World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology 54 2009

Perceptions of Corporate Social Responsibility
Concept in Greece

Grigoris Giannarakis, Nikolaos Litinas, and loannis Theotokas

Abstract—This study attempts to clarify major perspectives of
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the Greek market related to
companies that have sufficient CSR. An empirical analysis was
undertaken, based on literature review and previous observations and
surveys, in order to provide a general analysis of the CSR concept in
Greece. The results of Accountability Rating institution were used in
order to identify companies that adopt an integrated social
responsibility approach. Companies that responded to the survey are
both regional and international and belong to different industrial
fields. Some of the main survey results reveal: multiple aspects for
the CSR concept, weak consensus as regards the importance of
stakeholders and benefits from the CSR implementation, the
important role of CSR in the decision procedure and CSR practices
concerning  social issues that affect mostly company’s
competitiveness. Sharing companies’ experience could address
common social issues through CSR best practices and develop new
knowledge.

Keywords—Corporate Social Responsibility, Greece, Kendall’s
co-efficient of concordance.

. INTRODUCTION

URING the last decades, various concepts have been

developed in order to enhance the role of business in the
society. Undoubtedly, CSR has garnered the most significant
interest among the other approaches. International important
organizations, such as United Nation Global Compact [72],
OECD [56], World Business Council for Sustainable
Development [76], Global Reporting Initiative [29], devote
serious efforts to promote CSR. It is a subjective term relying
on interpretations of how companies, authors, governments,
Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs), general public or
consumers perceive the concept. Not only does CSR mean
different things to different bodies [58], but also it is
constantly changing as society’s expectations change over
time [71]. World Business Council for Sustainable
Development [76] defined CSR as “the commitment of
business to contribute to sustainable economic development,
working with employees, their families, the local community
and society at large to improve their quality of life”. The
Commission of European Communities in the Green paper
[15] suggested that CSR “...means not only fulfilling legal
expectations, but also going beyond compliance and investing
‘more’ into human capital, the environment and the relations
with stakeholders”. According to Carroll [5] there are four
kinds of social responsibilities: economic, legal, ethical and
philanthropic, while Lantos [61] classifies CSR in three
categories: ethical, altruistic and strategic. Porter and Kramer
[22] distinguished three categories that social issues belong to,

the generic social issues, the value chain social impacts and
social dimensions of competitive context. The first category
concerned issues that do not affect the competitiveness of
companies or are affected by companies operations. The
second one concerned social issues that are affected by
companies operations, while the third category referred to
these issues that could affect companies’ competitiveness. As
it is impossible for companies to satisfy society as a whole,
there are authors supporting that companies should be
responsible only to those stakeholders who can affect or be
affected by corporate operations [6], [70], [65] and [34].
Stainer [42] supported that organization should concentrate on
maximizing both stakeholders’ satisfaction and performance
attainment. One of the most crucial perquisites of CSR
procedure is the identification and consistency of different
stakeholders’ needs and expectations [36]. Finally, it should
be noted that there is a variety of perceptions of the CSR
concept and practice between countries and companies. In
Greece, for example, most of the times authors focus on
companies’ stock prices [57], [11], [55] and [20] while little is
known empirically about the role of CSR.

This paper presents an attempt to provide the notion of the
CSR identifying managers’ awareness, attitudes, perceptions
and importance of CSR regarding companies that operate in
Greece. More specifically, it considers the main information
sources, the categories of CSR practices, the benefits and the
obstacles that companies face in the implementation
procedure, the evaluation of the importance of CSR to
stakeholders’ and the role of CSR in the decision process. The
findings could be used by companies that intend to develop
CSR policies, practices and tools.

This study has the following structure: Section Il classifies
existing previous work on CSR in four important categories,
namely, Sources of information, Dimensions, Importance, and
Benefits — Obstacles. Section Il describes the methodology of
this work, while section IV presents the results. Conclusions
are offered in section V.

Il. SOURCES OF INFORMATION, DIMENSIONS, IMPORTANCE,
AND BENEFITS — OBSTACLES OF CSR
A. Sources of Information for the Concept of CSR

Companies in order to be informed for the concept of CSR
look at open sources for CSR ideas. Organizations and
networks play an important role in raising awareness of CSR
policies, practices, standards and tools. One of the best known
and highly regarded networks is the [29] which develops and
disseminates standard sustainability reporting guidelines as the
financial one. It provides CSR information, survey results,
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principles, criteria and CSR reports in the official site. Another
body that concentrates on CSR is the [72] that encourages
businesses to integrate socially responsible standards in their
operations implementing ten principles in the areas of human
rights, labor, environment and anti-corruption. In Greece, the
most important network is the [32], a non-profit organization.
CSR reports, catalogue for CSR practices, surveys’ results and
newsletters are available. Additionally, Eurocharity [26] is the
first Greek CSR Directory, in which companies register CSR
practices and policies, NGOs and companies news, CSR
reports, awards and interviews. Finally, the Greek Institute of
Social Innovation [35] undertakes CSR research programs and
provides important information for the role of CSR in Greece.
However, there are Greek companies that are directed as
regard the development of CSR from the parent companies
[7]. Additionally, Social Responsible Indexes, such as [19],
[40] and [24], include CSR indicators and practices in their
methodologies that can be used as a source for companies.

B. CSR Benefit and Obstacles

Numerous authors and bodies mentioned obstacles and
benefits that may arise from CSR implementation [45], [2],
[27], [60] and [1]. Six benefits are analyzed below:

Improved Financial Performance: numerous studies have
concentrated on the relationship between Corporate Social
Performance (CSP) and Corporate Financial Performance
(CFP) which have produced conflicting results. There are
many authors and institutions that support the improved
financial performance as a benefit of CSR [10], [33] and [75].
Roman et al. [50] investigated the relationship between CSP
and CFP reviewing 52 studies. The results showed 33 studies
with positive CSP/CFP relationship contrary to 5 studies that
illustrated negative relationship and 14 studies which showed
no relationship. Margolis and Walsh [16] focused on 80
studies in order to evaluate whether CSR contributes to CFP,
and concluded that 53% of the studies show positive
relationship between the two concepts, 24% revealed no
relationship, 19% showed mixed results and only 4%
concluded to negative relationship. The growth of Dow Jones
Sustainable Index was 180% since 1993 compared to 125%
for the Dow Jones Global Index [15]. Finally, Waddock and
Graves [3] indicated that not only does CSP follow CFP but
also CSP drives CFP.

Entrance in new markets (ethic): since 1990, where Domini
400 Social Index was created, there is an increased interest
from investors in companies that integrate CSR standards.
During the last two decades, numerous Social Responsible
Investment (SRI) indexes have been created such as [19], [24],
[38], and [13]. The increased interest arises from the fact that
more than one out of every nine dollars under professional
management in the U.S today is involved in socially
responsible investing and $2.3 trillion out of $24.4 trillion are
in professionally managed portfolios [69], while the study of
[18] identified $21.5 billion SRI assets in Australia as of 30
June 2004. Companies that are involved in ethical market have
the opportunity to attract the interest of ethical and socially
responsible investors increasing the access to financial capital.

Increase employee satisfaction: Fafaliou et al. [33]
concluded that one of the realized benefits resulting from the
integration of CSR in companies’ operations in the Greek
Short Ship Shipping (SSS) is the employees’ work
satisfaction. In a survey of 53 firms from the United Kingdom
and Japan which investigated what the factors are which
induce CSR showed that in short term, employee satisfaction
and high morale are benefits from environmental issues
responses [59]. Sharma et al. [66] concluded that not only do
direct benefits exist from CSR but also indirect ones such as
employee satisfaction.

Increased sales and consumer loyalty: Weber [51]
mentioned that the revenue increases as a result of higher sales
and market share. CSR Network supported that two of the ten
benefits of CSR are the increased sales and customer loyalty
[64]. Schiebel and Pdchtrager [75] mentioned that customers
take into account business practices in their purchase
decisions, thus, CSR improves customer loyalty. The users of
SSS are possible to increase their loyalty if companies
integrate CSR standards [33].

Tax profits and reduced regulatory oversight: The reduced
regulatory oversight has cited as a benefit from different
parties for socially responsible companies [64], [9] and [62].
In the USA, there is preferential treatment for companies that
demonstrate their social responsibility as they might get fewer
inspections, less bureaucracy and reduction or elimination of
penalties or fines [10]. The Greek state developed “Cultural
Provision” in order to motivate companies to sponsor cultural
events as the companies’ grants derive from the taxable
income of the tax-payer or the pre-net income.

Despite there being clear benefits, several obstacles exist
that influence the CSR implementation procedure negatively.
Tencati et al. [2] concluded that in 95 Italian companies, the
most important obstacles were lack of time and lack of the
appropriate personnel that address CSR challenges contrary to
less important such as financial capital and unclear concept of
CSR definition. Longo et al. [48] found that the main
obstacles among 63 Italian small and medium-sized
companies are: lack of time, high costs and lack of return in
companies’ terms. The European Multistakeholder Forum [27]
mentioned numerous obstacles regarding CSR
implementation. Firstly, it is a complex and vague concept
where companies should employ the expectations of different
stakeholders and sometimes these expectations are
contradictory. Additionally, there is concern on how CSR can
be implemented in different places of the world respecting the
cultural and competitive diversity. Another obstacle is that
consumers are not interested in and/or not informed of the
concept of CSR as the most important criterion for consumers’
decisions remains the economic value and product safety,
neglecting other social criteria, while, the investors are
interested only in short term financial performance. Kontaxi
[47] investigated the concept of CSR in Greek market and
found that the three main obstacles among 28 companies are:
difficulty in the establishment of visible and measurable CSR
goals (75%), difficulty to provide a specific definition for the
concept of CSR (43%) and lack of the appropriate business
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culture (39%). The Hellenic Network for CSR [31] concluded
that the most important obstacles for Greek small and
medium-sized companies are financial cost, time pressure, size
of companies and lack of sufficient information relative to
CSR. In general, there are four main obstacles, internal and
external, for companies: lack of time, lack of human resources
that design and implement effective CSR, vague concept of
CSR and lack of financial capital.

C. Dimensions of CSR

As it is difficult for companies to satisfy all business
stakeholders, each author, organization and body proposed a
list of stakeholders that are more crucial. Some companies
take into account a single or a few stakeholders, in their CSR
policy while others concentrated on multiple stakeholders. It is
supported that companies focus on the most important for
them [44] and [42]. Most of the times, there is a common
group of stakeholders among companies that are socially
responsible, and can be extended or be limited in relation to
competitive priorities and business strategy. Carroll [4]
supported that CSR is a multidimensional construct and
companies should satisfy the expectations of at least five
stakeholders, employees, consumers, owners, community and
the environment. According to CSR  assessment
methodologies proposed by [38], [25], [19], [39], [13], [24],
[53], [28] and [40], the most important stakeholders that
companies should take into account are: suppliers, corporate
governance, environment, employees, customers and
community. As regards the importance of each stakeholder,
there are two main trends. The first, propose different
importance of stakeholders such as [19] which assess the CSR
performance adopting different weight rates for stakeholders
and [37] who asked companies to rate the relative importance
of each of the six stakeholders, contrary to [28], [53] and [24]
that recommend the same importance for all stakeholders.
Finally, the stakeholder importance could depend on the sector
where companies operate because of the different challenges,
needs and priorities.

D. CSR Importance

The concept of CSR has garnered significant interest from
different stakeholders. Employees support that it is important
their own employer to be socially responsible [74], [21] and
[54]. Consumers will prefer products and/or services from
socially responsible companies [52] and note the importance
of trustworthy and complete information regarding the
production conditions [14]. Investors try to identify companies
that are socially responsible in order to combine the financial
objectives and the social concerns [46]. The KPMG [41] study
revealed the increased importance of CSR reporting within
business community among the top 250 companies of the
Fortune 500 and top 100 companies in 16 countries.
According to [48], 17 out of 63 small and medium-sized
socially responsible companies wish to increase their socially
responsible behaviour. Kontaxi [47] showed that CSR is very
important for the big Greek companies as 71% of the sample,

rate the importance of CSR with 8 out of 10 and above, and
none of the companies rate CSR fewer than 5.

I1l. METHODOLOGY

Numerous are the authors and organizations that attempt to
look at perspectives of CSR [1], [2], [27], [33], [47], [48] and
[60]. In this study, six are the key areas that are investigated:

o Sources of information for the concept of CSR,

o the categorization of CSR practices,

o the benefits and the obstacles associated with the
implementation of CSR,

o the stakeholders’ importance and

o the significance of CSR in the decision procedure

The selection of the companies that are taken into account
was based on the following two criteria: Firstly, companies
that activate in Greece and, secondly, adopt CSR standards in
their operations. The results of the Accountability Rating
institution were used, as it assesses the social responsibility
performance of companies that operate in eight countries
including Greece. In the case of Greece, the Institute of Social
Innovation is a partner with the Accountability Rating in order
to identify which companies have sufficient CSR
performance. The methodology that is adopted by
Accountability Rating is a result of the collaborations with
csrnetwork and international think-tank Accountability. It is
based on four key areas: strategic intent, governance and
management, engagement and operational performance. Each
of the key areas is equally weighted as other CSR assessment
methodologies such as [40], [53] and contains a range of
criteria. Additionally, both internal and external sources of
information are used in order to ensure the reliability of the
assessment procedure.

Totally, 74 companies, both Greek and international, were
identified in 2008" including the most significant sectors such
as banks, constructions and telecommunications. The
methodology of the study includes the formation of a
structured questionnaire that was transmitted via e-mail and
fax on January and February of 2009 and 18 companies
responded giving approximately 24% response rate. The
above response rate was achieved as a result of the following
process: pre-notification letter, cover letter with questionnaire
and reminder letter and phone-call only to those that had not
responded until that point in time [30] and [68].

As regards the benefits-obstacles from CSR integration and
stakeholders of CSR, a rank order was adopted, listing from
the most important to the least important attributes, in order to
expose the importance of benefits, obstacles and stakeholders
[73]. Finally, standard deviation and Kendall’s co-efficient of
concordance W were used in order to measure the degree of
consensus among respondents [12], [17], [43] and [67]. If no
ties exist, the Kendall’s W is given by

1 Accountability Rating (2008)
http://www.accountabilityrating.com/Latest_results_Greece.asp

results:
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iNzl(Ri-R]z

T ON(NZ-1)/12

Where: k = number of sets of rankings
N = number of objects or individuals being ranked

Ri= average of the ranks assigned to the ith object
or subject

R = average of the ranks assigned across all objects
of subject
N(N2 - 1)/12 = maximum possible sum of the
squared deviations
The null hypothesis claims that there is no agreement
between rankings and Kendall’s W ranges from 0, no
consensus exists among the judges, to 1, which indicates
complete agreement among judges [67]. As W increases from
0 to 1 the deviations become “more different” and there is a
greater measure of agreement in the rankings [43].

IV. RESULTS

Multiple channels of information have been observed by
companies in order to increase their knowledge on the concept
of CSR. Press and personnel knowledge seem to be the most
important ones. Eleven companies retrieve information from
the CSR networks while ten of the respondent companies
promote the cooperation with others companies of the sector
and are informed by SRI indexes as their value is important to
different stakeholders and mostly to investors. In nine cases,
parent companies seem to inform their subsidiaries as regards
the concept of CSR. It is worth noting that only three
companies select other sources of information, probably such
as conferences, seminars and CSR codes, Table I.

TABLE

SOURCES OF INFORMATION FOR THE NOTION OF CSR
Source Number
Electronic and printed press 16
Personnel knowledge 14
Member of networks 11
Corporations with companies in the same 10
sector
Monitor and/or (effort of) commitment to 10
SRI indexes
Parent company 9
Other 3

At this point, respondents classify their CSR practices in the
categories proposed by Porter and Kramer [22], Table Il. The
majority of the companies, 15 companies, focus on social
issues that affect the drivers of their competitiveness. Next, 14
companies concentrated on those issues that are affected by
companies’ operations. There are 6 companies that take into
account social issues that do not affect or are affected by
companies’ operations. The results show that the protection of
competitiveness is priority for the companies in the field of
CSR without neglecting the affected stakeholders. Only one
company classifies its CSR practices on different category.

TABLE 11
CATEGORIZATION OF CSR PRACTICES

Category Number
Generic social issues 6
Value chain social impacts 14
Social dimensions of
competitive context 15
Other 1

More than one answer is allowed

The most important benefit is the increased sales and
customer loyalty, followed by improved employees’ job
satisfaction with 2.18 and 2.31 mean ranks, respectively,
Table I1I. In the third and fourth place stand the improved
financial performance and the entrance in ethic market. The
benefits of reduced regulatory oversight and tax profits are
ranked with the lowest rate, probably because the state does
not facilitate or motivate the Greek companies to implement
CSR. Two companies do not consider that the reduced
regulatory oversight, tax profit and the entrance in ethic
market are among the experienced advantages. Both Kendall’s
W and standard deviation reveal weak consensus among
respondents concerning the benefits, significant at the 1%
level. The results offer solid arguments for the experienced
benefits of CSR as most of them are difficult to be observed
whether they derive from the CSR implementation or not.

TABLE Il
BENEFITS OF CSR

Mean Overall Std.
Benefits Rank Rank Deviation
Increased sales and customer
loyalty 2.18 1 1.27
Improved employees’ job
satisfaction 2.31 2 1.40
Improved financial performance 3.25 3 1.57
Entrance in new markets (ethic) 4.12 4 131
Reduced regulatory oversight 4.56 5 1.45
Tax profits 4.75 6 1.29

Kendall's W= .345
Six-point rank scale: 1 = high importance to 6 = low importance.

The vague concept of the CSR definition is the most
important obstacle that companies face, Table 1V, since it is
not clear which policies are appropriate and to what level they
should be implemented. The implementation of CSR policies
and practices need processes that require time, thus, the lack
of time is ranked in the second place. The lack of financial
capital stands in the third place of obstacles because the
involvement in CSR brings an additional cost leading to
competitive disadvantage [27]. Finally, lack of skilled and
trained personnel that will be responsible for the designation
and implementation of CSR is ranked at the last place. It
seems that CSR courses could be included in educational
institutions and professional training should be promoted. The
Kendall’s W = .026 is not statistically significant which means
that there is no association among the ranks. Respondents gain
a more thorough and personal view for this topic as each
obstacle is experienced uniquely in companies’ ordinary
operations, thus, they rank independently.
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TABLE IV
OBSTACLES FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF CSR

Mean  Overall Std.
Obstacles Rank Rank Deviation
Vague concept of CSR 227 1 1.17
Lack of time 2.44 2 1.19
Lack of financial capital 2.50 3 1.15
Lack of human resources 2.77 4 1.00

Kendall's W= .026
Four-point rank scale: 1 = high importance to 4 = low
importance.

According to CSR assessment methodologies, the weigh
rate of stakeholders is different and depends on their
importance in society. A company’s responds indicates that
the most important stakeholders in the field of CSR are
customers and employees, Table V. In the third place of
importance the environment is ranked, while in the fourth
place are shareholders and investors. The importance of
communities does not seem to be an important stakeholder as
it is rated in the fifth place. The dimension management of
CSR, such as dialogue with stakeholders, evaluation of CSR
performance and transmission of CSR to suppliers and
subsidiaries, is considered of low priority. In the last place of
importance are suppliers which imply that companies are not
convinced about their role in the CSR area because the
shifting structure of supply chains makes their monitoring
difficult. However, a bank company did not answer because it
supports that each stakeholder must have the same weight rate.
The Kendall’s W = .377, significant at the 1% level, and high
standard deviation reveal a weak agreement as regards the
importance of stakeholders. The low Kendall’s W outcome is
probably owing to the fact that it is not clear which
stakeholders are most significant and/or which sector possibly
gives different importance to stakeholders.

TABLE V
STAKEHOLDER PRIORITIZATION

Mean Overall Std.
Stakeholders Rank Rank Deviation
Customer 211 1 1.21
Employees 2.52 2 1.06
Environment 3.70 3 1.86
Shareholders and 4.05 4 2.07
Investors
Communities 4.64 5 1.49
Management of CSR 5.35 6 211
Suppliers 5.58 7 1.17

Kendall's W= .377
Seven-point rank scale: 1 = high priority to 7 = low
priority.

Three of the respondents consider CSR in most of the
decision cases while nine companies consider CSR one of
variables that should be taken into account in business
decision process. Finally, six companies do not consider CSR
as an important variable, Table VI. In any case, CSR is a
parameter that it is taken into consideration in any business
decision. None of the companies neglects the variable of CSR
in their decisions. The point is that companies seem to be
proactive in their decisions in order to reckon the possible

effects of their negative externalities to stakeholders. Also,
CSR can be used as a mechanism of proactive defense against
inside and outside threats.

TABLE VI

IMPORTANCE OF CSR IN DECISION PROCESS
Scale of importance Number
It is a central consideration in most corporate 3
decisions
It is an important consideration, but only one variable 9
in any decision
It is a consideration, but not an important one 6
It is a consideration on rare occasions 0
It is not a consideration 0

One answer is allowed.

V. CONCLUSION

The increased number of surveys regarding the concept of
CSR shows the necessity for policy makers, companies, NGOs
and authors to clarify the concept of CSR. Lack of studies in
reference to companies that operate in Greece triggered the
interest of the authors to investigate major perspectives of
CSR. Totally, six areas were investigated in order to provide
the perception of CSR concept: the sources of information for
CSR, the classification of CSR practices, the benefits and
barriers from the CSR implementation, the significance of
stakeholders and the role of CSR in decision procedure. For
this study, companies that are included in Accountability
Rating 2008 were selected as it is the only institution that
assesses the CSR performance in Greece.

The empirical analysis demonstrates that companies use
multiple sources of information in order to be informed for the
concept of CSR such as press and personnel knowledge. The
most important barrier for the implementation of CSR is the
lack of time, while the most important benefit is the increased
sales and customer loyalty. The CSR variable takes up an
important role in the decision procedures. The most important
stakeholders for the respondents are customers and employees
while suppliers and management of CSR are ranked at the last
place of importance. The majority of companies adopt CSR
practice concerning those social issues that could affect their
competitiveness. Statistical analysis revealed that there is no
strong consensus among respondents concerning the benefits
of CSR and the importance of stakeholders, while respondents
rank independently regarding the obstacles of CSR.

Managers have to bear in mind different factors such as
size, visibility, age, sector and business and national culture
that might affect a range of important aspects of CSR and thus
these issues should be further investigated [49], [8], [63], [23],
[19] and [27].

REFERENCES

[1] A. Azapagic, “Systems approach to corporate sustainability: A general
management framework,” Process Safety & Environmental Protection:
Transactions of the Institution of Chemical Engineers, Part B, vol. 81,
no. 5, pp.303-316, 2003.

[2] A. Tencati, F. Perrini, and S. Pogutz “New Tools to Foster Corporate
Socially Responsible Behavior,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 53, pp.
173-190, 2004.

1702



[31

(4]

(5]
(6]

(7]

(8]

(9
[10]

[11]
[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]
[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]
[24]
[25]

[26]
[27]

(28]

[29]
[30]

World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology 54 2009

A. Waddock, and S. B. Graves, “The corporate social performance-
financial performance link,” Strategic Management Journal, vol. 18, no.
4, pp. 303-319, 1997.

B. Carroll, “A Commentary and an Overview of Key Questions on
Corporate Social Performance Measurement,” BUSINESS & SOCIETY,
vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 466-478, 2000.

B. Carroll, “The Four Faces of Corporate Citizenship,” Business and
Society Review, vol. 100, no. 1, pp. 1-7, 1998.

B. E. Clarkson, “A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating
corporate social performance,” Acad Manage Rev, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 92-
117, 1995

B. Tsakarestou, Corporate Social Responsibility in Greece. Issues and
Prospects. Executive summary. Athens, Greece: Hellenic Network for
Corporate Social Responsibility, 2001.

B. Werther, and D. Chandler, “Strategic corporate social responsibility
as global brand insurance,” Business Horizons, vol. 48, pp. 317-324,
2005.

Business and Sustainable Development Global. Available at:
http://www.bsdglobal.com/

Business for  Social  Responsibility (BSR). Available at:
http://www.bsr.org

C. Mills, C. Siriopoulos, R. N. Markellos, and D. Harizanis “Seasonality
in the Athens stock exchange,” Applied Financial Economics, vol. 10,
pp. 137-42, 2000.

C. Schmidt, “Managing Delphi Surveys Using Nonparametric Statistical
Techniques”, Decision Sciences, vol. 28, no. 3, pp.763-74, 1997.

Calvert Index. Available at: www.calvert.com

Commission of the European Communities, Corporate Social
Responsibility: A business contribution to Sustainable Development,
Brussels, 2002.

Commission of the European Communities, Green Paper: Promoting a
European framework for Corporate Social Responsibility, Brussels,
2001.

D. Margolis, and J. P. Walsh, People and Profits: The Search for a Link
between a Company’s Social and Financial Performance, Erlbaum,
Mahwah, N.J., 2001.

D. McGuire and M. Cseh, “The development of the field of HRD: a
Delphi study,” Journal of European Industrial Training, vol. 30, no. 8,
2006

Deni Greene Consulting Services, “Socially Responsible Investment in
Australia”, Benchmarking Survey conducted for the Ethical Investment,
Association, 2004. Available at:
http://eia.org.au/filess MNJLXB5Z5K/2004% 20SR1%
20benchmarking.pdf

Dow Jones  Sustainability  Indexes
http://www.sustainability-index.com

E. Drimbetas, N. Sariannidis, and N. Porfiris, “The Effect of Derivatives
Trading on Volatility of the Underlying Asset: Evidence from the Greek
Stock Market,” Applied Financial Economics, vol. 17, pp. 139-148,
2007.

E. H. Creyer, and W. T. Ross, “The Influence of Firm Behavior on
Purchase Intention: Do Consumers Really Care About Business
Ethics?,” Journal of Consumer Marketing, vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 421-432,
1997.

E. Porter, and M. R. Kramer, “Strategy and Society - The Link Between
Competitive Advantage and Corporate Social Responsibility,” Harvard
Business Review, HBR Spotlight, 2006.

Economic and Social Committee of Greece, “Opinion on CSR,” 2003.
Auvailable at: www.oke.gr

Ethibel Sustainable Index. Available at: www.ethibel.org

Ethos Institute. Available at:
http://www.ethos.org.br/desktopdefault.aspx?alias=ethosenglish&lang=e
n-us

EuroCharity. Available at: www.eurocharity.org

European Multistakeholder Forum on CSR, (2004), “Corporate Social
Responsibility-Final results & recommendations,” Final Report.
Available at:
http://circa.europa.eu/irc/empl/csr_eu_multi_stakeholder_forum/info/dat
a/en/CSR%20Forum%20final%20report.pdf

FTSE4Good. Available at:
http://www.ftse.com/Indices/FTSE4Good_Index_Series/index.jsp
Global Reporting Initiative. Available at: www.globalreporting.org

H. Blumberg, C. Fuller, and A. Hare, “Response rates in postal survey,”
Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 38, pp. 113-23, 1974.

(DJSI).  Available  at:

(311

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]
[36]

371

[38]
[39]
[40]
[41]
[42]
[43]
[44]
[45]
[46]
[47]
[48]
[49]
[50]
[51]
[52]
[53]
[54]1
[55]
[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

1703

Hellenic Network for Corporate Social Responsibility, Survey on CSR
in Small and Medium-sized Enterprises, Athens, Greece, 2006.

Hellenic Network for Corporate Social Responsibility. Available at:
www.csrhellas.org

|. Fafaliou, M. Lekakou, and I. Theotokas, “Is the European shipping
industry aware of corporate social responsibility? The case of the Greek-
owned short sea shipping companies,” Marine Policy, vol. 30, pp. 412-
419, 2006.

I. Maignan, and O. C. Ferrell, “Corporate social responsibility and
marketing: an integrative framework,” Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 3-19, 2004.

Institute of Social Innovation. Available at: www.socialinnovation.gr

J. Dawkins and S. Lewis, “CSR in Stakeholder Expectations: And Their
Implication for Company Strategy,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 44,
pp. 185-193, 2003.

J. J. Graafland, S. C. W. Eijffinger, and H. Smid, “Benchmarking of
Corporate  Social Responsibility: Methodological Problems and
Robustness”, Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 53, pp. 137-52, 2004.
Jantzi Social Index. Available at: www.jantzisocialindex.com

JSE SRI Index. Available at: http://www.jse.co.za/sri

KLD. Available at: www.kld.com

KPMG, International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting
2005, KPMG Global Sustainable Services, Amsterdam, 2005.

L. Stainer, “Performance management and corporate social
responsibility: the strategic connection,” Strat. Change, vol. 15, pp. 253-
264, 2006.

M. G. Kendall, Rank Correlation Methods.
Publishing Co., 1955.

M. Hopkins, “Corporate social responsibility: an issues paper,” Working
Paper No. 27, Policy Integration Department World Commission on the
Social Dimension of Globalization International Labour Office Geneva,
2004.

M. J. Epstein, and M.-J. Roy, “Sustainability in action: Identifying and
measuring the key performance drivers,” Long Range Planning, vol. 34,
no. 5, pp. 585-604, 2001.

M. J. Munoz-Torres, M. A. Fernandez-lzquierdo, and M. R. Balaguer-
Franch, “The Social Responsibility Performance of Ethical and
Solidarity Funds: An Approach to the Case of Spain,” Business Ethics,
vol. 13, no. 2-3, pp. 200-218, 2004.

M. Kontaxi, Survey for Corporate Social Responsibility in Greek
business, PriceWaterHouseCoopers, Athens, 2004.

M. Longo, M. Mura, and A. Bonoli, “Corporate Social Responsibility
and Corporate Performance: The Case of Italian SMEs”, Corporate
Governance, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 28-42, 2005.

M. Palazzi, and G. Starcher, “Corporate Social Responsibility and
Business  Success,” 2001, paper found in the web-site:
http://www.ebbf.org.

M. Roman, S. Hayibor, and B. R. Agle, “The Relationship Between
Social and Financial Performance,” BUSINESS & SOCIETY, vol. 38, no.
1, pp. 109-125, 1999.

M. Weber, “The business case for corporate social responsibility: A
company-level —measurement approach for CSR,” European
Management Journal, vol. 24, no. 4, 2008.

M. Willmott, Citizen Brands. John Wiley & Sons Ltd, Chichester, 2001.
Maala Index. Auvailable at:
http://www.maala.org.il/eng/tools/index/01/default.asp?ContentID=338
MORI (2006) “Engaging Employees through Corporate Responsibility”.
Available at: http://www.ipsos-mori.com/_assets/erm/engaging-
employees-through-corporate-responsibility.pdf

N. Sariannidis, E. Drimbetas, and G. Konteos, “Impact of International
Volatility, the Euro, and Derivatives on a Small Stock Market,”
International Review of Applied Economic Research, vol.1, pp. 1-22,
2006.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
Available at: www.oecd.org

P. Alexakis, and M. Xanthakis, “Day of the week effect on the Greek
stock market,” Applied Financial Economics, vol. 5, pp. 43-50, 1995.

P. Arlow, and M. J. Gannon, “Social Responsiveness, Corporate
Structure and Economic Performance,” Academy of Management
Review, Vol. 7, pp. 235-241, 1982.

P. Bansal, and K. Roth, “Why Companies Go Green: A Model of
Ecological Responsiveness,” The Academy of Management Journal, vol.
43, no. 4, pp. 717-736, 2000.

New York: Hafner



World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology 54 2009

[60] P. Kotler, and N. Lee, Corporate Social Responsibility. Doing the Most
Good for Your Company and Your Cause. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
Hoboken, NJ, 2005.

[61] P. Lantos, “The boundaries of strategic corporate social responsibility,”
Journal of Consumer Marketing, vol. 18, no. 7, pp. 595-632, 2001.

[62] P. Matthew, and A. Aseem, “Green Clubs and Voluntary Governance:
ISO 14001 and Firms’ Regulatory Compliance,” American Journal of
Political Science, vol. 49, no. 2, pp. 235-248, 2005.

[63] S. Brammer and A. Millington, “Corporate Reputation and Philanthropy:
An Empirical Analysis,” Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 61, pp. 29-44,
2005.

[64] S. Gyves, and E. O'Higgins, “Corporate social responsibility: an avenue
for sustainable benefit for society and the firm?,” Society and Business
Review, vol. 3, nol. 3, pp. 207-223, 2008.

[65] S. N. Craig “Corporate Social Responsibility: whether or how”,
California Management Review, vol. 45, no. 4, pp. 52-76, 2003.

[66] S. Sharma, J. Sharma, and A. Devi, “Corporate Social Responsibility:
The Key Role of Human Resource Management,” Business Intelligence
Journal, vol. 2, no.1, 2009.

[67] S. Siegel, and N. Castellan, Non-parametric Statistics for the Behavioral
Sciences, McGraw-Hill, New York, NY, 1998.

[68] S. T. Cavusgil, and L. A. Elvey-Kirk, “Mail Survey Response Behavior;
A Conceptualization of Motivating Factors and Empirical Study,”
European Journal of Marketing, vol. 32, pp. 1165-92, 1998.

[69] Social Investment Forum, 2005 Report on Socially Responsible
Investing Trends in the United States 10-YEAR REVIEW, Washington
DC, 2006.

[70] T. Donaldson, and L. E. Preston, “The stakeholder theory of the
corporation: concepts, evidence, and implications,” Acad Manage Rev,
vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 65-91, 1995

[71] T. Kitchin, “Corporate social responsibility - a brand explanation,”
Brand Management, vol. 10, no. 4/5, pp. 312-326, 2002.

[72] United Nation Global Compact. Auvailable at:
www.unglobalcompact.org

[73] W. Edwards and J. R. Newman, Multiattribute Evaluation, SAGE
Publications, In., 1982.

[74] W. Greening, and D. B. Turban, “Corporate social performance as a
competitive advantage in attracting a quality workforce,” Business and
Society, vol. 39, 254-280, 2000.

[75] W. Schiebel, and S. Pochtrager, “Corporate ethics as a factor for success
— the measurement instrument of the University of Agricultural Sciences
(BOKU), Vienna,” Supply Chain Management: An International
Journal, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 116-121, 2003.

[76] World Business Council for Sustainable Development. Available at:
www.whbcsd.or.

G. Giannarakis holds a Bsc in Business Administration from the University
of Macedonia in Thessalonica (1999-2003), an MSc in Shipping, Transport
and Trade from the University of Aegean (2004-2005) and he is a Phd
candidate at the University of Aegean in Corporate Social Responsibility since
December of 2006.

1704



	H. Sedikixxx.pdf
	I. ORAL.pdf
	Kristina Maikstenienexxxx.pdf
	Laimona Sliburytexxx.pdf
	P. PuustinenXXX.pdf
	Peter YangXXX.pdf
	R. MehraXXXXXXX.pdf
	Tutku Eker Isciogluxxx.pdf
	Umut Gunduzxxx.pdf
	Zehra Yigitxxxxx.pdf
	Dawei Lin.pdf
	E. Kritzinger.pdf
	Fauziah Hanim Tafrixxx.pdf
	Gang Chenxxx.pdf
	Giseob Byunxxx.pdf
	Grigoris GiannarakisXXX.pdf



