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Corporate Social Responsibility and Public Relatios:

Perceptions and Practices in Singapore

Abstract

This study explored the perceptions about corpmatial responsibility (CSR)
among a sample of corporate executives (512) an@8R practices of a sample of
corporations (74) in Singapore. A web-based suargypersonal interviews were the
primary methods of data gathering. The study tited@lssess the activities, motivations,
decision-making processes, stakeholders, commuomncatocesses, resource allocation,
evaluation, and benefits of CSR among the samplgocations in Singapore.

Our findings revealed that while the sample coapmexecutives were able to define
the concept of CSR comprehensively, identifyingrage of parameters and stakeholders
pertaining to CSR, actual practice tended to rexvakound the philanthropic dimension. The
sample corporations were motivated by differentdiecto practice CSR, which we saw as
being driven by either proactive, accommodative, orreactive approach. We also discovered
that the lack of commitment among some corporatiore/aluating CSR practices might
have been because these corporations did notiskt&l$R goals in the first place.

Based on our findings, as well as our literatengaw, we offer a framework to
evaluate how different stakeholders (whom we refexsdrivers) can help promote CSR in
Singapore. We evaluated the effectiveness of ttiegers based on their potential impact on
corporations and their current activity level pamtag to CSR, and assessed their strengths
and weaknesses. While we identified the governraedtthe corporations to be in the best
position to raise CSR awareness and performanieer dtivers can collaborate to increase

their individual effectiveness.

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility, Corporate CitizepsDrivers of CSR, CSR in
Singapore, CSR in Asia



Corporate Social Responsibility and Public Relatios:

Perceptions and Practices in Singapore

The notion that corporations ought to be sociaiponsible began during the 1960s,
a time when businesses were expanding internalyoswadl growing rapidly in size and
power (Lantos, 2001). Since then, exposés of tie¢hical and irresponsible conduct of
companies have heightened public awareness oftiils jvolved in the pursuit of
economic profitability and social power. More rettg, we have withessed some of the most
highly visible corporations such as Nike and Skeffering loss of public confidence
following wide publicity of their dishonourable cdunct such as operating sweatshops in
developing countries contributing to environmei@amage. The collapse of once highflying
companies such as Enron and Worldcom, affecting eéthousands of employees and
investors, have raised many questions regardingpcate practices and credibility and
shaken public confidence in corporations.

These debacles are reminders that focusing ongconomic interests is becoming
increasingly detrimental not just to the reputatiout also the very survival of corporations.
On a more positive note, the Asian tsunami disdstarght about an unprecedented level of
humanitarian concern and response from busineN§¥Ss, and governments as has the
recent earthquake in South Asia. Indeed, at the abcorporate social responsibility (CSR)
is the need for corporations to go beyond theineatc and legal obligations, and act
responsibly towards multiple stakeholders includimg society at large. In the new
millennium, failure to do so will threaten theirrydegitimacy to operate. The continuing
search for a balance between the interests of pleiktakeholders and profitability, fuelled
by publics’ rising expectations of the social oatigns of corporations, has paved the way
for the global spread of the CSR movement.

Long recognized as one of the “Asian Tigers,” 8pgye (whose name means Lion
City, and has the merlion as its mascot) is onb@ieading economic centers in Asia. After
becoming a Republic in 1965, the island-state e rapidly within two generations and
currently has the third highest per capita GDRe(afapan and Hong Kong) in Asia. Without
resting on its laurels, this country with no natuesources is trying to stay economically
competitive through various strategies. It ishis tontext that CSR is gaining recognition

and momentum in Singapore. The government pride#f &s being both a promoter and



practitioner of CSR (Ministry of Trade and Indust®p04). Companies too, are allocating
more resources to CSR practices (Khanna, 2004ualist from a local daily told her
readers that they cannot get through the decad@utiknowing what CSR stands for (Tor,
2004). The British High Commissioner to Singapoentas far as saying that “the stage is
now set for a CSR revolution in Singapore” (Colliae04). These factors served as the
rationale for us to conduct a wide-ranging analgéithe status of CSR in Singapore.
Definitions and Terminology

A fundamental problem in the field of corporateiabresponsibility (CSR) is that
there is no universally accepted definition of teacept. Bowen (1953) offered one of the
earliest definitions seeing CSR as the “obligatiohBusinessmen to pursue those policies, to
make those decisions, or to follow those linesatiba which are desirable in terms of the
objectives and values of our society” (p. 6). Sitieen, the field has evolved assuming
different names such as corporate social respams$ge(in the 1970s) and corporate social
performance (in the 1980s). This evolution aldteots an increase in awareness in
important areas of action and performance thae#nly definitions had overlooked (Carroll,
1991).

For the purposes of this study, we adopted Bowdrisjand Cornelissen’s (2003)
definition of CSR, which was derived from the viesisscholars such as Carroll (1999),
Wood (1991), Freeman (1984), and Friedman (19Bowd, et. al. also incorporated recent
industry reports such as Commission of the Euro@anmunities (2001, 2002) and the
Financial Times Top 100 Index to define the term:

CSR is corporations’ being held accountable byieir inferred social contract

with internal and external stakeholders, obeyirggl#lws and regulations of

government and operating in an ethical manner whiceeds statutory

requirements... (p. 19).

Addressing the vagueness of the term “ethical mghBowd, et. al. offered
examples of ethical behavior such as proactive conityinvolvement, philanthropy,
corporate governance, and commitment to the enwieon. This definition also entails a
commitment to accountability, where the organizat®obliged to measure and audit its
CSR strategy, aims, principles, and manifestatiate simultaneously continuing its focus
on generating profits for investors.

We adopted Bowd et. al.’s (2003) definition becawsebelieve it is comprehensive,
embracing the dominant academic and industry vimw€SR. We next conducted a review

of literature — a body which we see more as a ctitle of approaches rather than a coherent



theoretical body of knowledge. The lack of a umifleody of knowledge is also indicative of
the relative novelty of this field. We have diviithe dominant literature in this domain to
three categories: the business and society appreachomic approach and stakeholder
approach. Using these approaches, we first descolyeCSR is practiced around the world,
in Asia, and finally in Singapore — the primarydisaf this paper and identify the research
guestions for this study.

Business and Society Approach

The view that corporations have an obligation ety developed at a time when
corporations were enjoying unprecedented levetsouwfer — especially over citizens — while
exercising little social responsibility (Wood, 19%arroll, 1999). Carroll’'s model of CSR,
which came into prominence during the 1970s, framesiness responsibilities into four
components: economic, legal, ethical, and disanatiyp. When the author reformulated the
model in 1991, he depicted it in the form of a pyid with economic performance being the
most basic function (depicted at the bottom ofpiji@mid) and moving up to legal, ethical
and philanthropic (which replaced discretionarynponents Table 1).

Carroll’'s CSR pyramid (1991) stated that a sociedlsponsible corporation should
simultaneously “strive to make a profit, obey the/] be ethical, and be a good corporate
citizen” (p. 43). He specifically distinguished Ween philanthropic and ethical
responsibilities noting that many corporations assthat they are being socially responsible
by being good corporate citizens in the communitierestingly, several scholars and
economists have in fact rejected philanthropy gj@mate corporate action (Lantos, 2001;
Friedman, 1970). Carroll himself stated that ptihaopy, while highly desirable, is actually
less important than the first three components®RCt should be noted that even though the
four components have been discussed as separateunds, they are not mutually exclusive.

Building on Carroll's work, Lantos (2001) classdi€SR into three forms: ethical,
altruistic, and strategic. Ethical CSR is the miaipnmandatory fulfillment of a corporation’s
economic, legal, and ethical responsibilities sgoiblics. Lantos argued that strategic CSR,
where corporations participate only in those philaopic actions that will financially benefit
them by attracting positive publicity and goodwahould be practiced over altruistic CSR,
which constitutes making philanthropic contribusaat the possible expense of stockholders.
He stated that altruistic CSR is not legitimateespite their different orientations, these
scholars have put forth a common notion that c@foans do not operate in isolation from
the society where they exist. This symbiotic lielaghip was summarized by Wood:

“Business and society are interwoven rather thatindit entities” (1991, p. 695).



Economic Approach

Contrary to the proponents of the business aniétyogpproach, classical economists
separated social functions from economic functiasserting that businesses have the basic
responsibility of maximizing profits for their owrseor shareholders. Adam Smith (1863, as
cited in Lantos, 2001), perhaps the first to espdbe market value maximization
perspective, argued that by pursuing profits, cations produce the greatest social good
because the invisible hand of the capitalist maukehately helped solve society’s problems.
Lantos (2001) used the term Economic CSR to referafit-oriented CSR activities, which
absolves corporations from social contribution lnseathey pay taxes and wages to
employees rather than enslaving them (Marvoux, 208@me economists have gone as far
as to argue that the only social responsibilitypooations have is to obey the law (Carr,
1996).

Like Carr, Nobel laureate economist Milton Frieadnudfered the dominant and well
known view representing the economic approach sépgrsocial functions from business
functions, asserting that the “business of busimebssiness.” (Klonoski, 2001). However,
Friedman (1970) did recognize a spectrum of mardlethical responsibilities, positing that
the social responsibility of corporations is to ‘keaas much money as possible while
conforming to the basic rules of the society, hbthse embodied in law and those embodied
in ethical custom.”

Stakeholder Approach

The economic approach overlooked the fact th#tereffort to maximize profits,
corporations do affect multiple stakeholders (Fraen2001). The stakeholder approach to
CSR viewed the corporation as “a set of interrelagplicit or implicit connections between
individuals and or groups of individuals” (Rowley997) that include anybody who “can
affect or is affected by the achievement of theaargation’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984).
This approach distinguishes between primary (ergl@yees, customers and suppliers) and
secondary (e.g. the media and NGOs) stakeholdeosding to their relative impact on the
corporation (Clarkson, 1995). It advocates thapomations are responsible for addressing
the interests of the various stakeholders — nothuse of the owners and/or shareholders —
because they make other, non-monetary investmabtst at varying levels depending on
the corporation’s objectives (Freeman, 1984; Key Rapkin, 1998; Boehm, 2002).
Operationalizing and measuring CSR

A prevailing criticism against the functional ceptualization of CSR is that the term

is too inclusive and “too vague to be useful” (Jrid80, p. 60). Rowe and Schlacter (1978,



p. 7) argued that the vagueness of the term hgegla key role in corporations being
hesitant to embrace CSR. The difficulty in measyithe manifestations and effects of CSR
has proved to be another factor that has deterssethgers from embracing the concept.
Evidence that can prove the assumed links betwé&h &hd the achievement of corporate
goals (e.g. profitability, sustainability, reputatior branding) would perhaps be the “best and
most effective argument to encourage uptake of Q€Rinmission of the European
Communities, 2002).

Since the 1980s, there has been a growing interdés¢ field to reconcile theory with
practice. Increasing attention is given to the tlgy@ent of measurement initiatives.
Cochran and Wood’s (1984) empirical study represgbone of the early attempts to
operationalize CSR and linking it to profitabiliffhey used the Moskowitx index - a
reputation index that categorized corporationscagstanding,” “honorable mention,” or
“worst” to measure CSR. They however, concedetiersame study that this measure has its
limitations and called for new evaluation tools §p). Aupperle, Carroll and Hatfield (1985)
operationalized Carroll’'s theoretical four-partidéfon of CSR and used it as a measurement
tool. Their study confirmed executives’ prioritiesCarroll’'s CSR components in the order:
economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic (p. 457)
CSR and profitability

In recent years, there has been growing evidenaeademia suggesting that the
relationship between CSR practices and financidbpmance is at minimum neutral but
quite likely positive (Bodwell, Graves, & Waddo@Q02). To date, there are no generally
accepted models for auditing CSR practices, althdhg Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)
and the International Organization for StandardiraflSO) did make significant attempts at
providing guidelines for social responsibility. Hever, these do not constitute an over-
arching approach to auditing CSP as a result ofhviiany corporations either contract
auditing corporations to conduct traditional vesafiion, draw on area expert consultancies, or
use customized processes to measure their CSRiastiv
CSR around the World

Although it originated in Western liberal democes;ithe CSR movement has
evolved into a global movement that includes midtgectors such as businesses,
governments, NGOs, and the general public. Inangasitention is given to CSR in the
corporate and public spheres, alongside the pratiten of academic and management
literature on the subject (Bowd et al., 2003). &dstby Echo Research (2003) found that



media coverage on CSR issues in the UK, US, FrammeGermany increased by a dramatic
407 % from 2001 to 2002.

Today, CSR is receiving increasing attention aratedvorld and has become a
legitimate issue on the international diplomatierdp. Several inter-governmental
agreements, such as the International Labor Orgaoiz(ILO) convention, have been in
place for years. At the meeting of the World EcormoSummit in Davos in 2000, UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan launched Global Corhjpaan attempt to get corporations
around the world to voluntarily incorporate CSRoittheir operations. Ten principles
covering four key areas — human rights, labor steshg] environmental protection, and anti-
corruption — have been established and corporatimasked to voluntarily adopt these
principles and self-regulate. Further, at the $S@ernational conference on social
responsibility (2004), which was attended by stakedrs from 66 countries, there was a
consensus among the participants in favor of IS on CSR, affirming that social
responsibility is globally relevant and there exiatclear demand for it around the world.

The US is one of the first countries where manyorations had acknowledged CSR
as a legitimate business concern as far back ds (Ebirt & Parket, 1973). Competition is
the primary driver for corporations to be more atigiresponsible (Keeler, 2002). A survey
by the Centre for Corporate Citizenship at Bostotigge (2004) found that more than 80%
of American CEOs polled believed that good CSR tares are beneficial to the bottom-line.
The survey also found that a majority of the CE@sit@d CSR to be voluntary and not
regulated or governed by law. Significantly, thimtrasted with the European approach to
CSR, where the preference was towards legislafongavernment intervention (Baker,
2004).

Pressure on Corporations to be Socially Responsible

Globalization has played a significant role in lgeihe catalyst for corporate social
responsibility. It is not surprising that multinatial corporations (MNCs) are the main
proponents of CSR since much is at stake for ti@ommission of the European
Communities, 2001). Most leading MNCs are headguedtin Western liberal democracies
where organizations are pressured by governmeuntatgn, the mass media, and citizen
groups (NGOs) to be socially responsible. MNCs hapeesence around the world, with
supply chains and manufacturing factories situatedumerous countries. In addition,
business operations have become more transpargnth@iadvancement of modern
information and communication technologies. Thighined visibility ensures that

unethical or irresponsible corporate actions acesi@singly susceptible to public scrutiny and



criticism. For example, Nike struggled to regasmrigputation years after a sweatshop labor
scandal despite its efforts to implement betterkimgy conditions (“Nike answers critics”,
2002). A 2001 Social and Environmental study rankee at the top of the list of
corporations that had failed to fulfill their comate responsibilities (“Nike answers critics”,
2002).

CSR in Asia and Singapore

The awareness about, and adoption of, CSR pradtagenerally low in Asia
compared to the developed countries of the Westh&hlzation appears to be the single
largest factor that has propelled the CSR moveineisia (Chambers, Chapple, Moon, &
Sullivan, 2003). Corporations based in Asia thatwee into international markets have to
improve their CSR standards to measure up to theatations of their global stakeholders in
order to remain competitive (Khanna, 2004b). Thg ®&8R is perceived and practiced is
shaped by culture, religion, political, and socom@omic conditions. Thus, there is likely to
be significant differences in the way CSR is condd@cross different countries and regions
(Bronn & Vrioni, 2001).

Especially after the non-profit Centre for CSR wasup in this city-state in 2003,
Singapore has seen an increase in attention ona@f®iRg the mass media, academia,
government agencies, and corporations althoughathavareness level is still considered
low (Hung & Ramasamy, 2004). Many early studieg.(€sang, 1998; Andrew et al., 1989;
Foo & Tan, 1988) used the disclosure method, whrdlyzed corporations’ self-reported
CSR performances via corporate annual reports bsies, when studying CSR in
Singapore. As CSR can be difficult to quantify,aep provide a means of determining the
quality of corporations’ commitment to CSR (Macle@001). A study of Singapore’s
banking, food, and beverage industries during greod 1986-93 (Tsang, 1998) showed that
16 of 33 corporations had no references to soesgdansibility or community involvement.

In the remaining 17, CSR reporting was focusedelgrgn employee matters. Although
Tsang's paper aimed to stimulate similar studidb #ie hope of making longitudinal
comparisons, we could not find a more recent stadietermine whether the situation has
changed in the last seven years.

The disclosure method, despite its popularity,deasral drawbacks as a measure of
CSR practices. For example, corporate social refgpnbay lag behind actual involvement
and might not be an accurate reflection of corgobathavior (Hung & Ramasamy, 2004;
Keeler, 2002). This method also may ignore the Wehaf smaller corporations who tend to

have lower disclosure rates (Andrews et al., 198Bgre is also a concern that the
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information provided by corporations in their anhiggorts and websites could be driven by
publicity motives (Tsang, 1998).

Recent studies appear to move away from the dis@dasethod, preferring the
stakeholder perspective. A study of nine Asia-paciduntries including Singapore
(Edelman, 2004) interviewed different stakeholdmrsh as consumers and corporate
executives and found that stakeholders in Asiafleaanie increasingly (a rise from 29% in
2003 to 36% in 2004) concerned with the needsettdmmunity beyond their own needs.
About 65% of the stakeholders interviewed for thelg felt that corporations need to be
socially responsible, compared with 35% in 2003woat doubling in just one year.
Interviewees ranked Community welfare as havinddiest priority and saw offering top
quality products and services as the most impoftator. While the study by Edelman
provided good insights on stakeholders’ perspestithee findings were not specific to
Singapore and did not account for significant défees in economic development and
culture across the countries studied. Hung anddgamy (2004) also conducted a
comparative study of CSR awareness but limited e@lysis to only one stakeholder —
employees. However, this is consistent with Clanks§1995) finding that “stakeholder
satisfaction” should be used as a measure whenadual CSR.

Besides the growing attention from scholars andhbdia, Singapore has hosted an
increasing number of CSR conferences. In 2004ethkignificant conferences on CSR were
held in the city-state involving organizations sashthe British High Commission, Centre for
CSR and UN Global Compact. The conferences wésaded by executives of
multinational and domestic corporations, small-amelium-enterprises (SMEs), and private
and public sector organizations. This is indica¥ the increasing interest in CSR across a
wide spectrum of corporations in Singapore.

At the conference organized by the British Highm®aission (2004), Nottingham
University surveyed the delegates. More than Hali@ respondents said that there was a
person in their organization dedicated to CSR aaterthan 80% said that they were
required to consider CSR implications when doirgjrtjob. We feel these results appear to
be highly optimistic and note that the sample wasved as those choosing to attend the
conference can be assumed to have heightenedsinéere a favorable disposition toward
CSR from the very outset.

The Nottingham University survey also found thaSingapore, customers,
shareholders, and employees were recognized asdsteimportant stakeholders while

suppliers, competitors, and NGOs were the leasbitapt. This finding corresponds with
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the stakeholder approach where corporations are owrcerned with primary stakeholders.
An inconsistency here would be the perceived ldgiionacy of suppliers and business
partners among the respondents although thesehsldkes have direct transactions with the
corporation. The researchers noted that the regmsdnay not pay enough attention to the
ability of these groups to do harm to the corporas reputation — a trap Nike fell into when
it believed it could keep the sweatshop practidesippliers and partners out of its doorstep.
Research Questions

Our review of the relevant literature on CSR lsdaiconclude that the existing
research pertaining to CSR in Singapore considteredf studies that measure social
reporting (e.g. Tsang, 1998; Andrew et al., 198%) & Tan, 1988) or comparative studies
between CSR in Singapore and other nations (e.qgluRamasamy, 2004; Edelman, 2004;
Welford, 2004). The current body of knowledge fadgprovide information on the current
status of CSR in Singapore. We therefore desigmsdstudy to assess the current status of
CSR among a sample of corporations in Singapore fdllowing research questions were
formulated to guide our study:

RQ1: What are the current perceptions of CSR amoragr@ke of corporate executives in
Singapore?

RQ2: What activities do the sample of corporationsdrart in the name of CSR?
RQ3: What motivates these corporations to practice TSR

RQ4: Which stakeholders do these corporations perdeibe important?

RQ5: What decision-making processes drive the CSRtipescof these corporations?
RQ6: How do these corporations communicate their C8R&d messages to their
stakeholders?

RQ7: What resources are allocated for their CSR progfa

RQ8: How do these corporations evaluate their CSRtjoex?

RQ9: What benefits have these corporations achievéein CSR initiatives?

RQ 2, 4, 5, and 7 help us analyze the activitiestjwations, decision-making
processes, stakeholders, and resources relatéfRoRXQ 6, 8, and 9 address the
communication, evaluation, and success of CSR.stuly departed from the disclosure
method, for reasons cited earlier and used stalehahalysis based on responses from
practitioners and non-practitioners. To get a cahensive understanding of CSR in
Singapore, we gathered data from corporationspitzattice CSR as well as those that do not.

Operationalization of Research Questions
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For us, corporations include Small and Medium Eprtees (SME) as well as large
corporations, public and private enterprises, dsagdocal, regional, and multinational
corporations. To better understand the natur@farations, we reviewed the definition of
certain key terms. For instance, an SME is define&pring (2004) as a commercial
establishment that has at least 30% local equéty fixed assets (defined as net book value of
factory building, machinery and equipment) not exteg $15 million, and employs no more
than 200 workers for non-manufacturing/servicepomtions.

We also recognized that most corporations woultehestant to provide us with
financial information such as the value of thexefil assets. An analysis of 15 corporate
websites revealed that we could not determinettitesof corporations based on the
information on their websites. Threfore, we decittetbave the identification of the size of
the corporation (e.g. SME or large corporationthi respondents’ discretion.

Although we chose Bowd et al.’s definition (2008)guide the study, we recognize
that CSR may not be perceived similarly by all exees. Thus, we were cautious in our
expression as we did not want to overlook the Imsigf executives who are not familiar
with the term or have their own interpretationsto¥Ve wanted to give our respondents the
general focus of our study without limiting the&rpeptions about the concept itself.

Many corporations (e.g. Microsoft and ExxonMobity@oy the terntorporate
citizenship and often use it synonymously with CSR, especiallype US and Europe
(Munshi, 2004). Indeed, the concept of corporaieanship overlaps largely with the
concept of CSR. Business executives interviewedWs study (Centre for Corporate
Citizenship at Boston College, 2004) defined a goagborate citizen as a corporation which
makes profit, pays taxes, provides jobs, operdtaesadly, treats its employees well, produces
reliable products, has a good environmental reamd,works to improve conditions in the
society. The parameters of corporate citizensteptified by the respondents are similar to
what CSR encompasses. Acknowledging that Singaptm@me to many American and
European MNCs, we decided to use the terms intaggebly during data collection
although we recognize that the two concepts haghbtbt differing connotations in the
literature.

METHODOLOGY

This study used a triangulation of quantitative godlitative methods in an effort

increase the validity of our study by comparing tiplé forms of data and seeking

convergence in the findings (Lindlof & Taylor, 200 addition, triangulation helps
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neutralise the biases inherent in an individualhoéf thereby enhancing the study’s
reliability (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Survey: We used a self-administered web questionnairelteat data from the
senior executive most likely to be involved witle tGSR activities of the 74 corporations in
our sample. We selected the Internet as the mediwoice to administer the questionnaire
because it is both time and cost efficient (Dillma@00). Any possible sampling bias due to
accessibility is also negligible, considering thghhinternet penetration rate of 76% across
corporations and organizations in Singapore (InfmzoDevelopment Authority of
Singapore, 2003).

We invited 288 corporations to participate in thedy 74 of whom sent usable
responses (response rate of 26%). The sample cged@n almost equal number of large
corporations (51%) and SMEs (49%). We labelleghamations with more than 200
employees as “large.” Of the 74 corporations tleatigipated in the study, 39% were
domestic and 60% multinational. These corporatrepsesented various industries although
the majority were from the Service (20%), InforroatiTechnology (18%), and Banking and
Finance (16%) sectors in keeping with the econdamdscape of Singapore.

Because we also wanted to know the perceptionsdofidual corporate executives
toward CSR (in addition to organization-level prees), we used snowball sampling to elicit
responses from 513 additional corporate execugedsering data over two months (from 5
December, 2004 to 5 February, 2005). The malertafe ratio of our sample was balanced
(51% to 49%) with the majority of corporate execes (67%) between 21 and 30 years of
age. These executives represented various industieh as Service (23%), Banking and
Finance (18%), and Information Technology (14%ityRhree per cent of the executives
were from large corporations and 47% were from SMIBe majority (60%) worked for
regional (ASEAN) or multinational corporations. \Waminded participants - through an
introductory phone call and cover letter - thatexpected them to give their responses even
if they had not heard of CSR or their corporatiditsnot, in their view, practice CSR.

The questionnaire consisted of three sections @fu3tions spread over seven web
pages. The questions and batteries were conceifterdraultiple comparisons with
instruments employed by other empirical studieg. (8agar & Singla, 2004; Lines, 2004;
British High Commission, 2004). We also includedspectives from the literature (e.g.
Carroll 1991; Freeman, 1984) as well as industsygimts from the UN Global Compact,
Centre for CSR, and National Tripartite InitiatieeCSR initiative of the Government of

Singapore.



14

In-depth Interviews: In the second stage of data collection (followling surveys),
we conducted in-depth face-to-face interviews Wihcorporate executives to seek insights
on their CSR practices. Besides executives of catfpms, we also interviewed managers of
NGOs, community representatives, trade associgtatsthe mass media. Dexter (1970)
termed interviews with those who are influentiabminent, and well-informed in their
fields, as elite interviews. In these elite intemws, interviewees are not subject to
standardized questioning but are allowed to intceditheir notions of what they regard as
relevant, instead of relying upon the investigatartions of relevance.” We found this
approach useful because these elites were ablaliorate on the status of CSR in Singapore
because of their experience.

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

One of the purposes of this study was to idenki&/perceptions about CSR among a
sample of corporate executives in Singapore asagellSR practices among a sample of
corporations in Singapore. Findings from this stadggest that many of the corporate
executives surveyed as well as those interviewddahH@road understanding of the concept of
CSR. They were able to recognize that CSR consisigange of responsibilities covering
legal, ethical, and philanthropic aspects (Card®R1). The survey respondents recognized
the different parameters (e.g. anti-corruption Jtheand safety, business ethics) listed in the
guestionnaire as factors that would make a corjgorabcially responsible. Likewise,
interviewees were able to describe CSR comprehelysawnd viewed CSR as essential to a
corporation’s sustainability. The discussion offfiatility as a parameter of CSR was more
controversial and the respondents were divided logther generating profits was considered
CSR. Many of them, however, felt that a corporatieeds to be profitable first before it can
consider CSR as important to its corporate ageidizh this broad overview of the
perceptions among corporate executives, we nextearsach of the research questions
relying on both quantitative and qualitative data.

RQ 1: The first research question sought to know thegmions about CSR among
the sample of corporate executives in Singapore.fé/nd that the awareness level was high
(69%), which might be attributed to the recent @ase in media coverage as well as the
launch of several initiatives to promote CSR ingajore all of which occurred when we
were conducting this study. Further, the meansilidhe CSR parameters listed by us were
rather high (means ranging from 3.64 to 4.47) iatig that the sample of corporate
executives perceived all the parameters we ligtdsbtsignificant and that the parameters are
relevant in Singapord @ble 1). Anti-corruption (M = 4.47, SD = 0.615)usiness ethics (M
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=4.44, SD = 0.654health and safety (M = 4.44, SD = 0.662gnvironment (M = 4.34, SD =
0.695), andabor practices (M = 4.32, SD = 0.707) were listed as the mostifizant
parameters with the highest means and lowest sthi@aiations Table 1). This indicated a
relatively high consensus among respondents tkaetfive parameters were most significant
in defining a socially responsible corporation. éwkse, common themes of CSR that
emerged during the interviews revolved around attpcactices, employee welfare, care for
the environment, and “giving back to the society.”

Althoughprofitability scored the lowest mean (M = 3.64, SD = 0.928) ajadirthe
parameters, it was still perceived by the sampleogborate executives to be a significant
aspect of CSRFigure 1). The interviewees expressed mixed sentimentsrtisva
profitability. A few interviewees did not think thbeing profitable is a part of a corporation’s
social responsibility. One interviewee commenteat theing profitable is the basic
requirement of any company that exists in the esgnbAccording to this interviewee, it
would be too “narrow-minded” to consider profitatyilas part of CSR. On the other hand,
several interviewees felt that profitability is essential part of CSR. One interviewee from a
public listed corporation felt that his corporatioas to be profitable “to run the company
efficiently... improve the system... be responsibléi[sic] shareholders... staff...
contribute to the community. Fgure 1)

The survey data revealed tlthtritable contributions (M = 3.85) anccommunity
involvement (M = 3.95) were the least significant parametéex arofitability. Along the
same line, 41% of the sample of corporate execsitivgagreed (M = 2.86, SD = 0.995) that
CSR is about making charitable contributions, wBB&6 took a neutral stand. Similar
sentiments were echoed in some interviews as itetlday one interviewee who said: “there
are notions of volunteerism and corporate philaygfininvolved, but these are just elements
of it [CSR]. The meat of CSR is to mainstream iibithe regular business operations.”

Interviewees had diverse interpretations of CSRdmseribing the term as a “concept
akin to an amoeba.” Many interviewees said thapdrameters of CSR are relevant to
different corporations in varying degrees dependinghe nature of the industry and the
stakeholders that corporations perceived to be itapt For instance, one interviewee from
the engineering sector felt that environment isoaensignificant parameter compared to
charitable contributions because the environmearglition has a direct impact on his
corporation’s long-term survival.

A majority of the corporate executives surveyed438isagreed that corporations

need not be concerned with the soci€ig(re 2). This suggested that they perceived
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corporations to have some obligations toward tlieespand viewed business and society as
“interwoven rather than separate entities” (Wodf1, p. 695).

More than half (52%) of the corporate executivéistiat CSR should be
recognized as a core business function while althose-quarters (74%) agreed that social
responsibility should be a consideration when fdatilng corporate strategies. Further, a
majority (63%) perceived CSR to have a positiveantpn the financial performance of
corporations. These findings suggested that thgotate executives in our sample
acknowledged that CSR should be an integral pastusiness. Yet, nearly half (49%) agreed
that CSR is largely a publicity issue. This suggestliscrepancy between how the corporate
executives in this sample felt CSR should be pradt{normative), as opposed to how they
perceived CSR is practiced (positive).

We raised the appropriateness of using CSR tomabficity with our interviewees.
While some felt corporations should not leverag&@Stivities for publicity purposes,
others felt that the benefits derived from thegesdies are more important than the intended
motives. One interviewee explained:

We don’t mind companies doing CSR for publicityath OK as long as they are

doing something good. Who knows, maybe after corurtgo do something and

having felt good, they might continue to do it. \iheer the reason, it's a way to get
started.

As for the need to regulate CSR, 46% of the respotsdagreed that CSR should be
completely voluntary and not governed by any lawegulation. A few interviewees felt that
CSR should “come from the heart” rather than mecelyplying with government
regulations or legislations. An executive from a @Ifelt that CSR is not about what the
government sees as right or wrong, saying, “It'swiloat the government should do but what
companies should do.... It is not about just opegatithin the rules.”

An interesting issue that emerged during the imégvs was the balance between
profitability and CSR — whether corporations nemti¢ profitable before engaging in CSR
actions. A majority of interviewees perceived pialfility as a pre-condition before their
corporations could commit resources to CSR. Theepwhan SME felt that it is
understandable for corporations to put profitapiis the top priority as “every business
wants their company to be as profitable as possiBlegther common sentiment was that
CSR should be placed at the higher end of the dhiby of needs,” which would be
considered only if a corporation is profitable. the other hand, a few interviewees felt that
CSR does not necessarily have to come after podftia as indicated by one interviewee:
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It is acceptable to aim to be profitable but yom'tdbave to wait to do CSR. It has to

be in the corporation’s roots and culture and B8R has to start from the first day.

Your main objective can be to increase profits sulolobjective to be a socially

responsible corporation. This is regardless of W@ or industry or development

stage.

RQ 2: Of the 74 corporations surveyed 72 (97%) engag&tSR-related activities,
as defined by their own notions of CSR. The mostroonly performed activities were
charitable donations (76%),employee welfare & training programs (74%), anccommunity
projects (69%) Eigure 3). These findings were confirmed by many interviesr&/ho
discussed philanthropic activities as CSR effoefote any prompting by the interviewer.
Some interviewees felt that CSR is simply a new teapbel some of the philanthropic
functions that have been traditionally practiceccbgporations. One interviewee perceived
CSR as basically involving altruistic actions:

When | see this term CSR, what comes to my minarei@ly donations, or some
charitable work for the society, doing somethinigentthan directly involved in the
profitability of the company.

Interestingly, some interviewees disagreed thdapthiropy should be a major aspect
of CSR, even though they acknowledged it as a camhynpyacticed activity in Singapore.
One interviewee differentiated between CSR andapthropy:

Companies tend to see CSR as donating money tiieband putting out a

statement so that people know that they have doAad that is a very short-term

view...That is not CSR. That is just giving. Thajust donations.

Our interviews also revealed that the type of C8fiéies conducted was closely
linked with the nature of the corporation. Size amustry of the corporations too, were
considered to be important determinants of the off@SR activities practiced. One SME
interviewee expressed concern over the applicglufithe various CSR parameters to
smaller corporations which are generally less corezewith community relations and global
outreach. Some interviewees also reported thahBss-to-Business corporations have
fewer incentives to practice CSR because theintdiare unlikely to appreciate their
investment in CSR efforts. An interviewee from agieeering corporation commented:

A company that serves the public will need to leanempression but we are more of
a business to business. Businesses do not cawa dng charitable in nature... For
consumer products, CSR gains market share and mansufavour by doing
corporate volunteering but doesn’t help an engingezompany.

RQ 3: Our survey findings indicated the listed motivatto be relatively important,

with ratings of their importance ranging from 3123.08 (with 1 = least important and 5 =
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very important). The only exception waoid regulation (M = 2.87, SD = 0.940). The top
three motivators werenhance reputation (M = 4.08, SD = 0.812)png term sustainability
(M =4.08, SD = 0.897), arehhance community trust and support (M = 4.04, SD = 0.920)
(Table 3.

The results suggested that our sample of corpmsmtionsidered CSR as being vital
for a corporation’s survival. In addition, the f@canenhancing reputation and community
support indicated that the corporations in the sample weceptive to théusiness and
society approach reviewed earlier in this paper.

Interestingly, our interviewees were more inclinedalue external and punitive
motivators such as “consumer pressure,” “governrgaittelines,” and “crisis prevention.”
Interviewees also generally agreed that corporatstiould not be considered as being
separate from the community, regardless of whetlearporation is local or multinational.
One interviewee summed up these sentiments:

We realize that we are part of the world. An orgation doesn’t exist in isolation ...

For any company to go on as a perpetual entity ewéio[is] holding the fort need

[sicl to ensure that the economy and world thap#rates in continue to be a safe

environment.

Economic motivators align a corporation’s CSR&# with potential monetary
returns.Attract investors, promote transactions/ partnerships, andincrease profits were
categorized as economic motivators. The relatile@lyaverage mean of the three motivators
(M = 3.68) implied that most corporations in thengée did not practice CSR for bottom-line
reasons. Although most corporations considerethalimotivators listed as essential,
motivators aligned with corporate agenda rankedraytlioe lowest in importanc&igure 4).

Some interviewees who were skeptical about celbaal corporations’ CSR efforts
guestioned the above findings as indicated by samiirewee:

There are a lot of organizations out there whaaateally using (the tsunami disaster)
by donating 10% of proceeds and so on. We seashatbit gimmicky, which means
they are trying to get sales. They are trying tpesb to the emotion of somebody,
ultimately to get sales, because it is taggeddctile of an item.

External pressures (M = 3.20, SD = 0.811) was considered as not bsirdp an
important motivator. Only 35% of respondents agrbed external pressures coming from
NGOs, government, media, consumers, and commuratyrgortant in motivating CSR
practices. This finding was consistent with thatigkely low level of civil activism prevalent

in Singapore.
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The executives of the corporations in the sam@eewdivided on whether
government regulation should be considered as a CSR motivator. Aimdsohéhem (49%)
indicated a neutral stand toward government intgrga. It is important to note that the
mean (M = 2.87) indicated that the other half & slample corporations did not consider
government regulation as a motivational factor. The actual distributadrcorporations
between “not important” and “important” was relaty balanced.

Interestingly, some of our interviewees believeat the Government of Singapore
should be instrumental in driving the CSR movemeé&heir reasons ranged from the
government’s powerful financial, media, and humesources, to the large number of
Government Linked Companies (GLC, or public seetderprises) and a vast amount of
regulatory power. One advocate of government réignsas a CSR driver said, “It
[government regulation] sets a precedent, it guds dut in the public domain, it becomes a
norm, it becomes part of a corporation’s daily agiens.... The structure naturally becomes
self-substantiated on its own.”

RQ5: Our data revealed th€EO (74%),Head of HR (45%),Directors (39%), and
the Head of Corporate Communications (38%) most often made CSR-related decisions.
Nearly half (45%) of the sample of corporationsarted that three or more departments
made CSR-related decisions, suggesting an inteh@&&R decision-making processdqure
5). Our data suggested that CSR initiatives aredtmpn driven in Singapore. For example,
the MNCs in our sample received directives regay@®R mainly from their regional or
global headquarters. On the other hand, CSR-retigeidions in SMEs were made by the
CEO.

One of the corporations in the sample had a coraitieformalized decision-making
structure where the Corporate Communications deyest led CSR initiatives. A yearly
budget is allocated and all employees are entitlédio days of leave per year to serve as
volunteers. Each of the three vice-presidents @ttirporation is in-charge of an adopted
charitable organization and organizes activitiesaardination with the beneficiaries. The
committee’s progress is evaluated and systematidatumented. These records provide
guidelines for future committees. Even though grscedure is not typical of the
corporations in our sample, we believe that thisilde a good model for other corporations
to follow in instituting their own CSR programs.

Research Question RQ4) sought to understand which stakeholders corporsiio
the sample perceived as important &l 6 asked how corporations in the sample

communicated their CSR-related messages to tlaelsblders. Corporations in the sample
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identifiedthe primary stakeholders' listed in the battery as the most important staldsrs.
The top two stakeholders werastomers (M = 4.54, SD = 0.771) argmployees (M = 4.41,
SD = 0.855) Table 4). This perception of the high importance of empleywas consistent
with our earlier finding that employee welfare prams constituted a major portion of the
CSR activities in the sample corporations. Thesaifigs were mirrored by our interviewees
who saw employees and customers as significanelstddler groups with the power to
impact CSR. Some interviewees cited examples ituthevhere consumer advocacy groups
pressured corporations to be more CSR consciobsygotting products.Table 4)

Within theprimary stakeholder group,suppliers (M = 3.59, SD =1.13) were
considered by the sample of corporations to béeidi importantKigure 4.6). Some
interviewees stressed that there is a growing faretbrporations to pay attention to their
suppliers’ practices. One interviewee believed thatonus is on individual corporations to
monitor and investigate the ethical behavior ofrtkappliers Figure 6). Interestingly, the
least important stakeholders appeared thiG®s (M = 3.28, SD = 1.06). The representative
of one NGO interviewed by us was not surprised itk finding. He explained that NGOs
in Singapore play a “facilitator” role rather thérat of “community activist.” He elaborated
that this is due partly to the limited power of N&@and the relatively low level of activism in
most Asian societies including Singapore.

A majority (89%) of the corporations communicatethviheir stakeholders about
their CSR practices. The stakeholders with whonawiations communicated most
frequently werecustomers andemployees (see Figure 4.7) and these corresponded with the
stakeholders who were perceived by the samplerpbcations to be the most important. The
main communication tools employed weenpany |leaflets and posters, websites, and
annual reports. (Figure 7)

Interestingly, the sample of corporations did mmhmunicate as frequently with the
mass media. Only 37% of the sample corporatione@press releases and 32%
communicated to the mass media about their CSRitaesi (Figure 8). It is reasonable to
presume that the mass media are not a commongdedlly the sample of corporations to

disseminate information about CSR.

! Clarkson (1995) distinguished betwag®imary andsecondary stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are those
groups or individuals that have direct transactwith the corporation and include: owners, supplier
employees, and customegecondary stakeholders have a more “distant” even if no less importatatienship
and include environmental groups, society at-langedia, local community groups, social interesugs and
consumers.
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RQ7 sought to know the resources allocated by cormrafor their CSR programs.
Almost a quarter of the corporations in the sanip86) had a department dedicated to CSR
activities. About 10% indicated that CSR activitresre handled mostly by ad-hoc project
groups. Annually, about 42% of the corporationgcated a budget specifically for CSR
activities. Many interviewees reported that theedted budget tends to fluctuate based on
situational factors such as profit margins andesoélactivities. Referring to the Tsunami
crisis, one interviewee noted:

One of our past trainers who used to work in Iivde raising funds and asked us for

assistance. The directors gave a blank checkeallly depends on the severity, scope

and the kind of help needed. There is no fixed rhtd®llow.

As far as the breakdown of the manpower distrdgsufor CSR activities is concerned,
almost half of the sample corporations (49%) haigiated staff to plan CSR activities of
whom about 40% allocated more than eight membagsi(e 9). However, a significant
proportion of respondents (30%) were unable tosptific numbers, suggesting the low
level of commitment to tracking manpower allocatiBome interviewees explained that the
number of planners varied among projects becauseofoluntary nature of the ad-hoc
committees. Further, CSR planning in some of thpamations spans across several
departments, making it difficult to determine th@et number of staff designated for CSR
activities Eigure 9).

RQ8 asked how corporations evaluated their CSR pexctidNot unlike the
evaluation of public relations activities, a maijpf the corporations (61%) surveyed
indicated that they did not evaluate their CSR fizas at all. Likewise, many of the
corporate executives interviewed also reportedttieyt did not conduct any evaluation.
Interviewees attributed this to the novelty of C&Rrther, many of the interviewees stated
that their corporations did not specify goals ogéds for their CSR initiatives.

We found that the standards and methods for evatudiffered widely among
survey respondents. This was confirmed in our wik@rs where evaluation techniques
ranged from casual and informal methods such akitrg media coverage or simply talking
to customers for feedback to more formal methods s focus groups and surveys.
Nevertheless, many interviewees viewed evaluatsoanaessential step that should be
adopted. Problems associated with evaluation, degpto interviewees, include the lack of
appropriate evaluation instruments, the intangilaiteire of the results of CSR practices, and

the perceived lack of importance given to CSR ripgrOne interviewee illustrated this:
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There is difficulty in comparing fieldwork and aetipractices with guidelines or
checklists. A common standard to be developed &yNi{BOs might help although the
guidelines will not be [sic] too specific.

Our survey data indicated that verbal feedback tive most common method used to
evaluate CSR effort$-{gure 10). Out of the 29 corporations in the sample tlatduicted
CSR evaluation, only five used profit figures toasere the success of their CSR efforts.
This result appeared to contradict our earlierifigdhat profitability is a perceived benefit of
CSR. This deviation between the two findings mightdue to the difficulty in measuring the
relationship between CSR and profitability. White sample of corporate executives might
believe that CSR has a positive impact on finarmegformance, it might be difficult for
corporations to actually measure the impact aridthe two variables conclusivelfigure
10). Other evaluation methods used were the numbeorporate volunteers, feedback from
beneficiaries, and the number of days of leaverddito serve as volunteers were also used.
A quarter of the corporations surveyed were na¢ sihow data for evaluation were
collected. Half of the corporations reported tH&8R initiatives either in their annual reports
or on their websites.

RQ9 asked what benefits the corporations in the satmpdeachieved in their CSR
initiatives. The most frequently cited benefits ienproved customer loyalty (57%),
improved organizational culture (53%), andattracting and retaining employees (35%)

(Figure 11). The top benefits cited by the corporations insample were related to
customers and employees, who were also the mosiriam stakeholders identified. The
interviewees also cited similar benefits. In aduattithey reported that their corporations
enjoyed a more cohesive workforce, enhanced inagereduced business costs as a result
of CSR practices.

It was paradoxical thainproved image and reputation (11%) was the least frequently
cited benefit of CSR, considering an earlier firgdihatenhancing reputation was the most
significant motivation for corporations to engagedSR activities. The sample of
corporations might have difficulty assessing thpawct of CSR on reputation because
corporate reputation is hard to measure. Havingares] the research questions individually,
we next address some key themes based on our data.

CSR Activities: In Singapore, CSR activities appear to revolveiadophilanthropic
aspects because most interviewees equated CSRildimthropic activities such as

“employee volunteerism,” “corporate donations,” aier charitable activities. This could

be attributed to the limitation that it is easier the interviewees to discuss such activities as
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opposed to legal and ethical activities. We aldmawledge that such community-oriented
activities may be preferred by corporations becadisikeir ability to generate better publicity
and garner public goodwill. While actual practaggears to lag behind perceptions (which
is more comprehensive), this is understandableeambdern concept of CSR was introduced
to Singapore less than half a decade ago (Rock@) 20d it is coming to vogue only in the
last couple of years.

Decision-making: CSR practices varied among the sample of cormmsitiFor
decision-making, most of the interviewees cited thtop-down approach is ideal. Likewise,
the survey results revealed that almost three ersadf the CEOs from the sample of
corporations made decisions on CSR, thus centnglidecisions on CSR.

Motivations: Based on the descriptions of our intervieweesfouad that
corporations adopted three major approaches whegnptitacticed CSRoroactive,
accommodative andreactive. Proactive corporations are motivated by their corporate eslu
and agenda to implement initiatives on CSR, whrehadigned with their corporate
strategies. These are typically large and multienal corporationsAccommodative
corporations tend to follow existing guidelines aadulations to fulfill minimum CSR
criteria. They also may consider feedback from irtgott stakeholders and attempt to meet
the CSR expectations of these grouResctive corporations tend to react to events and
conduct CSR activities on an ad-hoc basis.

Evaluation: One obstacle hindering corporations from evalggtiveir CSR efforts
can be the inherent difficulties in measuring C&Rstated in our literature review. We also
discovered from the interviews that some corponatido not set goals prior to implementing
their CSR projects. Thus, there is no benchmarkhese corporations to evaluate their CSR
activities as a result of which they seem to dg litite by way of CSR evaluation.

Analysis of potential effectiveness of CSR drivers

Another objective of this study was to developoramendations that can be used to
drive the CSR movement in Singapore. Based on wamttfative and qualitative data, as well
as insights from the literature review, we idertifiseven stakeholders that are able to
influence corporations to practice CSR. We redahese stakeholders as drivers: the
government of Singapore, NGOs, mass media, colipogttrade associations, consumers,
and employeesT@ble 2).

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of theseedh, we assessed the current activity
level of each driver. Drawing inspiration from ttegminology and concepts of the

situational theory of publics (J. E. Grunig, 200§ rated individual drivers on their level of
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awareness and activity in promoting CSR. We useskthriteria to conduct our analysis: 1)
awareness of the concept of CSR, 2) recognitidhefssues and opportunities surrounding
CSR, and 3) organizing and taking actions to mai@fgje issues and leverage opportunities.
When none of the above three conditions is prasemtriver, it is labeled aon-driver.

When the driver is aware of the concept of CSR doats not fully recognize the issues and
opportunities surrounding the concept, it is labeléatent driver. When the driver
recognizes the issues and opportunities, it mawes the latent stage to thevare stage.
Unlike alatent driver, anaware driver will think about, and communicate about, CSR but i
does not act upon these thoughts and discussiaslyl.anactive driver will engage in
formalized discussions about CSR, seek to prom8ie,@nd organize to actively bring
about changes to make corporations more CSR-minded.

Potential Impact: We also analyzed thmotential impact that each driver may have
in motivating corporations to practice CSR. Factbet contributed to this analysis include
the perceived importance of the driver among timepda corporations and the perceptions
about corporate executives towards CSR. Insigids@ommendations from our elite
interviews, coupled with our understanding of Spmy&’s political, socio-economic, and
cultural variables, also helped us make informealuations. An arbitrary index was
developed to rate thmotential impact of each driver. The index consists of ratingsy
weak, weak, moder ate, strong and very strong. Drivers that are rateeery weak or weak are
unlikely to influence the CSR behavior of corpasas. Drivers ratedoderate may be able
to change attitudes and perceptions among corparaiecutives but are unlikely to change
corporate behavior significantly. Those ragaeng andvery strong are the drivers with the
most potential to lead the CSR movement in Singapor

We recognize that thaotential impact andcurrent activity level of the drivers can be
highly variable, particularly among corporationsnsumers and employees. The final rating
established is based on an estimation of the agevbthe aggregate behaviofaple 2)

Based on our analysis, drivers that featured styangboth areas gbotential impact and

current activity level include the government and corporations. Somesgovernment
ministers have taken the lead to promote CSR in-pigfile seminars targeted at
corporations. While our interviewees were dividedwhether the government should
legislate CSR, most agreed that the governmentasstrong position to raise CSR awareness
and performance among corporations, given the @atupolitical system that exists in

Singapore.
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Our data suggest that despite their high levehiarest andctivity, NGOs appear
unlikely to bring about significant changes in amgite behavior vis-a-vis CSR. This is not
surprising considering that civil activist groupsSingapore are relatively quiet. In fact, the
interviewees representing two local NGOs recognthedimitations of their efforts to drive
CSR. One way to increase the impact of NGOs wilidnehe NGOs to collaborate with trade
associations or other drivers to give these orgaioizs the added muscle. An example of one
such effort is the setting up of the National Trtga Initiative (NTI) on CSR in 2004, which
consists of volunteers, government representati@bsr unions, a consumer group, and a
trade association. Considering that over 100 cateanembers attended its launch, we
believe NTI will establish a strong presence in@&R movement in Singapore. Based on
our data, we have rated the mass media, includisgess publications, as moderate for their
potential impact. This is also in line with the ractivist orientation of most of the mass
media in Singapore due to the existing media system

Conclusion, Limitations, and the Future

We recognize that ours is by far a descriptive \sfuoim which we have made data-
based extrapolations such as the drivers of CSnigapore. However, as Wood and
Pasquero (1997) suggested: “At this early poirja]rfield’s maturation process...
description should be as legitimate as explanaWés.do not know enough... to construct
variable-based theory that would lend itself torgitative explanatory research.” Because
there is very little empirical data about CSR indaipore, it is almost impossible to construct
research instruments that will help predict phenwarelated to this concept. We hope our
study will spur more research on CSR in Singapaceheelp the movement grow as well.
Future researches may select specific variables the framework (e.g. employees and
potential impact) and test their relationship emncplity.

We also relied only on participants’ input abougitltorporations’ behavior. Survey
respondents and interviewees may feel appreheabiwgt revealing information about their
corporations due to the sensitivity of the issussubsed. As a result, responses that have the
potential to put corporations in a negative liglynmave been omitted. Social desirability
bias could also have skewed the results positivlyther, the Asian tsunami disaster
(December 2004), which happened in the midst a daliection for this study, may have
raised the awareness of CSR among corporationsigaore and skewed the level of
understanding of CSR.

Further, some elements of the questionnaire, ssi@vauation and CSR activities,

may have been open to wide interpretations by reggas, and the survey findings may
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have masked these variations. These problems asswevith the survey methodology were
compensated with the in-depth interviews with coap® executives and elite interviewees,
which added considerable depth to our study.

With regard to the external validity of this studlyere is inevitably some degree of
self-selection of the respondents as the samplegendent on the corporate executives’ and
corporations’ willingness to participate. Thus,gbavho volunteered to respond are likely to
have more interest in CSR. Further, because wadatidse probability sampling, we consider
this study to be a snapshot at this point in tifngure studies may be able to replicate our
study and confirm our findings.

We studied two units of analysis to answer the ngsearch questions, resulting in a
descriptive study covering a wide scope. Futureaeshers can use our study as a benchmark
to address correlations of variables and condyaiaeatory studies. One area of study can
include examining the correlation between sizeasporations and their level of CSR
practices.

CEOs and top managers were found to be the kegidaanakers of CSR activities
among the corporations in our study. Future re$eean conduct a deeper study of their
attitudes towards CSR. Another area of study celude investigating the perceptions about
consumers and employees, as they were regardedostamportant stakeholders by the
sample of corporations in our study. Future reseaan also examine the potential impact
and current activity level of customers and empésyas well as other stakeholders such as
NGOs and trade associations to test our analysiseowarious CSR drivers empirically.

Another possible research avenue is to exploréigiect CSR issues associated with
the different industries so that specific guidedimad recommendations can be formulated. A
longitudinal study to uncover any significant trandgxecutives’ perceptions about CSR and

corporations’ CSR activities over time may alsabenteresting area for future research.

$SE55$
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Table 1

Economic, Legal, Ethical & Philanthropic Componentsf Carroll's CSR
Pyramid

Economic Components (Responsibilities)

Legal Compents (Responsibilities)

1. Itis important to perform in a manner 1.

consistent with maximizing earnings per
share

2. Itis important to be committed to being2.

as profitable as possible.

3. Itis important to maintain a strong 3.

competitive position.

4. Itis important to maintain a high level 4.

of operating efficiency.

5. Itis important that a successful

corporation be defined as one thatis 5.

consistently profitable.

It is important to perform in a manner
consistent with expectations of
government and law.

It is important to comply with various
federal, state, and local regulations.

It is important to be a law-abiding
corporate citizen.

It is important that a successful corporation
be defined as one that fulfils its legal
obligations.

It is important to provide goods and
services that at least meet minimal legal
requirements.

Ethical Components (Responsibilities)

Philanthropic Components
(Responsibilities)

1. Itis important to perform in a manner 1.

consistent with expectations of societal
mores and ethical norms.

2. Itis important to recognize and respect2.

new or evolving ethical moral norms
adopted by society.

3.

3. Itis important to prevent ethical norms
from being compromised in order to
achieve corporate goals.

4. Itis important that good corporate 4.

citizenship be defined as doing what is
expected morally or ethically.

5.

5. Itis important to recognize that
corporate integrity and ethical behaviour
go beyond mere compliance with laws
and regulations.

It is important to perform in a manner
consistent with the philanthropic and
charitable expectations of society.

It is important to assist the fine and
performing arts.

It is important that managers and
employees participate in voluntary and
charitable activities within their local
communities.

It is important to provide assistance to
private and public educational institutions.

It is important to assist voluntarily those
projects that enhance a community’s
"quality of life."

Source: Carroll, A. B. (1991) The Pyramid of ColgterSocial Responsibility: Toward the Moral
Management of Organizational StakeholdBisiness Horizons, 34 (4), 39-48.
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Table 1 (contd.)

Cronbach’s alpha reliability test

ltems Alpha value if item deleted

Parameters of CSR

Compliance with all laws & regulations 0.872
Business Ethics 0.863
Mission, visions & values 0.867
Profitability 0.877
Corporate governance 0.868
Accountability & disclosure 0.864
Anti-corruption 0.862
Quality of products & services 0.866
Environment 0.862
Health & safety 0.861
Labour practices 0.862
Non-discrimination/ Equal opportunity 0.859
Human rights 0.862
Charitable contributions 0.866
Community involvement 0.864
Sustainability 0.862

Cronbach’s Alpha Value for 16 items = 0.872

Motivations for practising CSR

Increase profits 0.800
Long-term sustainability 0.794
Company tradition 0.813

Recruit / retain employees 0.797
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Attract investors 0.775
Promote transactions / partnerships 0.787
Enhance community trust and support 0.788
Avoid regulation 0.799
Enhance reputation 0.778
Favourable media coverage 0.796
Improve public welfare 0.797
Altruism 0.807
External pressures (NGOs, government, media, coasym 0.820
community etc)
Cronbach’s Alpha Value for 13 items = 0.809

Stakeholders
Employees 0.796
Shareholders 0.809
Business partners 0.784
Suppliers 0.779
Customers 0.797
Community 0.791
Government 0.782
Media 0.792
NGOs / Unions / Special interest groups 0.788
Competitors 0.819

Cronbach’s Alpha Value for 10 items = 0.811
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Means and standard deviations of parameters of CSR

Variables Mean SD
Compliance with all laws and regulation 4.32 0.731
Business ethics 4.44 0.654
Mission, visions, and Values 4.00 0.798
Profitability 3.64 0.928
Corporate governance 4.04 0.767
Accountability and disclosure 4.28 0.707
Anti-corruption 4.47 0.615
Quiality of products and services 4.26 0.753
Environment 4.34 0.695
Healthy and safety 4.44 0.662
Labour practices 4.32 0.707
Non-discrimination/ Equal opportunity 4.24 0.754
Human rights 4.16 0.785
Charitable contributions 3.85 0.865
Community involvement 3.95 0.872
Sustainability 3.96 0.832
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Means and standard deviations of corporations’ matiions to engage in CSR activities

Variables Mean SD

Increase profits 3.79 0.897
Long-term sustainability 4.08 0.846
Company tradition 3.81 0.811
Recruit/ retain employees 3.82 0.948
Attract investors 3.69 0.988
Promote transactions/ partnerships 3.55 0.898
Enhance community trust & support 4.04 0.920
Avoid regulation 2.87 0.940
Enhance reputation 4.08 0.812
Favourable media coverage 3.77 0.842
Improve public welfare 3.81 0.793
Altruism 3.70 0.811
External pressures 3.20 1.023
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Means and standard deviations of stakeholders pareé to be important by the

corporations
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Variable Mean SD
Employees 441 0.855
Shareholders 4.17 1.042
Business partners 4.15 0.905
Suppliers 3.59 1.129
Customers 4.54 0.771
Community 3.89 0.871
Government 3.89 1.076
Media 3.82 0.99
NGO/Special groups 3.28 1.058
Competitors 3.61 1.011
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Figure 1. Percentage of corporate executives who agreed thiie parameters contribute

to CSR
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Figure 2. Corporate executives’ perceptions about CSR.

Percentage of corporate executives who agreed orsdgreed with the statements on CSR
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CSR Activities

Motivations
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Figure 3. CSR activities conducted by the corporations
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Figure.4. Motivations behind corporations’ CSR practices
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Figure 5. Decision-makers of CSR activities in the corporatios
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Figure.6. Stakeholders perceived to be important by the corpations
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Figure.7. Stakeholders whom the corporations communicated iih about their CSR
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Figure 8. Tools used by the corporations to communicate thelCSR activities to
stakeholders



Percentage

None 1-2 3-5 6-8 Above 8 Not sure

Number of Employees

Figure 9. Number of employees dedicated to planning CSR actties
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Figure 10. Tools used by the corporations
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Benefits
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Improved customer loyalty
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Figure 11 Benefits that the corporations achieved from theilCSR activities
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Table 2 An Analysis of the Potential Effectiveness of CSRi&rs in Singapore

(vviiat vIivelrl tdll uu w pruliiuie LorK) Inipact ALUVILY
Level
Government = Legislate and regulate CSR Strong Active Strengths:
=  Set minimum standards that need to = Ability to ensure that minimum standards are fldgfil
be met = Authority to get the attention and compliance of
= Set CSR-friendly laws such as tax- corporations
exemption on corporate donations Weaknesses:
= Preference (among corporate executives surveyed and
interviewees) for CSR to be voluntary
= Limited ability to be comprehensive and cover adles
= Weak motivation for corporations
= Lack of sensitivity to market needs and changes
NGO = Raise awareness among various  Weak Active Strengths:
stakeholder groups » Independence from the government and corporations
= Stimulate discussion on CSR = Possess the desire to change corporate behavior
= Establish corporate networks / Weaknesses:
alliances on a local and global basis = Perceived unimportance of NGO as a stakeholder gmon
to facilitate communication on CSR sample corporations and interviewees
= Establish standards to assess CSR = Limited power of civil activists in Singapore
performance
= Establish CSR awards to recognize
positive CSR practices
Mass Media = Expose irresponsible conduct of Moderate Aware/Active Strengths:

corporations as Fourth Estate
Highlight positive CSR practices
Raise awareness of issues and
opportunities surrounding CSR
Initiate evaluating systems to assess
and publicize CSR performance

= Extensive outreach across different sectors oftiugety

= Ability to act as a watchdog on corporations

Weaknesses:

» Limited success of existing efforts by media torpote
CSR among corporations




Corporations Communicate with stakeholders Strong Latent/Aware Strengths:
about CSR practices to raise = Groups (e.g. Temasek Holding Companies) and laiyE#1
awareness have power to influence behavior of business pestne
Require that business partners follow = Corporations driven by competition; actions of friva
certain CSR standards corporations may get more attention than actiofs@® and
Media
Weaknesses:
= Behavior among corporations is highly variable
= Difficulty in reaching out to SMEs
= Danger of corporations jumping onto the bandwagithout a
proper understanding of CSR
Trade Regulate CSR practices within the  Strong Latent Strengths:
Associations industry = Possess best knowledge of industry needs and issues
Set industry-specific CSR standards = Access to corporations in the industry
Identify relevant CSR issues and = If membership is important in the industry, potehto use
opportunities membership criteria to promote CSR practices
Establish system to recognise Weaknesses:
corporations that fulfil industry CSR = CSR may not be a concern of the trade association
standards » Limited power of trade associations in specificusilies
Highlight positive CSR practices = Not all corporations are regulated by their trasigoaiations
Consumers Product and corporation boycotts ~ Very strong Non-driver  Strengths:
Support companies with strong CSR = Affect corporations’ bottom-lines directly
practices = Perceived importance as a stakeholder among sample
Exhibit willingness to pay more for corporations and interviewees
products by socially responsible Weaknesses:
corporations » Singaporean consumers are generally apatheticoamdiisimal
activists
Employees Consider CSR when choosing Very strong Non-driver  Strengths:

employment

Provide feedback on CSR practices
Participate in CSR activities
Express interest and desire in CSR
activities

= Affect corporations’ bottom-lines directly

= Perceived importance as a stakeholder among sample
corporations and interviewees

Weaknesses:

= Singaporean employees generally apathetic

= Lack of activist labor union in Singapore




