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Abstract 

The main purpose of this paper is to investigate whether market structure and corporate size are 
determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). We employ a sample including 118 companies 
belonging to the CSRHub’s database. Results show that companies in monopolistic competition market 
structures exhibit better CSR performance, followed by oligopolistic firms and, finally, monopolies, 
confirming previous results from the literature. More specifically, this means that companies in more 
competitive markets, less concentrated and having lower market share bear the tendency to perform 
better in CSR terms. Concerning firm size, and according to our findings, this variable (as measured by 
the number of employees and revenue) is positively and moderately related with CSR performance. 
The number of employees has a positive and weak correlation with the Employees dimension of CSR. 
The number of employees also has a positive effect in CSR performance as a whole, while oligopoly 
and monopoly structures have a negative effect. Besides that, the model tested indicates that Revenue 
is a bad predictor for CSR. 

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility; Market Structure; Firm dimension; Competition; 
Employees; Revenue.  

 

1. Introduction 

Companies are increasingly aware of the 
importance of environmental, social and 
ethical behaviours.  It was in this context that 
the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) became widely known and employed. 
The trust in organizations and their reputation 
are correlated and CSR has been popularly 
used as a risk management tool (Sharfman and 
Fernando, 2008). However, the use of CSR 
goes beyond marketing strategies; it 
incorporates multiple dimensions (such as 
environmental and social) in the company’s 
strategy, in a way that creates value for the 
company and for the society.  

1.1. Objectives  

The aim of this research is to analyse the 
relationship between corporate social 
responsibility, market structure and firm 
dimension.  
Many studies are focused on a given market 
structure. This study, however, intends to 
analyse three market structures simultaneously 
– monopoly, oligopoly and monopolistic 
competition. 

Furthermore, the literature concerning CSR 
and firm dimension is mainly focused either on 
large companies or SMEs. In turn this study 
intends to evaluate the relationship between 
CSR performance and firm dimension as 
continuous variables, where firm dimension is 
measured by revenue and number of 
employees. Noteworthy, by addressing the two 
research questions at the same time and with 
the same database, we are able to investigate 
whether concentration and size contribute in 
the same direction to CSR practices, which 
seems relevant given that these two variables 
are sometimes associated. Actually, our results 
do not give full support to this view. 
We employ multiple linear regression analysis 
to understand which are the best CSR 
predictors. As extensions, this research also 
includes the study of the relationship between 
the number of firm employees and the 
Employees CSR dimension; the influence of 
the industry in CSR performance; and the 
engagement in CSR reporting. 

1.2. Motivation 

The discussion around corporate social 
responsibility and its application has started 
around the 60’s. In the last twenty years, the 
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evolution of technologies and the media 
influence on consumers triggered the attention 
to CSR; however, this was also a result of 
many incidents. For instance, in 1997, the 
popular brand Nike was under heavy criticism, 
after the magazine Life published a famous 
photography regarding child labour in 
Pakistan. After this, Nike was probably the 
first large organization to acknowledge 
business responsibilities and publicly engage 
in CSR. The current research is mainly 
motivated by the need to raise awareness 
regarding the impact of corporations on 
societies and has the aim to contribute to the 
literature with new data in order to support 
investigators and managers in their CSR 
analyses. 

2. Literature Review 

This section briefly reviews the literature 
concerning CSR definition, CSR dimensions, 
CSR and market structures and, finally, CSR 
and firm dimension. 

     2.1. The Corporate Social Responsibility 
Definition 

The best definition for corporate social 
responsibility has been under discussion for 
many years. The first important reference to 
CSR was made by Bowen in 1953, in his book 
“Social Responsibility of a Businessman”, 
where the author stated that businesses are an 
important centre of influence in people’s life in 
many ways. An exact definition of CSR is 
difficult to achieve because the meaning of 
CSR changes over time (Lee, 2008; Carroll, 
1999). Besides that, the term was considered 
internally complex, without guides for 
practical applications (Moon et al., 2005) and 
equal or very similar to other concepts in some 
contexts (Matten and Crane, 2005). In 
concordance, Goebbels (2002) acknowledges 
that the existence of many concepts, 
definitions and models, which meanings 
overlap, has a negative impact in the definition 
of CSR. The non existence of a definition that 
is able to cover all the necessary purposes both 
for researchers and for managers is related 
with the difficulty of the concept’s definition 
(WBCSD, 2000). Also, the definition of CSR 
differs widely among studies and authors 
(Votaw, 1973; Goebbels, 2002) and, according 
to Van Marrewijk (2003), is usually influenced 
by specific interests, according to Van 
Marrewijk (2003). 
One of the most sceptical studies in what 
concerns CSR was conducted by Friedman 
(1962). The author presented a classic vision 
of business, stating that a company’s 
responsibility is to generate money, and that 

social responsibilities should be a 
government’s task. Other authors defendend 
this vision (Bhide and Stevenson, 1990; Gaski, 
1985; Chamberlain, 1973). The Commission of 
the European Communities (2001), in turn, 
stated the most cited definition (Dahlsrud, 
2006): CSR includes voluntarily responsible 
activities, at the social and environmental 
levels, in the business model and which 
practice goes beyond the legal requirements of 
the company, having in consideration a group 
of stakeholders previously chosen by the 
company. This is the definition we adopt in 
this study, given that it considers many 
dimensions of CSR. 

     2.2. The Corporate Social Responsibility 
Dimensions 

Carroll (1979) was the first to build a model 
that provided a conceptual CSR framework for 
other authors and served as an application 
guide for managers. The model contains three 
dimensions of corporate social performance, 
which are interrelated and must be articulated: 
the social responsibility categories, the social 
issues involved in the action, and the 
philosophy of the response. The social 
responsibility categories include economic, 
legal, ethical and discretionary responsibilities. 
This is a relevant model because it revealed 
that economic responsibilities are compatible 
with CSR. However, the model was subjected 
to criticisms (Wartick and Cochran, 1985; 
Strand, 1983), for not considering the dynamic 
nature of corporate social responsibility. 
Later, other CSR models were developed in 
order to assess companies efficiently in their 
CSR strategies. Based on Carroll (1979), 
Wartick and Cochran (1985) proposed a model 
that differs from the previous one in the social 
issues dimension. The new version of the 
dimension includes the following categories: 
Social Issues Identification, Issues Analysis 
and Results Evaluation, in order to assess a 
wider scope of information (furthermore, the 
authors stated that the developments 
implemented in the model were not enough to 
solve the problem). On the other hand, the 
model created by Strand (1983) has the 
possibility to relate sets of variables that 
represent the organizational action and the 
external environment. His model presents three 
dimensions: Organizational Social 
Responsibilities (which includes the economic 
responsibility), Response Capacity and 
Organizational Response.  

Wood (1991) suggested a model that does not 
uses dimensions, but instead uses principles 
(institutional, organizational and individuals), 
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processes (related environment, stakeholder 
management and issues management) and 
results (that includes social impacts, social 
programs and/or social policies). This model 
was important because it integrated the 
discretionary responsibility mentioned by 
Carroll (1979), the social legitimacy stated by 
Davis (1973) and the concept of organizational 
results responsibility indicated by Preston and 
Post (1975). 

The creation of the Domini 400 Social SM 
Index, a social responsibility index that 
assesses companies on their CSR performance, 
was proposed by Kinder, Lydenberg and 
Domini & Co. Currently, this is one of the 
most popular CSR indexes. Companies are 
assessed in 5 main dimensions: relationship 
with the community, environmental 
performance, product characteristics, diversity 
and relationships with employees (Kinder, 
2005).  

     2.3. Corporate Social Responsibility and 
Market Structure 

According to Graafland and Smid (2004) and 
Siegel and Vitaliano (2007), companies in 
(nearly) perfect competition markets do not  
need to create good social reputation or engage 
in CSR. In a theoretical scenario of perfect 
competition, if a company acquires a 
competitive advantage, that would result in a 
market share increase. Therefore, in a perfect 
competition model all the companies would 
have the same CSR level. 
According to Johnson (1966), monopolies 
should not invest in CSR activities and, if they 
do, it should be only for altruistic reasons since 
it would not be reasonable to do it 
strategically. 
Competition to differentiate and attract 
consumers happens with different intensity 
depending on the market. Declerck and M’Zali 
(2012) conducted a study on CSR engagement 
and competition with differentiation. They 
showed that CSR engagement is on average 
significantly higher in competitive markets and 
that companies in highly competitive markets 
show better CSR performances. 
Other studies showed that, in competitive 
markets, companies are highly motivated to 
engage in CSR as a competitive advantage 
(Fernández-Kranz and Santaló, 2010; Juščius 
and Snieška, 2008; Kitzmueller, 2008; 
Tzavara, 2008; Siegel and Vitaliano, 2007; 
Baron, 2006; Fisman et al., 2005; Jonhson, 
1966). 
A study focused on CSR consumer-oriented 
activities and competition conducted by 

Fisman et al. (2005) revealed that the benefits 
of engaging in CSR increase with competition; 
however, they decrease with the number of 
companies engaging in CSR practices. 
The studies that assess CSR and market share 
are often motivated by the assumption that 
those two variables are negatively correlated. 
The study regarding market shares and CSR 
conducted by Ogola and Dreer (2012) showed 
that market leaders do not have a strong 
motivation to invest in CSR (excluding in the 
U.S.A. market, where large investments were 
made, possibly due to the fact of being the 
company’s domestic market) and also 
concluded for a negative weak relationship 
between the two variables. In this way, the 
authors concluded that lower market shares 
motivate companies to invest more (in 
comparison to market leaders) in CSR 
activities, which was also showed by Declerck 
and M’Zali (2012), Juščius and Snieška 
(2008), Graafland and Smid (2004). 

     2.4. Corporate Social Responsibility and 
Firms Dimension  

Many authors have already concluded for a 
positive correlation between CSR and firm 
dimension, for instance Roberts (1992), Parket 
and Eilbirt (1975), Stanwick and Stanwick 
(1998), Mcwilliams and Siegel (2001), Dyer 
and Whetten (2006), Reverte (2008), Vives 
(2006) and Sweeney (2007). In spite of these 
evidences, there are many studies that 
concluded for the opposite. Orlitzky (2001) 
showed that both small and large companies 
benefit equally from CSR. Also, Baumann-
Pauly et al. (2011) concluded that CSR 
engagement is not directly correlated with firm 
dimension, and Siegel and Vitaliano (2007) 
stated that there is not a significant correlation 
between the variables. There is also evidence 
of a negative correlation between the variables 
(Bourlakis et al., 2014; Howard and Jaffee, 
2012). 
Other authors stated that the relationship 
between the two variables is either ambiguous 
(Lepoutre and Heene, 2006) or that small 
companies engage in CSR differently from 
large ones (Perrini et al., 2007). The study of 
Russo and Tencati (2009) concluded that large 
corporations tend to engage in formal 
strategies of CSR, while small and medium 
companies favour informal strategies. Besides 
that, many studies showed that industry 
influences the correlation between CSR and 
industry dimension (Reverte, 2008; Britton and 
Gray, 2001). Amato and Amato (2006) and 
Udayasankar (2007) stated that medium size 
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companies are the ones with less motivation to 
engage in CSR. 

3. Methodology 

This section presents and explains the selected 
sample, as well as the procedures adopted in 
this research. 

          3.1. Sample 

Our sample contains 118 organizations, 
including 30 monopolies or dominant firms 
(companies in markets with a very high 
Herfindhal-Hirshman index, HHI), 51 
companies in monopolistic competition 
markets, and 37 in oligopolies. The following 
variables were assessed in order to classify the 
companies on their market structure and 
dimension: country, industry, number of 
sellers, product nature, entry barriers, revenue, 
market share distribution, HHI, relative 
concentration and number of employees 
regarding the financial year of 2013/2014. In 
addition, the natural monopolies investment 
index (NMXGlobal)1 was used, together with 
information from articles published by national 
statistics services, like the Office for National 
Statistics – United Kingdom, organizations 
reports and online articles.  

     3.2. Procedures 

The companies were classified by market 
structure based on entry barriers, product 
nature, number of sellers (Gwin, 2001) and 
HHI (calculated with the last fiscal year 
revenue). Furthermore, companies were also 
characterized on their dimension through the 
last fiscal year revenue (in American billion 
dollars) and number of employees, using 
software Microsoft Excel, version 14.4.6. 
The data analysis was performed with IBM 
SPSS Statistics, version 22. The first data 
analysis tested the relationship between CSR 
and market structure. The following null 
hypothesis was stated: “H0A: The market 
structure has no effect on CSR performance” 
and the alternative hypothesis specified: “H1A:  
The market structure has an effect on CSR 
performance”. To test the hypotheses, we used 
descriptive statistics, inferential statistics (with 
α = 0.05) and one-way ANOVA analysis. 
Then we conducted a second analysis with the 
same methods regarding the four dimensions 
of CSR: employees, environment, community 
and Governance.  
A third approach consisted on testing the 
correlation between CSR and firm dimension, 

                                                
1 For more information about the index, please see 
http://www.lpx-group.com/nmx/home.html. 
2 For more information about the CSR index, please 

more specifically between CSR, revenue and 
number of employees. The null hypothesis 
stated for this test was: “H0B: The firm 
dimension is not positively correlated with 
CSR performance” and the alternative 
hypothesis indicated: “H1B: The firm 
dimension is positively correlated with CSR 
performance”. The test was based on the 
Pearson correlation coefficient with a 
significance level α = 0.05.  
A linear regression model was estimated in 
order to predict CSR using the market structure 
and the transformed variables of the number of 
employees and revenue as predictors. To 
accomplish this, it was necessary to transform 
the market structure variable into two (k 
categorical variables -1) dummy variables. 
To test if the industry has any effect in CSR 
performance, an independent t-student test was 
carried out. At first, it was intended to evaluate 
the impact of industries on CSR performance, 
however, the manufacturing industry was the 
only industry showing enough observations to 
be assessed. The companies were classified 
according to the Portuguese Classification of 
Economic Activities. 
The correlation between the performance in 
the CSR Employees dimension and the number 
of employees was also computed. To do so, we 
used the Pearson correlation coefficient with a 
significance level of α = 0.05. 
The final analysis included a review on CSR 
reporting using software Microsoft Excel, 
version 14.4.6. The reporting dates and the 
terms used were also evaluated. The results 
were compared with the report of 
Accountability and Governance Institute, Inc, 
as well as other relevant studies.  

     3.3. Measures of CSR  

The rating used in this analysis comes from 
CSRHub, a company specialized in CSR 
classification and reporting. The database 
consists in more than 6000 organizations and 
the classifications are based in more than 325 
data sources. This rating received many 
awards.2 
The CSR performance is assessed in five 
dimensions: Employees, Environment, 
Community, Governance and Global. The 
global performance is not fixed and is the 
result of a weighted combination of the four 
dimensions. The combination used in this 
study is the weighted average of all the 
CSRHub’s users (each user decides which 

                                                
2 For more information about the CSR index, please 
see http://www.csrhub.com/content/about-csrhub/ 
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elements of CSR are most important). At the 
time this research was conducted, the weights 
observed on the website that made up the 
global performance were: 2.3 for Employees, 
3.1 for Environment, 2.2 for the Community 
dimension and 2.4 for Governance (in a scale 
of 0 to 5 for each dimension). 
The Employees dimension includes company’s 
activities related to diversity, work rights, 
salaries, benefits, health, safety and unions. 
The Environment dimension includes 
environmental policies and reports, waste and 
recourses management, energy use and climate 
change strategies. The Community dimension 
is related to human rights, supply chain, 
product quality, safety and sustainability, 
community development and philanthropy. 
Finally, the Governance dimension consists on 
activities related to stakeholder’s treatment, 
data report and transparency, executive board 
and executive’s compensations. 
The organizations classification respects the 
following methodology: firstly, CSR indexes 
and reports are surveyed. Secondly, the 
information gathered is converted to a numeric 
scale 0 to 100), which is subjected to 
normalization and weighting. Lastly, the 
performance is categorized into one of the 12 
subcategories and/or in ‘specific issues’, which 
will be reduced to four dimensions: 
Employees, Environment, Community and 
Governance. 
 

4. Data Analysis 

     4.1. Variables  

The dependent variables for this study are the 
variables related to the CSR rating: Global, 
Employees, Environment, Community and 
Governance. These variables are discrete. The 
market structure is one of the independent 
variables used: it is a categorical variable that 
assumes the values of 1, 2 and 3 for monopoly, 
monopolistic competition and oligopoly, 
respectively. Furthermore, the transformed 
variables of the Number of employees and 
Revenue are also independent variables 
(Revenue is a continuous variable and the 
Number of employees is a discrete one). 
Both the Environment and Governance 
variables presented outliers, which were inside 
the interval of 1.5*interquartile range of the 
first quartile (calculated by SPSS). Those 
observations were not excluded. The variables 
Revenue and Number of Employees presented 
exterior and extreme outliers and, instead of 
eliminating them, the logarithmic function was 
applied to these two variables (using a base e). 

The results showed meaningful improvements 
on data suitability and skewness in both cases.  

     4.2. CSR and Market Structure 

The one-way ANOVA analysis was used to 
test the relationship between CSR performance 
(Global) and market structure. When the CSR 
levels were compared as a function of the 
market structure, we concluded that the 
differences were statistically significant, with 
F (2, 115) = 15.662, p = 0.001 (see table 1). 
After that, the multiple comparison tests (a 
posteriori) of Tukey showed that the 
differences between the CSR global 
performances are all significant. The results 
allow us to conclude that companies in 
monopolistic competition structures have 
higher CSR performances, with an average 
(AVG) of 60.18, followed by companies in 
oligopolies (AVG=56.41) and, lastly, by 
monopolies with an average of 52.40. 

 
Table 1: One-way ANOVA for Market structure and 

CSR performance (Global) 

 Average 
(AVG) 

Standard 
Deviation 

(SD) 
Sigma 

Monopoly 52.40 6.542 0.001 

Monopolistic 
Competition 60.18 5.806 0.001 

Oligopoly 56.41 6.103 0.001 

 
 The relations between our four CSR 
dimensions and market structure were also 
analysed. The result of the one-way ANOVA 
tests showed that the differences between 
groups are statistically significant, with F (2, 
115) = 13.294, p = 0.001, F (2,115) = 9.632, p 
= 0.001 and F (2,115) = 24.411, p = 0.001 for 
Employees, Environment and Community 
dimensions, respectively (see tables 2 and 3). 
Furthermore, the results showed that the 
differences between groups are not statistically 
significant for Governance. However, the 
multiple comparison tests (a posteriori) of 
Tukey revealed that the differences between 
the values are significant only for the 
Community Dimension. Companies in 
monopolistic competition structures presented 
the highest CSR performances in all 
dimensions, as opposed to monopolies, which 
showed the lowest CSR performances in all 
dimensions (see tables 2 and 3).  
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Table 2: One-way ANOVA analysis for Market 
structure, Employees and Environment 

 

Table 3: One-way ANOVA analysis for Market 
structure, Community and Governance 

   

     4.3. CSR and Firm Dimension 

 To test the correlation between CSR 
performance (Global) and firm dimension 
(measured with the transformed variables of 
Revenue and Number of employees) the 
Pearson’s correlation test was used. The results 
indicated a correlation between the CSR 
performance and the Log Revenue of 0.313, 
revealing a positive, moderate and significant 
correlation. This implies that larger the 
revenues are associated with better CSR 
performance and vice-versa (see table 4).   
 

Table 4: Correlation between CSR performance and 
Log Revenue 

 
Regarding the correlation between CSR 
performance and the Log Employees variable, 
the results showed a correlation of 0.379, 
revealing a positive, moderate and significant 
correlation. A positive correlation implies that 
a larger number of employees are associated 
with a better CSR performance and vice-versa 
(see table 5). 

Table 5: Correlation between CSR performance and 
Log Employees 

   CSR Performance 
  (Global) 

Log 
Employees 

Pearson’s Correlation  0.379 

Sig. (2-tailed)  0.001 

N  118 

 

     4.4. Regression Estimation Model 

To obtain a predicting model for corporate 
social responsibility, a multiple linear 
regression model was estimated. With the 
support of SPSS software, the Enter method 
was used with the independent variables, 
market structure, number of employees and 
revenue, whilst the dependent variable is the 
CSR performance. The estimated model 
explains 31.7% of the total variance of the 
CSR performance (see table 6), being 
statistically significant, with F (4, 113) = 
13.126 and p = 0.001 (results from the 
ANOVA analysis). 
 

Table 6: Multiple linear regression model summary 

 
 
  The variables with significant regression 
coefficients were: Number of Employees, 
showing β(2.460) = 1.134, t (113) for p = 0.015, 
the variable Monopoly, with β(-4.985) = - 6.701, t 
(113) for p = 0.001 and the variable Oligopoly, 
with β(-3.434) = - 4.296, t (113) for p = 0.001. 
The variable number of Employees presented a 
positive coefficient, which implies that the 
larger the number of employees, the better is 
the CSR performance. On the contrary, the 
variables monopoly and oligopoly presented a 
negative coefficient, implying that these 
variables have a negative effect on CSR 
performance (see table 7). The resulting 
equation is: 
 
𝑬𝒔𝒕𝒊𝒎𝒂𝒕𝒆𝒅  𝒀 = 47.818   + 0.391𝑥! + 1.134𝑥!

− 6.701  𝑥! − 4.296  𝑥! 
 
In this case, 𝑥! represents the Log Revenue, 
while 𝑥!   represents the Log Number of 
Employees; 𝑥!  stands for Monopoly and, 

 Employees Environment 
AVG SD Sig AVG SD Sig 

Monopoly 54.20 8.723 0.001 54.63 8.838 0.001 

Monopolistic 
Competition 63.04 7.233 62.73 8.259 

Oligopoly 58.22 7119 60.59 7.116 

 
Community Governance 

AVG SD Si
g AVG SD Sig 

Monopoly 51.60 7.356 0.0
01 

48.50 6.431 0.0
29 

Monopolistic 
Competition 55.80 6.312 58.14 5.936 

Oligopoly 53.27 7.985 52.51 6.288 

 CSR Performance 
(Global) 

Log 
Revenue 

Pearson’s Correlation 0.313 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 118 

Model R R 
Square 

R Square 
Adjusted 

Standard 
Deviation 

Estimation 

 0,563 0,317 0,293 5,728 
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finally, 𝑥!  represents the Oligopoly variable, 
being 𝑥! and 𝑥! dichotomous variables. 
 

Table 7: Multiple Linear Regression Model 
Coefficients 

Model Non Standardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t 

Sig. 

 B Standard 
Deviation Beta  

 

(Constant) 47.818 3.991  11.982 0.001 

Log Revenue 0.391 0.509 0.085 0.769 0.443 

Log Number 
of employees 1.134 0.461 0.268 2.460 0.015 

Monopoly -6.701 1.344 -0.430 -4.985 0.001 

Oligopoly -4.296 1.251 -0.294 -3.434 0.001 

 

     4.5. The particular case of the 
manufacturing industry 

To test the influence of the manufacturing 
industry in CSR performance, the t-student test 
was used. It was intended to evaluate the 
impact of industries on CSR performance, 
however, the manufacturing industry was the 
only industry presenting enough observations 
(N > 30) to be studied. This analysis compared 
the average CSR performance of two 
independent groups, including 44 companies 
belonging to monopolistic competition and 28 
companies belonging to oligopolies (see table 
8). The results indicated that the average CSR 
performance of companies in monopolistic 
competition market structures is 4 points above 
the performance of organizations in oligopolies 
(monopolies were not tested because the group 
did not present enough observations, i.e., N 
>30). 
Besides that, the equal variances assumed test 
was also performed (because the independent 
groups have very similar standard deviations, 
see table 8), which showed Sig. = 0.510, 
implying that the variability in the two market 
structures is very similar; the Sigma (2-tailed) 
= 0.006 implies a statistically significant 
difference between the two groups (t = 2.812, 
p = 0.006).  
As a result of these findings, we may conclude 
that companies in monopolistic competition 
structures in the transformation industry 
showed a higher average in terms of CSR 
performance (60.75) than companies in the 
same industry but in oligopoly structures 
(56.75). These results indicate that the 

transformation industry may have an effect on 
CSR performance. Furthermore, the 
conclusions cannot be extended to other 
industries due to the lack of data. 
 

Table 8: Test t-student for the industry of 
transformation 

 Market 
Structures 

N Average SD 

Global 
CSR 

Perfor. 

Monopolistic 
Competition 

44 60.75 5.686 

Oligopoly 28 56.75 6.186 

 

     4.6. The CSR dimension ‘Employees’ and 
the Number of employees 
The correlation between the Employees CSR 
dimension and the Number of employees was 
tested using the Pearson’s correlation 
coefficient, which showed a positive, weak and 
significant correlation of 0.280. This result 
implies that having more employees is 
associated with better performance in the 
Employees CSR dimension.  
 
Table 9: Correlation between the Employees dimension 

and the Number of employees 

 

  4.7. CSR reporting and communication 

The last analysis conducted in this study was 
an assessment of CSR reporting in the selected 
sample. First, we realized that 84.7% of the 
companies in the sample have some kind of 
CSR reporting, which means that 15.3% do not 
share any relevant information regarding their 
involvement in CSR. According to the report 
of Governance & Accountability Institute, Inc, 
from 2011 to 2012 there was a significant 
improvement in CSR reporting by companies 
listed on S&P500 Index® and on Fortune; 
however, few more than 50% of those 
companies engaged in CSR reporting (Clark 
and Master, 2012).  
The analysis carried out in this study indicates 
that 87% of the companies presented updated 
information (years 2013 and 2014), while 13% 
of the companies presented out-of-date reports. 

 Log Number of 
Employees 

 Employees 
 (CSR 
Dimension) 

Pearson’s 
Correlation 0.280  

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 
N 118 
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Besides that, 40% of the companies in the 
sample prefer the term ‘sustainability’, 38% 
use the terminology ‘CSR’ and the remaining 
companies use many different terms, for 
instance ‘global responsibility’ and ‘people 
and the planet’. 

5. Discussion 

Initial studies on CSR were mainly based on 
the discussion of the concept or on the 
correlation between CSR and financial 
performance; however, nowadays it is possible 
to find studies that cover a large range of 
subjects related to CSR. It is now possible to 
understand that CSR is motivated by many 
factors, leading to a better understanding of 
this subject. 
The aim of the current work is to analyse 
whether market structure and firm dimension 
are potential determinants to CSR engagement. 
The literature reviewed revealed studies with 
contradictory conclusions; however the results 
we achieved were as expected. The first 
important conclusion is that the null hypothesis  
“H0 A: The market structure has no effect on 
CSR performance” is rejected. The statistical 
analysis concluded that corporations in 
monopolistic competition markets present a 
higher average in Global CSR performance 
(60.18), followed by oligopolies, and, finally, 
monopolies. 
Results regarding the analysis of CSR 
dimensions (Environment, Employees, 
Community and Governance) and market 
structures indicate that companies in 
monopolistic competition markets show better 
performance in all dimensions, as compared 
with the other market structures. Oligopolistic 
firms presented the second best performances 
in all dimensions, followed by monopolies. In 
general, regardless of the market structure, 
organizations seem to exhibit a better 
performance in the Employees dimension, 
followed by Environment, Community and, 
finally, Governance. 
The results obtained in the first analysis are 
important and indicate that companies with 
low market share, in more competitive and less 
concentrated markets have a tendency to 
perform better in terms of CSR. This finding is 
aligned with the literature, both in the field of 
competition (Declerck and M’Zali, 2012; 
Fernández-Kranz and Santaló, 2010; Juščius 
and Snieška, 2008; Kitzmueller, 2008; Siegel 
and Vitaliano, 2007; Baron, 2006; Fisman et 
al., 2005; Johnson, 1966) and in the field of 
market share (Ogola and Dreer, 2012; 
Graafland and Smid, 2004). 

Concerning the analysis between CSR and 
corporate size, the Pearson correlation 
coefficient indicated a positive, moderate and 
significant correlation between CSR, Revenue 
and Number of employees, with correlations of 
0.313 and 0.376, respectively. Therefore, we 
can reject the null hypothesis “H0B: The firm 
dimension is not positively correlated with 
CSR performance” because it is proved that 
there exists a correlation between CSR 
performance, Revenue and Number of 
employees. 
In spite of the inconclusive studies concerning 
the existence of a correlation between CSR and 
firm dimension (Baumann-Pauly et al. 2011; 
Siegel and Vitaliano, 2007; Lepoutre and 
Heene, 2006; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; 
Orlitzky, 2001) or that state that the correlation 
is negative (Bourlakis et al., 2014; Howard and 
Jaffee, 2012), this study revealed that higher 
Revenues and higher Numbers of employees 
are associated with better CSR performances 
(and vice-versa). This was also stated by other 
authors (Sweeney, 2007; Dyer and Whetten, 
2006; Reverte, 2008; Vives, 2006; Stanwick 
and Stanwick, 1998; Roberts, 1992; Parket and 
Eilbirt, 1975). In a future analysis, it would be 
interesting to understand which CSR 
dimensions are more influenced by the firm 
dimension. 
The multiple linear regression model estimated 
to predict CSR explains 31.7% of the model 
variance. The variable Number of employees 
presents a positive coefficient, which implies 
that the larger the number of employees, the 
better is the CSR performance. On the 
contrary, Monopoly and Oligopoly variables 
showed negative coefficients, which indicate 
that these market structures have a negative 
effect on CSR performance. In spite of having 
a low R Square, the analysis to histograms, 
graphics of adjustment to normal, coefficients 
and the ANOVA showed that this model is not 
inadequate. The R Square of 31.7% can be 
justified by the high variety of factors that 
affect a company’s CSR engagement. In this 
way, the addition of the adequate variables to 
the model could result in an increase of the R 
Square. The variable Revenue showed not to 
be a good predictor of CSR engagement. 
In addition, the results of the study conducted 
to the manufacturing industry showed that 
companies in monopolistic competition 
markets have an average CSR performance 
four points higher than organizations in 
oligopolies in the same industry, which 
indicates that the industry might have some 
influence in CSR performance. Besides that, 
the analysis to the correlation between the 
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Employees dimension and the Number of 
employees showed a weak, positive and 
significant correlation. This implies that the 
Number of employees has an association with 
the Employees dimension but the results are 
not consistent enough to conclude that there is 
a direct correlation between the two variables.   
Finally, the assessment carried out to the CSR 
reporting revealed that around 85% of the 
selected sample published some kind of 
information regarding their engagement in 
CSR and, from the universe of corporations 
that report their activity, near 90% of the 
corporations disclosed updated information 
and the term most used was ‘sustainability’, 
followed by ‘CSR’ and ‘corporate 
responsibility’. 
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