term associations with bankers, customers and suppliers are also much more easily 
formed within a family business whose CEOs are influential and have long tenures. Indeed, in 
these contexts, partners know that the management team is stable, that the family name is at 
stake and that the family has both the discretion and incentive to fulfil commitments. 

  

Anderson et al. (2003) 
The family‟s reputation with lenders becomes an important asset to defend and it is even able 
to reduce the cost of debt.  

  

Godfrey (2005) 

Intangible resources of legitimacy and reputation are very precious to family firms . Family firms 
have a marked tendency to build and maintain a reputation for integrity and trust, as such 
assets can supply families with a form of “social insurance” that can be “cashed in” in times of 
crisis. 

 
 

 
general and, particularly, the people who live in the areas 
where the company operates to identify them than other 

types of firm owners (Block, 2010; Carrigan and Buckley, 
2008; Wiklund, 2006; Uhlaner et al., 2004; Astrachan,  
1988). It is, thus, more important for family owners to take 

into consideration their CSR performance than it is for 
other types of firm owners. 
 

Proposition 7: Family ownership is positively associated 
with community-related CSR performance. 
 

On the other hand, some authors show that family  
ownership of firms can have negative effects upon their 
CSR. Very often, family members give more importance 

to their own interests than they do to those of other 
people, particularly as a result of family-centred values 
(Banfield, 1958), a lack of t rust in people from outside the 

family (Fukuyama, 1995) and a negative aspect of socio-
emotional wealth (SEW) and  non-economic  preferences,  

and this can have a negative consequence for their social 
activities (Morck and Yeung, 2004).  

From a positive perspective, it has been shown that,  in 
areas of production which involve the risk of pollution,  
strategies that protect the environment are more 

frequently adopted by family firms than non-family firms 
(Berrone et al., 2010). Dyer and Whetten (2006) detected 
a greater concern for social issues on the part of family  

firms, although they did not find any particular differences 
in terms of social strategies between family and 
nonfamily firms. This, though, is in complete contrast with 

the findings of Bingham et al. (2011). 
One of the most distinctive characteristics of family  

firms, according to many authors, is an interest in SEW 

(Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007), that is, maintaining family  
members‟ “affective endowments” and non-financial 
interests. It is suggested that socio-emotional rewards for 

the firm and its owners mean that the family will have a 
greater tendency to adopt social strategies even though it  
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is not proven that such strategies will have economic  
benefits (Berrone et al., 2012). 

Given that the company‟s reputation is of special 

importance to family firms, Zellweger et al. (2011) indicate 
that such firms ought to pay particular attention to the 
needs of family members and employees that is internal 

stakeholders, through the adoption of acceptable 
operating practices. 

Although Miller and Le Breton-Miller (2005) support this 

position, the complete contrary would seem to be 
indicated by many of the examples found in the literature 
on family firms. Fiegener et al. (1994) point to lower peer 

appraisal processes; Gómez-Mejía et al. (2001) indicate 
rigidity in managerial hierarchies; Burkart et al. (2003) 
find evidence of nepotism; Gómez-Mejía et al. (2003) 

discover the effective mobbing of employees and 
executives who are not family members; Jimenez (2009) 
highlights discrimination on the basis of gender; Chua et  

al. (2009) link family ownership to compensation 
practices which they consider unfair. It is evident, then,  
that, within family firms, the treatment of family and non-

family members differs greatly.  
According to the SEW line of reasoning, the family has to 
be in permanent, tight control of the firm so as to maintain 

this socio-emotional wealth and it will seek to adopt 
practices which guarantee this control (Berrone et al., 
2012). Among the methods which the family might adopt  

to preserve its control and influence, Chua et al. (2009) 
indicate the taking on of family members rather than 
better qualified outsiders and Cruz et al. (2010) point to 

the fact that the salary of a family member might not be 
performance linked. These practices are not consistent 
with the notion that all of the employees and executives 

should be t reated fairly and be given the same 
opportunities. The way in which the owners of family firms 
react to any demands regarding the firm‟s governance 

from employees and/or executives can also be explained 
by the aspects of “control and influence” and “emotional 
attachment” within SEW. Kellermanns et al. (2012) found 

that families which possess a significant quantity of a 
firm‟s shares often consolidate and ensure that the 
family‟s interests are looked after by manipulating the 

governance structures. Jones et al. (2008) discovered 
that, when this happens, family owners make use of the 
firm‟s systems of governance to consolidate family control 

and look after family interests rather than to benefit the 
firm and protect its reputation. Albeit Mayo et al. (2012) 
indicate that the adoption of social strategies regarding 

employees and executives is fundamental for a firm‟s 
legitimacy; it was suggested that this is not necessarily  
the situation with a family firm. It was argued that a family  

business may not adopt practices for the benefit of 
employees and executives if such practices put the 
family‟s perceived interests and its control of the firm at  

risk. On this basis, we make the following statement:   
 
Proposition 8: Family ownership is negatively associated  

 

 
 
 

with employee-related CSR performance 
 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The literature analysis, along with the propositions stated 

earlier, shows the major positions of scholars about the 
dimensions that characterize CSR, the current knowledge 
about whether and how family firms affect (or are affected 

by) the CSR and the existing open questions that would 
deserve futher investigations. 

The results of this research are summarized in Table 2,  

where all the propositions stated in the paper are  
organized according to their belonging to the CSR 
dimensions in general, or to the relationship between 

CSR and family business.  
This research, through the use of propositions, 

provides a set of insights, topics and ideas that would be 

further explored and that, currently, are still controversial 
or not sufficiently addressed in the literature. The 
propositions stated in Table 2 could open the avenue to 

future researches on CSR and on the main variables that  
affect (and are affected by) social responsibility and 
family business. 

 
 
Conclusions 

 
In this paper, a multidimensional approach was followed 
to study CSR. Ethical values and social activities have 

received increasing importance among stakeholders, who 
pay attention to a series of CSR dimensions, according to 
the industry in which the company is operating,  

depending on the size of the company, according to the 
voluntary or mandatory social information disclosed.  

First section of the paper is dedicated to the literature 

analysis of the main CSR dimensions and to the 
definition of propositions useful to underline the primary  
issues of each CSR aspect. Second section of the paper 

proposes a literature analysis on the relationship between 
CSR performance and family business, in order to 
suggest propositions specifically focused on the 

emerging issues of this association. 
A literature review was proposed supporting the 

issuance of eight propositions, six related to the wide 

concept of CSR, addressed to six different CSR 
perspectives of analysis and two specifically addressed 
to the relationship between CSR performance and family  

business.  
The present study contributes to the literature by 

providing a literature review on the main CSR issues, 

highlighting the most critical points to be further 
investigated in future researches and a review of the 
most important researches dealing with the relationship 

between family firms and CSR.  
Family companies deserve particular attention as their 

approach  to  the  CSR  seems  to  differ from that of non- 
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Table 2. Propositions on CSR and on the relationships betw een CSR and family business. 

  

CSR Dimensions Relationships between CSR and family business 

Proposition 1: The amount of sustainability reporting and 
environmental CSR disclosure depends on the potential 
harmfulness of the industry and on the stakeholders‟ power. 

Proposition 7: Family ownership is positively associated with 
community-related  CSR performance. 

  

Proposition 2: CSR disclosure does not satisfy the expectations of 
all the stakeholders composing the society and the community. 

Proposition 8: Family ownership is negatively associated 
with employee-related CSR performance. 

  

Proposition 3: Perceived CSR affect the job satisfaction which, in 
turn, allows better financial performance. 

 

  

Proposition 4: Corporate reputation and image are the result of 
CSR actions and would allow companies to be considered ethical 
and virtuous by society and community, thereby to further increase 
reputational (and economic) advantages. 

 

  

Proposition 5: SMEs are socially responsible as large companies, 
but SMEs exploit different CSR communication techniques, 
channels, tools and strategies. 

 

  

Proposition 6: Both large companies and SMEs may increase 
economic and financial performance through CSR disclosure. 

 

 

 
 

family firms; moreover, family firms may differ among 
each other, for example in relation to the ownership 

structure and the size. Furthermore, still in this regard,  
literature shows that family and non-family firms can even 
have a different orientation to the CSR.  

Future researches could be carried out by focusing the 
attention on one or more CSR aspects, breaking down 
the propositions suggested, defining research hypothesis 

and testing them through empirical analyses. This  
approach could contribute to the extant literature, by 
providing empirical evidence supporting (or refusing) the 

controversial points of view on many existing topics and 
by increasing the knowledge on research areas that are 
currently less addressed than others. 
 

 

Conflict of Interest  
 

The author has not declared any conflict of interests. 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

Although the present article is the result of joint opinions 
and analysis, the paragraphs introduction, methodology, 
CSR: a multidimensional concept, results and discussions 

and conclusions are attributed to Carlo Caserio, whereas 
the paragraph family business and CSR performance is 
attributed to Francesco Napoli. 
 
 

REFERENCES 
 
Adams CA (2002). Internal organisational factors influencing corporate 

social and ethical reporting: Beyond current theorising. Account. Audit. 
Accountability J. 15(2):223-250.  

Acutt NJ, Medina‐Ross V, O'Riordan T (2004). Perspectives on 

corporate social responsibility in the chemical sector: A comparative 
analysis of the Mexican and South African cases. In Natural 
Resources Forum 28(4):302-316. Blackw ell Publishing Ltd. 

Adler PS, Kw on SW (2002). Social capital: Prospects for a new  concept. 

Acad. Manage. Rev. 27:17-40 
Anderson R, Mansi S, Reeb D (2003). Founding family ow nership and 

the agency cost of debt, J. Financ. Econ. 68:263-285. 

Apospori E, Zografos KG, Magrizos S (2012). SME corporate social 
responsibility and competitiveness: a literature review. Int. J. Technol. 
Manage. 58(1/2):10-31. 

Arendt S, Brettel M (2010). Understanding the influence of corporate 

social responsibility on corporate identity, image, and f irm 
performance. Management Decision, 48(10):1469-1492. 

Astrachan JH (1988). Family firm and community culture. Family Bus. 
Rev. 1(2):165-190. 

Baden D, Harwood IA, Woodward DG (2011). The effects of 
procurement policies on „dow nstream‟ corporate social responsibility 
activity. Content-analytic insights into the views and actions of SME 
ow ner-managers. Int. Small Bus. J. 29(3):259-277. 

Balabanis G, Phillips HC, Lyall J (1998). Corporate social responsibility 
and economic performance in the top British companies: are they 
linked?. Euro. Bus. Rev. 98(1):25-44. 

Banfield EC (1958). The moral basis of a backward society. Glencoe, IL: 
Free Press. 

Barbu EM, Dumontier P, Feleagă N, Feleagă L (2014). Mandatory 
environmental disclosures by companies complying w ith IASs/IFRSs: 

The cases of France, Germany, and the UK.  Int. J. Account. 
49(2):231-247. 

Battaglia M, Testa F, Bianchi L, Iraldo F, Frey M (2014). Corporate social 
responsibility and competitiveness within SMEs of the fashion 

industry: Evidence from Italy and France. Sustainability 6(2):872-893. 
Bear S, Rahman N, Post C (2010). The impact of board diversity and 

gender composition on corporate social responsibility and f irm 
reputation. J. Bus. Ethics 97(2): 207-221. 

Berrone P, Cruz C, Gómez-Mejía LR (2012). Socioemotional w ealth in 
family f irms: Theoretical dimensions, assessment approaches and 
agenda for future research. Fam. Bus. Rev. 25(3):258-279. 

Berrone P, Cruz C, Gomez-Mejia LR, Larraza-Kintana M (2010). Socio- 

emotional w ealth and corporate responses to institutional pressures: 
Do family-controlled f irms pollute less?. Adm. Sci. Q. 55(1):82-113. 



604          Afr. J. Bus. Manage. 

 
 
 
Berrone P, Cruz C, Gómez-Mejía L, Larraza-Kintana M (2010). 

Socioemotional w ealth and corporate responses to institutional 
pressures: Do family-controlled f irms pollute less? Adm. Sci. Q. 

55:82-113. 
Bielak D, Bonini SM, Oppenheim JM (2007). CEOs on strategy and 

social issues. McKinsey Quarterly 10(1):8-12. 
Bingham JB, Dyer Jr. WG, Smith I, Adams GL (2011). A stakeholder 

identity orientation approach to corporate social performance in 
family f irms. J. Bus. Ethics 99(4):565-585. 

Bingham JB, Dyer WG, Smith Jr. I, Adams GL (2011). A stakeholder 
identity orientation approach to corporate social performance in 

family f irms. J. Bus. Ethics 99(4):565-585. 
Block J (2010). Family management, family ow nership, and downsizing: 

evidence from S&P 500 firms. Fam. Bus. Rev. 23(2):1-22.  
Block JH, Wagner M (2014). The effect of family ow nership on different 

dimensions of corporate social responsibility: Evidence from large US 
firms. Bus. Strategy Environ. 23(7):475-492. 

Bontis N, Booker LD, Serenko A (2007). The mediating effect of 

organizational reputation on customer loyalty and service 
recommendation in the banking industry. Management Decision 
45(9):1426-1445. 

Branco MC, Rodrigues LL (2006). Corporate social responsibility and 

resource-based perspectives. J. Bus. Ethics. 69(2):111-132. 
Burkart M, Panunzi F, Shleifer A (2003). Family f irms. J. Financ. 

58(5):2167-2202. 
Campopiano G, De Massis A (2015). Corporate social responsibility 

reporting: A content analysis in family and non-family f irms. J. Bus. 
Ethics 129(3):511-534. 

Carney M (2005). Corporate governance and competitive advantage in 
family f irms. Entrepreneurship Theory  Practice 29:249-265 

Carpenter VL, Feroz EH (2001). Institutional theory and accounting rule 
choice: an analysis of four US state governments' decisions to adopt 
generally accepted accounting principles. Account. Organ. Soc. 
26(7):565-596. 

Carrigan M, Buckley J (2008). What‟s so special about family business?‟ 
An exploratory study of UK and Irish consumer experiences of f amily 
businesses. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 32(6):656-666. 

Carroll AB (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: 
Tow ard the moral management of organizational stakeholders. Bus. 
Horizons 34(4):39-48. 

Carroll AB (1999). Corporate social responsibility evolution of a 

definitional construct. Bus. Soc. 38(3):268-295. 
Celma D, Martínez‐Garcia E, Coenders G (2014). Corporate Social 

Responsibility in Human Resource Management: An analysis of 

common practices and their determinants in Spain. Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 21(2):82-99. 

Cennamo C, Berrone P, Cruz C, Gomez‐Mejia LR (2012). 

Socioemotional Wealth and Proactive Stakeholder Engagement: Why 
Family‐Controlled Firms Care More About Their Stakeholders. 
Entrepreneurship Theory Practice 36(6):1153-1173. 

Chapple W, Moon J (2005). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) in 
asia a seven-country study of CSR web site reporting. Bus. Soc. 
44(4):415-441. 

Chiang B, Pelham A, Katsuo Y (2015). Environmental Costs, Social 
Responsibility and Corporate Financial Performance-a Closer 
Examination of Japanese Companies. Am. J. Bus. Res. 8(1):39-56. 

Chiu SC, Sharfman M (2009). Legitimacy, visibility, and the antecedents 

of corporate social performance: An investigation of the instrumental 
perspective. J. Manage. 37(6):1558-1585. 

Chong S, Ali I, Lodhia SK (2016). A model for gauging the prominence 
of w eb-based CSR disclosure. Pacif ic Account. Rev. 28(4):431-445. 

Chua JH, Chrisman JJ, Bergiel EB (2009). An agency theoretic analysis 
of the professionalized family f irm. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 33(2):355–372. 

Clarkson PM, Li Y, Richardson GD, Vasvari FP (2008). Revisiting the 

relation betw een environmental performance and environmental 
disclosure: An empirical analysis. Account. Organ. Soc. 33(4):303-
327. 

Connelly BL, Certo ST, Ireland RD, Reutzel CR (2011). Signaling theory:  
A review  and assessment. J. Manage. 37(1):39-67. 

Cormier D, Magnan M (1999). Corporate environmental disclosure 
strategies: determinants, costs and benefits. J. Account. Audit. Financ. 

 

 
 
 

14(4):429-451. 
Cormier D, Magnan M (2003). Environmental reporting management: a 

continental European perspective. J. Account. Public Policy 22(1):43-

62. 
Cormier D, Magnan, M., & Van Velthoven, B. (2005). Environmental 

disclosure quality in large German companies: economic incentives, 
public pressures or institutional conditions?. European accounting 

review, 14(1):3-39. 
Cow en SS, Ferreri LB, Parker LD (1987). The impact of corporate 

characteristics on social responsibility disclosure: A typology and 
frequency-based analysis. Account. Organ. Soc. 12(2):111-122. 

Cram WA, Brohman K, Gallupe RB (2016). Information Systems Control: 
A Review  and Framework for Emerging Information Systems 
Processes. J. Assoc. Inf. Syst. 17(4):216-266. 

Cruz C, Gómez-Mejía LR, Becerra M (2010). Perceptions of 

benevolence and the design of agency contracts: CEO-TMT 
relationships in family f irms. Acad. Manage. J. 53(1):69-89. 

Cruz C, Larraza‐Kintana M, Garcés‐Galdeano L, Berrone P (2014). Are 

family f irms really more socially responsible?. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 38(6):1295-1316. 

Dandago KI, Arugu LO (2014). Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Environmental Concerns in Nigeria: A Critical Focus on Oil Producing 
Communities. Issues in Social & Environmental Accounting 8(2):104-
115. 

Das TK, Teng BS (1998). Betw een trust and control: Developing 

confidence in partner cooperation in alliances. Acad. Manage. Rev. 
23:491-512. 

Da TK, Teng BS (2001). Trust, control and risk in strategic alliances. 
Organ. Stud. 22:251-283. 

De la Cruz Déniz Déniz M, Suàrez MKC (2005), Corporate social 
responsibility and family business in Spain, J. Bus. Ethics, 56(1):27-
41. 

Dhaliw al DS, Li OZ, Tsang A, Yang YG (2011). Voluntary nonfinancial 

disclosure and the cost of equity capital: The initiation of corporate 
social responsibility reporting. The accounting review, 86(1):59-100. 

Pow ell WW, DiMaggio PJ, eds (2012). The new institutionalism in 

organizational analysis, University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 
Dow ling G (2006). How  good corporate reputations create corporate 

value. Corporate Reputation Rev.  9(2):134-143. 
Dow ling J, Pfeffer J (1975), Organizational legitimacy: social values and 

organizational behaviour, Pacif ic Sociol. Rev. 18(1):122-136. 
Dyer GW, Whetten DA (2006). Family f irms and social responsibility. 

Preliminary evidence from the S&P500. Entrepreneurship Theory 
Practice, 30(4):785-802. 

Dyllick T, Hockerts K (2002). Beyond the business case for corporate 
sustainability. Bus. Strat. Environ. 11(2):130-141. 

Edmans A (2012). The link betw een job satisfaction and f irm value, w ith 
implications for corporate social responsibility. Acad. Manage. 

Perspect. 26(4):1-19. 
Edoho FM (2008). Oil transnational corporations: corporate social 

responsibility and environmental sustainability. Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Environmental Management 15(4):210-222. 
Esrock SL, Leichty GB (1998). Social responsibility and corporate web 

pages: self-presentation or agenda-setting?. Public relations review, 
24(3):305-319. 

Fernando S, Law rence S (2014). A theoretical framework for CSR 
practices: integrating legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory and 
institutional theory. J. Theory Account. Res. 10(1):149-178. 

Fiegener MK, Brow n BM, Prince RA, File KM (1994). A comparison of 

successor development in family and nonfamily businesses. Fam. 
Bus. Rev. 7(4):313-329. 

Flanagan DJ, O‟Shaughnessy KC (2005). The effect of layoffs on firm 
reputation. J. Manage. 31(3):445-463. 

Fombrun C, Shanley M (1990). What's in a name? Reputation building 
and corporate strategy. Acad. Manage. J. 33(2):233-258. 

Fonseca LM, Ferro RL (2016). Does it pay to be social responsible? 
Portuguese SMEs feedback. Intangible Capital 12(2):487-505. 

Freeman RE (1984). Strategic management: a Stakeholder Approach, 
Pitman, Marshall MA. 

Friedman M (2007). The social responsibility of business is to increase 

its profits. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. pp. 173-178. 
Fukuyama F (1995). Trust. New  York: Free Press. 



 

 
 
 
Gatew ood RD, Gow an MA, Lautenschlager GJ (1993). Corporate image, 

recruitment image and init ial job choice decisions. Acad. Manage. J. 
36(2):414-427. 

Godfrey PC (2005). The relationship betw een corporate philanthropy 
and shareholder wealth: A risk management perspective. Acad. 
Manage. Rev. 30(4):777-798. 

Gómez-Mejía LR, Haynes K, Nuñez-Nickel M, Jacobson KJL, Moyano-

Fuentes J (2007). Socioemotional w ealth and business risks in 
family-controlled f irms: Evidence from Spanish olive oil mills. Adm. 
Sci. Q. 52(1):106-137. 

Gómez-Mejía LR, Larraza-Kintana M, Makri M (2003). The determinants 

of executive compensation in family-controlled public corporations. 
Acad. Manage. J. 46(2): 226-237. 

Gomez-Mejia L, Nunez-Nickel M, Gutierrez I (2001). The role of family 
ties in agency contracts. Acad. Manage. J. 44:81–95. 

Gray, R, Kouhy R, Lavers S (1995). Corporate social and environmental 
reporting: a review of the literature and a longitudinal study of UK 
disclosure. Account. Audit. Accountability J. 8(2):47-77. 

Gulati R (1998). Alliances and networks. Strategic Manage. J. 
19(4):293-319. 

Hackston D, Milne MJ (1996). Some determinants of social and 
environmental disclosures in New  Zealand companies. Account. Audit. 

Account. J. 9(1):77-108. 
Hamann R, Acutt N (2003). How  should civil society (and the 

government) respond to' corporate social responsibility'? A critique of 
business motivations and the potential for partnerships. Dev. 

Southern Africa 20(2):255-270. 
Hart S, Ahuja G (1996). Does it pay to be green? An empirical 

examination of the relationship between emission reduction and firm 
performance. Bus. Strat. Environ.  5:30-37. 

Herremans IM, Akathaporn P, McInnes M (1993). An investigation of 
corporate social responsibility reputation and economic performance. 
Account. Organ. Soc. 18(7):587-604. 

Hine JA, Preuss L (2009). Society is out there, organisation is in here”: 

On the perceptions of corporate social responsibility held by different 
managerial groups. J. Bus. Ethics 88(2):381-393. 

Hobson JL, Kachelmeier SJ (2005). Strategic disclosure of risky 

prospects: A laboratory experiment. Account. Rev. 80(3):825-846. 
Hooghiemstra, R (2000). Corporate communication and impression 

management–new perspectives why companies engage in corporate 
social reporting. J. Bus. Ethics 27(1-2):55-68. 

Hou J, Reber BH (2011). Dimensions of disclosures: Corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) reporting by media companies. Public Relat. Rev. 
37(2):166-168. 

ICAEW (2009). Turning questions into answers – Environmental Issues 

and Annual Financial Reporting, The Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in England and Wales and The Environment Agency. 
Available at http://www.icaew.com/-
/media/corporate/f iles/technical/sustainability/environmental-issues-

and-annual-f inancial-reporting-2009.ashx 
Ilinitch AY, Soderstrom NS, Thomas TE (1998). Measuring corporate 

environmental performance. J. Account. Public Policy 17(4-5):383-

408. 
Ingram RW, Frazier KB (1980). Environmental performance and 

corporate disclosure. J. Account. Res. 18:614-622. 
Jimenez RM (2009). Research on women in family f irms: Current status 

and future directions. Fam. Bus. Rev. 22(1):53-64. 
Jones CD, Makri M, Gómez-Mejía LR (2008). Aff iliate directors and 

perceived risk bearing in publicly traded, family-controlled f irms: The 
case of diversif ication. Entrepr. Theory  Pract. 32(6):1007-1026. 

Joyner BE, Payne D (2002). Evolution and implementation: A study of 
values, business ethics and corporate social responsibility. J. Bus. 
Ethics 41(4):297-311. 

Kellermanns FW, Eddleston KA, Zellweger TM (2012). Extending the 

socioemotional wealth perspective: A look at the dark side. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(6):1175-1182. 

Khanna T, Palepu K (1997). Why focused strategies may be wrong for 

emerging markets. Harvard Bus. Rev. 75(4):41-51. 
Koh HC, El'Fred HY (2001). The link between organizational ethics and 

job satisfaction: A study of managers in Singapore. J. Bus. Ethics. 
29(4):309-324. 

Lankoski   L  (2008).  Corporate  responsibility  activities  and  economic 

Caserio and Napoli          605 

 
 
 

performance: a theory of why and how  they are connected. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 17:536–547. 

Lichtenstein DR, Drumw right ME, Braig BM (2004). The effect of 

corporate social responsibility on customer donations to corporate-
supported nonprofits. J. Market. 68(4):16–32. 

Lindgreen A, Swaen V, Johnston WJ (2009). Corporate social 
responsibility: An empirical investigation of U.S. organizations. J. Bus. 

Ethics, 85(Suppl. 2):303-323. 
Lock I, Seele P (2016). The credibility of CSR (corporate social 

responsibility) reports in Europe. Evidence from a quantitative content 
analysis in 11 countries. J. Cleaner Prod. 122:186-200. 

Love G.E. & Kraatz, M. (2009). Character, conformity, or the bottom line? 
How  and why downsizing affected corporate reputation. Acad. 
Manage. J. 52(2):314–335. 

Lu WM, Wang WK, Lee HL (2013). The relationship between corporate 

social responsibility and corporate performance: evidence from the 
US semiconductor industry. Int. J. Prod. Res. 51(19):5683-5695. 

Lybaert N (2014). The Influence of Family Involvement on CSR 

Disclosure. In European Conference on Management, Leadership & 
Governance. Academic Conferences International Limited. P 168. 

Lyon D (2007). Financial Performance: the Motivation behind Corporate 
Social Responsibility Reporting, Honours Thesis, University of Otago, 

Accountancy and Business Law, eprints.otago.ac.nz/765/ 
Lyon TP, Maxw ell JW (2008). Corporate social responsibility and the 

environment: A theoretical perspective. Review of environmental 
economics and policy, 2(2):240-260. 

Madorran C, Garcia T (2016). Corporate social responsibility and 
f inancial performance: the Spanish case. Revista de Administração 
de Empresas, 56(1): 20-28. 

Magness V (2009) „Environmental disclosure in the mining industry: A 

signaling paradox?‟ Advances in Environ. Account. Manage. 4:55-81. 
Marsden C (2000). The new corporate citizenship of big business: part 

of the solution to sustainability? Bus. Soc. Rev. 105(1):9-25. 
Mayo M, Gómez-Mejía L, Berrone P, Firf iray S, Villena V (2012). 

Determinants of social practices for internal stakeholders: A 
contingency-stakeholder approach to telework involvement. IE 
Working Papers. Madrid: IE Business School, pp. 1-54. 

McCorkindale T (2008). Does familiarity breed contempt? Analyses of 
the relationship among company familiarity, company reputation, 
company citizenship, and company personality on corporate equity. 
Public Relati. Rev. 34(4):392-395. 

Miller D, Le Breton-Miller I (2006). Family governance and f irm 
performance: Agency, stewardship, and capabilities. Fam. Bus. Rev. 
19:73-87. 

Miller D, Le Breton-Miller I (2005). Managing for the long run: Lessons 

in competitive advantage from great family businesses. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Minor M, Wu WY, Choi MK (1991). A proposition-based approach to 
international entry strategy contingencies. J. Global Market. 4(3):69-

88. 
Montgomery DB, Ramus CA (2003), Corporate Social Responsibility 

Reputation Effects on MBA Job Choice. Stanford GSB Working Paper 

No. 1805. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=412124 or 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.412124. 

Montiel I (2008). Corporate social responsibility and corporate 
sustainability separate pasts, common futures. Organ. Environ. 

21(3):245-269. 
Moon J, Vogel D (2008), Corporate Social Responsibility, Government 

and Civil Society, In: Crane, A.; McWilliams, A.; Matten, D.; Moon, J. 
& Siegel, D.S. (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social 

Responsibility. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Morck R, Yeung B (2003). Agency problems in large family business 

groups. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 27:367-382. 
Morck R, Yeung B (2004). Family control and the rent‐seeking society. 

Entrepr. Theory Pract. 28(4):391-409. 
Morsing M, Schultz M (2006), Corporate Social Responsibility 

Communication: Stakeholder Information, Response and Involvement 

Strategies, Business Ethics: A Euro. Rev. 15(4):323-338. 
Mukerjee K (2016). Factors That Contribute Towards Competitive 

Advantage: A Conceptual Analysis. IUP J. Bus. Strat. 13(1):26-39. 

Mulović A., Hunjet A, Kozina G (2014). Toward economic reward: 
corporate social responsibility  communication  of  SMEs.  Megatrend 



606          Afr. J. Bus. Manage. 

 
 
 

revija megatrend Rev. 2:215-229. 
Murphy PR, Poist RF (1998). Third-party logistics usage: an 

assessment of propositions based on previous research. Transp. J. 

37(4):26-35. 
Neville BA, Bell SJ, Mengüç B (2005). Corporate reputation, 

stakeholders and the social performance-financial performance 
relationship. Euro. J. Market. 39(9/10):1184-1198. 

Onkila T (2009). Corporate argumentation for acceptability: Reflections 
of environmental values and stakeholder relations in corporate 
environmental statements. J. Bus. Ethics 87(2):285-298. 

Orlitzky M, Siegel DS, Waldman DA (2011). Strategic corporate social 

responsibility and environmental sustain. Bus. Soc. 50(1):6-27. 
Palmer D, Barber B (2001). Challengers, elites and owning families: A 

social class theory of corporate acquisitions. Adm. Sci. Q. 46:87-120. 
Paul CJ, Siegel DS (2006). Corporate social responsibility and 

economic performance. J. Prod. Anal. 26(3):207-211. 
Payne GT, Brigham KH, Broberg JC, Moss TW, Short JC (2011). 

Organizational virtue orientation and family f irms. Bus. ethics 

quarterly, 21(02):257-285. 
Pedersen ER (2010). Modelling CSR: How  managers understand the 

responsibilities of business towards society. J. Bus. Ethics 91(2):155-
166. 

Pfeffer J, Salancik G (1978). The external control of organizations: a 
resource dependency perspective. New York, N.Y.: Harper and Row. 

Pomering A, Johnson LW (2009). Constructing a corporate social 
responsibility reputation using corporate image advertising. 

Australasian Market. J. 17(2):106-114. 
Porter ME, Kramer MR (2006). Strategy and society: the link betw een 

corporate social responsibility and competitive advantage. Harvard 
Bus. Rev. 84(12):78-92. 

Prado‐Lorenzo JM, Gallego‐Alvarez I, Garcia‐Sanchez IM (2009). 
Stakeholder engagement and corporate social responsibility reporting: 
the ownership structure effect. Corporate Social Responsibility  

Environ. Manage. 16(2):94-107. 
Quazi AM, O‟Brien D (2000), An empirical test of a cross-national model 

of corporate social responsibility, J. Bus. Ethics, 25(1):33-51. 

Rahman N, Post C (2012). Measurement issues in environmental 
corporate social responsibility (ECSR): Tow ard a transparent, reliable, 
and construct valid instrument. J. Bus. Ethics 105(3):307-319. 

Reverte C (2009). Determinants of corporate social responsibility 

disclosure ratings by Spanish listed f irms. J. Bus. Ethics 88(2):351-
366. 

Riordan CM, Gatew ood RD, Bill JB (1997). Corporate image: Employee 
reactions and implications for managing corporate social 

performance. J. Bus. Ethics 16(4):401-412. 
Roberts J (2001).Corporate Governance and the Ethics of Narcissus, 

Business Ethics Quarterly 11(1):109-127. doi:10.2307/3857872 
Roberts RW (1992). Determinants of corporate social responsibility 

disclosure: An application of stakeholder theory. Account.ing, 
Organizations and Society, 17(6), 595-612. 

Russo A, Perrini F (2010). Investigating stakeholder theory and social 

capital: CSR in large f irms and SMEs. Journal of Business Ethics, 
91(2), 207-221. 

Saxton T (1997). The effect of partner and relationship characteristics 
on alliance outcomes. Acad. Manage. J. 40:443-461. 

Schellnhuber J (2006). Avoiding Dangerous Climate Change, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Schnietz KE, Epstein MJ (2005). Exploring the f inancial value of a 
reputation for corporate social responsibility during a crisis. Corporate 

Reputation Rev. 7(4):327-345. 
Simnett R, Nugent M (2007). Developing an assurance standard for 

carbon emissions disclosures. Australian Account. Rev. 17(42):37-47. 
Simpson WG, Kohers T (2002). The Link Betw een Corporate Social and 

Financial Performance: Evidence from the Banking Industry. J. Bus. 
Ethics 35(2):97-109. 

Strand R, Freeman RE, Hockerts K (2015). Corporate social 
responsibility and sustainability in Scandinavia: an overview. J. Bus. 

Ethics 127(1):1-15. 
Suchman MC (1995). Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional 

approaches. Acad. Manage. Rev. 20(3):571-610. 

 
 

 

 
 
 
Tilley F (2000). Small Firm Environmental Ethics: How  Deep Do They 

Go?, Business Ethics: European Review  (Chichester, England) 
9(1):31-41. 

Treviño LK, Butterf ield KD, McCabe DL (1998). The ethical context in 
organizations: Influences on employee attitudes and behaviors. Bus. 
Ethics Q. 8(03):447-476. 

Uhlaner LM, Goor-Balk HJM, Masurel E (2004). Family business and 

corporate social responsibility in a sample of Dutch firms. J. Small 
Bus. Enterp. Dev. 11(2):186-194. 

Ullmann AA (1985). Data in search of a theory: A critical examination of 
the relationships among social performance, social disclosure, and 

economic performance of US firms. Acad. Manage. Rev. 3:540-557. 
Uzzi B (1997). Social structure and competition in inter-f irm networks. 

Adm. Sci. Q. 42:35-67. 
Valentine S, Fleischman G (2008). Ethics programs, perceived 

corporate social responsibility and job satisfaction. J. Bus. Ethics 
77(2):159-172. 

Van der Laan S (2009). The role of theory in explaining motivation for 

corporate social disclosures: Voluntary disclosures vs 'solicited' 
disclosures. Australasian Account. Bus. Financ. J. 3(4):15-29. 

Van Marrewijk M (2003). Concepts and definitions of CSR and 
corporate sustainability: Between agency and communion. J. Bus. 

Ethics 44(2-3):95-105. 
Vilar VH, Simão J (2015). CSR disclosure on the web: major themes in 

the banking sector. Int. J. Soc. Econ. 42(3):296-318. 
Vogel DJ (2005). Is there a market for virtue? The business case for 

corporate social responsibility. California Manage. Rev. 47(4):19-45. 
Waldman DA, Siegel D, Javidan M (2006). Components of 

transformational leadership and corporate social responsibility. J. 
Manage. Stud. 43(8):1703-1725. 

Ward J (2004). Perpetuating the family business. Family Enterprise 
Publishers. Marietta, GA. 

Weaver GR, Trevino LK, Cochran PL (1999). Corporate Ethics 
Programs as Control Systems: Influences of Executive Commitment 

and Environmental Factors‟, Acad. Manage. J. 42(1):41-57. 
doi:10.2307/256873. 

Weber M (2008). The business case for corporate social responsibility: 

A company-level measurement approach for CSR. European Manage. 
J. 26(4):247-261. 

Welsh JA, White JF (1981). A Small Business is not a Little Big 
Business‟, Harvard Bus. Rev. 59(4):18-32. 

Werther Jr. WB, Chandler D (2010). Strategic corporate social 
responsibility: Stakeholders in a global environment. Sage 
Publications. 

Wiklund J (2006). Commentary: “family firms and social responsibility: 

preliminary evidence from the S&P 500”. Entrepr. Theory Pract. 
30(6):803-808. 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (2004). Corporate 
Social Responsibility: Meeting Changing Expectations, WBCSD, 

Sw itzerland, pp. 1-63. 
Yuthas K, Rodney R, Dillard J (2004). Communicative Action and 

Corporate Annual Reports. J. Bus. Ethics 41(1-2):141-157. 

Zellw eger T, Nason R, Nordqvist M, Brush C (2011). Why do family 
f irms strive for nonfinancial performance? Entrepr. Theory Pract. 
37(2):229-248. 

Zyglidopoulos SC (2004). The impact of downsizing on the corporate 

reputation for social performance. J. Public Affairs, 4 (1):11-25. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 


