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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to examine the role of organizational culture in helping to
translate corporate social responsibility (CSR) into firm performance. We employed arguments from
the CSR strategy view to highlight the effectiveness of CSR and the contingency approach to explain
the vertical fit between CSR and the organizational culture in a firm. Furthermore, we examined the
moderating influence of organizational culture on the CSR–firm performance linkage. The results
suggest that some organizational cultures moderate the relationship between CSR and financial
outcomes, and that organizational culture may play an important role in enhancing a positive
relationship between CSR and firm performance.
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1. Introduction

Research on corporate social responsibility (CSR) has gradually expanded, and the importance of
CSR has been clarified [1]. Such CSR research has included investigations into the positive effects of
CSR that aid in the pursuit of profits through social and economic performance [2].

As CSR activities are accompanied by additional corporate costs, not every CSR activity leads
to a successful outcome [3,4]. There is ongoing academic interest in determining which economic
benefits and disadvantages result from corporate participation in socially responsible activities [5].
Much of the research on CSR has reviewed the relationship between CSR and corporate financial
performance [6,7]. Orlitzky et al. [8] conducted a meta-analysis of 52 major studies and reported limited
positive (+) relationships between CSR and financial performance. According to a meta-analysis of
empirical studies on CSR performance and corporate financial performance by Margolis et al. [9],
overall, the relationships between them were statistically limited, but positive. More specifically,
the analyzed studies reported a positive (e.g., [4]), negative (e.g., [10]), and null (e.g., [11]) relationship.
Such mixed results lead to questions about whether a firm’s social activity can be easily determined
based on their financial performance.

Even though such research has revealed that, in most cases, a positive relationship exists between
CSR activities and financial performance, recently, the necessity for research on independent effects
by dividing CSR types and performance variables has been identified. In addition, the need for
a good fit between the organizational culture and CSR to achieve the goals has been recognized.
Many researchers have pointed out the importance of considering situation variables to explain the
intensity or direction of the relationship between CSR activities and corporate performance [5].
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Although some research has been conducted on the relationship between CSR activities and
organizational culture, the results have been inconsistent [12,13]. Some studies have reported a positive
relationship (e.g., [4]), some have reported a negative relationship (e.g., [10]), and others a null
relationship (e.g., [11]). Most studies have investigated the effects of organizational culture on
CSR in Western contexts. Organizational culture represents a set of shared values and philosophy
of management that is affected by social norms through management education. These shared
values and beliefs are likely to be different across national contexts. This provides a good reason
to conduct research in non-Western contexts. Furthermore, while conceptual research has been
conducted on the relationship between CSR activities and organizational culture, the relationship
between these two variables has not been verified in reality. In addition, research that has verified the
limitations in the relationship between CSR activities and organizational culture as a single aspect of
organizational culture has involved measuring and verifying without the use of a theoretical analysis
framework. It is worth noting that most organizations can have several types of organizational culture.
Quinn and Cameron [14] suggest that more than one dimension of culture can exist simultaneously
within an organization, and Kalliath et al. [15] empirically tested this argument. It is necessary to
conduct a comprehensive analysis of cultural dimensions.

Thus, the aim of the present study was to empirically analyze the effects of CSR activities
and organizational culture on organizational performance by studying Korean companies.
Dividing organizational culture by applying the competing values framework (CVF) allows one to
examine the roles of organizational culture in the relationship between CSR activities and performance.

The objectives of this study were as follows: first, to verify the effects of CSR activities on firm
performance; second, to empirically examine the effects of organizational culture on the relationship
between CSR and firm performance; and third, to examine the relationship between CSR activities and
performance in a sample of Korean companies. From the strategic perspective, CSR activities could
become a source of new competitiveness by creating new opportunities and encouraging company
innovations. In some cases of organizational cultures, the strategy would be to consider the suitability
of the organizational cultures for adopting the CSR activities in question, which can eventually lead to
the improvement of firm performance.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

2.1. CSR and Performance

First, we will review and explore the concept of CSR. CSR has been discussed in management
scholarship for many years [2]. The concept of CSR emerged in the mid-twentieth century and has
had different interpretations over time. The existing research has utilized various definitions of
CSR. Carroll [16] offered a refined framework by articulating the scope of CSR as economic, legal,
ethical, and discretionary responsibilities. For the purposes of this study, CSR is defined as “a business
organization’s configuration of the principles of social responsibility, processes of social responsiveness,
and policies, programs, and observable outcomes as they relate to the firm’s societal relationships”
([17], p. 693). Gallardo-Vázquez et al. [18] suggested different dimensions—social, economic, and
environmental—by analyzing the cause–effect relations with performance and competitive success.
Turker [19] provided a four-dimensional structure of CSR, including CSR to social and nonsocial
stakeholders, employees, customers, and government of CSR reflecting the responsibilities of a business
to various stakeholders. Firms carry out their social responsibilities by engaging in activities such as
philanthropic contributions [20]. Also, donation is a significant part of CSR in Korea [21], as Korean
firms’ CSR mainly concerns charitable social contribution budgets [20].

Paralleling the increasing popularity of CSR in management, many scholars have examined
whether CSR can increase an organization’s financial performance. These arguments are explained
mainly by the following three theories: stakeholder theory [22], neo-institutional theory [20],
and strategic perspective [23]. Regarding the perspective of stakeholder theory, according to
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Donaldson and Preston [22], when companies reflect on the interests of diverse concerned parties,
such as workers, consumers, and suppliers, then corporate performance, including economic profits,
can be improved in the long term. The neo-institutional theory can be applied to CSR because it
emphasizes isomorphism for securing social legitimacy in accordance with the organizational code of
conduct [24]. Campbell [25] argued that consumers, civic groups, and governments emphasize CSR
and companies use these requests as a tool to achieve social legitimacy. The strategic perspective posits
that corporate social contributions have positive effects on corporate performance [23]. Scholars who
have researched CSR from the strategic perspective have suggested that CSR activities may be a source
of competitive advantage (e.g., [20,23]).

As previously mentioned, a number of studies have examined the CSR–financial outcome linkage
(e.g., [5,8]), but the relationship has exhibited mixed results. In other words, it is possible that CSR
affects organizational performances differentially depending upon the contingencies associated with
its implementation. Several studies have identified the critical roles of contingency variables in the
CSR–financial outcome relationship [5,8,11]. In this paper, we suggest that an organizational culture
that is vertically aligned with a firm’s orientation toward CSR will serve to moderate the relationship
between CSR and financial performance. In particular, this study explored the moderating role of
organizational culture in that linkage.

On the basis of the organizational culture research [26], we argue that the success of a firm’s CSR
initiatives is largely contingent upon the extent to which its organizational culture is designed to align
the behaviors of human resources with the CSR-related goals and objectives of the firm. As such,
we believe that the extent to which CSR initiatives are translated into financial outcomes will be
partly determined by the degree to which the organizational culture is vertically aligned with the CSR
initiatives that a firm chooses to implement.

All things considered, organizational culture may play a role in the CSR–firm performance
relationship. We expand upon this view below by providing a theoretical framework aimed
at explaining why organizational culture might moderate the relationship between CSR and
financial performance.

2.2. CSR and Culture

As the concept of organizational culture is shared among organizational members, it exists at
various levels, such as groups or departments [27]. The concept of organizational culture is mainly
defined by shared value, but scholars have various definitions. Culture is a collective factor that forms
the behavior and social system of the members in the society. Organizational culture is a concept that
collectively refers to the values, beliefs, ideologies, customs, norms, traditions, knowledge, and skills
shared by the members of the organization [27]. Many studies have been conducted on the basis of the
assumption that organizational culture has important social characteristics that affect the behaviors of
individuals and groups [26]. Influencing workers’ attitudes and behaviors [28] relies on agreement
on collective values and beliefs, and a sense of belonging, similar to being part of a family [29].
Therefore, the type of culture can influence the way employees think about and understand CSR
within an organization [30]. This nature of CSR should align with an organization’s culture to
promote the organization’s performance. In this paper, we will explain the influence of conformity
between personnel and the organizational culture on achievement by classifying organizational culture
according to Quinn’s CVF [31], which can explain a diverse organizational culture.

Quinn and Rohrbaugh [31] emphasized the multi-dimensionality of organizational culture by
identifying four different styles. Cameron and Quinn [32] used a CVF for organizational culture,
placing flexibility and control on the vertical axis, and internal orientation and external orientation on
the horizontal axis. On the vertical axis, the organizational type is divided into an internally oriented
organization that emphasizes internal integration and coordination for the maintenance of the existing
organization and an externally oriented organization that focuses on the interaction and adaptation
with the external environment. On the horizontal axis is the organization that focuses on stability
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and control, and on the other side, the organization that places value on flexibility and autonomy.
The competitive value model derives four organizational cultures that pursue different competitive
values based on these two axes [32]. To ensure the manageability of the scope of the research, the four
types of organizational culture were employed in this study: clan culture, adhocracy culture, market
culture, and hierarchy culture.

Next, we will briefly explain the types of categories in the competing values model.
Clan culture emphasizes flexibility and discretionary power, focusing on family relationships

within the organization as a culture with internal directionality, shared values and targets, cohesiveness,
and participation. In this culture, teamwork and employee participation programs are more important
than the procedures and rules that are applied according to a hierarchy. Since the participation
of the members of the organization has important effects on the effectiveness of the organization,
confidence and intimacy among the members, human relationships, the unity of the group, cooperation
among members when problems occur, concern for people, and participatory characteristics such as
decision-making are relatively strong.

Due to the focus on relationships among people, we propose that organizations with a clan culture
will emphasize employee improvement for corporate sustainability. In the clan culture, individuals’
goals are congruent with organizational goals based on their trust in the organization, and members
feel that the organization is taking care of them [33]. In addition, clan culture can create a positive
attitude toward the organization because it induces workers’ participation in CSR activities [28].
Positive job attitudes of members will strengthen positive effects on the performance of the company.
Also, clan culture creates equal opportunities for people and workplace diversity. It adopts strong
and clearly defined socially responsible practices, such as affirmative action. The focus on employee
improvement also means that the organization invests in people for the firm’s sustainability [34].
The effectiveness of CSR and its performance will be further enhanced in the clan culture organization.
Because high CSR indicates how workers are treated within the organization [35], if the culture of the
organization emphasizes the participation of the members, the effectiveness of CSR can be expected to
be higher.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Clan culture will moderate the relationship between CSR and firm performance such that
high levels of clan culture will enhance the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

Adhocracy culture emphasizes flexibility and discretion and is defined as an organizational
culture with the character of external directionality, which is creative and developmentally responsive
to changes in the organizational environment [31] with a focus on acquiring new business and
developing new tasks. An organization with an adhocracy culture seeks change in accordance with
changing external markets, faces risks, and tries to gain resources to survive in the market [32].

In adhocracy culture, the immediate and voluntary response of members to external change is
important. Therefore, we assert that organizations dominated by an adhocracy culture will focus on
innovation to accomplish their purpose of corporate sustainability. CSR helps to build up a reputation
for producing and providing products and services with high quality standards [8]. The positive
reputation and image created by the CSR activity can signal to the market and customer that the
product and service are reliable. These reputations help firms build trust with customers and markets.
It can help to reduce the failure of innovative new products that lack product information, especially
in the early stages of launch [36,37]. Therefore, the effects of CSR on firm performance will be greater
in organizations where adhocracy culture dominates than in firms where adhocracy culture is not
dominant. In contrast with the past, the organizational direction of the CSR activities in response to
changes in the management environment, which represents the social responsibility of the company, is
that the members of the CSR organization receive the CSR activities in a very friendly manner and
interpret them positively. This can be expected to have positive effects on firm performance.
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Hypothesis 2 (H2). Adhocracy culture will moderate the relationship between CSR and firm performance such
that high levels of adhocracy culture will enhance the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

Market culture emphasizes goal achievement and is focused on the organization’s productivity,
performance, and profit; control and order within the organization; and external directionality [32].
Rather than examining the internal elements of the organization, market culture focuses on harmony
with the external environment, where external factors, such as suppliers and customers, are the main
concern. It also focuses on the organization’s position in relation to external competitors by continually
grasping customer needs and expectations and providing better services [32]. Organizations with
market culture pay attention to their competitive position with external competitors by continuously
understanding customer needs and expectations and providing better service. In a market culture
with this nature, an organization will be able to promote the improvement of company performance
by utilizing CSR activities for the benefit of external stakeholders. It is anticipated that by providing
CSR activities for stakeholder interests, which are core values of the market culture, the company
performance will improve.

In addition, CSR is regarded as one of the activities that externally enhances the positive reputation
of the company in the market culture, enhancing the self-esteem of its members as a means of
distinguishing it from other companies [38] and increasing affective commitment [39] can lead
to high performance. As a result, members of the organization share the core values of the firm
and enhance their understanding [40], which will have a positive impact on the firm performances.
Therefore, we propose that market culture will place greater emphasis on firm performance in terms of
seeking corporate sustainability. This insight of corporate sustainability means that there is a growing
awareness on the part of leaders that there are benefits to be gained from voluntary socially responsible
activities that can be managed by reducing costs and increasing production efficiency. Based on this
discussion, we set the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Market culture will moderate the relationship between CSR and firm performance such
that high levels of market culture will enhance the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

Hierarchy culture emphasizes stability and control, internal maintenance, and maintaining order
through regulations. This culture also advocates the pursuit of predictability, efficiency, and accuracy
of procedures in management [41]. In hierarchy culture, there is little discretion in business, carefully
maintaining top-down communication, standardization, formalization, and efficiency, and prescribed
procedures are emphasized [32]. Hierarchy culture emphasizes internal sustainability along with
the need for stability and control, and regulations and order by rule become the core values of the
organization. In a hierarchy culture with such characteristics, companies’ CSR activities are not
done in response to environmental changes. A hierarchical culture will try to preserve the current
state of the enterprise by maintaining organizational rules and order rather than adapting to new
environmental changes. In hierarchical culture, workers are not engaged in CSR activities, and
executives of hierarchical culture organizations are less interested in their needs than stakeholders’
needs [12], and—in the long term with stakeholders such as workers and customers—less concerned
and less responsive to community development [42]. We predict that an organization with a hierarchy
culture will place great emphasis on short-term economic performance [43]. The ultimate goal of CSR
is to pursue profits by minimizing costs and maximizing productivity. While efficiency is valued in
a hierarchical culture, it is defined as the standardization of products, services, and processes in order
to reduce costs, maximize production, and pursue economic outcomes [43]. An organization with a
hierarchy culture might face conflicts between economic performance and socially responsible activity.
Therefore, even if a company is engaged in CSR activities, it may be difficult to operate them properly
in an organization where a hierarchical culture dominates. Therefore, it can be expected that the
interaction of CSR activities with hierarchical culture will negatively affect organizational performance.
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Hypothesis 4 (H4). Hierarchy culture will moderate the relationship between CSR and firm performance such
that high levels of hierarchy culture will decrease the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

3. Methods

3.1. Sample and Procedures

The panel data employed in this study were drawn from the Human Capital Corporate Panel
Survey (HCCP) [44] conducted by the Korean Research Institute for Vocational Education and Training
(KRIVET). These panel surveys consisted of a corporate survey (organization level) and an employee
survey (individual level). For the corporate survey, the panel data included external factors, such as
industry and strategy, management and human resources (HR) policies, the structure of the workforce,
financial performance, and unionization. The employee survey asked about employee attitudes,
perceptions of organizational culture, the top management team, company policies, and the role of HR.

The dataset in this study was collected from various industries, such as food, drink, clothing,
rubber, metal, electrical equipment, computer manufacturing, publishing, electronics, automobile,
financial, and information technology (IT). We matched the data from HCCP to the Korea Information
Service (KIS), which provides annual reports that included information about the firm’s operation
activities and financial performance in South Korea.

We found matches for 164 of the original sample of 200 firms. To reduce problems related to
causality, firm performance (t + 2) was lagged by two years from the year CSR (t) was measured; thus,
CSR from the 2013 KIS and organizational culture from the 2013 HCCP were merged with the 2015 firm
performance from the KIS. A survey was conducted for firms with more than 100 employees and capital
of over 300 million. Of the 164 firms in the sample, 151 are manufacturing firms, 12 are service-based
firms, and the others are financial institutions. An average of 26 employees per firm responded
to the questionnaire. A total of 4269 respondents participated in the questionnaire. The average
age of the respondents was 38.91 years, 32% of the respondents were unmarried, most of them were
full-time employees (99%), 68% of them were college graduates, and the average tenure was 11.48 years.
The final matching data totaled 164 corporations and 4269 employees in manufacturing, financial, and
other industries.

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Firm Performance

We used financial firm performance as a dependent variable. There are three different
approaches—the market-based approach (such as investor returns), the accounting-based approach,
and the perceptual approach—to measuring a firm’s financial performance [8]. Accounting-based
measures, such as return on assets (ROA), sales, sales per employee, sales growth, and earnings per
share (EPS), represent management’s discretionary allocations of resources to different managerial
decisions. Among these firm performance measurement methods, we measured the firm performance
by selecting sales per employee. Independent financial data were collected from the KIS database.
A high sales-per-employee ratio means that the firm can be operated efficiently with fewer
employees [39]. The measure of sales per employee has been commonly regarded as a proxy for labor
productivity [45–49] in management literature. The use of profit per employee to measure performance
reflects its intention to measure the performance of a firm that is associated with employees [49].

CSR and organizational culture provide employees with shared norms and values. Those shared
norms and values may have a positive impact on performance by shaping employees’ shared mental
model of the work situation. Therefore, CSR and organizational culture enhance behavioral consistency
among employees and individual productivity. In this context, Hartnell et al. [26] categorized
organizational performance related to organizational culture into three categories: employee attitudes
such as organizational commitment, operational performance such as innovation, and financial
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performance including growth and profitability such as sales per employee. Therefore, we measured
corporate performance as sales per employee.

3.2.2. CSR

There is a lack of consensus regarding the construct of CSR, since CSR is involved in different
areas of business, such as HR, marketing, and strategy. Moreover, CSR is understood differently
in diverse cultural contexts, and therefore the issues that must be dealt with and the meanings of
CSR are quite distinct when compared across cultures [50]. Thus, Gallie [51] and Connolly [52]
suggested that CSR be interpreted as “an essentially contested concept” that is “internally complex”
and “relatively open”. This situation inevitably leads to measurement issues. As a result, a wide range
of methods have been developed to measure CSR. CSR is measured through a forced-choice survey [53];
the content analysis of annual reports [54]; the use of reputational indices, such as the Fortune
reputational and social responsibility index [55] and the Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini (KLD) index [4];
and philanthropic donations [56]. Philanthropic donations have relatively high levels of correlations
with firm performance [8] and can be observed by employees more easily than other CSR activities.
This attribution is likely to contribute to enhancing the awareness of a firm’s CSR initiatives, which in
turn leads to the development of a more positive employee attitude toward the firm. According to
cognitive categorization theory [57], when employees observe value-driven behaviors of the executives,
they think of these behaviors in accordance with the prototypes they have. If the executives proactively
implement CSR, employees can judge their executives as visionary leaders. This interpretation
contributes to categorizing the executives or the firm as socially responsible. If employees categorize
their executives as socially responsible, this perception will lead to the development of a more positive
employee attitude toward the firm [58]. Sully de Luque et al. [59] showed that attitudes to the
CEO’s stakeholders influence the employee’s increased work effort and eventually have a positive
impact on firm performance.

Mitchell et al. [60] considered charitable donations to be a voluntary discretionary act of the
firms. The reason for this is that donations can have a positive impact on performance in terms of the
firm’s strategy, but this is not something that is urgent or necessary, thus donations can be considered
voluntary rather than mandatory behaviors of the executives [53]. Schwartz [61] suggested that the
donations of firms represent not only the firm’s expectation of increased economic benefits, but also its
philanthropic motive. Charitable giving has been widely used as a measure of CSR, because it can
be stably collected and be reliable [2]. Many previous studies (e.g., [62–66]) have measured CSR by
charitable giving. Hess et al. [67] argued that the most common form of corporate philanthropy is
direct cash donations, which would be particularly well suited in Korea.

The awareness of CSR in Korea is still in its early stage of development, and most firms in
Korea implement CSR on their stakeholders through charitable donations. Korea’s 1997 financial
crisis was an important incident for Korean CSR [20]. During this period, the government required
transparent management and active CSR practice [20]. According to the surveys of both KOTRA
(Korea Trade-Investment Promotion Agency) and media such as HERI (Hankyoreh Economic Research
Institute), and HRI (Hyundai Research Institute), the previously hidden political donation budget has
been turned into an official, transparent CSR budget, and most of these CSR budgets have been used
as monetary donations. These government pressures related to the protection of stakeholder interests
have had a great impact on corporate business, so most Korean firms have implemented a short-term
perspective CSR in order to defend themselves against enormous pressures [20]. This short-term
perspective CSR of Korean companies has made companies focus on donations or short-term
events [68]. The corporate governance structure of most Korean companies is characterized by the
“owner-controlled” feature, in which the CEO is heavily influenced by major shareholders or founding
owners. In this context, CEOs would prefer CSR activities with tax benefits that would benefit major
shareholders or owners to CSR activities without tax benefits. In the white paper, which was published
by the Federation of Korean Industries in 2011, on corporates and foundations’ social responsibility
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for the top 500 companies in Korea, it was found that donations still accounted for 68.8% of social
contribution activities in 2011. For these reasons, we measured the total donation amounts disclosed
in the annual reports for CSR.

3.2.3. Organizational Culture

The construct of organizational culture adopted here is composed of four dimensions in
accordance with Quinn and Rohrbaugh’s [31] CVF: clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy. This study
employed the modified measures of Deshpandé et al. [69], which had already been adopted from
Cameron and Freeman [70]. Each dimension of culture contained three questions about cultural
characteristics and strategic emphasis [71]. A five-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree”
(1) to “strongly agree” (5) was used for 12 indicators (see Table 1).

Table 1. Scale items and construct reliability.

Construct Item α 1

Clan culture
My company has a family-like atmosphere

0.945My company considers solidarity and a feeling of oneness as important
My company considers working as a team as important

Adhocracy culture
My company encourages change and innovation

0.860My company fairly compensates innovation
My company gives more incentive to creative persons than sincere ones

Market culture
My company emphasizes competition and outcome excellence

0.870My company believes ability related to a task is the most important requirement for employees
My company evaluates employee performance on the basis of actual outcomes

Hierarchy culture
My company emphasizes formalization and structure

0.699My company takes a one-way, top-down approach to communication
My company emphasizes formal status and roles in the organization

1 Cronbach’s alpha.

Organizational culture was aggregated within each firm to capture the entire organizational
culture. Even though this construct was measured by employee responses, the analysis was performed
at the organizational level by aggregating the individual responses within each firm. To enhance the
accuracy of the data aggregation process, we checked inter-rater agreement on the organizational
culture variables by calculating intra-class correlations (ICC(1), ICC(2)). For clan culture, the mean
ICC(1) was 0.027 (0.024~0.030, F-value < 0.000) and the mean ICC(2) was 0.817 (0.800~0.837, F-value
< 0.000). For adhocracy culture, the mean ICC(1) was 0.025 (0.013~0.033, F-value < 0.000) and the
mean ICC(2) was 0.789 (0.690~0.849, F-value < 0.000). For market culture, the mean ICC(1) was 0.022
(0.015~0.026, F-value < 0.000) and the mean ICC(2) was 0.775 (0.711~0.815, F-value < 0.000). Finally, for
hierarchy culture, the mean ICC(1) was 0.017 (0.011~0.027, F-value < 0.000) and the mean ICC(2) was
0.789 (0.647~0.818, F-value < 0.000). James [72] and Schneider, White, and Paul [73] suggested an ideal
ICC(1) value of approximately 0.12 and an ICC(2) value of 0.60; therefore, our estimates are acceptable.
Next, we checked the normality of the four aggregated cultural factors, and the skewness and kurtosis
coefficients were within the range of ±1, and ±7 [74].

3.2.4. Controls

We controlled for prior firm performance (t + 1), prior CSR (t − 1), unionization (0 = no, 1 = yes),
industry (manufacturing, financial, and others), firm type (1 = firms belonging to KOSPI (Korea
Composite Stock Price Index), 2 = firms belonging to KOSDAQ (Korean Securities Dealers Automated
Quotation), 3 = privately traded firms), and firm size (measured as four intervals of the number
of employees: 0~300, 300~999, 1000~1999, and over 2000). Several variables, such as unionization,
industry, firm type, and firm size, were transformed into dummy variables. Prior firm performance
and prior CSR were assessed using the natural logarithm.
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3.3. Analytic Strategy

3.3.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the organizational culture variable
indicators to confirm the construct validity [75]. We compared four different factor models.
To determine whether the factor models had a proper fit, we followed the suggestion of Hu and
Bentler [76], who recommended that the comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker Lewis index (TLI)
be above 0.90 and the standard root mean square residual (SRMR) be below 0.08. Akaike information
criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) are also an indicator of the goodness of the
proposed model when maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) is used. The absolute values of these
indicators are meaningless, but useful when comparing different models. The model with the lowest
value of AIC and BIC is the most acceptable model among comparable models. We also followed
Browne and Cudeck [77], who suggested that the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
be below 0.05.

The first model was a one-factor model, which fit the data badly (χ2 = 175.568, df = 27, AIC/BIC
= 269.278/464.570, RMSEA = 0.183 (90% confidence interval (CI), 0.158~0.209), CFI/TLI = 0.913/0.787,
SRMR = 0.098). Two-factor and three-factor models did not have an acceptable fit either. The four-factor
model was the only one with a proper fit as the CVF suggested (χ2 = 23.721, df = 21, AIC/BIC =
129.431/343.322, RMSEA = 0.028 (90% CI, 0.000~0.074), CFI/TLI = 0.998/0.995, SRMR = 0.040). The CFA
results are presented in Table 2. We carried out a likelihood-ratio test to determine whether the fit
differed significantly across models. The chi-square difference between the three-factor and four-factor
models was statistically significant; therefore, the four-factor model was better than the three-factor
model (χ2

d = 37.217, d fd = 3, p < 0.000). The result of the chi-square difference test indicated that the
four-factor model was the most suitable model for the data.

Table 2. Assessment of model fit.

Model Ø2 AIC/BIC a RMSEA b CFI/TLI c SRMR d

One-factor model 175.568 269.278/464.570 0.183(0.158-0.209) 0.913/0.787 0.098
Two-factor model 106.407 202.117/400.509 0.137(0.111-0.165) 0.953/0.880 0.062

Three-factor model 60.938 160.649/365.240 0.097(0.067-0.127) 0.978/0.940 0.052
Four-factor model 23.721 129.431/343.322 0.028(0.000-0.074) 0.998/0.995 0.040

a AIC/BIC = Akaike information criterion/Bayesian information criterion; b RMSEA = root mean square error
of approximation; c CFI/TLI = comparative fit index/Tucker Lewis index; d SRMR = standard root mean
square residual.

3.3.2. Path Analysis

Anderson and Gerbing [75] advocated the simultaneous estimation of the measurement and
structural models in structural equation modeling (SEM). However, in order to analyze our proposed
model, we had to conduct a latent variable interaction analysis. MacCallum and Austin [78] advised
that a small sample size can cause problems that might increase the estimation parameters in complex
models. To test this assumption, we analyzed our research model using both SEM and path analysis
with composite scores. When conducting our analysis using the latent variable interaction method in
SEM, the values of the parameters were relatively high and not trustworthy as compared to the result
of the path analysis, due to the comparatively small sample size. For this reason, we employed path
analysis to test our research model.

4. Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 3. The sales-per-employee ratio
was positively correlated with CSR and organizational culture. In this study, the dimensions of
organizational culture were positively related to each other, indicating that organizational cultures
can exist simultaneously within one organization [69]. In the CVF model, there is not a single kind
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of organizational culture exclusively in one firm, but rather multiple cultures can exist at the same
time. Therefore, most firms have several types of cultures simultaneously, and certain kinds of cultures
are dominant. In this study, the dimensions of organizational culture were positively related to
each other, indicating that organizational cultures can exist simultaneously within one organization.
The correlations among organizational culture types were manifested in the meta-analytic results of
Hartnell et al. [26]. Hartnell et al. [26] argued that caution is needed in measuring and testing the
narrow set of cultural types. To help focus on this nature of organizational culture, we estimated the
full model including four cultural dimensions to test our hypotheses within one model.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

M S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Sales per employee(log)t+2 13.136 0.715
2 CSR(log)t 11.220 2.394 0.267 **
3 Adhocracy culturet 3.326 0.352 0.239 ** 0.250 **
4 Clan culturet 3.553 0.375 0.287 ** 0.233 ** 0.695 **
5 Hierarchy culturet 3.502 0.276 0.197 * 0.166 * 0.436 ** 0.541 **
6 Market culturet 3.525 0.335 0.201 * 0.237 ** 0.730 ** 0.630 ** 0.652 **
7 Sales per employee(log)t+1 13.099 0.802 0.850 ** 0.233 ** 0.216 ** 0.188 * 0.158 0.054
8 CSR(log)t−1 10.989 2.452 0.220 ** 0.779 ** 0.227 ** 0.289 ** 0.187 * 0.253 ** 0.150

N = 164, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

The results of the hypothesis testing are presented in Table 4. As mentioned above, we included
all variables in the cultural dimensions that predicted firm performance. The model fit indices showed
a relatively good fit (χ2 = 8.812, df = 6, AIC/BIC = 3406.537/4100.907, RMSEA = 0.053(90% CI,
0.000~0.123), CFI/NNFI = 0.992/0.952, SRMR = 0.041). The indices of the proposed model indicated
a good fit, and the R-square of sales per employee was 0.824; hence, this model provided a good fit for
the data.

Table 4. The effects of corporate social responsibility (CSR) on firm performance.

Variable Log of Sales Per Employee Ratio

Intercept 3.467 *** (0.622)
Sales per employee(log)t+1 0.823 *** (0.037)
CSR(log)t−1 0.780 *** (0.033)
CSR(log)t 0.124 ** (0.048)
Clan culture 0.196 ** (0.063)
Adhocracy culture −0.244 *** (0.065)
Market culture 0.245 *** (0.068)
Hierarchy culture −0.109 * (0.053)
CSR ∗ Clan 0.141 * (0.059)
CSR ∗ Adhocracy −0.202 ** (0.066)
CSR ∗Market 0.245 ** (0.072)
CSR ∗ Hierarchy −0.114 * (0.051)

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, Model fit: χ2 = 8.812, df = 6, AIC = 3406.537, CFI/NNFI = 0.992/0.952,
RMSEA = 0.053 (90% confidence interval (CI), 0.000~0.123), SRMR = 0.041, Dummy variables of industry, firm type,
unionization, scale were included as a control variable.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that clan culture would positively moderate the relationship between CSR
and firm performance. As expected, CSR was positively related to firm performance (path coefficient
γ = 0.124, p < 0.01) and the interaction effect of CSR and clan culture on performance was significant
(γ = 0.196, p < 0.05); thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. This result demonstrates that high levels of
clan culture will enhance the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that adhocracy culture would positively moderate the relationship
between CSR and firm performance. Although adhocracy culture was significantly linked to firm
performance and the interaction term of CSR and adhocracy culture was statistically significant,
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it seemed to have the opposite effect (γ = −0.202, p < 0.01). Thus, high levels of adhocracy culture
diminished the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance. This opposite result indicates
that the positive effects of CSR on firm performance will be significant in certain cases where the
organization has a low adhocracy culture. Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

In accordance with Hypothesis 3, we assumed that the interaction term of market culture would
be statistically significant (γ = 0.245, p < 0.01). Our findings supported Hypothesis 3. High levels of
market culture strengthened the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance.

Hypothesis 4 proposed that there would be negatively significant moderating effects on the
influence of hierarchy culture and CSR on firm performance. As expected, hierarchy culture diminished
the positive effect between CSR and firm performance; thus, Hypothesis 4 was also supported
(γ = −0.114, p < 0.05).

We drew a graph to demonstrate the pattern of the interaction slope (see Figure 1). In addition, to
further verify this interaction, we conducted a test of simple slopes [79]. This is a regression equation of
an interaction effect (see Equations (1) and (2), [79]). The simple slope test is used to confirm whether
the relationship between X and Y is statistically significant or not at a particular value of Z [80].
To conduct this test, we first set the conditional value of the moderator variable Z; Cohen, Cohen [81]
recommend choosing conditional values at the mean of Z and at one standard deviation above and
below the mean of Z. Next, we tested the significance of a simple slope by comparing the ratio of the
slope to its standard error with a t-distribution with n − k − 1 degrees of freedom (see Equation (3)).
If the slope is significant at a high level of Z, it can be interpreted that the regression effect of Y on X is
significant at a high level of Z.

yi = γ0 + γ1xi + γ2zi + γ3xizi + εi

per f ormance = γ0 + γ1CSRi + γ2Culturei + γ3CSRi ∗ Culturei + γ4Control variablesi + εi,
(1)

E[y|(x, z) ] = (γ̂0 + γ̂2z) + (γ̂1 + γ̂3z)x (2)

ω̂0 = γ̂0 + γ̂2z

ω̂1 = γ̂1 + γ̂3z

var(ω̂1|z) = var(γ̂1) + 2zcov(γ̂1, γ̂3) + z2var(γ̂3)

the signi f icance o f a simple slope =
γ̂1 + γ̂3z√

var(γ̂1) + 2zcov(γ̂1, γ̂3) + z2var(γ̂3)

(3)

First, the slopes of clan culture (a) and market culture (c) were reversed in comparison with the
slope of hierarchy culture (d). The slopes of the high levels of clan culture and market culture were
statistically significant (t = 4.932, p < 0.05; t = 4.990, p < 0.05, respectively), whereas the lower bound of
clan culture was not meaningful (t =−0.390, p > 0.05). Different from the earlier result, the lower bound
of market culture was statistically significant (t = −1.995, p < 0.05). These results can be interpreted as
the positive effects of CSR on firm performance in companies with dominant clan culture or as market
culture being significant. On the contrary, the effect of CSR on firm performance is not significant in
firms where clan culture is not dominant. Even the results of this study show that CSR negatively
affects firm performance in firms with weak market cultures.

Second, the slope of the low level of hierarchy culture was significant (t = 4.872, p < 0.05), whereas
the slope of the high level of hierarchy culture was not significant (t = 0.161, p > 0.05). The slope of
adhocracy culture (b) was similar in shape. The lower bound was significant (t = 4.844, p < 0.05), but the
higher bound was not significant (t = −1.417, p > 0.05). These results indicated that the positive effects
of CSR on firm performance are significant only for firms that do not have a dominant adhocracy or
hierarchy culture. Specifically, Figure 1 clearly shows the relationship between CSR and the dimensions
of organizational culture on firm performance.
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To test the robustness of the interaction effect, we conducted a post hoc analysis using a squared
term [82,83]. We inserted the squared terms of CSR and the cultural variables in the model equation.
Despite all the squared terms and in view of the fact that there was a significant effect of interaction,
the interaction effect of organizational culture was confirmed, and it was not a spurious effect arising
from the nonlinear effect of independent variables.

5. Discussion

This study focused on the effects of CSR and organizational culture on firm performance.
The results indicate that the effects of CSR on firm performance can differ depending on the
organizational culture. Based on Quinn and Rohrbaugh’s CVF [31], organizational culture was
classified into four types: clan culture, adhocracy culture, market culture, and hierarchy culture.

First, Hypothesis 1 predicted that the positive effects of CSR on firm performance would increase
in organizations with a strong clan culture. In the results, when there was a strong clan culture and
the firm participated in various CSR activities, firm performance was higher. However, when the clan
culture was weak, CSR activities were not significantly related to firm performance. These results
can be explained from the perspective of CSR as defined according to Donaldson and Preston’s [22]
stakeholder theory that explains why companies should participate in CSR. Since the diverse interested
parties in companies exchange influences related to firm activities, the companies should participate
in CSR activities that represent the interests of those parties, such as employees, consumers, and
communities. In addition, companies should have cooperative and communal relationships with
such interested parties instead of competitive relationships. Since organizations with a strong clan
culture place emphasis on the pursuit of joint goals, community spirit, consideration for employees,
teamwork, and participation, CSR activities in such organizations correspond with the direction of
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the organizational culture. As CSR activities and organizational culture consistently suggest the same
goals and direction, the effects of CSR on firm performance increase [12,84].

Second, Hypothesis 2 predicted that the effects of CSR on firm performance would increase
in organizations with a strong adhocracy culture. However, the actual result proved the opposite.
When adhocracy culture was weak, CSR activities were positively associated with performance.
However, when adhocracy culture was strong, there was no significant relationship between CSR and
firm performance. These results could be generated from the relationship between adhocracy culture,
slack resources, and performance. Organizations with a strong adhocracy culture adapt flexibly
to environmental changes and invest lots of resources to obtain novel information and knowledge
and use it in order to develop new products. It is important that such organizations maintain slack
resources to foster innovation [85]. Slack resources that firms use to implement their strategies that
improve their efficiency and effectiveness could have positive effects on firm performance [86–88].
However, CSR activities also lead to the consumption of slack resources. Organizations that are
strongly committed to CSR activities may not be able to allocate resources more efficiently; hence,
CSR activities are not likely to improve firm performance.

We conducted a post hoc analysis to empirically test our slack resource hypothesis as to why
Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Slack resources indicate potentially usable resources [88]. In previous
research, slack resources were measured as the debt to equity ratio or current ratio [89,90]. In our
research model, slack resources were added as control variables, and both adhocracy culture and CSR
were positively associated with firm performance. Slack resources were measured as the current ratio
and were positively associated with CSR. However, the interaction effect of an adhocracy culture and
CSR on firm performance was positive but not statistically significant. The reason for this result is that
the number of samples can be considered. In general, when examining the effect of slack resources
in a research model, it should be used with variables such as research and development (R&D)
intensity [11,91], calculated as a ratio of investment in R&D by total assets, and advertising
expenditure [92]. However, because of the large number of missing values in these variables, they were
not added in the post hoc analysis. For these reasons, the interaction effects appear to be insignificant.
Future research will need to consider slack resources as a control variable when verifying the effect of
CSR on firm performance. Similar to the results presented in this research, Hull and Rothenberg [92]
also showed that corporate innovation reduces the impact of CSR on firm performance.

Third, Hypothesis 3 predicted that the effects of CSR on firm performance would increase in
organizations with a strong market culture. In the empirical results, in cases of a weak market
culture, when there were few CSR activities, firm performance was higher. If organizations are
dominated by market culture, when CSR activities are increased, firm performance will be increased.
Organizations with a strong market culture respond sensitively to market consumers and work hard to
provide better services and products. They also offer diverse reward programs to motivate employees.
Thus, the findings suggest that a market culture is likely to enhance the positive effects of CSR on
firm performance.

Fourth, Hypothesis 4 predicted that the effects of CSR would decrease in organizations with
a strong hierarchical culture. Our results also supported this hypothesis. For organizations with
a strong hierarchical culture, the effects of CSR on firm performance decreased. Organizations
with a strong hierarchical culture emphasize cost efficiency, which enhances firm performance.
From the point of view of these organizations, CSR activities could have negative effects on cost
efficiency through the consumption of resources, thereby decreasing the positive effects of CSR on
firm performance.

Based on the results, this study makes the following contributions. First, the study empirically
showed the moderating role of organizational culture in the relationship between CSR and firm
performance. There has been little empirical research on the effects of organizational culture on CSR and
firm performance. Maignan and Ferrell [13] examined the effects of market-oriented, human-oriented,
and competition-oriented organizational cultures on CSR, but only market-oriented culture yielded
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significant results. Thus, it would be necessary to conduct research on the relationship between
organizational culture, CSR, and firm performance in different countries, especially in the non-Western
context, in addition to developing a more comprehensive organizational culture model. In their
research on the relationship between organizational culture and CSR, Linnenluecke and Griffiths [12]
stressed the need for empirical research on the organizational culture CSR model. Aguinis and
Glavas [1] argued that organizational values or contextual characteristics can have an effect on CSR, and
they called for research on this matter. The present study contributed to the CSR literature by showing
the moderating role of organizational culture in the relationship between CSR and performance.

Second, the results of the present study suggest that each organizational culture has different
effects on the relationship between CSR and firm performance. In organizations with a strong
clan culture and market culture, the positive relationship between CSR and firm performance was
strengthened. In organizations with a strong adhocracy culture and hierarchy culture, the positive
relationship between CSR and firm performance was weakened. In particular, a strong adhocracy
culture and significant CSR in organizations can have a negative effect on firm performance.
In organizations with a strong adhocracy culture and that were engaged in many CSR activities
when slack resources were insufficient, the positive effects of CSR activities on firm performance
decreased. In this sense, managers in an organization with a strong adhocracy culture should consider
slack resources fully when initiating CSR activities.

Although our research contributes to the CSR literature in multiple ways, the study nevertheless
faced limitations. First, as this study relied on panel data, CSR was measured by donation amounts.
Although it seems suitable to measure CSR as charitable giving in the Korean context, this measure
does not fully reflect the four dimensions of CSR defined by Carroll [16,93], which are commonly used.
Despite the many disputes related to how well the measurement methods reflect the definition of CSR,
as with the process model theoretically suggested by Basu and Palazzo [94], it is necessary to conduct
empirical research through the development of methods of measuring CSR that can fully reflect the
definition of CSR. Second, much of the data that we used in this study were from the manufacturing
industry. As the purpose of this study was not to examine the effects of industry in the research model,
we controlled the industry effect using dummy variables. Therefore, future research should use data
pertaining to diverse industrial groups. Third, this study used SEM to correct measurement errors and
estimate the moderating effects of the four cultural dimensions in a single model. In addition, data
from 2013 for the independent variable and data from 2015 for the dependent variable were used to
support the causal relationship. Though there was a time lag between the independent and dependent
variables, this cannot explain the causal relationship clearly and still remained a causality problem.
Therefore, future research is needed to clarify the causal relationship using a longitudinal approach
(e.g., the latent growth model).

To expand the CSR literature, future research needs to focus on various topics related to
organizational culture. Future research will need to investigate the differences in CSR effects between
public and private sector organizations, and CSR effects across types of culture in terms of national,
sub-organizational cultures, and professional cultures. It would be interesting to look at the effects of
different types and sizes of organizations in future studies.

Author Contributions: Myeongju Lee and Hyunok Kim conceived and designed the idea of the paper;
Myeongju Lee reviewed related previous literature and Hyunok Kim analyzed the data. All authors wrote
and reviewed the manuscript. First author: Myeongju Lee. Second author: Hyunok Kim (corresponding author).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Aguinis, H.; Glavas, A. What We Know and Don’t Know About Corporate Social Responsibility: A Review
and Research Agenda. J. Manag. 2012, 38, 932–968. [CrossRef]

2. Wood, D.J. Measuring Corporate Social Performance: A Review. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2010, 12, 50–84.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206311436079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00274.x


Sustainability 2017, 9, 1883 15 of 18

3. Ullmann, A.A. Data in Search of a Theory: A Critical Examination of the Relationships among Social
Performance, Social Disclosure, and Economic Performance of U.S. Firms. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1985, 10, 540.
[CrossRef]

4. Waddock, S.A.; Graves, S.B. The Corporate Social Performance-Financial Performance Link. Strateg. Manag. J.
1997, 18, 303–319. [CrossRef]

5. Peloza, J. The Challenge of Measuring Financial Impacts from Investments in Corporate Social Performance.
J. Manag. 2009, 35, 1518–1541. [CrossRef]

6. Arya, B.; Zhang, G. Institutional Reforms and Investor Reactions to CSR Announcements: Evidence from an
Emerging Economy. J. Manag. Stud. 2009, 46, 1089–1112. [CrossRef]

7. Barnett, M.L.; Salomon, R.M. Beyond dichotomy: The curvilinear relationship between social responsibility
and financial performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2006, 27, 1101–1122. [CrossRef]

8. Orlitzky, M.; Schmidt, F.L.; Rynes, S.L. Corporate Social and Financial Performance: A Meta-Analysis.
Organ. Stud. 2003, 24, 403–441. [CrossRef]

9. Margolis, J.D.; Elfenbein, H.A.; Walsh, J.P. Does it Pay to be Good? A Meta-Analysis and Redirection of
Research on the Relationship between Corporate Social and Financial Performance. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 1989,
53, 160. [CrossRef]

10. Wright, P.; Ferris, S.P. Agency Conflict and Corporate Strategy: The Effect of Divestment on Corporate Value.
Strateg. Manag. J. 1997, 18, 77–83. [CrossRef]

11. McWilliams, A.; Siegel, D. Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial Performance: Correlation or
Misspecification? Strateg. Manag. J. 2000, 21, 603–609. [CrossRef]

12. Linnenluecke, M.; Griffiths, A. Corporate sustainability and organizational culture. J. World Bus. 2010, 45,
357–366. [CrossRef]

13. Maignan, I.; Ferrell, O.C. Antecedents and benefits of corporate citizenship: An investigation of French
businesses. J. Bus. Res. 2001, 51, 37–51. [CrossRef]

14. Quinn, R.E.; Cameron, K. Organizational life cycles and shifting criteria of effectiveness: Some preliminary
evidence. Manag. Sci. 1983, 29, 33–51. [CrossRef]

15. Kalliath, T.J.; Bluedorn, A.C.; Gillespie, D.F. A confirmatory factor analysis of the competing values
instrument. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 1999, 59, 143–158. [CrossRef]

16. Carroll, A.B. A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Performance. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1979, 4,
497–505. [CrossRef]

17. Wood, D.J. Corporate Social Performance Revisited. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1991, 16, 691–718. [CrossRef]
18. Gallardo-Vázquez, D.; Sanchez-Hernandez, M.I. Measuring Corporate Social Responsibility for competitive

success at a regional level. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 72, 14–22. [CrossRef]
19. Turker, D. Measuring corporate social responsibility: A scale development study. J. Bus. Ethics 2009, 85,

411–427. [CrossRef]
20. Kim, C.H.; Amaeshi, K.; Harris, S.; Suh, C.-J. CSR and the national institutional context: The case of South

Korea. J. Bus. Res. 2013, 66, 2581–2591. [CrossRef]
21. Choi, W.Y.; Lee, H.S.; Hong, C.S. Corporate social responsibility and firm value: Focused on corporate

contributions. Korean Manag. Rev. 2009, 38, 407–432.
22. Donaldson, T.; Preston, L.E. The stakeholder theory of the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications.

Acad. Manag. Rev. 1995, 20, 65–91.
23. McWilliams, A.; Siegel, D.S.; Wright, P.M. Corporate social responsibility: Strategic implications. J. Manag. Stud.

2006, 43, 1–18. [CrossRef]
24. Meyer, J.W.; Rowan, B. Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremony. Am. J. Sociol.

1977, 83, 340–363. [CrossRef]
25. Campbell, J.L. Why would corporations behave in socially responsible ways? An institutional theory of

corporate social responsibility. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 946–967. [CrossRef]
26. Hartnell, C.A.; Ou, A.Y.; Kinicki, A. Organizational culture and organizational effectiveness: A meta-analytic

investigation of the competing values framework’s theoretical suppositions. J. Appl. Psychol. 2011, 96,
677–694. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Detert, J.R.; Schroeder, R.G.; Mauriel, J.J. A Framework for Linking Culture and Improvement Initiatives in
Organizations. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2000, 25, 850–863.

28. Smircich, L. Concepts of Culture and Organizational Analysis. Adm. Sci. Q. 1983, 28, 339–358. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199704)18:4&lt;303::AID-SMJ869&gt;3.0.CO;2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206309335188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00836.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.557
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840603024003910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199701)18:1&lt;77::AID-SMJ810&gt;3.0.CO;2-R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200005)21:5&lt;603::AID-SMJ101&gt;3.0.CO;2-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(99)00042-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.1.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013164499591010
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/257850
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258977
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.02.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9780-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00580.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/226550
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.25275684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021987
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21244127
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392246


Sustainability 2017, 9, 1883 16 of 18

29. Schein, E.H. Organizational Culture; American Psychological Association: Worcester, MA, USA, 1990;
Volume 45, ISBN 1557980926.

30. Linnenluecke, M.K.; Russell, S.V.; Griffiths, A. Subcultures and sustainability practices: The impact on
understanding corporate sustainability. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2009, 18, 432–452. [CrossRef]

31. Quinn, R.E.; Rohrbaugh, J. A Spatial Model of Effectiveness Criteria: Towards a Competing Values Approach
to Organizational Analysis. Manag. Sci. 1983, 29, 363–377. [CrossRef]

32. Cameron, K.S.; Quinn, R.E. Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture: Based on the Competing Values
Framework; John Wiley & Sons: Chichester, UK, 2005; ISBN 0787983047.

33. Wilkins, A.L.; Ouchi, W.G. Efficient cultures: Exploring the relationship between culture and organizational
performance. Adm. Sci. Q. 1983, 28, 468–481. [CrossRef]

34. Daily, B.F.; Huang, S.-C. Achieving sustainability through attention to human resource factors in
environmental management. Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag. 2001, 21, 1539–1552. [CrossRef]

35. Jones, D.A.; Willness, C.R.; Madey, S. Why are job seekers attracted by corporate social performance?
experimental and field tests of three signal-based mechanisms. Acad. Manag. J. 2014, 57, 383–404. [CrossRef]

36. Mishra, D.R. Post-innovation CSR performance and firm value. J. Bus. Ethics 2017, 140, 285–306. [CrossRef]
37. McWilliams, A.; Siegel, D. Corporate social responsibility: A theory of the firm perspective. Acad. Manag.

Rev. 2001, 26, 117–127.
38. Brammer, S.; Millington, A.; Rayton, B. The contribution of corporate social responsibility to organizational

commitment. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2007, 18, 1701–1719. [CrossRef]
39. Carmeli, A. Perceived external prestige, affective commitment, and citizenship behaviors. Organ. Stud. 2005,

26, 443–464. [CrossRef]
40. Edwards, J.R.; Lambert, L.S. Methods for integrating moderation and mediation: A general analytical

framework using moderated path analysis. Psychol. Methods 2007, 12, 1–22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Denison, D.R.; Spreitzer, G.M. Organizational culture and organizational development: A competing values

approach. Res. Organ. Chang. Dev. 1991, 5, 1–21.
42. Carl, D.; Gupta, V.; Javidan, M. Power distance. In Culture, Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of

62 Societies; SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2004; Volume 62, pp. 513–563.
43. Quinn, R.; Cameron, K.; Degraff, J.; Thakor, A. Competing Values Leadership: Creating Value in Organizations;

Edward Elgar Publ. Ltd.: Northhampton, MA, USA, 2006.
44. Korean Research Institute for Vocational Education and Training (KRIVET). KRIVET Human Capital Corporate

Panel Survey: User Guide; KRIVET: Seoul, Korea, 2016.
45. Haltiwanger, J.C.; Lane, J.I.; Spletzer, J.R. Productivity differences across employers: The roles of employer

size, age, and human capital. Am. Econ. Rev. 1999, 89, 94–98. [CrossRef]
46. Harter, J.K.; Schmidt, F.L.; Hayes, T.L. Business-unit-level relationship between employee satisfaction,

employee engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 2002, 87, 268–279.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Huselid, M. The Impact of Human Resource Management Practices on Turnover, Productivity, and Corporate
Financial Performance. Acad. Manag. J. 1995, 38, 635–672. [CrossRef]

48. Ichniowski, C. Human resource management systems and the performance of US manufacturing businesses.
Natl. Bur. Econ. Res. 1990, 1–36. [CrossRef]

49. Guest, D.E.; Michie, J.; Conway, N.; Sheehan, M. Human resource management and corporate performance
in the UK. Br. J. Ind. Relat. 2003, 41, 291–314. [CrossRef]

50. Matten, D.; Moon, J. “Implicit” and “Explicit” CSR: A conceptual framework for a comparative
understanding of corporate social responsibility. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2008, 33, 404–424. [CrossRef]

51. Gallie, W.B. Essentially Contested Concepts. Proc. Aristot. Soc. 1955, 56, 167–198. [CrossRef]
52. Connolly, W.E. The Terms of Political Discourse; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1983.
53. Aupperle, K.E.; Carroll, A.B.; Hatfield, J.D. An empirical examination of the relationship between corporate

social responsibility and profitability. Acad. Manag. J. 1985, 28, 446–463. [CrossRef]
54. Abbott, W.F.; Monsen, R.J. On the measurement of corporate social responsibility: Self-reported disclosures

as a method of measuring corporate social involvement. Acad. Manag. J. 1979, 22, 501–515. [CrossRef]
55. McGuire, J.B.; Sundgren, A.; Schneeweis, T. Corporate social responsibility and firm financial performance.

Acad. Manag. J. 1988, 31, 854–872. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bse.609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.3.363
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392253
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01443570110410892
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0848
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2676-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585190701570866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840605050875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.1.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17402809
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.89.2.94
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.268
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12002955
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256741
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w3449
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8543.00273
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2008.31193458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aristotelian/56.1.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256210
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/255740
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256342


Sustainability 2017, 9, 1883 17 of 18

56. Sen, S.; Bhattacharya, C.B.; Korschun, D. The role of corporate social responsibility in strengthening multiple
stakeholder relationships: A field experiment. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2006, 34, 158–166. [CrossRef]

57. Lord, R.G.; Maher, K.J. Cognitive theory in industrial and organizational psychology. Handb. Ind. Organ. Psychol.
1991, 2, 1–62.

58. Rupp, D.E.; Mallory, D.B. Corporate social responsibility: Psychological, person-centric, and progressing.
Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2015, 2, 211–236. [CrossRef]

59. De Luque, M.S.; Washburn, N.T.; Waldman, D.A.; House, R.J. Unrequited profit: How stakeholder and
economic values relate to subordinates’ perceptions of leadership and firm performance. Adm. Sci. Q. 2008,
53, 626–654. [CrossRef]

60. Mitchell, R.K.; Agle, B.R.; Wood, D.J. Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining
the principle of who and what really counts. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1997, 22, 853–886.

61. Schwartz, R.A. Corporate philanthropic contributions. J. Financ. 1968, 23, 479–497. [CrossRef]
62. Brown, W.O.; Helland, E.; Smith, J.K. Corporate philanthropic practices. J. Corp. Financ. 2006, 12, 855–877.

[CrossRef]
63. Brammer, S.; Millington, A. Does it pay to be different? An analysis of the relationship between corporate

social and financial performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2008, 29, 1324–1343. [CrossRef]
64. Jia, M.; Zhang, Z. Critical mass of women on BODs, multiple identities, and corporate philanthropic disaster

response: Evidence from privately owned Chinese firms. J. Bus. Ethics 2013, 118, 303–317. [CrossRef]
65. Seifert, B.; Morris, S.A.; Bartkus, B.R. Having, Giving, and Getting: Slack Resources, Corporate Philanthropy,

and Firm Financial Performance. Bus. Soc. 2004, 43, 135–161. [CrossRef]
66. Williams, R.J. Women on corporate boards of directors and their influence on corporate philanthropy.

J. Bus. Ethics 2003, 42, 1–10. [CrossRef]
67. Hess, D.; Rogovsky, N.; Dunfee, T.W. The next wave of corporate community involvement: Corporate social

initiatives. Calif. Manag. Rev. 2002, 44, 110–125. [CrossRef]
68. Cho, D.; Kim, J. Outside directors, ownership structure and firm profitability in Korea. Corp. Gov. Int. Rev.

2007, 15, 239–250. [CrossRef]
69. Deshpandé, R.; Farley, J.U.; Webster, F.E., Jr. Corporate culture, customer orientation, and innovativeness in

Japanese firms: A quadrad analysis. J. Mark. 1993, 57, 23–37. [CrossRef]
70. Cameron, K.S.; Freeman, S.J.; Mishra, A.K. Best practices in white-collar downsizing: Managing

contradictions. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 1991, 5, 57–73. [CrossRef]
71. Lund, D. Organizational culture and job satisfaction. J. Bus. Ind. Mark. 2003, 18, 219–236. [CrossRef]
72. James, L.R. Aggregation bias in estimates of perceptual agreement. J. Appl. Psychol. 1982, 67, 1–20. [CrossRef]
73. Schneider, B.; White, S.; Paul, M. Linking service climate and customer perceptions of service quality: Test of

a causal model. J. Appl. Psychol. 1998, 83, 150–163. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
74. Curran, P.J.; West, S.G.; Finch, J.F. The robustness of test statistics to nonnormality and specification error in

confirmatory factor analysis. Psychol. Methods 1996, 1, 16–29. [CrossRef]
75. Anderson, J.C.; Gerbing, D.W. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended

two-step approach. Psychol. Bull. 1988, 103, 411–423. [CrossRef]
76. Hu, L.; Bentler, P.M. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria

versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 1999, 6, 1–55. [CrossRef]
77. Browne, M.W.; Cudeck, R. Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sage Focus Ed. 1993, 154, 136. [CrossRef]
78. MacCallum, R.C.; Austin, J.T. Applications of structural equation modeling in psychological research.

Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2000, 51, 201–226. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Preacher, K.; Curran, P.; Bauer, D. Computational Tools for Probing Interactions in Multiple Linear Regression,

Multilevel Modeling, and Latent Curve Analysis. J. Educ. Behav. Stat. 2006, 31, 437–448. [CrossRef]
80. Dawson, J.F. Moderation in management research: What, why, when, and how. J. Bus. Psychol. 2014, 29, 1–19.

[CrossRef]
81. Cohen, J.; Cohen, P.; West, S.G.; Aiken, L.S. Applied Multiple Regression/Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral

Sciences; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2013; ISBN 1134800940.
82. Cortina, J.M. Interaction, nonlinearity, and multicollinearity: Implications for multiple regression. J. Manag.

1993, 19, 915–922. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070305284978
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111505
http://dx.doi.org/10.2189/asqu.53.4.626
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1968.tb00821.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2006.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1589-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0007650304263919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1021626024014
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2007.00557.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1252055
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AME.1991.4274469
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/0885862031047313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.67.2.219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9577232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.1.1.16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124192021002005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.201
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10751970
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/10769986031004437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639301900411


Sustainability 2017, 9, 1883 18 of 18

83. Lubinski, D.; Humphreys, L.G. Assessing spurious “moderator effects”: Illustrated substantively with the
hypothesized (“synergistic”) relation between spatial and mathematical ability. Psychol. Bull. 1990, 107,
385–393. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

84. Deal, T.E.; Kennedy, A.A. Corporate Cultures: The Rites and Rituals of Organizational Life; Deal, T., Kennedy, A.,
Eds.; Addison-Wesley: Boston, MA, USA, 1982; Volume 2, pp. 98–103.

85. Nohria, N.; Gulati, R. Is slack good or bad for innovation? Acad. Manag. J. 1996, 39, 1245–1264. [CrossRef]
86. Barney, J. Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. Orv. Hetil. 1991, 17, 99–120. [CrossRef]
87. Damanpour, F. The adoption of technological, administrative, and ancillary innovations: Impact of

organizational factors. J. Manag. 1987, 13, 675–688. [CrossRef]
88. George, G. Slack Resources and the Performance of Privately Held Firms. Acad. Manag. J. 2005, 48, 661–676.

[CrossRef]
89. Alessandri, T.; Cerrato, D.; Depperu, D. Organizational slack, experience, and acquisition behavior across

varying economic environments. Manag. Decis. 2014, 52, 967–982. [CrossRef]
90. Melo, T. Slack-resources hypothesis: A critical analysis under a multidimensional approach to corporate

social performance. Soc. Responsib. J. 2012, 8, 257–269. [CrossRef]
91. Berrone, P.; Surroca, J.; Tribó, J.A. Corporate ethical identity as a determinant of firm performance: A test of

the mediating role of stakeholder satisfaction. J. Bus. Ethics 2007, 76, 35–53. [CrossRef]
92. Hull, C.E.; Rothenberg, S. Firm performance: The interactions of corporate social performance with

innovation and industry differentiation. Strateg. Manag. J. 2008, 29, 781–789. [CrossRef]
93. Carroll, A. Corporate Social Responsibility: Evolution of a Definitional Construct. Bus. Soc. 1999, 38, 268–295.

[CrossRef]
94. Basu, K.; Palazzo, G. Corporate social responsibility: A process model of sensemaking. Acad. Manag. Rev.

2008, 33, 122–136. [CrossRef]

© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.3.385
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2349320
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920638701300408
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2005.17843944
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MD-11-2013-0608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17471111211234879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9276-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.675
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000765039903800303
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2008.27745504
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Literature Review and Hypotheses 
	CSR and Performance 
	CSR and Culture 

	Methods 
	Sample and Procedures 
	Measures 
	Firm Performance 
	CSR 
	Organizational Culture 
	Controls 

	Analytic Strategy 
	Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
	Path Analysis 


	Results 
	Discussion 

