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Abstract 

 

In today’s highly globalized and competitive market environment, a firm’s reputation 

may play a crucial role in attracting the attention of stakeholders and partners. Corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) is known to contribute for creating a positive impact on the 

reputation of the firm. On the other hand, corporate social irresponsibility (CSiR) may 

create a negative effect to their reputation. In this study, a combination of CFA and 

vignette experiment was used to empirically investigate to what extent CSiR may affect 

the firm’s reputation toward its internal stakeholders. Additionally, the design and 

implementation strategy of the initiatives was explored as a potential moderator of the 

relationship between CSiR and corporate reputation. Findings indicate that regardless of 

the implementation strategy or level of irresponsibility, employees punish organizations 

equally in the presence of irresponsible behavior. This investigation seeks to advance not 

only the qualitative debate of construct formation, but also contribute to quantitative 

research on the topic. As for managerial implications, evidence suggests that 

organizations may hear their employees and consider their inputs more accurately in order 

to mitigate noise and reputational loss. 

 
 
Keywords: Corporate social irresponsibility, corporate reputation, CSR, CSiR, 

reputation, corporate social responsibility, reputational loss.  

  



Resumo 

 

No ambiente corporativo extremamente globalizado e competitivo em que vivemos hoje 

em dia, a reputação de uma empresa tem um papel crucial na atração de clientes e 

parceiros. Responsabilidade social corporativa contribui para criar um impacto positivo 

na reputação das empresas. No entanto, quando há irresponsabilidade social corporativa 

sua reputação pode sofrer um impacto negativo. Tais fatores motivaram a realização deste 

estudo, por meio do qual busca-se alcançar dois objetivos: investigar de forma empírica 

como atos de irresponsabilidade social podem afetar a reputação da empresa, sob a 

perspectiva do funcionário, bem como explorar se a forma como as iniciativas são 

planejadas e implementadas (embedded / peripheral) produz um efeito de interação na 

relação entre irresponsabilidade social corporativa e reputação. Para tal, uma combinação 

de análise fatorial de irresponsabilidade social corporativa com um experimento de 

vinheta foi usada para validar o construto e viabilizar uma pesquisa com executivos em 

cenários hipotéticos. Resultados encontrados indicam que, independentemente da 

estratégia de implementação ou grau de irresponsabilidade, os funcionários punem 

igualmente as organizações quando percebem atos de irresponsabilidade social. Esta 

investigação busca acrescentar não somente ao debate qualitativo sobre a formação do 

construto na literatura, como também contribuir para a pesquisa quantitativa sobre o tema 

em questão. Na prática, organizações se beneficiam ao consultar seus funcionários e 

considerar suas críticas e sugestões mais cautelosamente a fim de reduzir ruídos de 

comunicação e perda de reputação. 

 

Palavras-chave: Irresponsabilidade social corporativa, reputação, RSC, responsabilidade 

social corporativa, perda de reputação.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

The topic of corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been growing consistently over 

the years among researchers and practitioners (Carroll & Shabana, 2010; Aguinis & 

Glavas, 2012). In this research I rely on the definition of CSR provided by Aguinis 

(2011:855) as the “context-specific organizational actions and policies that take into 

account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, social and 

environmental performance”. Recently, discussions of CSR have gone beyond questions 

regarding organizational mission and shareholder value, to the actual mechanisms and 

processes by which corporations conceptualize and enact their societal obligations (Wang 

et al., 2016). Previous research has shown that CSR initiatives contribute to firm’s 

competitive advantage for creating “shared value” (Porter & Kramer, 2011), 

consequently, creating a positive impact on the corporate image to society. As a result, 

socially responsible firms are usually seen as having high corporate reputation. Whereas 

in the past the responsibility of social problems was mostly attributed to governments and 

society through non-profit organizations (Friedman, 2007), the prevailing view nowadays 

dictates that corporations should play an important role in addressing social problems. 

Companies are not being asked by nongovernmental organizations to be more effective 

or profitable, but to be more responsible (Spitzeck, 2009). It seems the issue is no longer 

whether to engage or not in CSR initiatives, but rather how to successfully and effectively 

implement CSR in alignment with the values of the focal firm and the community.  

Scholars have examined the relationship between CSR and its positive effect to firms’ 

reputation (Brickley et al. 2002; Lai et al. 2010). But what happens when the so-called 

‘socially responsible firms’ deliver, instead, socially irresponsible behavior and create a 

negative image towards their internal stakeholders?  

 

One of the definitions for corporate social irresponsibility found in the literature states 

it happens “when a business primarily and overwhelmingly focuses on its own self-

interests to the detriment of those it affects, be that society, stakeholders or the 

environment” (Jones, 2013:558). In turn, the Encyclopedia of Corporate Social 

Responsibility (ECSR) goes further and states that “irresponsibility occurs when an 

organization does not examine with priority the areas where it might be performing 

under its own possibilities and those of the sector or industry it operates in” (2013:560). 
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As shown, the ECSR takes into account not only what could go wrong, but also what 

could be done better and is not. Understanding the relationship between CSiR initiatives 

and corporate reputation should be of both academic and practical relevance. Citizens, in 

general, have become more aware and critical of what organizations are doing, once 

access to information has increased, and so has changed the customer relationship with 

brands. On current days, for instance, over 8,000 companies from more than 150 

countries compose the United Nation’s Global Compact, as the world’s largest corporate 

sustainability initiative, namely “a voluntary initiative designed to help fashion a more 

humane world by enlisting business to follow ten principles concerning human rights, 

labor, the environment, and corruption” (United Nations Global Compact, 2020).  

 

Despite the great relevance of the topic, I am not aware of studies that have attempted 

to empirically address the relationship between corporate social irresponsibility and the 

corporate reputation of firms. Most of the academic work on CSR so far has been 

fragmented, resorting to different conceptual frameworks and levels of analysis (Aguinis 

& Glavas, 2012). Less than a decade ago, measures of CSR as perceived by employees 

were considered as underdeveloped (Morgeson et al. 2013). Moreover, the literature lacks 

empirical quantitative work on corporate social irresponsibility, once the construct has 

not reached a consensus among scholars concerning its formation. As a consequence, 

CSiR measurement becomes a challenge and may present flaws that can compromise the 

results of the investigation. Also, despite the unquestionable role of irresponsible actions 

being considered as a potential harm to a firm’s image, to my knowledge, not much has 

been discussed in the literature about the effect of corporate social irresponsibility to the 

reputation of firms. In other words, the literature is still scarce with respect to the 

consequences to firms’ reputation when organizations present socially irresponsible 

behavior. Thus, the proposed contribution of this study to the corporate social 

irresponsibility literature is threefold: (1) explore the relationship between CSiR and 

corporate reputation; (2) investigate if the way the initiatives are designed and 

implemented – embedded or peripheral – moderates the relationship between CSiR and 

corporate reputation; and (3) help bridge the gap between macro and micro-level 

management research by focusing on a valid measure for the internal stakeholder 

perception of CSiR.  
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A firm’s reputation is built based on the perception of its stakeholders, who are the 

“persons or groups that have, or claim, ownership, rights, or interests in a corporation and 

its activities, past, present, or future” (Clarkson, 1995:106). I argue that the perception 

the employee has of how the firm deals with CSiR will have an impact on how that same 

employee perceives the company’s reputation. Thus, this analysis is paramount for an 

organization to plan and execute its initiatives, once the employees will be the ones 

implementing the actions and helping build a positive corporate reputation of the firm 

from the inside to the external stakeholders and the society. My hypotheses that follow 

are both consistent with the general argument of the impact of corporate social 

irresponsibility on corporate reputation, and I predict that employees tend to perceive the 

companies they work for as more socially irresponsible when they lack a third actor to 

blame.  

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

2.1. CSR X CSiR 

 

The extant literature on the fields of strategy and corporate social responsibility has 

vastly explored the concept of CSR (Doh et al. 2010; McWilliams & Siegel, 2000; 

Aguinis & Glavas, 2019). For the purpose of this study, I focus on previous work that 

provides relevant hints related to the discussion being proposed here, related to the 

construct of corporate social irresponsibility (CSiR). Despite the richness of the literature 

on the topic, little consensus has been achieved among practitioners and scholars 

throughout the years concerning the concept formation of CSR. In this study, I choose to 

rely on the definition proposed by Aguinis (2011:855), that CSR is a set of “context-

specific organizational actions and policies that take into account stakeholders’ 

expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, social and environmental 

performance”. Furthermore, I understand as CSR any action voluntarily taken by firms, 

which appear to promote some social good, beyond simply obeying the law (McWilliams 

& Siegel, 2001) and being profitable. Along these lines, according to the theory of the 

firm perspective on CSR and its strategic implications, corporate social responsibility 
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may be considered an integral element of a firm’s business and corporate-level 

differentiation strategy. Moreover, CSR may be considered a form of strategic 

investment, or else a form of reputation building or maintenance (McWilliams & Siegel, 

2001). Along with financial performance and capabilities, and risk reduction, the 

improvement in firm’s reputation is one of the most relevant CSR outcomes (Branco & 

Rodrigues, 2006; Turban & Greening, 1997).  

 

In comparison to CSR, the construct of CSiR has not been so deeply explored by 

literature to this date, which creates a great challenge for scholars to develop, let alone 

agree on its definition. Over 40 years ago, Professor J. Scott Armstrong, from the 

University of Pennsylvania wrote an article entitled “Social Irresponsibility in 

Management”, which he starts by stating that “a socially irresponsible act is a decision to 

accept an alternative that is thought by the decision maker to be inferior to another 

alternative when the effects upon all parties are considered” (Armstrong, 1977:185). The 

author runs a survey to test the definition and only 33% of respondents show similar 

opinions, while some ambiguity is found concerning the meaning. Thus, a second 

definition is used in his study based on the idea that an act would be considered 

irresponsible if there was an agreement that it was so by a vast majority of unbiased 

observers.  

Campbell (2007) explored why corporations act in socially responsible ways and also 

acknowledged the difficulty of reaching a consensus over CSiR, once what individuals 

consider as socially responsible behavior not only may vary, but also may change 

historically. Along these lines, Lange & Washburn (2012) posit CSiR is a different 

construct from CSR, due to the fact that it has its own measure for the level of CSiR 

considering the position from which the behavior is analyzed – some stakeholders may 

consider an act responsible while others may think of the same act as irresponsible. As a 

consequence, Campbell (2007) recommends care in how both constructs – CSR and CSiR 

– are defined, measured and applied and draws attention to the issue of doing harm 

(intentionally or not) being largely ignored in the literature on corporate social 

responsibility. According to the author’s threshold, if corporations are aware of the fact 

that their action could harm stakeholders (employees, investors, suppliers, customers or 

the local community within which they operate) and choose not to repair the harm caused 

by their action, it is enough to ruin the minimal behavioral standard between stakeholder 
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and company. Thus, it can be considered as irresponsible behavior. Such actions include 

offering poor working conditions, child labor, sweatshops; while examples of CSR 

actions are environmentally friendly activities and products, community engagement, fair 

labor practices and charity (Shea & Hawn, 2019).  

In their complete review of corporate social irresponsibility, Riera & Iborra (2017) 

show how the construct has been approached differently by authors more recently after 

being initially coined by Armstrong (1977) and then not present in the academic 

discussion until the last 13 years. Their sample was composed of 706 articles, however, 

only 3 per cent of the total had the definition of CSiR as the central theme of the study, 

while most of the work had been concentrated on “Antecedents of CSIR and Mechanisms 

for Control and Prevention of CSiR, with 24 and 18 per cent, respectively” (Riera & 

Iborra, 2017: 148). The authors’ proposed definition of CSiR on which I choose to rely is 

“the result of an intentional strategy – and more than an isolated event of failure of the 

company’s socially responsible behavior – that damages the interests of its stakeholders, 

provoking individual and subjective perceptions of observers with partisan interest in the 

company” (Riera & Iborra, 2017: 157). Therefore, CSiR is seen here as a different 

construct from CSR, as opposed to being two extremes of the same continuum. As 

suggested after their analysis of the evidence, socially responsible companies can perform 

acts of CSiR, “such that sometimes socially responsible behaviors are performed with the 

purpose of compensating for, or diverting attention from, irresponsible behaviors” (Riera 

& Iborra, 2017: 157). In fact, after their review of the academic literature, the authors 

complement the definition of CSiR from an orthogonal approach, by presenting empirical 

evidence that “CSiR and CSR do not behave as a zero-sum game and that at the same 

time there can be high levels of both in the same company and, therefore, they are 

differentiated concepts” (Riera & Iborra, 2017: 155). As proposed in the definition of 

CSiR by Pearce & Manz (2011), it reflects unethical behavior by executives seeking 

personal gain “at the expense of employees, shareholders, and other organization 

stakeholders, and even society at large” (p.563). Furthermore, the recommended path to 

assess irresponsibility would be through the perception of the stakeholders of the 

organization. Thus, in line with the progress of previous work, my study is focused on 

CSiR as an independent construct from CSR and measured by the perception of internal 

stakeholders of the organization.  
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2.2. CSiR AND CORPORATE REPUTATION 

 

Even though previous work has shown that CSR, in general, positively affects 

corporate reputation (Branco & Rodrigues, 2006; Orlitzky et al. 2003; Turban & 

Greening, 1997; Lai et al. 2010), questions concerning the reputation of a firm that 

engages in socially irresponsible behavior remain unanswered. Riera & Iborra (2017) 

highlight the direct consequences that CSiR may have not only on firms which are directly 

involved with the actions, but also other implications it can generate to other actors, 

institutions and stakeholders, by creating a sense of skepticism and lack of credibility of 

CSR. Yadav et al. (2018), for instance, identify perceived CSR as an antecedent of 

corporate reputation and explore a partial mediation of that relationship as a mechanism 

of employee trust. However, the literature does not quite explore what happens to a firm’s 

reputation if an act of social irresponsible behavior takes place.  

 

According to Fombrun & Shanley (1990), the firm’s reputation is collectively created 

by judgments of publics, which, in turn, stratifies industries, with potentially significant 

competitive advantages accruing to firms with higher perceived reputational status. 

Reputation signals the audience about how a firm differentiates from its competitors 

regarding its products, jobs, strategies, and prospects compared to those of competing 

firms (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). In other words, the firm’s reputation reflects what 

stakeholders think and feel about a firm (Fergunson et al. 2000). Once being socially 

responsible is considered a positive attitude and improves relations with external actors, 

firms that disclose CSR engagement are consequently seen as having good reputation. As 

a result, firms with high social responsibility reputation are able to improve relations with 

external actors and attract better employees and/or increase current employees’ 

motivation, morale, commitment and loyalty to the firm, which, in turn, may improve 

firm’s financial outcomes. Thus, CSR has been seen as a relevant driver of corporate 

reputation (Garberg & Fombrun, 2006; Hillenbrand & Money, 2007), which, in its turn, 

is considered as an important strategic asset to firms, not only for its potential to create 

value, but for its intangible character. According to the resource-based view, that may 

hinder competing firms to succeed, once a firm’s reputation is unique and non-replicable 

(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Roberts & Dowling, 2002). Furthermore, it is suggested by 

Jones (2005) that brand value creation is not only a result of fully satisfying customers’, 

but all stakeholders’ expectations. Once good reputation is what most stakeholders expect 
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from a company (Lai et al. 2010), it is not surprising that CSR initiatives may gain 

relevance as strategic tools to reach that accomplishment.  

 

Whereas CSR has been the focus of scholarly attention since the 1950s, the same has 

not happened to the concept of CSiR, maybe due to its negative connotation (Tench et al. 

2012). Even though the construct was first coined about 40 years ago, it has not been 

present in the literature until the last ten years or so. Since reputation is rooted basically 

in public judgments (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), it is essential to consider the effects of 

corporate social irresponsibility over reputation, as the psychological impact of bad 

events tends to be stronger than the good ones (Baumeister et al. 2001). Furthermore, 

some scholars posit that the effect of CSiR on interest groups is greater when compared 

to CSR (Lin-Hi & Muller, 2013). In sum, the relevance of CSiR for management, 

government and policy makers is undeniable, turning the topic into a business and social 

phenomenon that deserves deeper investigation by academics and practitioners.  

 

For the purpose of this study, I rely on the concept of corporate social irresponsibility 

suggested by Riera & Iborra (2017:157): “the result of an intentional strategy – and more 

than an isolated event of failure of the company’s socially responsible behavior – that 

damages the interests of its stakeholders, provoking individual and subjective perceptions 

of observers with partisan interest in the company”. Some well-known scandals that fit 

the definition are the BP Gulf of Mexico oil spill, in 2010, and child labor claimed in the 

fashion industry (e.g.: Zara in 2011). British Petroleum was accused of negligence for the 

loss of 11 lives and the harm to the aquatic environment. The crisis faced by the firm 

threatened to ruin its finances and corporate reputation (Amujo et al. 2012). Zara had 

factories in Brazil with foreign workers from Bolivia and Peru working under “slave-like 

conditions” and being underpaid. One of the girls was 14 years-old and revealed she and 

her peers had a 16-hour day shift in an unsanitary environment, which they were not 

allowed to leave. The scandal earned Zara 52 infraction charges from the Ministry of 

Labor and Employment of the country, as well as reputational loss (Dumas, 2011).  

 

CSiR also encompasses poor working conditions, bribery to facilitate lucrative 

contracts, illegal waste disposal and accounting fraud. It is definitely something that firms 

should try to avoid, as it has been shown to affect not only the society, stakeholders and 

the environment, but the business itself. As seen from the abovementioned examples, 



16 
 

corporate social irresponsibility can damage the image of the company, which, in turn 

can affect sales and possibly lead to the firm’s collapse. However, not much has been 

discussed in regard to the perception of the internal stakeholders of the company’s 

reputation when it engages in CSiR.  

 

The silence of the strategy literature over the effects of CSiR to internal stakeholders 

is quite surprising, as it is not uncommon for organizations to engage in at least one of 

the dimensions of corporate social irresponsibility (see Figure 2). Scholars have drawn 

the attention to the importance of the employee as stakeholder group to be considered 

when studying CSR not only for their potential active participation in advocating for, 

complying with and or leading initiatives (Rupp et al. 2011), but also for their feeling of 

satisfaction and commitment to socially responsible organizations (Stites & Michael, 

2011; Valentine & Fleischman, 2008). Previous work has also highlighted the importance 

of considering “how employees perceive and subsequently react to acts of corporate 

social responsibility or irresponsibility” (Rupp et al. 2013:896). It is also important to 

note that the same company may engage in both behaviors simultaneously (Kang et al. 

2016), for instance, by being environmentally responsible and support charity, while 

cheating on taxes. Moreover, previous studies have suggested that some of the challenges 

in advancing the development of the concept of CSR in theory and practice are a result 

of its counterpart-concept, namely CSiR, being neglected or ignored in this theorizing 

process (Tench et al. 2012). Thus, I am led to believe academia most certainly benefits 

from further exploring the concept of corporate social irresponsibility itself and its 

potential relationship to the corporate reputation of firms. After all, previous literature has 

suggested that socially irresponsible business behavior may negatively impact how 

stakeholders perceive corporate image, reputation and brand identities of companies 

(Amujo et al. 2012). Accordingly, I argue that when a firm acts in a socially irresponsible 

way, the resulting external signs to internal stakeholders are also likely to be negative, 

undermining its corporate reputation. As proposed by Lange & Washburn (2012), 

perceivers tend to see the organization “as if it were a cohesive individual to be held 

responsible for its behaviors and outcomes”. In this regard, firms could be judged as 

incompetent and incapable, not trustful and with spurious and hypocritical social 

responsibility goals. In fact, the firms’ corporate image as seen by their internal 

stakeholders will be of much relevance, so much that if firms are considered insincere 

and irresponsible on conducting CSR initiatives, it should be sufficient for their value to 
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be ruined (Lenz et al. 2017; Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013; Yoon et al. 2006). Hence, I 

propose the following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Firms perceived as high in CSiR will be perceived as having low levels of corporate 

reputation. 

 
 
 

2.3. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY AS A MODERATOR OF CSiR AND 

CORPORATE REPUTATION 

 

In their extensive literature review on the topic, Aguinis & Glavas (2012), identify 

predictors and outcomes, as well as mediators and moderators of CSR. For instance, 

institutional and stakeholder pressures, corporate and governance structure and 

supervisory commitment to CSR were found to predict CSR actions and policies.  R&D 

investment and advertising, and industry regulation and growth, were some of the 

moderators of CSR. Later on, the authors build upon psychological foundations and on 

the sustainability literature and propose a conceptualization of two types of CSR based 

on its design and implementation, namely embedded and peripheral. Whereas the first 

“relies on an organization’s core competencies and integrates CSR within a firm’s 

strategy, routines and operations”, the latter “focuses on activities that are not integrated 

into an organization’s strategy, routines, and operations” (Aguinis & Glavas, 2013:315). 

For instance, GE is an example of a firm that has promoted embedded CSR for using its 

core competencies not only to avoid damaging the environment, but also to create 

programs such as the ecomagination, to encourage employees to suggest innovative 

solutions to environmental problems and promote business growth at the same time. 

“Across the globe, businesses, communities, NGOs and governments must work together 

to address the challenges of our time. We are working to provide solutions to our 

customers that fundamentally change the way they use, conserve, and think about 

energy”, states Deb Frodl, Global Executive Director of ecomagination, GE, on the 

company’s website (GE, 2020). Coca-Cola, in its turn, has set up a corporate foundation, 

Instituto Coca-Cola Brasil, whose mission is to promote social transformation through 

education, recycling and the social development of low-income communities in the 

country. “If our goal is to promote social transformation, we need to constantly think 

about large scale implementation. We wish to be as relevant to the social world as Coca-
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Cola is to the business world”, explains Daniela Redondo, Director of Instituto Coca-Cola 

Brasil (Cohen, 2019).  

 

Aguinis & Glavas (2013) suggest a strong relationship between embedded 

implementation and positive outcomes, by indicating this type of strategy allows for an 

open discussion and transparency among shareholders and the board before delivering 

the initiatives. Moreover, once firms are embedded in supra-organizational structures, 

such as industry associations, CSR initiatives taking place at this level can impact how 

employees perceive them, once they may categorize themselves as members of such 

supra-organizational entity as well (Kunz, 2020). Along these lines, I argue that in the 

case of corporate social irresponsibility, the embedded initiative which was meant to 

succeed and contribute to the image of the firm will backfire and create a greater loss in 

corporate reputation for the firm, compared to peripheral CSiR (Figure 1). The CSR 

initiative promoted by Coca-Cola (and many other organizations) is considered as 

peripheral, once the firm does not need to build on its unique and specific core 

competencies in order to implement the CSR initiative. Once the embedded initiatives are 

part of the organization’s strategy and are related to its daily operations and routines, it is 

more likely that employees will either be more aware of the actions taken by the firm, 

and/or even be directly involved with them, as decision makers. In contrast, in the case 

of peripheral initiatives, a nonprofit organization or a foundation may be taking the lead 

of the projects and actions, which are not necessarily related to the core competences of 

the firm. Thus, employees are not closely engaged in those activities as they are in their 

daily routines, which can result in less involvement and, as a consequence, less impact on 

their perception of corporate reputation of the firm.  

 

As proposed by Lange & Washburn (2012), the combined presence of three main 

components dictate the observer attributions of corporate social irresponsibility, which 

are: (1) the observer needs to assess that the action is at least somewhat undesirable; (2) 

the observer needs to assess that the organization is at least somewhat culpable; and (3) 

the observer needs to assess that the affected party is at least somewhat noncomplicit to 

the behavior. Along these lines, in the embedded implementation the assessment of the 

observer of those three components will be facilitated, thus, leading to a greater chance 

of negative impact on corporate reputation. Moreover, firms may be able to avoid or share 

the responsibility for the culpable behavior with their partners when choosing peripheral 
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over embedded implementation. When it is plausible, managers can also blame external 

factors for poor performance in order to preserve reputation (Barton & Mercer, 2005).  

Hence, on average and in the case of CSiR, having a partner to blame (peripheral 

implementation) could minimize the firm’s reputation loss in comparison to the situation 

of embedded implementation, in which the firm is entirely responsible for its actions and 

there will be no one to share the blame with.  

 

Thus, I propose the following hypothesis: 

 

H2: The relationship between CSiR and corporate reputation is moderated by the 

implementation strategy, so that  firms engaging in embedded CSiR will be perceived as 

having weaker levels of corporate reputation compared to those engaging in peripheral 

CSiR.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Framework for the moderation analysis of CSiR on corporate reputation (Study 2) 
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3. DATA AND METHOD 

Study 1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 
Measurement Model 

 

Sample and procedure. For Study 1, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

carried out to assess the factor structure and reliability of the constructs. Survey 

respondents were randomly assigned full-time employees of private organizations, 

through the Amazon Mechanical Turk platform, in August 2020. Participants were 

presented with a cover story to avoid their knowledge of the survey’s true purpose and 

potential study bias. Before starting to answer the questions, a text was presented to the 

respondents explaining that the aim of the research was to collect real worldwide 

information regarding companies in general with the intent to create a more realistic 

course content for MBA students. Therefore, relevant topics broadly related to 

management, such as finance, business models, ethics, human resources – would be 

presented in the questionnaire. An attention check was also included in the questionnaire 

to avoid validation of automatic responses. The sample was composed of 362 respondents 

who were guaranteed anonymity, and participation was strictly voluntary. The sample 

characteristics are: (1) gender: 41% female; (2) age: from 21 to 71 years-old (M = 39.8, 

SD = 9.6); (3) accomplished education: 8% high school, 18% some college, 54% college 

degree, 15% Master’s Degree, 5% PhD Degree; (4) job experience: 1% less than a year, 

4% one year to less than three years, 7% three years to less than five years, 16% five years 

to less than ten years, 72% ten years or more.  

 

Measures. The survey instruments for both the constructs of corporate social 

irresponsibility and corporate reputation were adapted from well-established existing 

scales (see Appendix). All CSiR items were adapted from Wagner et al. (2008) and 

measured the employees’ perception of corporate social irresponsibility concerning the 

company where they work. The scale was reduced to three items per factor to avoid 

fatigue and automatic responses from participants. Corporate reputation items were 

adapted from The Reputation Quotient Scale (Fombrun et al. 2000) and measure the 

perception of any corporate stakeholder group, including employees. The corporate 

reputation scale was chosen for being generic, rather than stakeholder-specific, which 

is exactly where lies its strength (Agarwal et al. 2015). Furthermore, it has been 
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considered to have the best characteristics (convergent and criterion validities) besides 

other reflective instruments, resulting in a valid, reliable and robust scale for measuring 

the construct of corporate reputation (Sarstedt et al. 2013).  

 

Participants indicated their responses to the 29 items of the CSiR scale using a 5-

point Likert scale (1 = ‘‘Strongly disagree,’’ 5 = ‘‘Strongly agree’’). First, I examined 

whether (1) the proposed 10-factor model explained covariation among the items, (2) 

verified if the items loaded significantly (p<.001) on their respective factor, (3) each 

factor explained a satisfactory large proportion of variance of its measured items 

(loadings). Except for natural environment (.62); local businesses (.58) and employee 

discrimination (.69), all factor loadings for the construct of corporate social 

irresponsibility are above the threshold of .70. Participants also indicated their responses 

to the 18 items of the CR scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = ‘‘Strongly disagree,’’ 5 

= ‘‘Strongly agree’’). Once again, I examined whether (1) the proposed 6-factor model 

explained covariation among the items, (2) verified if the items loaded significantly 

(p<.001) on their respective factor, (3) each factor explained a satisfactory large 

proportion of variance of its measured items (loadings). As for the factor loadings for the 

construct of corporate reputation, only financial performance (.59) is below the .70 

threshold, whereas all the other loadings are above .80 (Figure 2).  

 

As the CSiR scale was already adapted to this study, having each factor reduced 

to three items in order to avoid fatigue and automatic responses, I decided to move on 

with the study with those minor issues of low loadings, instead of editing the scale once 

more and risk to harm data consistency. To test for convergent validity, the average 

variances extracted (AVEs) were computed for each dimension of both constructs and  

found to be greater than .50, which is the recommended value (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

In further support for discriminant validity, I checked whether the AVE for each 

dimension was greater than the squared correlation between it and any other dimension 

of that same construct (El Akremi et al. 2015; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Additionally, the 

Cronbach’s alphas and the composite reliability of each factor exceeded .70, in 

accordance with recommendation in the literature (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A summary 

of factors for both constructs (CSiR and CR) including means, standard deviations, 

reliability, and average variance extracted are provided in Table 1. All factors and items 
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for both scales – CSiR and Corporate Reputation – are detailed in the Appendix, as well 

as the loadings for the first-order models.  

  

Results and analyses. Next, as depicted in Table 2, a sequence of four nested 

measurement models was tested, ranging from the proposed model to a one-factor model, 

for both constructs, CSiR and CR. Despite being close to it, the fit indices did not reach 

an acceptable value for a good model. However, when compared to the alternative 

models, the proposed second-order 10-factor model for corporate social irresponsibility 

was the one which yielded the best possible alternative with the obtained data (χ2 

(367) = 1050.85, p<.001, CFI = .93, SRMR =.06, RMSEA =.07, TLI = .92). As for the 

construct of corporate reputation, the proposed 6-factor second-order model provided 

an acceptable fit with the data (χ2 (129) = 506.54, p<.001, CFI = .92, SRMR =.05, 

RMSEA =.09, TLI = .90). The alternative one-factor model fit the data poorly compared 

to the proposed second-order models of both, CSiR and CR (see Table 2 for comparison). 

In conclusion, there is acceptable evidence of convergent and discriminant validity and 

CFA showed that, in an overall analysis of goodness of fit, a second-order construct of 

corporate social irresponsibility and a second-order construct of corporate reputation in 

fact exist and explain the relationship among their respective dimensions. When 

comparing the chi-square statistics of both models, the first-order model would be the 

best choice. However, the structural analysis will follow using the second-order model 

for both constructs, being that the fit indices – RMSEA, SRMR, TLI, CFI – are within 

the acceptable threshold, when compared to the other alternatives (Chen, 2007).  
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Latent factors of CSiR M SD ⍺ AVE CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Natural Environment 2.22 1.02 .87 .69 .87 –

2. Local Businesses 1.92 0.96 .89 .73 .89 .47* –

3. Local Employment 1.91 0.90 .83 .61 .82 .48* .60* –

4. Societal Rules 1.65 0.85 .91 .76 .90 .53* .52* .59* –

5. Employee Benefits 2.34 1.18 .94 .84 .94 .33* .34* .46* .53* –

6. Employee Wages 2.19 1.00 .87 .71 .88 .37* .38* .51* .56* .73* –

7. Local Working Conditions 1.87 0.91 .87 .70 .87 .50* .41* .52* .69* .57* .67* –

8. Employee Discrimination 1.73 0.87 .91 .78 .91 .33* .33* .40* .56* .40* .46* .65* –

9. Foreign Labor 1.91 1.00 .93 .83 .94 .49* .47* .55* .61* .53* .58* .68* .56* –

10. Dishonesty 1.92 1.00 .89 .81 .90 .48* .44* .50* .67* .54* .58* .68* .54* .67* –

Latent factors of CR M SD ⍺ AVE CR 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Emotional Appeal 3.59 0.95 .93 0.83 0.94 _

2. Product and Services 4.12 0.68 .81 0.60 0.82 .67* –

3. Vision and Leadership 3.77 0.81 .78 0.54 0.76 .72* .60* –

4. Workplace Environment 3.82 0.86 .85 0.65 0.85 .81* .70* .79* –

5. Social and Environmental Responsibility 3.63 0.87 .79 0.53 0.76 .73* .60* .63* .73* –

6. Financial Performance 3.71 0.79 .76 0.52 0.76 .42* .46* .52* .52* .37* –

Panel A: Correlations and Statistics of Corporate Social Irresponsibility (CSiR)

Panel B: Correlations and Statistics of Corporate Reputation (CR)

Table 1. Summary of Factors

Note: AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Composite Realiability. Mean, SD and Cronbach's ⍺ calculated from Summated Scales; AVE and CR 

from factor loadings on Figure 2.

*p<0.05; N = 362 (Study 1) 
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χ2 (df) !χ2 (df) CFI SRMR RMSEA  TLI
835.81 (333) – .94 .10 .06   .93

1050.85 (367) 215.03** (34) .93 .06 .07   .92
3683.00 (376) 2632.16** (9) .64 .09 .16   .61

4078.57 (377) 3027.73** (10) .60 .10 .16   .57

χ2 (df) !χ2 (df) CFI SRMR RMSEA  TLI
450.55 (120) – .93 .04 .09 .91
506.54 (129) 56.00** (9) .92 .05 .09 .90
867.28 (134) 360.74** (5) .84 .07 .12 .82

930.93 (135) 424.39.** (6) .83 .07 .13 .81

(2) product and services, vision and leadership 
and financial performance

Alternative one-factor CR model
Note: CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = square root mean residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation;  TLI = Tucker-
Lewis index; CSiR = corporate social irresponsibility; CR = corporate reputation.
**p<.01;  N = 362. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results

Proposed 6-factor, first-order CR model
Proposed 6-factor, second-order CR model
Alternative first-order, two-factor merging:  

(1) emotional appeal, workplace environment, 
social and environmental responsibility

Alternative first-order, two-factor merging:  
(1) natural environment, local businesses, local 
employment, foreign labor, dishonesty

(2) employee benefits, employee wages, local 
working conditions and employee discrimination

Alternative one-factor CSiR model
Panel B: Corporate Reputation (CR) Dimensions

Proposed 10-factor, first-order CSiR model
Proposed 10-factor, second-order CSiR model

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results
Panel A: Corporate Social Irresponsibility (CSiR) Dimensions

Table 2. Test of Convergent and Discriminant Validity Evidence 
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Structural Model 

 
In summary, a series of CFAs offered support for the proposed second-order 

models of corporate social irresponsibility and corporate reputation. Once the measured 

model of CSiR and the measured model of corporate reputation were validated, a 

structural equation model was used to test the first hypothesis. The overall statistics for 

the structural model indicate an acceptable fit (χ2 (1017) = 2704.35, CFI = .89, SRMR = 

.07, RMSEA = .07, TLI = .88). The result in Figure 2 shows that the second-order 

construct of CSiR relates to the second-order construct of CR (b = 0.79, p<.001) 

significantly and negatively, as hypothesized. In other words, there is evidence to 

suggest that corporate social irresponsibility, in fact, is negatively associated with the 

reputation of organizations.     

 

 
Figure 2 

Structural Equation Model for Corporate Social Irresponsibility and Corporate Reputation 
 
 

 
 
 
 Note: ***p<.001.  
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Common Method Variance 

 
Data was collected from single sources on self-report measures, thus creating the 

possibility of common method variance (CMV), which would implicate that the variance 

found is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs being 

studied. Such variance must be carefully observed by the researcher in order to avoid 

committing Type I and II errors.  As CMV “is often a problem and researchers need to 

do whatever they can to control for it” (Posdsakoff et al., 2003:900), I addressed that 

concern by taking some ex-ante remedy steps when designing the study: (1) scale items 

were randomized within the factor to minimize the possibility of predictable responses; 

(2) two different well-established scale types were used to measure the constructs being 

investigated; (3) explicit communication to participants was written regarding their 

anonymity, as well as the confidentiality of their responses, suggested by Podsakoff et al. 

(2003) to reduce chances of social desirability bias; (4) items were revised and adapted 

when necessary to avoid ambiguity and complexity in interpretation; (5) a cover story 

non-related to the research topic was presented to participants to avoid bias from guessing 

the real purpose of the investigation.  

 

A Harman’s (1967) single factor test was also performed and suggested common 

method bias was not a serious threat to the study data. In order to further explore the 

relationship between the constructs and test a potential moderation effect, I conducted a 

randomized vignette experiment as a second study.  

 

 
Study 2: Vignette Experiment 
 

Sample and procedure. For Study 2, I conducted a vignette experiment to test the 

second hypothesis, in which participants were presented to a situational description and 

asked to answer questions based on that description. A 2X2 between-subjects design (plus 

control condition) was selected, and each subject received only one description (see the 

Appendix). All respondents were asked to consider themselves as employees of the 

hypothetical firm, the ABC Group. After being presented with a situation, respondents 
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were asked to answer questions from The Reputation Quotient Scale (Fombrun et al. 

2000). All participants were presented with a similar cover story from Study 1 and 

participation was voluntary. Once again, all respondents were guaranteed anonymity. 

Participants were randomly assigned to five different conditions, including a neutral 

scenario for control, and situations were simulated with a hypothetical firm to enhance 

control of omitted variables, which could offer alternative explanations to the causal 

effect or moderation itself. For instance, by creating a scenario with a hypothetical firm, 

I was able to avoid bias in the case of the participant having a previous image of the firm 

in assessing its reputation, which would impact results and create noise in the model. One 

undeniable challenge of investigating the impact of CSiR initiatives is defining what is 

considered to be an unsuccessful implementation, once the influence of CSiR on firms is 

often observed indirectly based on the perception of firm stakeholders and the general 

public (Barnett, 2007; Wang et al. 2008). Thus, collecting opinions and perceptions of 

experienced professionals through a randomized vignette experiment seemed appropriate 

in attempting to mitigate noise and represent the population being investigated. Table 3 

shows that balance among conditions was achieved in the comparison of participants 

randomly assigned to each scenario.  

The sample was composed of 233 respondents who were guaranteed anonymity, 

and participation was strictly voluntary. The sample characteristics are: (1) gender: 40% 

female; (2) age: from 18 to 83 years-old (M = 43.1, SD = 9.5); (3) accomplished 

education: 1% some high school, 2% some college, 38% college degree, 48.5% Master’s 

Degree, 10.5% PhD Degree; (4) job experience: 1.5% less than three years, 3% three 

years to less than five years, 8% five years to less than ten years, 87.5% ten years or more; 

(5) industry: 12% health and wellness, 7% energy/oil and gas, 19% technology, 

information and communications, 3% media and entertainment, 7% finance and banking, 

5% consumer goods and retail, 47% other; (6) sector: 16% public, 84% private.  

 

Measures. For Study 2, the same corporate reputation items from Fombrun et al. 

(2000) were used. Measurement items are listed in the Appendix, as well as the detailed 

description for each situation of the vignette experiment, the CSiR dimension being 

investigated – Social (high / low) – and the moderator being tested – Implementation 

Strategy (embedded / peripheral). The CSiR dimension and the situational descriptions 

are based on the experiment by Kunz (2020).  
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Results and analysis. A multiple linear regression was conducted with CSiR 

(high/low) as independent variables and corporate reputation as the dependent variable. 

Model 1 shows a negative and significant effect of CSiR High compared to CSiR low 

plus control conditions on corporate reputation (b = 0.41, SE = 0.12, p>0.01). Model 2 

shows a negative and significant effect of CSiR High on corporate reputation, regardless 

of the implementation strategy (b = 0.33, SE = 0.12, p>0.01) and negative and significant 

effect of the embedded implementation strategy on corporate reputation, regardless of the 

CSiR level (b = 0.43, SE = 0.12, p>0.01). Next, in order to test the second hypothesis, the 

moderating model (Model 3) incorporated CSiR (high/low) as the independent variable, 

implementation strategy (embedded/peripheral) as the moderating variable and corporate 

reputation as the dependent variable. This model allowed the analysis of a potential 

interaction effect of the design and implementation strategy of CSR initiatives on the 

relationship between corporate social irresponsibility and corporate reputation. Table 4 

shows the results for the regressions, including the coefficients and the statistical 

significance of the interactions. Hypothesis 2 is not supported by the results, as there is a 

non-significant interaction effect of the product of implementation strategy and CSiR on 

the dependent variable corporate reputation.
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Embedded Peripheral Embedded Peripheral

n = 47 n = 42 n = 49 n = 46 n = 49

Women, No. (%) 20 (42.5)  19 (45.2) 22 (45) 14 (30.4) 18 (37) .55

Age, mean (SD), y 44.8 (12) 41.0 (9.8) 42.6 (8.4) 42.5 (8.0) 44.6 (8.9) .28

Job experience, No. (%): .20

   (1) up to five years 2 (4.3) 1 (2.3) 1 (2.0) 4 (8.7) 2 (4.1)

   (2) five to ten years 4 (8.5) 5 (12.0) 8 (16.3) 1 (2.2) 1 (2.0)

   (3) more than ten years 41 (87.2) 36 (85.7) 40 (81.7) 41 (89.1) 46 (93.9)

Education, No. (%): .79

   (1) some high school 2 (4.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.2)  0 (0.0)

   (2) some college 18 (38.3) 18 (42.9) 24 (49.0) 16 (34.8) 17 (34.7)

   (3) MSc & PhD 27 (57.4) 24 (57.1) 25 (51.0) 29 (63.0) 32 (65.3)

Industry, No. (%): .80

   (1) technology & information 12 (25.5) 8 (19.1) 7 (14.3) 7 (15.2) 10 (20.4)

   (2) health & wellness 6 (12.8) 4 (9.5) 8 (16.3) 2 (4.4) 7 (14.3)

   (3) other 29 (61.7) 30 (71.4) 34 (69.4) 37 (80.4) 32 (65.3)

Private sector, No. (%) 38 (81.0) 34 (81.0) 44 (90.0) 40 (87.0) 39 (80.0) .63

P-Value

Table 3. Comparison of Participants Assigned to CSiR High vs Low / Implementation Embedded vs Peripheral

CSiR High CSiR Low
  Control
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                   Table 4. Regression results for moderation testing 

   Dependent variable:
Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

CSiR High      -0.41***       -0.33***  -0.11
(0.12) (0.12) (0.18)

Impl. Embedded       0.43***  -0.19
(0.12) (0.17)

CSiR*Implementation 0.11
(0.24)

Constant       2.77***       2.92***      2.52***
(0.07) (0.08) (0.12)

Observations 233 233 184
R-squared 0.05 0.10 0.01
Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

      Corporate Reputation
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4. DISCUSSION 

 

The purpose of the current study was to explore the relationship between corporate 

social irresponsibility and corporate reputation of firms through the lens of the internal 

stakeholders. The graph on Figure 3 depicts clear reputational loss due to corporate social 

irresponsibility when compared to the control group, in which there is no irresponsible 

act conducted by the organization. Thus, the first hypothesis is supported once, indeed, 

reputational loss is a negative effect for organizations when they present socially 

irresponsible behavior, not only through the lens of society and consumers, but also of 

internal stakeholders.  

 

However, no interaction effect was found of the design and implementation strategy 

of CSR initiatives on the relationship between corporate social irresponsibility and 

corporate reputation. Results show employees penalize the company’s reputation in case 

of an irresponsible act, regardless of the implementation strategy (embedded vs 

peripheral), and/or level of CSiR (high vs low). Therefore, there is no support for the 

second hypothesis. One possible explanation is the use of a weak manipulation in the 

vignette experiment, which may have affected the three main components of the observer 

attributions of corporate social irresponsibility (Lange & Washburn, 2012), and 

consequently, impacted the perception of participants of high and low CSiR, as well as 

the implementation strategy (embedded / peripheral). I further discuss methodology flaws 

in the limitations and future avenues section of this study.  

 

My expectation in finding support to the proposed hypotheses concerns a contribution 

to the previous literature on strategy and corporate social responsibility in shedding a light 

on the potential negative impact on corporate reputation for firms that display socially 

irresponsible behavior. In doing so, I aim to have collaborated to both the academic 

discourse and managerial practice on the transformative role of business in society. I 

expect to have contributed to the debate of the construct of corporate social 

irresponsibility, which has been shown to be paramount for the advancement of research 

in corporate social responsibility and management. Tench et al. (2012) argue that CSR 

cannot exist if CSiR is not part of its conceptual framework. Furthermore, the authors 

point to the lack of sufficient research on CSiR as one of the impediments for a complete 
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and solid conceptualization of CSR. As stated by Riera & Iborra (2017) in their complete 

review of the concept, corporate social irresponsibility has been approached differently 

by authors after being initially coined by Armstrong (1977) and then not present in the 

academic discussion until the last 13 years. Thus, by exploring the construct and 

empirically investigating its relationship with corporate reputation of firms through the 

lens of employees, this study seeks to advance not only the qualitative debate of construct 

formation, but also to contribute to quantitative research on the topic. Along these lines, 

by empirically and quantitatively exploring the concept of CSiR through Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis and a Vignette Experiment, I also expect to have contributed to the 

literature on the determinants of corporate reputation. Moreover, as most research on 

management is focused on the macro-level perspective when looking mainly at the 

perception of external stakeholders and the general public, this study seeks to address that 

gap and concentrates the analysis on the perception of internal stakeholders (employees), 

as they are the ones who compose organizations, make decisions, plan and implement 

strategies (Aguinis, 2011).   

 

 

4.1. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

As for managerial implications, I hope to have provided relevant knowledge for firms to 

draw from when making decisions concerning investment and management of CSR 

initiatives. The findings in this study indicate that regardless of the type of design and 

implementation of the initiatives – whether embedded or peripheral – there is a negative 

impact on the corporate reputation of the firm conducting the action when irresponsible 

behavior is present. As discussed by previous literature, some companies are successful 

in learning from experience, thus they are able to minimize the negative aspects and adapt 

communication and corporate conduct after an irresponsible act. Others, however, may 

find difficulties in in dealing with reputational issues and never succeed in rebuilding a 

harmonious relationship with their critics (Spitzeck, 2009). By being able to measure and 

adapt CSR, organizations may expand their offer of initiatives tailored in accordance with 

their stakeholders. Furthermore, to be able to strategically design and implement the 

projects, firms may hear their employees and consider their inputs more accurately, which 

may also contribute to mitigate noise and reputational loss, as well as avoid unnecessary 

investment in initiatives that do not bring the expected result.  
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More important than providing guidance to business practice, this investigation calls 

for attention to the concept and reality of corporate social irresponsibility, in all its 

dimensions and levels. It is indeed a topic that industry and professionals prefer to avoid 

with the aim to preserve the firm’s reputation as well as their own. However, not 

discussing and exploring the matter is not the way to prevent it from happening, let alone 

deal with its serious consequences to firms, stakeholders and the society. As people 

change, so do their perception and interpretation of actions and concepts, and thus those 

need to be carefully thought, revised and adapted to reality in order to serve their real 

purpose. 

 

 

4.2. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE AVENUES 

 

This study is not free from limitations, which may provide suggestions for future 

avenues in the research topic. For Study 1, data collection for both constructs – CSiR and 

corporate reputation comes from single sources on self-report measures. Even by using 

statistical remedies in the design and also testing during the analysis to reduce common 

method variance, I would strongly recommend a replication of the confirmatory factor 

analysis with separate source for data collection for each construct, as well as temporal 

separation between surveys. The RMSEA values are above the recommended threshold 

(<0.5), as well as TLI values, which, ideally, would be >.95 to indicate a good model fit.  

 

Even though some limitations were present, multicollinearity was not a problem in 

the study, as VIFs for all variables in all three models were low (ranging from 1.00 to 

2.36). I conducted a randomized experiment and none of the models included control 

variables, which could be strongly correlated. Even so, the study design has flaws that 

could be repaired in a future research. I would strongly recommend a manipulation check 

for CSiR and implementation strategy in order to assure that the scenario descriptions of 

the experiment meet the expected manipulation. Ideally, a stronger manipulation 

associated to a larger sample would enrich the investigation and potentially lead to a more 

refined statistical analysis of the results. Moreover, once the study is focused on the 

employee perception, the researcher should ideally control for professional level – 

strategic, management, operational – of those employees, for their perception toward CSR 
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and CSiR may be marginal or close to zero, depending on how close to operational that 

function is. Employees who work with repetitive routines and short-term goals usually 

lack room for detailed and tailored decisions at the strategic level. Thus, the information 

is biased and broken when it reaches the operational level worker, which hampers its 

comprehension the way it is expected to happen by the strategic level manager. As a 

result, there is often an impression management created by the decision makers, aiming 

to reach better performance and reduce costs, for instance. Besides that, both CSR and 

CSiR are constructs related to ethics, and thus their perception may alter depending on 

cultural norms and public discourses (Belk et al. 2005). Researchers and practitioners 

may interpret results carefully by considering cultural shifts and different scenarios. A 

longitudinal study would also be recommended, once, according to Campbell (2007), an 

individual’s perception of what is considered as socially responsible behavior may change 

historically. 
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6. APPENDIX 

 
STUDY 1 
 
Cover Story 
 
The aim of this research is to collect real worldwide information regarding companies in 
general with the intent to create a more realistic course content for MBA students. 
Therefore, relevant topics broadly related to management, such as finance, business 
models, ethics, human resources – will be presented in the following questionnaire. 
 
Part 1. Items related to the dependent variable: Corporate Reputation  
 
Adapted from Charles J. Fombrun, Naomi A. Gardberg and Joy M. Sever, (2000), “The 
Reputation Quotient: A multi-stakeholder measure of corporate reputation”, Journal of 
Brand Management.  
 
Total of 18 items 
 
Participants answered according to a five-point Likert-type response scale, where 1 = 
strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. 
 
First-order model loadings are between brackets for each item.  
 
F1. Emotional Appeal (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for inspires good feelings on its employees. (.94) 
2. The company I work for inspires admiration and respect on its employees. (.91) 
3. The company I work for inspires trust on its employees. (.87) 

F2. Product and Services (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for stands behind its products and services. (.81) 
2. The company I work for offers high quality products and services. (.83) 
3. The company I work for offers products and services that are good value for the 

money. (.68) 

F3. Vision and Leadership (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for has good leadership. (.89) 
2. The company I work for has a clear vision for its future. (.74) 
3. The company I work for recognizes and takes advantage of market opportunities. 

(.51) 

F4. Workplace Environment (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for is well-managed. (.85) 
2. The company I work for looks like a good company to work for. (.84) 
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3. The company I work for looks like a company that would have good employees. 
(.75)  

 
 
F5. Social and Environmental Responsibility (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for supports good causes. (.66) 
2. The company I work for is an environmentally responsible company. (.55) 
3. The company I work for maintains high standards in the way it treats people. (.90) 

F6. Financial Performance (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for has a strong record of profitability. (.75) 
2. The company I work for looks like a low risk investment. (.64) 
3. The company I work for tends to outperform its competitors. (.76) 

 
Part 2. Items related to the Independent Variable: Corporate Social Irresponsibility  
 
Adapted from Tillmann Wagner, Pelin Bicen and Zachary R. Hall, (2008), "The dark side 
of retailing: towards a scale of corporate social irresponsibility", International Journal of 
Retail & Distribution Management.  

Total of 29 items 

Participants answered according to a five-point Likert-type response scale, where 1 = 
strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. 
 
First-order model loadings are between brackets for each item.  
 

F1. Natural environment (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for is likely to sell products whose production harms the 
natural environment. (.80) 

2. The company I work for is likely to produce extensive amounts of waste. (.85) 
3.  The company I work for is likely to contribute substantially to environmental 

pollution. (.84) 

F2. Local businesses (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for is likely to force local small businesses into bankruptcy. 
(.87) 

2. The company I work for is likely to sell goods below cost to put local competitors 
out of business. (.87) 

3. The company I work for is likely to create a local monopolistic position for 
themselves. (.82) 



42 
 

F3. Local employment (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for has contributed to increase unemployment in local 
communities. (.76) 

2. The company I work for has replaced existing jobs with lower wage jobs in local 
communities. (.84) 

3. The company I work for has reduced their own workforce in local communities. 
(.75) 

F4. Societal rules (first-order loading) 
 

1. The company I work for is likely to cheat on taxes. (.87) 
2. The company I work for is likely to pay bribes. (.89) 
3. The company I work for is likely to ignore the law. (.88) 

F5. Employee benefits (first-order loading) 

1. The company I work for is likely to provide very limited benefits to employees. 
(.93) 

2. The company I work for is likely to provide very limited medical insurance to 
employees. (.96) 

3. The company I work for is likely to make healthcare coverage very expensive for 
employees. (.86) 

F6. Employee wages (first-order loading) 

1. The company I work for is likely to pay very low wages to employees. (.96) 
2. The company I work for is likely to pay employees less than the market average. 

(.87) 
3. The company I work for is likely to pay employees not more than minimum wage. 

(.69) 

F7. Local working conditions (first-order loading) 

1. The company I work for is likely to treat employees disrespectfully. (.87) 
2. The company I work for is likely to provide poor working conditions to 

employees. (.87) 
3. The company I work for is likely to not allow employees to take sufficient breaks. 

(.77) 

F8. Employee discrimination (first-order loading) 

1. The company I work for is likely to discriminate employees based on race. (.92) 
2. The company I work for is likely to discriminate employees based on gender. (.92) 
3. The company I work for is likely to discriminate employees based on age. (.81) 

F9. Foreign labor (first-order loading) 
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1. The company I work for is likely to pay extremely low wages to workers in 
developing countries. (.94) 

2. The company I work for is likely to have workers in developing countries work 
under very poor conditions. (.93) 

3. The company I work for is likely to have workers in developing countries work 
extensive hours. (.87) 

F10. Dishonesty (first-order loading) 

1. The company I work for is likely to make misleading claims to customers through 
advertising. (.95) 

2. The company I work for is likely to have salespeople making false claims to 
customers about products. (.85) 

STUDY 2 

 
Cover Story  

The aim of this research is to collect input from experienced professionals with the intent 
to create a more realistic course content for MBA students. Therefore, relevant topics 
broadly related to management, such as finance, business models, ethics, human 
resources – will be presented in the following questionnaire in hypothetical situations.  
 
Experiment CSiR descriptions based on Sen, S., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2001). Does 
Doing Good Always Lead to Doing Better? Consumer Reactions to Corporate Social 
Responsibility, Journal of Marketing Research. 
 
CSiR Dimension: Social (high / low) 
Moderator: Implementation Strategy (embedded / peripheral) 
 

• Embedded – Open to all program: offers scholarship packages to professionals 
and their families at no cost, including 2 low-income students recommended by 
employees who do not have financial conditions to afford such high-level 
education.  
 

• Peripheral – sponsors an NGO – We Are Together – on the Food for you program 
to offer free meals to poor communities in over 500 cities around the globe, 
including 2 low-income families, recommended by managers.  

 
 
Condition 1 
CSiR (low) – Implementation (embedded) 
 
You have been working at the ABC Group for over 10 years and have successfully occupied the 
position of Country Manager for the past five. Recently ranked as one of the top 3 organizations 
in the educational sector, the ABC Group is a network of 70 premium international schools and 
online platforms built to educate more than 50,000 students in 12 different countries and on four 
continents. Efficient learning strategies, committed professionals, global presence and 
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transparency are some key values nurtured by the group to help contribute to a more fair, equal 
and sustainable world.  
 
One of the most renowned initiatives promoted by the group is the Open to all program, which 
was created by the ABC Group to offer scholarship packages to employees and their families at 
no cost, including 2 low-income students, recommended by managers, with no financial 
conditions to afford such high-level education. 
 
When you became a manager, five years ago, you were asked to recommend two low-income 
students to participate in the program and you happily did. Andrea and Lucas are teenagers you 
met at church reunions who you thought would benefit most from the opportunity, once their 
mother was unable to work due to health conditions and the father was no longer around. Right 
after that, you and your family moved from that neighborhood, you started attending another 
church and never had a chance to see the teenagers again.  
 
One day, while driving home, you stop at a red light and see Andrea. You call her to say hello 
and you chat for a while, until you learn she and Lucas never received a call from the ABC Group 
to be part of the Open to all program. Back to the office the following day you decide to check 
the information and realize the initiative was still being publicized, but only worked for one year.  

When talking to your colleagues, you learn that the message given to employees was that the 
waiting list was too long and candidates would just have to wait for their turn. Managers were 
told by the directors to continue to recommend low-income students, who ended up never being 
called for the program. On top of that, fake names were being created along those years to 
compose a list of successful cases of the Open to all program. Both the ABC Group and the non-
profit organization We Are Together have been highlighted in the national press for contributing 
to a better society.   

 
Condition 2 
CSiR (low) – Implementation (peripheral) 
 
You have been working at the ABC Group for over 10 years and have successfully occupied the 
position of Country Manager for the past five. Recently ranked as one of the top 3 organizations 
in the educational sector, the ABC Group is a network of 70 premium international schools and 
online platforms built to educate more than 50,000 students in 12 different countries and on four 
continents. Efficient learning strategies, committed professionals, global presence and 
technological advancements, are some key values nurtured by the group to help contribute to a 
better corporate performance. 
 
One of the most renowned initiatives supported by the group is the partnership with the non-profit 
organization We Are Together to sponsor the Food for you program. The goal of the initiative is 
to offer free meals to poor communities in over 300 cities around the globe, including 2 low-
income families, recommended by managers.  
 
When you became a manager, five years ago, you were asked to recommend two low-income 
families to participate in the Food for you program and you happily did. Andrea and Lucas are 
teenagers you met at church reunions who you thought would benefit most from the opportunity, 
once Andrea’s mother was unable to work due to health conditions and Lucas’ father was no 
longer around. Right after that, you and your family moved from that neighborhood, you started 
attending another church and never had a chance to see the teenagers again.  
 
One day, while driving home, you stop at a red light and see Andrea. You call her to say hello 
and you chat for a while, until you learn she and Lucas never received a call from the ABC Group 
or from We Are Together be part of the Food for you program. Back to the office the following 
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day you decide to check the information and realize the initiative was still being publicized, but 
only worked for one year.  

When talking to your colleagues, you learn that the message given to employees was that the 
waiting list was too long and candidates would just have to wait for their turn. Managers were 
told by the directors to continue to recommend low-income families, who ended up never being 
called for the program. On top of that, fake names were being created along those years to 
compose a list of successful cases of the Food for you Program. Both the ABC Group and the 
non-profit organization We Are Together have been highlighted in the national press for 
contributing to a better society.   

 
Condition 3 
CSiR (high) – Implementation (embedded) 
 
You have been working at the ABC Group for over 10 years and have successfully occupied the 
position of Country Manager for the past five. Recently ranked as one of the top 3 organizations 
in the educational sector, the ABC Group is a network of 70 premium international schools and 
online platforms built to educate more than 50,000 students in 12 different countries and on four 
continents. Efficient learning strategies, committed professionals, global presence and 
transparency are some key values nurtured by the group to help contribute to a more fair, equal 
and sustainable world.  
 
One of the most renowned initiatives promoted by the group is the Open to all program, which 
was created by the ABC Group to offer scholarship packages to employees and their families at 
no cost, including 2 low-income students, recommended by managers, with no financial 
conditions to afford such high-level education. 
 
A little-known fact, however, is that the program is actually a masquerade for promoting the 
image of the company, when, in fact, only a few students have been benefited for the first year 
after the official launch of the initiative on the news. On top of that, the ABC Group has received 
grants from the government and investment from private partners to expand the Open to all 
program to its facilities located in developing countries, but no action was taken in that direction. 
The ABC Group is also far behind its competitors in providing its overseas employees with 
compensation packages (including health, retirement and educational benefits) that are in line 
with the “basic needs”– based recommendations of the International Labor Organization. The 
ABC Group was also the last major company in the educational sector to adopt a written 
nondiscrimination policy covering a range of minority issues in its employment practices.  

 
Condition 4 
CSiR (high) – Implementation (peripheral) 
 
You have been working at the ABC Group for over 10 years and have successfully occupied the 
position of Country Manager for the past five. Recently ranked as one of the top 3 organizations 
in the educational sector, the ABC Group is a network of 70 premium international schools and 
online platforms built to educate more than 50,000 students in 12 different countries and on four 
continents. Efficient learning strategies, committed professionals, global presence and 
technological advancements, are some key values nurtured by the group to help contribute to a 
better corporate performance. 
 
One of the most renowned initiatives supported by the group is the partnership with the non-profit 
organization We Are Together to sponsor the Food for you program. The goal of the initiative is 
to offer free meals to poor communities in over 300 cities around the globe, including 2 low-
income families, recommended by managers.  
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A little-known fact, however, is that the program is actually a masquerade for promoting the 
image of the company, when, in fact, only a few families have been benefited for the first year 
after the official launch of the initiative on the news. On top of that, the ABC Group has received 
grants from the government and investment from private partners to expand the partnership with 
the non-profit organization We Are Together to communities located in developing countries, but 
no action was taken in that direction. The ABC Group is also far behind its competitors in 
providing its overseas employees with compensation packages (including health, retirement and 
educational benefits) that are in line with the “basic needs”– based recommendations of the 
International Labor Organization. The ABC Group was also the last major company in the 
educational sector to adopt a written nondiscrimination policy covering a range of minority issues 
in its employment practices. 

 

Condition 5 
CSiR (neutral) – Implementation (neutral) 
 
You have been working at the ABC Group for over 10 years and have successfully occupied the 
position of Country Manager for the past five. Recently ranked as one of the top 3 organizations 
in the educational sector, the ABC Group is a network of 70 premium international schools and 
online platforms built to educate more than 50,000 students in 12 different countries and on four 
continents.  
 
Efficient learning strategies, committed professionals, global presence and technological 
advancements, are some key values nurtured by the group to help contribute to a better corporate 
performance. 
 
This week, the ABC announces the acquisition of one more international school to be included in 
its portfolio. The vice-president of the group has organized a press conference to communicate 
that they will adopt the same strategy of previous acquisitions: expand e-learning and invest in 
improving the processes and innovating in infrastructure.  
 
 
 
Part 2. Items related to the dependent Variable: Corporate Reputation  
 
Adapted from The Reputation Quotient – from Charles J Fombrun, Naomi A Gardberg 
and Joy M Sever, 2000, Journal of Brand Management, “ The Reputation Quotient: A 
multi-stakeholder measure of corporate reputation”. 
 
Total of 9 items 
 
Participants answered according to a five-point Likert-type response scale, where 1 = 
strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. 
 
 
 
F1. Emotional Appeal (3) 
 

1. The ABC Group inspires good feelings on its employees.  
2. The ABC Group inspires admiration and respect on its employees. 
3. The ABC Group inspires trust on its employees.  
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F2. Workplace Environment (3) 
 

1. The ABC Group is well-managed. 
2. The ABC Group is a good company to work for. 
3. The ABC Group is a company that has good employees.  

F3. Social Responsibility (3) 
 

1. The ABC Group supports good causes. 
2. The ABC Group is a socially responsible company. 
3. The ABC Group maintains high standards in the way it treats people. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


