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ABSTRACT. Drawing on the Agency–Stewardship

approach, which suggests that manager profile may range

from the agent model to the steward model, this article

aims to examine how important CEOs are to corporate

social responsibility (CSR). Specifically, this exploratory

study proposes the existence of a relationship between

manager profile and CSR practices and that this relation is

mediated by the perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility. After applying a mediated regression anal-

ysis using survey information collected from 149 CEOs in

Spain, results show that those closer to the steward model

are more inclined to attach great importance to ethics and

social responsibility, and to implement CSR practices in

their companies. Results also provide support for the sug-

gested mediating effect. Thus, this article extends research

in understanding top managers as drivers for CSR and

suggests new ways to deal with this issue empirically.
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Introduction

The attention paid to corporate social responsibility

(CSR) in the context of business management, gov-

ernment policy and society in general has increased in

academic and research circles. To date, the debate

surrounding CSR has focused predominantly on the

level of organisational analysis in such a way that there

has been little fundamental questioning of the role of

the individual in promoting ethical and social actions

(Post et al., 2002; Wood et al., 1986). However, with

regard to CSR, the role played by top managers is

extremely important (Quazi, 2003; Swanson, 2008).

There cannot be socially responsible corporations

without socially responsible managers who are occa-

sionally willing to sacrifice corporate objectives,

interests and the needs of the firm in favour of socially

responsible actions (Hunt et al., 1990; Wood et al.,

1986). Indeed, it is the top managers who spread

interest in ethics and social responsibility throughout

the firm (Waldman et al., 2006) and decide on how to

integrate these through a process of strategic man-

agement (Singhapakdi et al., 2008). Despite the

important role that top managers play in imple-

menting CSR, this question has been scarcely dealt

with in previous empirical studies and requires further

research (Waldman and Siegel, 2008).

This article sheds some light on this question by

analysing how a manager’s profile is related to the

development of CSR practices, as well as the medi-

ating effect of their perception of the role of ethics and

social responsibility. In order to study manager profile,

the Agency–Stewardship approach is explored here

(Chrisman et al., 2007; Davis et al., 1997), which

distinguishes between agents and stewards according

to several personal and situational characteristics.

Agents are inclined to behave opportunistically and are

mainly concerned with improving their own welfare

and, only if efficient control mechanisms exist are they

interested in maximising value for shareholders.

Stewards, on the other hand, have moral values that go

beyond their own benefit and are inclined to behave

collectively and cooperatively in the interests both of

their organisations and those of all stakeholders (Davis

et al., 1997; Hernández, 2008). Consequently, in

terms of CSR, it can be assumed that CEOs closer to

the steward model will give more importance to ethics

and social responsibility, and hence, they will promote

Journal of Business Ethics (2011) 98:531–548 � Springer 2010
DOI 10.1007/s10551-010-0609-8



a higher level of CSR practices in their firms than

those closer to the agent model.

This article contributes to existing literature in

several ways. The study extends the boundaries

in which the Agency–Stewardship approach has

been previously applied as a subsequent explanation

for several organisational phenomena – manager

compensation (Wasserman, 2006), property rights

(Chrisman et al., 2007), level of R&D investments

(Lee and O’Neill, 2003) or corporate diversification

(Fox and Hamilton, 1994).This research increases

the scope of the theory’s application to explain the

prior conditions that affect a manager’s perception

and actions. Hoskisson et al. (1999) and Guidice and

Mero (2007) point out that this is one of the most

promising lines of inquiry, but there is no empirical

evidence to justify its potential. This study seeks to

fill the previous void by identifying a manager

profile according to personal and situational factors

(Davis et al., 1997) and by analysing how it affects

the way ethics and social responsibility are perceived

and put into practice by CEOs. As a result, this

article further examines the connection between two

research streams: CSR and the Agency–Stewardship

approach, not having found evidence of any previ-

ous study which combined the two perspectives.

Finally, this study elaborates on the debate on CSR

within organisations by insisting on the important

influence of top managers on CSR practices

(Waldman and Siegel, 2008). In particular, the study

analyses the mediating effect of the perceived role of

ethics and social responsibility on the relationship

between manager profile and CSR practices.

The remainder of this article is set out as follows:

in the next section, the hypotheses are developed,

based on a review of the related literature. The data

and empirical methodology are described in the

third section, followed by the results. The final

section offers the conclusions, discusses their impli-

cations and proposes future lines of research.

Background and hypotheses

Manager profile within the Agency–Stewardship approach:

an overview

Agency theory and Stewardship theory are two

perspectives concerned with the role of top man-

agers in firms given the separation between owner-

ship and control (Chrisman et al., 2007; Davis et al.,

1997; Wasserman, 2006). However, they diverge

in their predictions about how these managers will

act in this regard because they make very differ-

ent assumptions about managerial motivation and

behaviour. Empirical studies based on Stewardship

theory are relatively few compared to those related to

Agency theory but the empirical support for both

theories suggests that they are ex-ante conditions that

influence managerial thought and practice (Guidice

and Mero, 2007).

Agency theory constitutes an approximation to

corporate governance which suggests that managers

as agents are individuals who seek to maximise their

own utility, even at the expense of the value of the

firm (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Thus, agents are

inherently opportunistic and only if efficient control

mechanisms are in place will they seek to maximise

value for shareholders, which gear them towards

short-term profits (Caldwell and Karri, 2005). This

perspective, presumably neutral in ethical terms and

free from moral values, does not allow us to ade-

quately tackle complex social matters that have

arisen in recent times. Indeed, business takes place in

a cooperative social context, in which it is possible to

find honest managers characterised by pro-organi-

sational behaviour (Frank, 2004; Ghoshal, 2005).

Thus, Agency theory must be complemented with

other theories that suit social demands.

Stewardship theory is a new way of understand-

ing manager profile (Davis et al., 1997). It is a psy-

cho-sociological view to corporate governance that

depicts managers as stewards of firms. Their behav-

iour is such that pro-organisational and collectivist

conducts have a higher utility than individualistic

and selfish ones (Chrisman et al., 2007), meaning

that acting cooperatively rather than opportunisti-

cally does not imply a lack of rationality. Stewards

will defend the welfare of all stakeholders – not only

of the shareholders – and make decisions that they

perceive to be in the best interest of the group. More

specifically, this theory assumes that the main way

to satisfy all stakeholders with competing interests

is to maximise the long-term value of the firm

(Hernández, 2008).

The Agency–Stewardship approach states that a

manager’s profile as an agent or as a steward may be

described in terms of psychological and situational
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factors (Chrisman et al., 2007; Davis et al., 1997;

Wasserman, 2006). Psychological factors refer to a

manager’s personal characteristics that may have

an effect on his/her behaviour, such as work moti-

vation, organisational identification and use of

power. Situational factors denote a manager’s per-

ception of certain characteristics of the firm, such as

management philosophy and organisational culture –

individualism/collectivism and power distance dimen-

sions. A detailed study on how each psychological and

situational factors affects the management style of

managers can be found in Davis et al. (1997). Within

this framework, managers are more likely to behave as

agents when they work motivated by extrinsic factors

and lower order needs, such as income, working

conditions and status, they have a low identification

with the firm and they use institutional power to

influence subordinates. Moreover, in this case man-

agers usually belong to firms with a control-oriented

management philosophy, and an individualistic, high

power distance culture. In contrast, managers are

more likely to become stewards when they respond

to intrinsic factors and higher order needs, such as

achievement, personal satisfaction and recognition,

they identify closely with the firm and, they use

personal power to influence other people. Now,

managers tend to work in companies with an

involvement-oriented management philosophy and a

collectivist and low power distance culture (Davis

et al., 1997). Thus, depending on their psychological

and situational characteristics, managers will demon-

strate a tendency to act as agents or as stewards.

However, each managerial profile will have different

implications on perceptions and behaviours of man-

agers and hence on strategic decisions made in

organisations.

Manager profile, the perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility and CSR practices

Acts of CSR are distinguishable from other corpo-

rate investments due to their social welfare and

stakeholder relationship orientation (Barnett, 2007).

If a manager with a specific profile had also this

orientation, it could be argued that his/her percep-

tion of CSR is likely to be more positive. This is

where the Agency–Stewardship theoretical frame-

work becomes especially useful.

The duties of the corporation are extended

beyond the shareholders by Stakeholder theory and

Stewardship theory (Caldwell et al., 2006). Stewards,

as opposed to agents, integrate an exclusive fiduciary

relationship with stockholders with a moral rela-

tionship with other stakeholders (Gibson, 2000;

Hernández, 2008). Stewards are committed to the

welfare, growth and wholeness of all stakeholders

(Kouzes and Posner, 1993) and honour the citizen-

ship duties of the corporation to society (Manville

and Ober, 2003). Following Martynov (2009),

managers who behave like stewards instead of

behaving in a self-serving way, like agents, are to

some extent the result of a managerial moral

development or evolution in the way people reason

about ethical dilemmas (Kohlberg 1969; Treviño,

1986). The final orientation of this development is

clearly coincident with the one stated to characterise

acts of CSR, so it can be foreseen a positive rela-

tionship between a manager profile closer to the

steward model than the agent model and the salience

given to ethics and CSR.

Although CSR investments have been identified

by being focused on improving social welfare

whereas other investments pursue to improve the

wealth of the owners of the corporation (Barnett,

2007), this does not mean there is not a business case

for CSR. According to the modern theory of CSR,

ethical and socially responsible initiatives constitute a

legitimate and sustainable way to create long-term

firm value, since these actions help to strengthen the

relations with all stakeholders and contribute to

improve conditions within the firm or in the busi-

ness environment (Barnett, 2007; Bhattacharya et al.,

2008). If the relationship with stakeholders is prop-

erly managed, costs and risks may decrease (Jensen,

2002) and competitive advantages may therefore

arise (Porter and Kramer, 2006). In addition, doing

what is right and a responsible use of the companies’

power increase their legitimacy (Sethi, 1979), pre-

vents social sanctions, develops positive attitudes

towards the firm and its products (Sen et al., 2006),

and strengthens their reputation (Aguilera et al.,

2007). In all these arguments in favour of a business

case for CSR it is possible to find a common feature

that can condition the salience given to CSR

depending on the manager profile: the long-term

consequences of CSR actions to business success

(Peters and Mullen, 2009).
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Managers acting as agents will pay special atten-

tion to the short-term costs of ethical and social

commitment because they are critical for the

achievement of short-term profits. Friedman (1970)

stated that engaging in ethical and socially respon-

sible actions is costly and an administrative burden

for a firm, which implies it has lower market com-

petitiveness and worse short-term profitability. On

this subject, Barnett (2007) points out that critics

of CSR contend that allocating limited corporate

resources to ethical and socially responsible actions

implies an inefficient choice because these resources

could be put to better use in improving value for

shareholders. Even if there is an eventual positive

return from these actions, such investments are un-

likely to pay off in the time frame that the managers

of companies deem suitable (Doane, 2005). Conse-

quently, managers with an agent profile will perceive

that the achievement of organisational effectiveness

could require less priority in terms of ethical and

social responsibility compared to other operational

matters more concerned with maximising in the

short run their own utility or value for shareholders.

In contrast, stewards, primarily concerned with

maximising the long-term value of the firm and the

interests of all stakeholders (Caldwell et al., 2008;

Hernández, 2008; Kouzes and Posner, 1993), will

argue that the potential benefits for business arising

from CSR practices eventually outweigh costs. For

this reason, these managers will perceive that ethics

and social responsibility are essential with regard to

the overall effectiveness of the firm.

The following hypothesis can thus be put forward

based on the previous ideas:

H1: The closer the manager profile is to the

steward model versus agent model, the more

salient the perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility will be.

As strategic decisions are usually made by top man-

agers, they are likely to become decisive in the choice

of social policies and programs embraced and exe-

cuted by the firm (Thomas and Simerly, 1994).

However, managers’ ability to realise their intentions

will depend on the discretion they enjoy (Hambrick,

2007; Hambrick and Finkelstein, 1987). According to

the Agency–Stewardship approach, firms with man-

agers closer to the agent model will establish control

mechanisms to align agent’s interests with those of the

shareholders, as well as an individualistic and high

power distance culture, since these situational char-

acteristics produce better results when short-term cost

control is an important issue (Davis et al., 1997). On

the other hand, like-steward conducts will be facili-

tated through empowering mechanisms that give

managers authority and discretion to facilitate their

effective action, to generate trust and intrinsic moti-

vation (Hernández, 2008), and to promote pro-

organisational behaviours and firm performance

(Davis et al., 1997). Specifically, managers closer to

the steward model will be found in companies with an

involvement-oriented management philosophy –

versus a control-oriented one – and a collectivist and

low power distance culture, because this structural

situation produces better results when long-term

effectiveness is an important issue (Davis et al., 1997).

In fact, managers more inclined to act as stewards are

motivated by a need to exercise responsibility and

authority (Donaldson, 1990), and controls, close

supervision, or interferences could squelch their

motives and aspirations by limiting social ties and

emphasising extrinsic rewards, what would reduce

their organisational commitment (Sundaramurthy

and Lewis, 2003). Thus, since CSR has been tradi-

tionally defined as voluntary or discretionary by nat-

ure (Barnett, 2007) and CSR actions will be highly

dependent upon the freedom to make managerial

decisions (Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004), it is

possible to suggest that managers with a steward

profile will enjoy greater discretion than agents to

definitely develop and implement CSR activities.

Additionally, firms managed by stewards will

incur less monitoring costs than those managed by

agents (Davis et al., 1997) and hence they will may

obtain this way a resource surplus. Thus, following

the ‘available funds hypothesis’, which states that

available resources may increase a firm’s ability to

fund discretionary projects, including social perfor-

mance projects (Preston and O’Bannon, 1997),

stewards will be more likely to develop CSR ini-

tiatives than agents.

The following hypothesis can be presented based

on these assertions:

H2: The closer the manager profile is to the steward

model versus agent model, the higher the level

of CSR practices in firms will be.
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It has been proposed that manager profile is a

background factor that will condition behaviour, but

this relation may not be straightforward but medi-

ated by the perceptions of the expected conse-

quences of that behaviour. Considerations of the

likely consequences of a behaviour have been called

behavioural beliefs (Ajzen and Fishbein, 2005;

Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), outcome expectancies

(Bandura, 1977), or costs and benefits (Becker,

1974). If the perceived advantages of performing

certain behaviour outweigh its perceived disadvan-

tages, managers are likely to form a favourable atti-

tude towards the behaviour in question and,

consequently, put it into practice.

Several articles referring to the perception of

ethics and social responsibility have highlighted its

influence on managers’ ethical intention (Marta

et al., 2004; Singhapakdi, 1999; Singhapakdi et al.,

2008) and on the CSR practices implemented in

firms due to their prominent position within the

organisation (Henriques and Sadorsky, 1999; Kas-

sinis and Panayiotou, 2006). Specifically, managers’

behaviour will be more ethical and reflect greater

social responsibility if ethics and social responsibility

are considered by these decision makers as some-

thing vital to organisational effectiveness (Sing-

hapakdi et al., 2001). Therefore, the effect of

manager profile on CSR practices may be indirectly

exerted through the managers’ perceptions about the

importance of ethics and social responsibility in

achieving organisational success.

The following hypothesis can thus be presented

based on this idea:

H3: The perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility will mediate the relationship

between manager profile and CSR practices.

Methodology

Sample

Questionnaire data were collected due to the nature

of the research and the consequent lack of secondary

data. We used the SABI (Sistema de Análisis de

Balances Ibéricos) database to identify those com-

panies based in Spain which employed more than

250 people and that had officially registered their

2006 annual reports. We decided to select large-

sized companies because CSR is more common in

such companies, although greater efforts are being

made by small- and medium-sized businesses to

implement principles of CSR.

A copy of the questionnaire – accompanied by a

cover letter and prepaid envelope – was sent

between July and September 2008 to the CEOs of

the 2,978 companies that met the previous criteria.

This particular hierarchical level was chosen due to

its prominent impact on organisations. As Vitell et al.

(2010) state, translations can change the essence of

the inquiry so it is necessary to take every precaution

to ensure that the spirit of the questions is effectively

carried over. We followed Vitell and Ramos

Hidalgo (2006) and four bilingual English teachers

from different English speaking countries took

part in three rounds of back and forth translations

between the languages. The final version used in the

questionnaire was adopted once the four teachers

were satisfied with the Spanish translation.

A total of 149 completed questionnaires were

returned, which meant an overall response rate of

�5% and a margin of error of 7.83% at a 95% level

of confidence. Table I contains an examination of

some of the demographic characteristics of the

TABLE I

Sample characteristics

Variable

Age

35 or under 8.05%

36–50 51.01%

Over 50 40.94%

Firm tenure

10 or under 40.69%

11–20 39.31%

Over 20 20.00%

Mean (years) 14.68

Current position

5 or under 49.65%

6–10 28.67%

Over 10 21.68%

Mean (years) 7.70

University degree

Yes 91.95%

No 8.05%
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respondents. Furthermore, we used the v2 test to

compare the firms from the sample to those from the

population. In order to apply this test, the data were

divided in quartiles and no significant differences

were found in firm size (v2 = 0.90; p = 0.64) and

firm age (v2 = 0.32; p = 0.96).

Measuring variables

Independent variable

Manager profile – agent versus steward – was

measured using a six self-reported Likert items:

1 = ‘strongly disagree’, 7 = ‘strongly agree’

(Appendix A). These items reflected the CEOs psy-

chological factors and how they perceived certain

variables relating to situational factors in the compa-

nies they managed (Davis et al., 1997). Psychological

factors include work motivation, organisational

identification and use of power. Situational factors

cover management philosophy and organisational

culture, in particular, the individualism/collectivism

and power distance dimensions. A low score indicates

that CEOs are inclined to behave as agents, whereas a

high score signifies that CEOs are inclined to behave

as stewards.

An exploratory factor analysis revealed that the

factorial structure of the manager profile scale can be

viewed as one single dimension – the proportion of

variance explained was 52.04%. The unidimen-

sionality of this scale was also established by confir-

matory factor analysis, whose results suggest that our

indicator is reliable as well as convergent (Table II).

The first criterion that was demonstrated was the

individual reliability of items since all factor loadings

were higher than 0.6 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Then,

we calculated the composite reliability index.

Results indicated that the found factor exceeded

the 0.7 threshold (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).

Finally, to estimate convergent validity, we used the

average variance extracted (AVE). As the indicator’s

AVE exceeded 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), our

scale satisfies heuristics required to confirm conver-

gent validity.

After that a composite variable was created by

adding up the scores for the six items, providing a

range of values between 6 and 42. This variable was

standardised by using the formula: [(Xi - Xmin/

Xmax - Xmin) 9 100], where Xi is the value to be

standardised and Xmin and Xmax are the minimum

and maximum values of the variable. This mea-

surement was used in subsequent analyses as an index

of manager profile.

Mediating variable

The scale developed by Singhapakdi et al. (1995,

1996) was used to measure the CEOs’ perceived role

of ethics and social responsibility (PRESOR). This

scale is based on the Organizational Effectiveness

Menu (Kraft and Jauch, 1992), which contains a

comprehensive set of quantitative and qualitative

assessments, different levels of conceptualisation

about organisational effectiveness, and different time

frames surrounding the assessment of organisational

effectiveness. The PRESOR scale and different

versions of it have been widely used in the past, e.g.

Etheredge (1999), Valentine and Fleischman (2008),

Vitell and Ramos Hidalgo (2006). The scale consists

of 16 items that connect ethical and socially

responsible behaviour to different aspects of the

organisational effectiveness (Appendix B). Individual

responses were provided on a Likert-type scale using

a seven-point – ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’

– response selection. Numerous comments made

by the respondents insisted that one of the items,

Presor3, was difficult to understand so it was not

considered in later analyses.

Previous research has found different dimensions

within the PRESOR scale (Axinn et al., 2004;

Etheredge, 1999; Singhapakdi et al., 1995, 1996).

For this reason, an exploratory factor analysis was

performed. The results showed a two factor solution

with the eigenvalues greater than 1 and the total

variance explained was 48.30%. Next, a confirma-

tory factor analysis was used as a more powerful test

of factorial validity. In light of its results, it was

possible to conclude that the two factors found

were reliable as well as convergent and discriminant

(Table II). Regarding the individual reliability of

items (Henseler et al., 2009), results showed that

three items should be removed from the analysis:

Presor10, Presor11 and Presor 16. As a consequence,

the final measurement model of the CEOs’ PRES-

OR included 12 items. After refining the initial scale

of measurement, results indicated that the composite

reliability of the two factors exceeded the 0.7

threshold. Then, we evaluated each factor’s AVE.

Results also revealed support for the convergent
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validity of both indicators. Finally, it was necessary

to evaluate discriminant validity since the bidimen-

sionality of the PRESOR scale. As the square root of

each AVE exceeded the correlation between the two

factors (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), we were com-

fortable with the discriminant validity of the mea-

sure.

The bidimensionality found in the PRESOR

scale was in line with the results of previous research

(Etheredge, 1999; Singhapakdi et al., 2008; Yaman

and Gurel, 2006). In our study, the first factor was

formed by seven items and it was labelled Importance

of ethics and social responsibility. CEOs scoring high in

this factor gave ethics and social responsibility high

consideration and perceived that being ethical and

socially responsible was critical to the overall effec-

tiveness of firms; that is, decisions made whilst taking

this matter into consideration could be good business

and they could positively affect the long-term value

of a firm. For this reason, ethics and social respon-

sibility should be taken into account when it comes

to planning corporate strategy. The second factor

was composed of five items and it was labelled

Subordination of ethics and social responsibility. This

factor showed a CEO’s stance that subordinated

ethics and social responsibility to short-term profit-

ability, output quality, efficiency, competitiveness

and firm survival.

After evaluating the psychometric properties of

the measurement model, two composite variables

were created by adding up the values of the items

included in each factor and they were standardised

TABLE II

Results of confirmatory factor analysis

Scale Factors Items Factor loadings Cronbach

alpha

Composite

reliability

AVE

CEO profile CEO profile Profile1 0.60 0.81 0.86 0.51

Profile2 0.77

Profile3 0.69

Profile4 0.74

Profile5 0.79

Profile6 0.69

PRESOR Importance of ethics

and social responsibility

Presor1 0.66 0.85 0.89 0.53

Presor4 0.73

Presor6 0.80

Presor7 0.79

Presor9 0.76

Presor12 0.64

Presor15 0.73

Subordination of ethics

and social responsibility

Presor2 0.70 0.78 0.85 0.54

Presor5 0.72

Presor8 0.77

Presor13 0.73

Presor14 0.77

The square root of the AVE of each factor (Importance = 0.73 and Subordination = 0.74) is higher

than the correlation between the two factors (correlation coefficient = -0.64)

CSR Practices CSR practices Iso14001 0.66 0.61 0.77 0.51

Ohsas18001 0.64

Code of Eth. 0.76

CSR report 0.67

Confirmatory factor analysis performed by using the partial least square (PLS) methodology, which is a structural equation

modelling (SEM) technique.
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using the same procedure as in the independent

variable. These variables were also labelled Importance

of ethics and social responsibility and Subordination of

ethics and social responsibility, respectively.

Dependent variable

Five items related to firm initiatives that deal with

the different actions of a firm regarding its stake-

holders were used to measure CSR practices

(Appendix C). These items were already used by

Prado-Lorenzo et al. (2008) for the same purpose

and are inspired by the content of the Global

Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines. To some

extent, the ISO 9001 and ISO 14001 certifications

guarantee the quality of the goods offered to cus-

tomers and respect for the environment. Moreover,

the certification of Occupational Health and Safety

Management Systems, OHSAS 18001, requires a

certain commitment by the firm to reduce and

eliminate the risks faced by employees in their jobs.

Besides, having a Code of Ethics means a clear attempt

to incorporate a group of sound moral and ethical

principles, and values in the firm’s daily routine,

which is to be respected by everyone in the orga-

nisation. Finally, preparing a CSR Report shows

interest on behalf of the firm to publicly inform of

any relationships maintained with groups such as

customers, shareholders, employees or suppliers and

the actions taken with regard to the environment

and the community. As in the study by Prado-

Lorenzo et al. (2008), we considered each item

through dummy variables, in which a value of 1 was

given if the corresponding initiative was present in

the firm and a value 0 if not.

The exploratory factor analysis revealed the exis-

tence of only one dimension, the proportion of

variance explained was 39.78%, and after applying

confirmatory factor analysis one item, Iso9001, had

to be eliminated from the model. Results showed

that the final scale was reliable as well as convergent

(Table II). Following the work of Prado-Lorenzo

et al. (2008), a composite measure of CSR practices

was obtained by adding the items with high factor

loadings.

Control variables

Due to the fact that CSR practices may be condi-

tioned by the characteristics of a firm and its man-

agers (Hillman and Keim, 2001; McWilliams and

Siegel, 2000; Waddock and Graves, 1997), we in-

cluded some control variables. First, we considered

firm size, measured by the logarithm of employees,

because it is an important variable which has often

been positively related to social performance

(McWilliams and Siegel, 2000; Waddock and

Graves, 1997). This is the case because, as firms

grow, they attract more attention from stakeholders

and need to respond more openly to their demands

(Hillman and Keim, 2001). Second, firm age, as the

logarithm of the number of years since founding,

was considered because the maturity of a firm may

affect its social responsibility activities (Moore, 2001;

Roberts, 1992). As a firm matures, its ‘reputation

and history of involvement in social responsibility

activities can become entrenched’ (Roberts, 1992,

p. 605) thus raising stakeholder expectations about

sponsorship or corporate community involvement

and making it difficult to withdraw. Finally, we

included CEO age, measured as 1 if it was 35 years

or less, 2 if it was between 35 and 50, and 3 if the

CEO was 50 years old or more. In principle,

‘advancing age could be commensurate with a

broader perspective on the issues and entities sur-

rounding decision-making, including multiple stake-

holders and thus stronger CSR values’ (Waldman

et al., 2006, p. 831). Moreover, some authors have

stated that managers tend to give more priority to

personal growth than wealth or advancement

(Hall, 1976) and that they become more ethical

(Singhapakdi et al., 1999; Terpstra et al., 1993) as they

grow older.

Results

Table III presents the mean values, standard devia-

tions, and correlation coefficients for all variables

used in this study. Although some variables in

regression equations show a statistically significant

correlation, the examination of variance inflation

factors (VIFs) indicates no evidence of multicolin-

earity.

Table IV reports the results of the hierarchical

regression analysis applied to test the hypotheses,

since it allows us to test for mediation and control for

the characteristics of companies and CEOs – placed

in step 1 of the regressions. The procedure that

examines the presence of mediation among a set of
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variables requires the specification of three different

regression equations (Baron and Kenny, 1986). In

the first equation, Model 1, the mediating variable is

regressed on independent and control variables. In

the second equation, Model 2, the dependent vari-

able is regressed on independent and control vari-

ables. And in the third equation, Model 3, the

dependent variable is regressed on independent,

mediating, and control variables.

Given that two dimensions were found within the

perceived role of ethics and social responsibility, two

regression equations were specified in the first step.

The results of both regressions are presented in

Table IV – Models 1a and 1b. In Model 1a, we

found that manager profile (b = 0.59, p < 0.01) was

positively and significantly related to the importance

of ethics and social responsibility. Model 1b showed

that manager profile (b = -0.44, p < 0.01) was

TABLE III

Means, standard deviations and correlations

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Manager profile 77.33 12.13

2. Importance of ethics

and social responsibility

75.77 14.99 0.58**

3. Subordination of ethics

and social responsibility

25.57 17.29 -0.42** -0.63**

4. CSR practices 1.45 1.26 0.15� 0.22** -24**

5. Firm size 6.31 0.84 -0.04 -0.10 -0.02 0.10

6. Firm age 2.92 0.81 -0.12 0.04 -0.01 0.18* -0.01

7. CEO age 2.33 0.62 0.01 0.05 0.14 0.01 -0.02 0.13

n = 149.
�p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.

TABLE IV

Results of regression analysis

Variables Perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility

CSR practices

Model 1a

(Importance)

Model 1b

(Subordination)

Model 2 Model 3a Model 3b

Firm size -0.07 (-1.12) 0.00 (0.04) 0.08 (1.00) 0.09 (1.18) 0.08 (1.02)

Firm age 0.10 (1.55) -0.07 (-0.98) 0.20* (2.44) 0.18* (2.21) 0.19* (2.28)

CEO age 0.03 (0.47) 0.16* (2.12) -0.02 (-0.29) -0.03 (-0.36) 0.01 (0.12)

Manager profile 0.59** (8.78) -0.44** (-5.82) 0.18* (2.15) 0.07 (0.67) 0.08 (0.94)

Importance of ethics and

social responsibility

0.18� (1.83)

Subordination of ethics

and social responsibility

-0.21* (-2.34)

R2 0.36 0.21 0.07 0.09 0.10

Adjusted R2 0.34 0.19 0.04 0.06 0.07

DR2 0.02� 0.03*

F 20.05** 9.44** 2.55* 2.74* 3.19**

Standardised coefficients are reported, with t values in parentheses; n = 149.
�p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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negatively and significantly related to that dependent

variable. Therefore, we found support for Hypothesis

1 and the first necessary condition for a mediating

effect to exist is fulfilled. Likewise, in Model 1b we

found that the control variable CEO age (b = 0.16,

p < 0.05) was positively and significantly related to

subordination of ethics and social responsibility.

In Model 2, the CSR practices variable was

regressed on the control variables and the manager

profile. As shown in Table IV, the coefficient for

manager profile (b = 0.18, p < 0.05) was positive

and significant. Thus, support for Hypothesis 2 was

provided and the second condition for the mediating

effect is fulfilled. Moreover, the coefficient for the

control variable firm age (b = 0.20, p < 0.05) was

also positive and significant.

Two regression analyses were applied in the third

step. In Model 3a, the CSR practices variable was

regressed on the control variables, manager profile

and the importance of ethics and social responsi-

bility. In Model 3b, importance was replaced by

subordination of ethics and social responsibility.

Table IV reports the results of the regression equa-

tions. In both cases, the independent and dependent

variables were not related in the presence of the

mediator variable, which demonstrated a full medi-

ation. Additionally, the results also indicated that the

control variable firm age was positively and signifi-

cantly related to CSR practices (Model 3a: b = 0.18,

p < 0.05; Model 3b: b = 0.19, p < 0.05). Follow-

ing the ideas of MacKinnon et al. (2002), we con-

ducted the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982) to determine the

significance of the mediating effect. Z values verified

a significant full mediation both in the case of the

importance of ethics and social responsibility

(Z = 1.83, p < 0.10) and in the case of the subordi-

nation of ethics and social responsibility (Z = 2.30,

p < 0.05). Thus, these results confirmed the mediat-

ing role of the perceived role of ethics and social

responsibility in the relationship between manager

profile and CSR practices and they therefore pro-

vided strong support for Hypothesis 3.

We finally used the MedGraph-I program (Jose,

2003) to investigate the amount of direct and indi-

rect influence manager profile has on CSR practices

to interpret the results better. As we can see in

Figures 1 and 2, the size of the indirect effect in

relation to the direct effect indicates that that indirect

effect is very strong. Specifically, indirect influence

represented 61.11% of the total when the impor-

tance of ethics and social responsibility was the

mediator and 55.56% in the case of subordination.

Discussion

Findings

This study proposes that a manager’s profile, defined

according to the Agency–Stewardship approach on

the basis of his/her psychological and situational

characteristics, has an influence on CSR practices

and this relationship is mediated by the perceived

role of ethics and social responsibility.

Independient variable
Manager profile

Dependent variable
CSR practices

Mediating variable
Importance of ethics and

social responsibility

.18*

(.07)

.22**

(.18*)

.58**

Standardized coefficient of manager profile on CSR practices
Direct: .07
Indirect: .11

Standardized regression coefficients are reported, with values after the 
inclusion of the mediator in the regression equation in parentheses.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01  

Figure 1. Mediation of importance of ethics and social responsibility.
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First, results indicate that those CEOs closer to

the steward model tend to attach greater importance

to ethics and social responsibility. This finding can

be justified by the social welfare and stakeholder

orientation found in both acts of CSR (Barnett,

2007) and steward profile (Caldwell et al., 2006;

Gibson, 2000; Hernández, 2008; Kouzes and

Posner, 1993; Manville and Ober, 2003). An addi-

tional justification for this result could be that

stewards are more concerned about maximising the

long-term value of the firm (Hernández, 2008)

whereas agents are more short-term focused (Cald-

well and Karri, 2005) and the consequences of CSR

actions are usually considered positive in the long

run (Peters and Mullen, 2009).

Our results also suggest that, according to the

study by Aguilera et al. (2007), those companies

whose top managers can be considered as stewards

develop and implement more ethical and social

practices than those managed by agents. The reason

for this result can be found in the greater discretion

enjoyed by stewards (Davis et al., 1997), which

makes easier to carry out CSR actions (Hemingway

and Maclagan, 2004). Additionally, firms managed

by stewards will incur less monitoring costs than

those managed by agents (Davis et al., 1997) and

having available resources increases firm’s ability

to fund social performance projects (Preston and

O’Bannon, 1997).

Finally, the findings also support the idea that

CEOs’ behaviour will be more ethical and socially

responsible if they consider it vital to organisational

effectiveness (Singhapakdi et al., 2001). Specifically,

our results indicate that the impact of manager

profile, as an agent or as a steward, on CSR practices

is mostly exerted indirectly through their perception

of the consequences of ethical and social commit-

ment. This finding points out the importance of

CEOs’ perceptions when they design the CSR

agenda (Kassinis and Panayiotou, 2006; Maon et al.,

2008) and the necessity of a positive assessment of

ethics and social responsibility prior to putting CSR

into practice (Aguilera et al., 2007).

We also found other interesting relations referring

to the control variables. First, firm age positively

affects CSR practices. A possible explanation could

be that once these practices are implemented,

stakeholder expectations increase, and the firm is

forced to meet them and even reinforce them

(Moore, 2001; Roberts, 1992). Second, CEO age

positively influences the subordination of ethics and

social responsibility. As noted in previous studies,

younger subjects may have more interest in the

wider social responsibility arena (Arlow, 1991).

Besides, younger managers are more receptive to

new ideas (Mellahi and Guermat, 2004) and to the

relatively new stakeholder approach (Ramasamy

et al., 2007). Nevertheless, the arguments on the

effect of age are contradictory. Some authors have

stated that managers tend to give more priority

to personal growth than wealth or advancement

(Hall, 1976) and that they become more ethical

(Singhapakdi et al., 1999; Terpstra et al., 1993) as

they grow older. Finally, no significant relation

Independient variable
Manager profile

Dependent variable
CSR practices

Mediating variable
Subordination of ethics
and social responsibility

.18*

(.08)

-.25**

(-.21*)

-.44**

Standardized coefficient of manager profile on CSR practices
Direct: .08
Indirect: .10

Standardized regression coefficients are reported, with values after the 
inclusion of the mediator in the regression equation in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 

Figure 2. Mediation of subordination of ethics and social responsibility.
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was found between firm size and CSR practices.

Although the size of a firm, measured by total assets,

annual income or number of employees, has often

been positively related to social responsibility in

previous studies (McWilliams and Siegel, 2000;

Waddock and Graves, 1997), there is also evidence

to suggest that firm size and CSR are not related

(Graves and Waddock, 1994; Orlitzky, 2001).

Limitations

Although our results are important, there are some

limitations in terms of generalisation. First, the sample

used in the study is from Spain and the perception of

CSR could be different in other countries. For

example, Singh et al. (2008) stated that the UK is

ahead of Spain in the perception by consumers and the

development of CSR because this concept arrived

later in Spain and it did not have credibility until 2002.

Vitell and Ramos Hidalgo (2006) used the differences

between Spain and the U.S. found by Hofstede (1983)

to propose that managers in Spain would have lower

perceptions concerning the importance of ethics and

social responsibility than their counterparts in the U.S.

They based this proposal on the fact that relative to the

U.S., Spain is lower in individualism and masculinity

and higher than the U.S. in both power distance and

uncertainty avoidance.

Moreover, the data for the study were collected

using a questionnaire sent by mail and a social desir-

ability bias could exist. The nature of the topic under

investigation could have provoked some respondents

to reply in a way that they consider as socially

acceptable to others. This would have resulted in

overvaluing ethical concerns and CSR valuation. In

relation to this, Bernardi (2006) demonstrated that

culture affects individuals’ social desirability response

bias scores. Specifically, he showed how individuals

responded in a more socially desirable manner in high

uncertainty avoidance and highly collective cultures.

In this regard, uncertainty avoidance is especially high

in Spain, so the answers to the questionnaire used in

this study could be biased to some extent. Addition-

ally, the survey measurements of manager profile,

perceived role of ethics and social responsibility and

CSR practices were collected concurrently, but lon-

gitudinal data might be more appropriate for testing

predictive relationships.

Finally, although this study goes further than

other studies in examining potential mediators of the

link between manager profile and CSR practices,

important variables that may affect such a relation-

ship were not contemplated. In particular, whatever

the CEO’s profile, his/her decision-making power

to implement CSR practices can vary depending on

factors such as ownership structure (Johnson and

Greening, 1999), availability of the required finan-

cial resources at the time (Waddock and Graves,

1997) or commitment of the employees involved

(Aguilera et al., 2007), just to mention a few.

Implications and further research

This study has three major implications for practi-

tioners. First, our results are potentially important in

the context of leadership. Placing the long-term

interests of the organisation ahead of one’s own

interests is increasingly viewed as an important

quality in leadership (Davis et al., 1997, Hernández,

2008). This means that firms, in addition to con-

sidering the psychological characteristics of indi-

viduals occupying the CEO position, also have

to foster the situational conditions under which

steward behaviour can flourish. Moreover, a stew-

ard’s autonomy should be deliberately extended to

maximise the benefits of a steward, because he or

she can be trusted. In this case, the amount of

resources that are necessary to guarantee pro-

organisational behaviour from an individualistic

agent, i.e. monitoring and incentive or bonding

costs, are diminished, because a steward is moti-

vated to behave in ways that are consistent with

organisational objectives. Stewardship theorists focus

on situational characteristics that facilitate and

empower rather than those that monitor and control.

Indeed, control can be potentially counterproductive

because it undermines the pro-organisational behav-

iour of the steward, by lowering his/her motivation.

For instance, Donaldson and Davis (1991) argued

that, in the case of CEOs with the psychological

profile of a steward, their pro-organisational actions

are best facilitated when the corporate governance

structures give them high authority and discretion.

Structurally, this situation is better attained if the CEO

chairs the board of directors because the CEO-chair is
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unambiguously responsible for the fate of the corpo-

ration and has the power to determine strategy

without fear of countermand by an outside chair of

the board. Such a structure would be viewed as dys-

functional under the agency theory model of man.

However, under the stewardship model of man,

stewards maximise their utility as they achieve

organisational rather than self-serving objectives.

Second, it reveals that manager profile seems to be

essential in implementing CSR practices effectively

within organisations. In particular, our study is

important because it suggests that CSR might be

better managed in firms by hiring CEOs closer to the

steward than to the agent profile. According to the

Agency–Stewardship approach, ‘agency-inclined’

organisations will hire CEOs with the psychological

characteristics of an agent, as well as establish the sit-

uational characteristics corresponding to the agency

prescriptions, in order to achieve ‘agency-inclined’

organisational behaviours in general and to subordi-

nate ethics and social responsibility to other opera-

tional matters (such as short-term profitability) and

hence to reduce CSR practices in particular.

Finally, given that the impact of manager profile

on CSR practices is mostly exerted through their

perception of the consequences of ethical and social

commitment, a way to improve ethical standards in

business practices could be to nurture top managers’

perceptions of the role of ethics and social respon-

sibility as a determinant of business success. The

academic literature reveals that such managerial

perception may be related to the organisational

ethical climate and the legal and political framework

within a country (Singhapakdi et al., 2001, 2008).

Ramos Hidalgo (2001) and Vitell and Ramos

Hidalgo (2006) showed how corporate ethical values

and enforcement of a code of ethics are positively

related to the degree of importance that individuals

attribute to the role of ethics and social responsibility

in achieving organisational effectiveness. In this

regard, one course of action to be encouraged in

ensuring that CEOs attach greater importance to

ethics and social responsibility could be to strengthen

corporate ethical values. Therefore, firms should not

only have a well-communicated code of ethics, but

also the willingness and commitment to enforce it by

implementing specific sanctions to punish unethical

behaviour. Furthermore, different governments are

making strong efforts to create an environment in

which business ethics and CSR are promoted and

they should keep working on it.

Although this study is focused on the top manag-

ers’ perception of the role of ethics and social

responsibility in relation to organisational effective-

ness, it is suggested in previous works that the best

way to get firms to behave in socially responsible ways

is to convince their managers that it is either the right

thing to do ethically or is in their self-interest (Handy,

2002; Prahalad and Hammond, 2002). In this sense,

executive compensation structure can be used to re-

ward executives for working towards particular goals

and outcomes (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Thus,

CEOs’ compensation can become an important

mechanism to promote the implementation of the

firm’s social objectives (McGuire et al., 2003). Spe-

cifically, due to the fact that CSR actions have posi-

tive effects on business success in the long-term

(Peters and Mullen, 2009), it can be expected that

firms which compensate executives with long-term

incentives would also take actions that are more so-

cially responsible than firms which opt for short-term

incentive compensation systems (Deckop et al., 2006;

Mahoney and Thorn, 2005). In any case, Berrone and

Gómez-Mejı́a (2009) point out that it is necessary to

be cautious not to supplant intrinsic motivation with

financial rewards because the intrinsic value of social

initiatives should not be underestimated.

Our study may be also relevant to researchers.

Overall, it contributes to the CSR literature and

sheds some light on the influence of top managers on

the development of CSR within organisations,

which has not been analysed enough in previous

empirical studies (Waldman and Siegel, 2008). In

particular, this study demonstrates that the perceived

role of ethics and social responsibility acts as an

intermediate variable affecting the relationship

between manager profile and CSR practices. Thus,

its incorporation in explanatory models contributes

to a better understanding of such a relationship.

Moreover, the findings indicate that there are gains

to be obtained by considering the range of manager

profile. Hence, the use of the Agency–Stewardship

approach to reach this objective is presented as an

appealing path to be followed by future research.

One way to develop the model presented in this

study could be to incorporate the Stakeholder theory

(Freeman, 1984). Stewardship involves managers

whose motives are in line with the objectives of
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different stakeholders (Davis et al., 1997). In this

sense, the attributes of the firm’s stakeholders

(Mitchell et al., 1997) and the kind of requests they

make will influence manager profile and therefore

the CSR practices adopted.

Finally, this study encourages research into those

variables that could have an effect on how the

profile of future managers take shape and how they

perceive the role of ethics and social responsibility

because, as shown in the results, this will have an

impact on the way companies relate to their stake-

holders and the community. Among these variables

are cultural values and dimensions (Hofstede, 1983),

professional ethical standards (Valentine and Fle-

ischman, 2008), religion (Worden, 2005) or business

management education (Ghoshal, 2005). Specifi-

cally, in academic circles today, serious consider-

ation is being given with regard to the latter aspect

because the values and attitudes of individuals are

highly affected by the education and training they

receive. No doubt this question needs more atten-

tion from scholars.
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Appendix A: Manager profile

(agent–steward)

Profile1: I need to feel proud of my own work.

Profile2: I find that my values and the organisa-

tion’s values are very similar.

Profile3: Employees acknowledge my experience

when they have to comply with my orders.

Profile4: There is fluent communication be-

tween employees and management team within

this firm.

Profile5: There is a generally cooperative atmo-

sphere in this firm to benefit group success.

Profile6: The company’s members are encour-

aged to express their own ideas and opinions.

Appendix B: Perceived role of ethics

and social responsibility

Presor1: Being ethical and socially responsible is

the most important thing a firm can do.

Presor2: Whilst output quality is essential to corpo-

rate success, ethics and social responsibility is not.

Presor3: Communication is more important to

the overall effectiveness of an organisation than

whether or not it is concerned with ethics and

social responsibility.

Presor4: Corporate planning and goal setting

sessions should include discussions of ethics and

social responsibility.

Presor5: The most important concern for a firm

is making a profit, even if it means bending or

breaking the rules.

Presor6: The ethics and social responsibility of a

firm is essential to its long-term profitability.

Presor7: The overall effectiveness of a business

can be determined to a great extent by the degree

to which it is ethical and socially responsible.

Presor8: To remain competitive in a global

environment, business firms will have to disre-

gard ethics and social responsibility.

Presor9: Social responsibility and profitability

can be compatible.

Presor10: Business ethics and social responsibility

are critical to the survival of a business enterprise.

Presor11: A firm’s first priority should be

employee morale.

Presor12: Business has a social responsibility

beyond making a profit.

Presor13: If survival of a business enterprise is at

stake, then you must forget about ethics and

social responsibility.

Presor14: Efficiency is much more important to

a firm than whether or not the firm is seen as

ethical or socially responsible.

Presor15: Good ethics is often good business.

Presor16: If the stockholders are unhappy,

nothing else matters.

Appendix C: CSR practices

Iso9001: The company has got the ISO 9001

certification.
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Iso14001: The company has got the ISO 14001

certification.

Ohsas18001: The company has got the Ohsas

18001 certification.

Code of Ethics: The company has a Code of

Ethics.

CSR Report: The company has got a CSR Re-

port.
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Berrone, P. and L. R. Gómez-Mejı́a: 2009, ‘The Pros and

Cons of Rewarding Social Responsibility at the Top’,

Human Resource Management 48(6), 959–971.

Bhattacharya, C. B., S. Sen and D. Korschun: 2008,

‘Using Corporate Social Responsibility to Win the

War for Talent’, MIT Sloan Management Review 49(2),

37–44.

Caldwell, C., L. A. Hayes, R. Karri and P. Bernal: 2008,

‘Ethical Stewardship – Implications for Leadership and

Trust’, Journal of Business Ethics 78(1–2), 153–164.

Caldwell, C. and R. Karri: 2005, ‘Organizational Gov-

ernance and Ethical Systems: A Covenantal Approach

to Building Trust’, Journal of Business Ethics 58(1/3),

249–259.

Caldwell, C., R. Karri and P. Vollmar: 2006, ‘Principal

Theory and Principle Theory: Ethical Governance

from the Follower’s Perspective’, Journal of Business

Ethics 66(2/3), 207–223.

Chrisman, J., J. H. Chua, F. Kellermanns and E. Chang:

2007, ‘Are Family Managers Agents or Stewards? An

Exploratory Study in Privately Held Family Firms’,

Journal of Business Research 60(11), 1030–1038.

Davis, J. H., F. D. Schoorman and L. Donaldson: 1997,

‘Toward a Stewardship Theory of Management’,

Academy of Management Review 22(1), 20–48.

Deckop, J. R., K. K. Merriman and S. Gupta: 2006, ‘The

Effects of CEO Pay Structure on Corporate Social

Performance’, Journal of Management 32(3), 329–342.

Doane, D.: 2005, ‘The Myth of CSR. The Problem with

Assuming that Companies Can Do Well While also

Doing Good Is that Markets Don’t Really Work that

Way’, Stanford Social Innovation Review 3(3), 23–29.

Donaldson, L.: 1990, ‘The Ethereal Hand: Organizational

Economics and Management Theory’, Academy of

Management Review 15(3), 369–381.

Donaldson, L. and J. H. Davis: 1991, ‘Stewardship

Theory or Agency Theory: CEO Governance and

Shareholder Returns’, Australian Journal of Management

16(1), 49–64.

Etheredge, J. M.: 1999, ‘The Perceived Role of Ethics

and Social Responsibility: An Alternative Scale

Structure’, Journal of Business Ethics 18(1), 51–64.

Fishbein, M. and I. Ajzen: 1975, Belief, Attitude, Intention,

and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research

(Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA).

Fornell, C. and D. F. Larcker: 1981, ‘Evaluating Struc-

tural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables

and Measurement Error’, Journal of Marketing Research

18(1), 39–50.

Fox, M. A. and R. T. Hamilton: 1994, ‘Ownership and

Diversification: Agency Theory or Stewardship The-

ory’, Journal of Management Studies 31(1), 69–81.

545How Important Are CEOs to CSR Practices?



Frank, R. H.: 2004, What Price the Moral High Ground?

(Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ).

Freeman, R. E.: 1984, Strategic Management: A Stakeholder

Approach (Pitman, Boston).

Friedman, M.: 1970, ‘The Social Responsibility of

Business is to Increase Its Profits’, New York Times

Magazine, September 13.

Ghoshal, S.: 2005, ‘Bad Management Theories Are

Destroying Good Management Practices’, Academy of

Management Learning & Education 4(1), 75–91.

Gibson, K.: 2000, ‘The Moral Basis of Stakeholder

Theory’, Journal of Business Ethics 6(3), 245–257.

Graves, S. B. and S. A. Waddock: 1994, ‘Institutional

Owners and Corporate Social Performance’, Academy

of Management Journal 37(4), 1034–1046.

Guidice, R. and N. Mero: 2007, ‘Governing Joint

Ventures: Tension among Principals’ Dominant Logic

on Human Motivation and Behavior’, Journal of

Management and Governance 11(3), 261–283.

Hall, E. T.: 1976, Beyond Culture (Anchor Books/

Doubleday, Garden City, NY).

Hambrick, D. C.: 2007, ‘Upper Echelons Theory: An

Update’, Academy of Management Review 32(2), 334–

343.

Hambrick, D. C. and S. Finkelstein: 1987, ‘Managerial

Discretion: A Bridge Between Polar Views of Orga-

nizational Outcomes’, in L. L. Cummings and B. M.

Staw (eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (JAI

Press, Greenwich, CT), pp. 369–406.

Handy, C.: 2002, ‘What’s a Business For’, Harvard Busi-

ness Review 80(12), 49–55.

Hemingway, C. A. and P. W. Maclagan: 2004, ‘Man-

agers’ Personal Values as Drivers of Corporate Social

Responsibility’, Journal of Business Ethics 50(1), 33–44.

Henriques, I. and P. Sadorsky: 1999, ‘The Relationship

Between Environmental Commitment and Managerial

Perceptions of Stakeholder Importance’, Academy of

Management Journal 42(1), 87–99.

Henseler, J., C. M. Ringle and R. R. Sinkovics: 2009,

‘The Use of Partial Least Squares Path Modeling in

International Marketing’, in R. R. Sinkovics and P. N.

Ghauri (eds.), Advances in International Marketing

(Emeral, Bingley), pp. 277–320.

Hernández, M.: 2008, ‘Promoting Stewardship Behavior

in Organizations: A Leadership Model’, Journal of

Business Ethics 80(1), 121–128.

Hillman, A. J. and G. D. Keim: 2001, ‘Source Share-

holder Value, Stakeholder Management, and Social

Issues: What’s the Bottom Line?’, Strategic Management

Journal 22(2), 125–139.

Hofstede, G.: 1983, ‘National Cultures in Four

Dimensions: A Research-Based Theory of Cultural

Differences among Nations’, International Studies of

Management & Organization 13(Spring/Summer),

46–74.

Hoskisson, R. E., M. A. Hitt, W. P. Wan and D. Yiu:

1999, ‘Theory and Research in Strategic Management:

Swings of a Pendulum’, Journal of Management 25(3),

417–456.

Hunt, S. D., P. L. Kiecker and L. B. Chonko: 1990,

‘Social Responsibility and Personal Success: A

Research Note’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing

Science 18(3), 239–244.

Jensen, M. C.: 2002, ‘Value Maximization, Stakeholder

Theory and the Corporate Objective Function’,

Business Ethics Quarterly 12(2), 235–256.

Jensen, M. C. and W. H. Meckling: 1976, ‘Theory of the

Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Own-

ership Structure’, Journal of Financial Economics 3(4),

305–360.

Johnson, R. A. and D. W. Greening: 1999, ‘The Effects

of Corporate Governance and Institutional Ownership

Types on Corporate Social Performance’, Academy of

Management Journal 42(5), 564–576.

Jose, P. E.: 2003, ‘MedGraph-I: A Programme to

Graphically Depict Mediation Among Three Vari-

ables: The Internet Version, Version 2.0’, Victoria

University of Wellington, Wellington, New Zealand,

http://www.victoria.ac.nz/staff/paul-jose-files/medgraph/

medgraph.php. Retrieved 01 Feb 2009.

Kassinis, G. I. and A. Panayiotou: 2006, ‘Perceptions

Matter: CEO Perceptions and Firm Environmental Per-

formance’, Journal of Corporate Citizenship 23(Autumn),

67–80.

Kohlberg, L.: 1969, ‘Stage and Sequence: The Cognitive-

Developmental Approach to Socialization’, in D. A.

Goslin (ed.), Handbook of Socialization Theory and Re-

search (Rand McNally, Chicago), pp. 347–480.

Kouzes, J. M. and B. Z. Posner: 1993, Credibility: How

Leaders Gain and Lose It, and Why People Demand It

(Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA).

Kraft, K. L. and L. R. Jauch: 1992, ‘The Organizational

Effectiveness Menu: A Device for Stakeholder Assess-

ment’, MidAmerican Journal of Business 7(1), 18–23.

Lee, P. and H. O’Neill: 2003, ‘Ownership Structures and

R&D Investments of U.S. and Japanese Firms: Agency

and Stewardship Perspectives’, Academy of Management

Journal 46(2), 212–225.

MacKinnon, D. P., C. M. Lockwood, J. M. Hoffman, S.

G. West and V. Sheets: 2002, ‘A Comparison of

Methods to Test the Significance of the Mediated

Effect’, Psychological Methods 7(1), 83–104.

Mahoney, L. S. and L. Thorn: 2005, ‘Corporate Social

Responsibility and Long-term Compensation: Evi-

dence from Canada’, Journal of Business Ethics 57(3),

241–253.
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