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Abstract	

Since	 the	 concept	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	was	 put	 forward,	 scholars	 have	
conducted	 various	 researches	 on	 it.	 More	 and	 more	 scholars	 pay	 attention	 to	 the	
corporate	 social	 responsibility	 activities	 of	 organizations.	 They	 have	 conducted	
extensive	explorations	from	trying	to	redefine	corporate	social	responsibility	to	trying	
to	 study	 the	 consequences	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 activities.	The	 research	
perspective	 is	 also	 from	 the	 macro	 perspective	 of	 organizational	 strategy,	 finance,	
corporate	 governance,	 etc.,	 to	 the	 micro	 perspective.	 Based	 on	 the	 microscopic	
perspective	of	organizational	behavior	and	human	resource	management,	this	research	
conducts	an	 in‐depth	exploration	of	 the	causes	and	consequences	of	corporate	social	
responsibility	by	reviewing	relevant	research,	for	scholars'	future	research	reference.	
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1. Introduction	

The	concept	of	corporate	social	responsibility	(CSR)	was	first	proposed	by	the	British	scholar	
Sheldon	(1924),	and	has	been	studied	by	a	large	number	of	foreign	scholars	since	the	1970s.	
The	classical	view	holds	that	the	only	social	responsibility	of	managers	is	to	maximize	profits.	
Friedman[1]	believes	that	corporate	social	responsibility	is	to	continuously	create	profits	for	
the	company	under	the	premise	of	abiding	by	the	rules	of	the	game,	and	those	management	
activities	 that	 increase	 social	 benefits	 on	 their	 own	 terms	 will	 cause	 a	 waste	 of	 corporate	
resources.	It	must	be	pointed	out	that	Friedman	is	not	saying	that	enterprises	should	not	take	
social	responsibility,	but	he	believes	that	the	responsibility	is	limited	to	economic	responsibility	
under	the	basic	social	rules.	From	the	perspective	of	socioeconomics,	the	social	responsibility	
of	managers	is	not	only	to	create	profits,	but	also	to	protect	and	promote	social	welfare.	Carroll	
[2]regards	corporate	 social	 responsibility	as	 the	 society’s	 expectations	on	 the	 four	different	
levels	of	economics,	law,	ethics,	and	charity	within	a	certain	period	of	time.	Carroll	[2]regards	
corporate	social	responsibility	as	the	society’s	expectations	on	the	four	different	levels	of	the	
enterprise	economy,	law,	ethics	and	charity	within	a	certain	period	of	time.	Among	them,	the	
economic	 responsibility	 of	 the	 enterprise	 is	 the	 foundation	 and	 accounts	 for	 the	 largest	
proportion,	 followed	 by	 Legal	 responsibility,	 ethical	 responsibility,	 charity	 responsibility.	
Barnett	 [3]defined	 CSR	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 stakeholders	 as	 the	 behavior	 of	 companies	
voluntarily	distributing	their	limited	resources	to	improve	social	welfare,	thereby	improving	
and	 maintaining	 the	 relationship	 between	 themselves	 and	 their	 stakeholders.	 In	 general,	
corporate	 social	 responsibility	 represents	 the	 company's	 commitment	 to	 a	 wide	 range	 of	
stakeholder	 groups	 including	 shareholders,	 consumers,	 employees,	 communities,	 and	 the	
environment.	
At	 present,	 scholars	 mostly	 study	 the	 impact	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 on	
organizational	 strategy,	 finance,	 and	 corporate	 governance	 from	 a	 macro	 perspective.	 The	
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research	basically	reached	a	consensus	on	the	 long‐term	business	prospects	that	companies	
can	improve	the	external	competitive	environment	through	CSR,	obtain	internal	and	external	
competitive	resources,	and	improve	wages	[4].	However,	the	micro	research	on	the	theoretical	
research	 perspective	 of	 CSR	 in	 the	 field	 of	 organizational	 behavior	 and	 human	 resource	
management	needs	to	be	expanded.	The	purpose	of	this	research	is	to	review	the	results	of	CSR	
related	empirical	studies	and	other	studies	in	the	field	of	organizational	behavior	and	human	
resource	management	in	recent	years,	and	to	conduct	in‐depth	exploration	of	the	causes	and	
consequences	of	corporate	social	responsibility	and	other	related	variables,	for	scholars'	future	
research	reference.	

2. Classification	of	Corporate	Social	Responsibility	Based	on	Stakeholder	
Theory	

The	obligations	of	an	enterprise	are	not	only	related	to	its	own	shareholders,	but	also	related	
to	multiple	groups	or	individuals.	Pressure	from	stakeholder	groups	can	drive	the	enterprise	to	
establish	a	more	effective	governance	structure.	Stakeholders	in	an	organization	are	groups	or	
individuals	that	can	influence	the	achievement	of	organizational	goals	or	are	affected	by	them,	
including	 employees,	 investors,	 customers,	 suppliers,	 and	 the	 government	 [5].	 As	 the	 basic	
theory	of	organization	research	and	strategic	management,	the	stakeholder	theory	is	its	core	
idea	is	to	expand	the	organization's	management	vision	and	shift	its	attention	to	the	interests	
of	 employees,	 communities,	 customers	 and	 the	 entire	 society	 outside	 of	 shareholders[6].	
Therefore,	the	stakeholder	theory	explains	to	a	large	extent	the	necessity	of	corporate	social	
responsibility.		
For	a	long	time,	academia	has	carried	out	a	lot	of	research	on	corporate	social	responsibility	
based	 on	 the	 perspective	 of	 stakeholders,	 and	 has	 divided	 the	 types	 of	 corporate	 social	
responsibility.	 Chen	 and	 Han	 [7]classified	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 into	 three	 levels	
according	to	the	closeness	of	the	relationship	between	social	responsibility	and	enterprise:	(1)	
Basic	corporate	social	responsibility.	It	includes	being	responsible	to	shareholders	and	treating	
employees	well;	(2)	Intermediate	corporate	social	responsibility.	It	includes	being	responsible	
for	 consumers,	 obeying	 government	 leadership,	 building	 a	 good	 relationship	 with	 the	
community,	and	protecting	the	environment;	(3)	High‐level	corporate	social	responsibility.	It	
includes	active	charitable	donations	and	enthusiastic	public	welfare	undertakings.	Mattingly	
and	 Berman	 [8]	 divided	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 into	 technical	 corporate	 social	
responsibility	(TCSR)	for	major	stakeholders	and	institutional	corporate	social	responsibility	
(ICSR)	 for	 secondary	 stakeholders.	 Mattern	 and	 Moon	 [9]	 distinguish	 between	 explicit	
corporate	social	responsibility	(Explicit	CSR)	motivated	by	the	expectations	of	the	company’s	
stakeholders,	and	Implicit	corporate	social	responsibility	(Implicit	CSR)	inspired	by	the	social	
consensus	 that	 the	main	 social	 groups,	 including	 enterprises,	 are	 expected	 to	 comply	with	
legitimacy.	

3. Consequences	of	Corporate	Social	Responsibility	Activities	

As	more	and	more	scholars	pay	attention	to	the	organization's	corporate	social	responsibility	
(CSR)	activities,	they	have	extensively	studied	how	to	implement	CSR	within	the	organization,	
from	 trying	 to	 redefine	CSR	 to	 trying	 to	 study	 the	 consequences	of	CSR	activities.	 Including	
employee	attitudes,	emotions,	evaluations	and	behaviors.	Through	a	questionnaire	survey	of	
109	managers,	Kim	[10]	et	al.	found	that	CSR	participation	directly	affects	employees’	sense	of	
identity	with	the	company;	external	CSR	perception	will	not	directly	affect	employees’	sense	of	
identity	with	the	company,	but	will	indirectly	affect	employees’	sense	of	external	honor.	Based	
on	the	social	emotional	choice	theory,	Wisse	[11]	proposed	that	the	impact	of	CSR	commitment	
on	employee	satisfaction	will	be	adjusted	by	age.	They	conducted	a	study	on	143	employees	of	
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54	Dutch	companies	and	found	that	CSR	has	a	stronger	positive	effect	on	the	satisfaction	of	
older	 employees	 than	 on	 younger	 employees.	 Turker	 [12]	 studied	 the	 impact	 of	 different	
dimensions	 of	 CSR	 on	 the	 organizational	 commitment	 of	 employees.	 Through	 an	 empirical	
study	on	a	sample	of	269	professionals	working	in	Turkey,	they	found	that	CSR	for	social	and	
non‐social	 shareholders,	 employees	 and	 customers	 will	 have	 a	 positive	 impact	 on	
organizational	 commitment;	 however,	 CSR	 for	 the	 government	 does	 not	 affect	 employees’	
commitments,	and	employees’	awareness	of	the	importance	of	CSR	plays	a	moderating	role	in	
the	relationship	between	CSR	and	employees’	organizational	commitments.	
In	addition,	scholars	are	also	concerned	about	the	impact	of	corporate	social	responsibility	on	
anti‐production	 behavior.	 Counterproductive	Work	 Behavior	 (CWB)	 is	 a	 kind	 of	 extra‐role	
behavior	 that	 employees	 consciously	 violate	 organizational	 regulations	 and	 harm	 the	
legitimate	rights	and	interests	of	the	organization	and	its	stakeholders	[13].	When	a	company	
is	 unwilling	 to	 assume	 social	 responsibility,	 employees	 will	 feel	 that	 the	 company	 is	
irresponsible,	which	in	turn	will	generate	negative	emotions	and	increase	the	possibility	of	anti‐
productive	 behaviors	 against	 the	 organization[14].	 Shin	 et	 al.	 [15]	 showed	 that	 perceived	
corporate	social	responsibility	indirectly	negatively	affects	organizational,	colleague‐oriented,	
and	 customer‐oriented	 counterproductive	 behaviors	 through	 organizational	 emotional	
commitments.	It	can	be	seen	that,	according	to	the	theory	of	social	exchange,	if	an	enterprise	
fails	to	properly	assume	its	social	responsibility	to	employees	and	reduces	the	"resources"	used	
for	 exchange,	 employees	will	 perceive	 that	 their	 contributions	 to	 the	organization	have	not	
been	 reciprocally	 rewarded,	 and	 then	 they	will	 have	 the	motivation	 to	 retaliate	 against	 the	
organization	to	obtain	fair	treatment	and	commit	anti‐productive	behaviors[16].	

4. Antecedent	Variables	of	Corporate	Social	Responsibility	

Organizational	culture	is	the	basic	assumptions	and	value	judgments	rooted	in	the	organization.	
These	basic	assumptions	and	value	judgments	provide	the	organization	with	a	code	of	conduct	
and	 guide	 all	 activities	 and	 behaviors	 of	 the	 organization.	 The	 difference	 in	 organizational	
culture	can	explain	why	the	behavior	of	the	organization	is	different	under	the	same	external	
environmental	conditions.	Maignan	et	al.	[17]	divided	organizational	culture	into	three	types:	
market‐oriented	culture,	human‐oriented	culture,	and	competition‐oriented	culture,	and	found	
that	there	is	a	significant	positive	relationship	between	market‐oriented	culture	and	the	overall	
performance	 of	 CSR,	while	 the	 impact	 of	 human‐oriented	 culture	 and	 competition‐oriented	
culture	on	the	overall	CSR	has	not	reached	statistical	significance.	Galbreath	[18]shows	that	
human‐oriented	culture	has	a	significant	positive	relationship	with	CSR	as	a	whole,	but	 this	
research	 does	 not	 involve	 other	 potential	 organizational	 cultural	 dimensions,	 nor	 does	 it	
further	 subdivide	 the	 constituent	 dimensions	 of	 CSR.	 Therefore,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 different	
organizational	cultural	dimensions	may	have	different	impacts	on	CSR;	on	the	other	hand,	even	
the	same	cultural	dimension	will	have	different	impacts	on	CSR	due	to	different	countries.	Hu	
and	Deng	[19]studied	Chinese	manufacturing	companies	as	a	perspective,	and	found	that	the	
dominant	cultural	types	of	companies	are	market‐oriented	culture	and	hierarchical	culture,	but	
they	are	insufficient	in	terms	of	flexible	culture;	Companies	can	better	perform	economic,	legal	
and	moral	responsibilities,	but	charitable	responsibilities	are	generally	lacking;	there	are	large	
differences	in	the	impact	of	various	dimensions	of	organizational	culture	on	the	overall	CSR	and	
various	dimensions,	and	the	soft	culture	has	the	most	obvious	impact	on	the	overall	CSR.	
From	 the	 perspective	 of	 personality,	 the	 personality,	 attitude,	 value	 and	way	 of	 thinking	 of	
entrepreneurs	have	 an	 important	 influence	on	 their	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	practice	
[20].	The	research	on	the	impact	of	entrepreneurial	values	and	ideology	on	the	performance	of	
corporate	social	responsibility	began	with	Carroll[2]’s	corporate	social	responsibility	pyramid	
model,	 which	 believed	 that	 the	 four	 types	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 philanthropic	
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responsibilities	are	affected	by	the	entrepreneur’s	personal	judgment	and	choice.	Xin	and	Wu	
[21]	analyzed	587	survey	data	from	corporate	chairman,	general	manager	and	deputy	general	
managers	 to	 test	 the	 relationship	between	entrepreneurship,	 leadership	 style,	 and	CSR.It	 is	
found	that	the	entrepreneurial	spirit	of	the	five	dimensions	of	innovation,	risk‐taking,	active	
competition,	cooperative	awareness,	and	world‐saving	spirit	has	a	significant	positive	impact	
on	CSR,	and	transactional	leadership	style	plays	a	moderating	role	between	them.	Leadership	
style	plays	a	very	important	role	in	entrepreneurship.	Transformational	leadership	encourages	
managers	and	employees	to	independently	think	about	ways	to	solve	problems	and	complete	
them	 in	 a	more	 ethical	way	 [22].	 Therefore,	 transformational	 leadership	will	 promote	 CSR	
practice,	while	transactional	leadership	will	not[23].	
Senior	management	is	the	strategic	decision‐making	and	execution	center	of	corporate	social	
responsibility	behavior.	Petrenko	et	al.	[24]	conducted	an	empirical	test	on	the	secondary	data	
on	CSR	and	CEO	narcissism	obtained	from	the	database,	and	verified	the	positive	correlation	
between	CEO	narcissism	and	CSR.	Tang	et	al.	 [25]	verified	the	negative	correlation	between	
CEO	arrogance	and	CSR	through	an	empirical	test	on	the	second‐hand	data	obtained	from	the	
database.	With	the	increase	in	the	proportion,	status	and	role	of	female	executives,	the	value	of	
female	 executives	 in	 promoting	 corporate	 governance	 and	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	
strategies	has	aroused	widespread	concern	in	academia	and	industry.	In	the	Chinese	context,	
with	 the	gradual	 increase	 in	 the	proportion	of	 female	executives	 in	 the	 senior	management	
team,	 there	 is	 a	 u‐shaped	 relationship	 between	 female	 executives	 and	 corporate	 social	
responsibility	performance,	in	which	corporate	social	responsibility	performance	first	declines	
and	then	rises	again[26].	This	 is	of	great	significance	 for	reversing	gender	discrimination	 in	
corporate	employment.	

5. Lack	of	Corporate	Social	Responsibility	

The	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility,	 as	 an	 aspect	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	
research,	first	began	in	the	article	Forms	of	irresponsibility	published	by	Ferry	[27].	He	believed	
that	 its	behavior	was	characterized	by	 immorality	and	disgusting.	Then	Armstrong[28]	 first	
defined	the	lack	of	corporate	social	responsibility	as	"	An	illegal	or	legal	but	unethical	behavior	
is	a	sub‐optimal	behavioral	decision	that	ignores	the	overall	interests	of	society	and	chooses	
unilateral	 interests	 without	 considering	 other	 stakeholders."	 The	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	
responsibility	is	a	specific	phenomenon	and	behavior.	Lin‐Hi	and	Muller	[29]first	proposed	that	
the	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 can	 be	 divided	 into	 autonomous	 behavior	 and	
involuntary	behavior.	He	believes	 that	autonomous	behavior	 should	be	punished	by	society	
more	 than	 involuntary	 behavior.	 Because	 the	 emergence	 of	 involuntary	 behavior	 is	
unpredictable	 by	 the	 enterprise,	 but	 in	 the	 final	 analysis	 it	 is	 still	 a	 responsibility	 that	 the	
enterprise	cannot	shirk.	
For	 the	 reasons	 for	 the	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility,	 scholars	 have	 carried	 out	
research	from	three	perspectives:	environment,	organization	and	individual.	The	background	
dependence	 theory	believes	 that	 the	business	environment	of	a	company	 is	changeable	and	
professional.	As	far	as	China’s	business	environment	is	concerned,	China’s	social	supervision	
system	 is	not	 sound	and	 lacks	 information	disclosure	methods.	There	 is	 great	 resistance	 to	
information	 disclosure,	 and	 relevant	 information	 cannot	 be	 transparent.	 Therefore,	 the	
company	will	 have	 the	 risk	 of	 lack	 of	 social	 responsibility	 [30].	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 business	
environment,	CSIR	is	also	deeply	affected	by	China's	political	and	legal	environment[31].	
In	 terms	 of	 organizational	 influencing	 factors,	 Balch	 and	 Armstrong	 [32]believe	 that	 both	
organizational	culture	and	leadership	style	can	be	the	driving	factors	for	the	lack	of	corporate	
social	 responsibility.	 Because	 of	 the	 influence	 of	 certain	 cultures	 and	 leadership	 styles,	
corporate	employees	often	show	their	loyalty	in	their	daily	operations	with	lack	of	corporate	
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social	 responsibility.	 Second,	 the	 scarcity	 of	 resources[33]	 and	 excessive	 pursuit	 of	
organizational	performance	[34]	may	make	companies	forget	social	responsibility	and	ethical	
behavior.	For	the	individual	level,	the	characteristics	of	managers	are	strongly	related	to	the	
lack	of	corporate	social	responsibility.	As	the	managers	of	the	organization,	they	are	more	likely	
to	have	a	decisive	impact	on	the	lack	of	corporate	social	responsibility	[35].	The	age,	gender	and	
other	characteristics	of	executives[36]	and	the	behavior	patterns	of	managers	will	all	have	an	
impact	on	whether	they	take	corporate	social	responsibility	behaviors.	
The	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 not	 only	 has	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	 labor‐
management	relations,	finances,	brand	image	and	other	aspects	of	the	involved	companies	[37],	
but	also	has	varying	degrees	of	impact	on	other	related	companies[38].	

6. Conclusion	

Since	 the	 concept	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	was	put	 forward,	 scholars	 at	 home	 and	
abroad	have	 conducted	various	 researches	on	 it.	 Based	on	 the	 stakeholder	 theory,	 relevant	
research	not	only	explains	the	necessity	of	corporate	social	responsibility,	but	also	classifies	
corporate	 social	 responsibility	 in	 different	 ways.	 From	 different	 research	 perspectives	 on	
corporate	social	 responsibility,	 it	 is	 the	 focus	of	attention	of	 scholars	 to	study	the	 impact	of	
corporate	social	responsibility	on	organizational	strategy,	finance,	and	corporate	governance	
from	a	macro	perspective.	But	as	more	and	more	scholars	pay	attention	to	the	corporate	social	
responsibility	 activities	 of	 organizations,	 they	 have	 extensively	 studied	 how	 to	 implement	
corporate	social	responsibility	within	the	organization,	from	trying	to	redefine	corporate	social	
responsibility	to	trying	to	study	the	consequences	of	corporate	social	responsibility	activities,	
including	employees	attitudes,	emotions,	assessments	and	organizational	citizenship	behaviors	
and	anti‐productive	behaviors.	The	research	results	show	that	the	behavior	of	enterprises	to	
fulfill	their	social	responsibilities	can	not	only	play	a	role	on	the	macro	level	of	the	enterprise,	
but	also	have	a	positive	effect	on	the	micro	level	of	the	enterprise.	
Since	the	fulfillment	of	corporate	social	responsibility	is	of	great	significance	to	the	long‐term	
development	of	enterprises,	 it	 is	particularly	 important	to	explore	the	factors	that	affect	the	
fulfillment	 of	 corporate	 social	 responsibility.	 From	 an	 internal	 perspective,	 differences	 in	
organizational	 culture	 can	 explain	 why	 companies	 perform	 different	 social	 responsibilities	
under	 the	 same	 external	 environmental	 conditions.	 Entrepreneurs’	 personality,	 attitudes,	
values,	 and	 ways	 of	 thinking	 have	 an	 important	 influence	 on	 their	 corporate	 social	
responsibility	practices.	As	 the	 strategic	decision‐making	and	execution	 center	of	 corporate	
social	responsibility	behavior,	the	attitudes	of	executives	and	even	gender	can	cause	differences	
in	 corporate	 social	 responsibility	 performance.	 In	 addition,	 the	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	
responsibility	 has	 also	 continued	 to	 receive	 attention.	 The	 lack	 of	 corporate	 social	
responsibility,	 whether	 autonomous	 or	 involuntary,	 is	 ultimately	 a	 responsibility	 that	
companies	cannot	shirk.	The	consequences	of	 the	 lack	of	corporate	social	 responsibility	are	
often	unacceptable	for	companies.	From	the	perspective	of	organizational	behavior	and	human	
resources,	 scholars	 have	 found	 that	 organizational	 culture	 and	 leadership	 style,	 the	
characteristics	of	executives,	and	excessive	pursuit	of	organizational	performance	all	affect	the	
lack	of	corporate	social	responsibility.	
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