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Abstract: The idea of corporate social responsibility (CSR) has attracted the interests of both practi-
tioners and scientists, particularly since 1953, when H. R. Bowen published The Social Responsibilities
of the Businessman. Over the years, the CSR concept evolved and became a managerial phenomenon;
it was applied to different sectors with supposedly excellent effects. Unfortunately, there was dis-
course around the meaning of CSR. In the world of science, there is no agreement as to the semantic
area of CSR. Academics face absolute, undisturbed freedom in the formulation of its elements and
definitions. That abovementioned ambiguity determined the situation the recent CSR literature is
vague and biased, and an extensive analysis of the latest contributions are lacking. To address this
gap, there has been proposed a systematic literature review and bibliometrics of 119 articles pub-
lished in 45 peer-reviewed, high-quality academic journals and 19 books, from January 1950 to July
2020. There are three objectives of this paper: to analyze the recent CSR definitions in the context of
Carnegie’s principles, to identify trends in that field and evaluate the utility of the scientific efforts
in the abovementioned context, and to indicate the future research paths in the context of corporate
social responsibility.
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1. Introduction

Andrew Carnegie was a steel magnate, born in Scotland. In 1848, he moved to Amer-
ica in search of better economic opportunities. In the early 1870s, Carnegie co-founded his
first steel company, near Pittsburgh. Over the next few decades, he created a steel empire,
maximizing profits and minimizing inefficiencies through ownership of factories, raw
materials, and the transportation infrastructure involved in steel making. In 1892, his pri-
mary holdings were consolidated to form Carnegie Steel Company, which was sold to J.
P. Morgan in 1901. After Carnegie sold his steel company, he retired from business and
devoted himself full-time to philanthropy. Carnegie gave away the equivalent of billions
of U.S. dollars in today’s currency, which represented the bulk of his wealth. Among his
philanthropic activities, he funded the establishment of more than 2500 public libraries,
donated over 7600 organs to churches and endowed organizations (many of which exist
today), and dedicated funds to research in science, education, world peace, and other
causes. Among his gifts was the $1.1 million U.S. dollars required for the land and con-
struction costs of Carnegie Hall. The Carnegie Institution for Science, Carnegie Mellon
University, and the Carnegie Foundation were all founded as a consequence of his finan-
cial gifts. He was the largest individual investor in public libraries in American history
[1]. In 1889, he issued the essay “The Gospel of Wealth” which, according to the research
conducted in this paper, was the “milestone” of contemporary corporate social responsi-
bility (CSR).
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In the scientific field, this concept has been a subject of interest to researchers for over
a century now, both in academics and in economic reality. As a consequence, a multipli-
cation of approaches to CSR has occurred [2-6], and the world of science experiences both
a strong support for the paradigm introduced by Carnegie and its primal contribution to
corporate social responsibility [7-15], as well as critical opinions of it [16,17]. In 1889, Car-
negie proposed philanthropy principles [18], the backbone of which were charity and trust
(in last decade of the nineteenth century, human relations management problems and en-
vironmental protections issues were not the subject of organizational consideration). The
first of them was the same as the biblical principle of mercy [19] and, therefore, in the
absence of any formalized social welfare system, it was tantamount to entrepreneurs tak-
ing over part of the responsibility for improving the living conditions of society. The prin-
ciple of trust alluded to the biblical doctrine of wealthy individuals who were expected to
manage their wealth on behalf of other people and therefore to dispose of their assets in a
socially acceptable manner. If the entrepreneur did not perform these duties in person,
this was to be done by talented people; nevertheless, the author did not formulate any
criteria of talent [18,20] (p. 3). Carnegie was also a strong opponent of traditional “blind”
charity, which he considered one of the most serious obstacles to human development
[18] (p. 13). He argued that help was to be offered to others only by facilitating access to
information and to the acquisition of knowledge [18] (p. 24) and by strengthening peace
and human bonds [18] (p.11). People deserving help—with few exceptions—very rarely
need help. Really worthy people never need any support [18] (p. 13). A true reformer,
then, is one who is careful not to support those who do not deserve it, while at the same
time trying to ensure that those that do deserve it receive appropriate help [18] (p.14).
According to Carnegie, in order to be effective in helping through philanthropy, it is nec-
essary to follow the rules (Table 1).

Table 1. Principles of effective philanthropy.

The Name of the Principle Citation in “The Gospel of Wealth”

(1) Freedom of choice

“Thus is the problem of Rich and Poor to be solved. The laws of ac-
cumulation will be left free; the laws of distribution free. (p.15); (...)
for nothing counts for much that is left by a man at his death. Such
funds are torn from him, not given by him (p. 24); (...) “Well, should
I give thee anything, thou wilt be the greater beggar, for he that first
gave thee money made thee idle, and is the cause of this base and
dishonorable way of living.” (p. 22); The only point required by the
“Gospel of Wealth” is that the surplus which accrues from time to
time in the hands of a man should be administered by him in his
own lifetime for that purpose which is seen by him, as trustee, to be
best for the good of the people.” (p. 36)

(2) Anonymity

“Everyone who has but a small surplus above his moderate wants
may share this privilege with his richer brothers, and those without
surplus can give at least part of their time, which is usually as im-
portant as funds, and often more so.” (p. 35). Carnegie values sin-
gle-person individual effort over money.

(3) Action not related to effective motives “(...) which will improve the general condition of the people; in this

manner returning their surplus wealth to the mass of their fellows
in the forms best calculated to do them lasting good.” (pp. 14-15)
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(4) Action without any elements of “blind” char- “It were better for mankind that the millions of the rich were

ity

thrown into the sea than so spent as to encourage the slothful, the
drunken, the unworthy. Of every thousand dollars spent in so
called charity today, it is probable that $950 is unwisely spent; so
spent, indeed, as to produce the very evils which it proposes to mit-
igate or cure.” (p. 13)

(5) Facilitating access to information “It is, no doubt, possible that my own personal experience may

have led me to value a free library beyond all other forms of benefi-
cence.” (p. 25)

(6) Facilitating access to knowledge “The Vanderbilt University at Nashville, Tennessee, may be men-

tioned as a true product of the gospel of wealth.” (p. 24)

(7) Strengthening world peace “Such, in my opinion, is the true Gospel concerning Wealth (...)

and to bring ‘Peace on earth, among men Good Will.”” (p. 15)

(8) Strengthening human ties

“(...) rich men should be thankful for one inestimable boon. They
have it in their power during their lives to busy themselves in or-
ganizing benefactions from which the masses of their fellows will
derive lasting advantage, and thus dignify their own lives.” (p. 11)

Source: [18]. The principles

were established using the Delphi method by the combined efforts of the management depart-

ments of Bydgoszcz University of Technology and Life Sciences, Koszalin Technological University, and AGH University
of Science and Technology in Krakow.

Consequently, the aforementioned doctrine constitutes a combination of ethics and
economics, which to this day determines many problems related both to interpretation
and definition. To date, no unambiguous definition of corporate social responsibility has
been worked out, neither on theoretical grounds nor in practical activities. Although there
were, on the grounds of law, successful attempts to clear the concept in the context of
possible regulation [21-25], in the world of management science these valuable efforts
could not be perceived as effective [26,27]. The reasons of this inefficiency can be found in
the relatively long history of social responsibility and high level of both scientific and or-
ganizational interests of this concept, when various justifications and interpretations were
referred to.

According to the abovementioned complex conditions, I have put the impact on a
high number of CSR-related papers, published over a long period of time—from January
1950 to July 2020 —to indicate the maximum possible structure of the creation and devel-
opment of CSR. Moreover, I implement a structured and systematic approach, according
to the procedures proposed by Tranfield et al. [28] for a systematic literature review, ones
which allow one, through a meticulous process, to indicate high-quality journals recog-
nized as relevant by the CSR community.

Additionally, in the study I relate searching for the common elements of corporate
social responsibility definitions established in high-quality journals. These features allow
this study to offer a significant contribution in the CSR field. This study provides a com-
prehensive picture of the latest trends in CSR literature through the comparison and clas-
sification of CSR papers related to important features such as: journals where CSR papers
are published, the authors of the papers, the year of publication, and the corporate social
responsibility definitions implemented. On these grounds, this review not only offers a
detailed analysis of the significant number of CSR articles in the period of research cov-
ered, those journals that dedicated a great number of papers to CSR, and the authors’
contribution to theoretical and organization-based research, but the review also follows a
more detailed organizational approach to voluntarism. It provides a new context for im-
plementation and research issues, and their content evolution in the context of main sci-
entific problems explored in recent years and the new ones addressed. This is the first
review that takes into consideration the utility of CSR literature in relation to the follow-

mng:
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e  Carnegie’s principles established for precise, unequivocal activity fulfilling the re-
quirements of corporate social responsibility, and whether these are adopted in par-
ticular CSR studies.

¢ Anattempt to research a general corporate social responsibility definition that could
be widely accepted in academic literature. Using the existing theories to analyze/in-
dicate CSR issues is extremely important, as they enable one to increase the level of
the understanding of complex dynamics of this phenomenon. Taking into consider-
ation this comprehensive evaluation of recent CSR literature, this review identifies
gaps in knowledge in the context of theoretical perspective use, research principles,
and content of CSR studies. The author claims, in opposition to papers presented
previously arguing that there is a common belief that CSR is an inherent factor of an
organizational competitive advantage, that CSR conception follows the trajectory to
distraction from the very beginnings. Finally, the abovementioned gaps found as a
result of an analysis of the recent CSR literature represent a foundation to provide
and discuss important ideas for future research. As a result, three research questions
(RQs) guided this review: (RQ1) Is there a common and widely accepted definition
of CSR in the world of science? (RQ2) To what extent are the Carnegie’s CSR funda-
mentals implemented in the source literature? (RQ3) What are suggestions for future
studies?

The article is structured as follows: the next section includes the methodological ap-
proach used for constructing the systematic literature review. After that, an analysis of the
data collected is reported (to answer RQ1 and RQ2) and, further, the research gaps are
indicated. Then a critical discourse is implemented in the context of results, providing
suggestions for future research on CSR (RQ3). The last section covers conclusions.

2. Materials and Methods

Systematic literature reviews as well as bibliometric analyses in the world of science
are very relevant for the researcher delving into an intellectual field and developing re-
search questions that provide an increase in the capacity for knowledge [29,30]. Systematic
reviews include an explicit algorithm, which enables selection and evaluation of the liter-
ature throughout a transparent and reproducible procedure that allows exploration of an
area of knowledge [28,31-34]. The bibliometric approach also implements a similar formal
and rigorous procedure which guarantees the high level of good-quality information used
[35-37]. These approaches include many advantages in relation to traditional unstruc-
tured reviews. Moreover, they establish the backgrounds to objectively identify, select,
and evaluate articles and, consequently, produce a synthesis that depicts the depth of
knowledge in the field as an outcome that minimizes bias errors, to improve the quality
of the review process, to confirm their validity through replication of precise steps, and to
synthetize the area-related literature. Finally, an SLR is perceived as a versatile approach,
adopted in recent studies published in high-quality scientific journals, as claimed by
Danese et al. [38]. Additionally, to meet the criteria of “fit for purpose” protocol [31] (p.
110), bibliometrics was also undertaken [29,35,39]. The process consisted of 4 phases de-
scribed below and summarized in Figure 1.
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Phases Study description

Phase IR

Establishing research objectives

Establishing research — Offering a complete state-of-the-art of the CSR research

field criteria Classifying issues indicated in the CSR literature in the context of
state of research

Bibliographic data source
Business Source Ultimate (a)
Academic Search Ultimate (b)
eBook Collection (c)
Inclusion criteria
Year: January 1950 - July 2020, books: January 2010 - July
v 2020

Work type
Academics and business, management oriented, peer-
reviewed journals and books, full text available only

Language
English
Phase II: search Search topic
and selection of CSR related articles/texts using the keywords:
works - 'CSR" and 'Corporate Social Responsibility’ in ‘Article Title,

Abstract and Keywords',
-'management’ in separate window, without assignment
Exclusion criteria
Year 2020, from 01.08
Conference proceedings, press articles (with one

exception)
Dataset selection

n= (138): 119 journal papers and 19 books

/_lﬁ Statistica 10.0

Phiasa.lil: scftware Statistical Analysis (works by year, time trends, journals,
— | cgression)

antd . data Microsoft Excel

extraction Visualization (graphs)

Phase IV: results o o
Carnegie's principles acceptance in time line

and trends — CSR definition constructing trend

analysis Future opportunities and threats

| S

Figure 1. The developed method in this study. Source: Author’s own study basis on [29].

2.1. Phase I: Establishing the Research Field Criteria

The first step was to define the object and boundaries of the review in the context of
the RQs [40]. This task was particularly difficult in the context of CSR defining because
this field is wide and, over the years, more and more doubts have arisen regarding the
clarity of this concept. As a consequence, a semantic confusion occurred, leading to heter-
ogeneous terms and definitions. Therefore, a decision was made to take into consideration
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studies referring to management-based CSR definitions, including identification and im-
plementation. The aim was to identify peer-reviewed journals and books with the highest
scientific value and research interest in CSR. Although this point has narrowed the above-
mentioned criteria, it seems justifiable to claim that these works can be useful in providing
a more complete picture of CSR from the academic perspective. Hence, my review consists
of several types of works focused on CSR.

2.2. Phase II: Search and Selection of Works

The source or database identification must be of the highest quality and reliability for
both SLR and bibliometrics analyses. Therefore, it was decided to conduct the study using
Business Source Ultimate (a), Academic Search Ultimate (b), and eBook Collection (c) for
their high-quality standards, broad coverage of required information, and adequacy.

The research information was collected from publications from January 1950 to July
2020, and books from January 2010 to July 2020. The initial numbers for descriptors “CSR”
and “corporate social responsibility” were: (a) = 13,023, (b) = 5663, (c) = 167. Only works
in English were considered, as this language is the most widely used in scientific publica-
tions [41]. The second step was to narrow down the papers to ones with “corporate social
responsibility or csr” in the title (section TI: results 5048 (a) and 1259 (b), accordingly), 67
(c). Further, selection articles with ”corporate social responsibility or csr” in the abstract
or keywords (sections AB and KW: 4623 (a) and 1080 (b)). The next stage was to recognize
management-oriented papers only (window: “management”, without assignment: 2519
(a) and 381 (b), 31 (c)). The last part of selection was performed through carefully reading
each of the works and excluding those related to the public sector and NPOs and (or) also
based on the rule of ceteris paribus: the author’s intension was to avoid unilateral (strictly
positive or negative), biased approaches to CSR [42,43]. One hundred nineteen journals
and 19 books satisfied the criteria.

2.3. Phase III: Software and Data Extraction

The research data were verified and examined based on the content and contribution
to the research aim. After the selection, the mentioned data were coded (in binary) and
transferred to a format readable by Statistica 10.0. for the statistical analysis. The second
step was to transfer the data to Excel for graphical presentation.

2.4. Phase IV: Results and Trends Analysis

Data analysis consisted, according to the RQs, of three dimensions: the first was fo-
cused on the identification of whether the world of science has established one common
definition of corporate social responsibility, recognizing the trends in the field and evalu-
ating the utility of scientific efforts in this context; the second included an analysis of Car-
negie’s principles acceptance in the reviewed literature; the last one indicated future re-
search directions in the context of CSR development.

The whole process was performed in order to ensure the highest level of accuracy
and reliability, as claimed in [29,38,39].

3. Results and Analysis

This section addresses RQ1 and RQ2 and provides a theoretical framework which
organizes the recent CSR research problems basis on the source literature. To reach this
aim, as described in the Methodology Section, two issue sections were established. The
first of them tested whether there was a consensus in the context of CSR definition and
understanding in the world of science; the second related to verifying whether there was
an implementation of Carnegie’s principles in in-article corporate social responsibility
definitions. The data coded is included in Appendix A and the distribution of occurrence
is specified in Table 2.
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Table 2. Journal title and number of articles per journal in the review.

Journal Title CSR Article Count %
Academy of Management 4 3.39
Journal
Academy Management Re- 9 7.63
view
Journal of Management 3 2.54
Corporate Social Responsibil- 19 16.1
ity and Environmental Man-
agement
Economics, Management and 1 0.85
Financial Markets
Journal of Management 5 4.24
Studies
Strategic Management Jour- 3 2.54
nal
California Management Re- 7 5.93
view
Journal of Marketing Man- 1 0.85
agement
Business Horizons 1 0.85
Corporate Social Responsibil- 1 0.85
ity Across Europe
Australian Economic Papers 1 0.85
Management Decision 2 1.69
Journal of Business Ethics 18 15.2
Asia Pacific Business Review 1 0.85
Business Strategy and the 1 0.85
Environment
The International Journal of 4 3.39
Human Resource Manage-
ment
Human Resource Manage- 2 1.69
ment
Journal of Business Research 1 0.85
Business Ethics: A European 4 3,39
Review
Review of Professional Man- 1 0.85
agement
IUP Journal of Organiza- 1 0.85
tional Behavior
Journal of International Busi- 1 0.85
ness Studies
IBA Journal of Management 1 0.85
& Leadership
Journal of International Busi- 1 0.85
ness Ethics
International Journal of Man- 1 0.85

agement Reviews
Management Revue 1 0.85
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Journal of General Manage- 2 1.69
ment

Harvard Business Review 2 1.69

Journal of Marketing 3 2.54

International Journal of Man- 1 0.85

agement & Information
Technology
Journal of the Academy of 3 2.54
Marketing Science

Business Ethics Quarterly 1 0.85

Journal of Marketing Re- 1 0.85
search

Sustainability 1 0.85

Journal of Strategic Human 1 0.85

Resource Management

Asian Business & Manage- 1 0.85
ment

Human Resource Manage- 1 0.85

ment Review
Australian Journal of Man- 1 0.85
agement
Quality & Quantity 1 0.85
Asia Pacific Journal of Hu- 1 0.85
man Resources
Frontiers of Business Re- 1 0.85
search in China
Journal of Knowledge Econ- 1 0.85
omy & Knowledge Manage-

ment

Irish Journal of Management 1 0.85

Corporate social responsibility is a very popular topic in the management litera-
ture—the research sample was dispersed over 119 management journals, yet 44.87% of
reviewed papers are concentrated in upper 8.8%.

From 1950 to 2000, the published number of CSR-related works was insignificant sta-
tistically (<0.03; exception 1981-1990). Yet, since 2001, there has been forceful, higher-than-
exponential, growth of these articles. According to this trend, it is entitled to claim that
the next years will multiple this tendency (Table 3).
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Authors

0
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Table 3. The percentage of selected works and time intervals.

Years Selected Works (% of)
1951-1960 1.7
1961-1970 0.0
1971-1980 1.7
1981-1990 4.2
1991-2000 2.5
2001-2010 35.3
2011-2020 54.6

Amount 100

Source: Author’s own research.

Referring to the number of authors per paper, the conducted research indicated a
moderate strong correlation with the number of domestic authors (Figure 2a) and a very
weak correlation in the context of international teams to domestic and individual ones

(Figure 2b).
. [
5
4 =
3 000® @]
P S o o oamm omn-——
! ”',/é/ocua ® @O

Year

(@)

0

Team

40
20

of o

I} Tt oo0coO®m®@™ A

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Year

(b)

0 20 40

Figure 2. (a) Number of domestic authors—timeline; (b) Number of international teams.

Each year the average number of single and domestic authors increased by 0.029. In
that context, an in-depth analysis was implemented. The papers, depending on the con-

tent, were divided into three elements:

e author(s) construct their own definition of CSR (0),
e author(s) do not construct any CSR definitions (1),
e author(s) construct their own definition by modifying someone else’s (2) (Figure 3).

10
——0
8
6
4
2
—
0 /
1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980

1985 1990

O MR

Figure 3. Characteristics of CSR definitions in reviewed scientific papers.

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
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Until the publication of Bowen [44], the paradigm developed by A. Carnegie had
been widely accepted in religious commandments, as mentioned above. Yet, increasing
the number of operating corporations and their development, drove the movement of CSR
from an individual to a corporate approach [45,46]. With an increasing number of publi-
cations, there was also the growth of modifications/adjustments of the definition of CSR
to its research correlate (market share, efficiency, brand awareness, consumer behavior),
as well as in the frequency of adopting CSR as an axiom, which is particularly evident in
the last fifteen years. The multitude of modifications has not resulted in a consensus on
the development of a common, universally accepted definition of corporate social respon-
sibility (Figure 4).

=

= Carroll (12.32%) = McWilliams (4.35%) = Bowen (3.62%)

Carnegie (2.9%) = Friedman (1.45%) = Other (75.36%)

Figure 4. Distribution of CSR definitions quoted in research work under investigation.

The scholars (Appendix A) in over 75% of papers implement (directly or axiomati-
cally) the CSR definitions of their predecessors, ones which sanction and support their
research aims, which confirms the conclusions of Devinney et al. [47] and Sheehy [22].
Only 2.9% of the abovementioned definitions are based, according to the claims of the
authors, on Carnegie’s concept. Hence, the answer to RQ1 is negative. To address RQ2, an
analysis of the eight Carnegie principles cited above was implemented, referring to the
publication year and the number of papers. There were three possible outcomes: 0—prin-
ciple nonexistence, 1—principle existence, 2—inability to specify (according to the con-
tent) (Appendix A) (Figure 5a-h).

14 14
12 12
10 o—0 10 0
8 8 S
—_—— | !
6 6 .
4 4
2 2
0 0
1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015 1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015

(a) Principle 1. (b) Principle 2.
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14 14
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——0
8 ——1 8
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4 4
2 2
0 0
1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015 1955
(c) Principle 3.
14
14
12
1
9 +o=—0 °
8
—_——1
6
4 4
2
1 0
1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015
1955
(e) Principle 5.
14 14
12 12
10 10
——0
8 1 8
6 —— 6
4 4
2 2
0 0
1955 1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015 1955

(g) Principle 7.

Figure 5. The acceptation of Carnegie’s principles—timeline.

1965 1975 1985

1965 1975 1985

1965 1975 1985

1995 2005 2015
(d) Principle 4.

1995 2005 2015
(f) Principle 6.

1995 2005 2015
(h) Principle 8.

Referring to the conducted research, in none of the papers reviewed did the author(s)
take into consideration both voluntarism and anonymity as integral elements of a CSR
definition (Figure 5a,b). Furthermore, 0.79% of the author(s) declared noneffectiveness-
based rationales in corporate social responsibility construction (Figure 5c). The academics
also did not acknowledge the traditional aspect of philanthropy (26.7%) or find this ele-
ment negligible (46.7%) with a noticeable upward trend since 2005 (Figure 5d). Facilitating
access to information and knowledge also did not, until 2017, constitute any priority in
the context of defining CSR. Yet, starting from the aforementioned year, this process has
been reversing (Figure 5e,f), as have maintaining human relations and peace on earth (Fig-

ure 5g,h) (Table 4).

Table 4. Average annual growth rate of the number of articles fulfilling the given Carnegie princi-

ple—regression analysis.

The Principle No Yes (By) No (Bn) n/s (Brs)
1 0.1322
2 0.1322
3 0.1288 0.0025 0.0009
4 0.0274 0.0236 0.0812
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Number of rules

5 0.0050 0.0815 0.0457
6 0.0043 0.0822 0.0457
7 0.0177 0.0025 0.1120
8 0.0355 0.0152 0.0814

Where: (3y) —beta coefficient— principle existence, (Bn)—beta coefficient—principle no-existence,
(Bris)—beta coefficient inability to specify (according to the content) the number of articles ful-
filling the particular principle—timeline series.

The number of Carnegie’s principles implemented in corporate social responsibility
definitions increase slightly in timeline. Although principles’ no-existence is a current
practice in published CSR related papers, the growth of positive trend is 0.014 a year (Fig-
ure 6a).

60 100
0 == : 0 P i
5 T » T T
4 o oo o o 52 o O® 0O O CHPAmD. .
E
3 @O ® ‘&
=
L i S A —— 0 ogmmmmmD- 5
1 SO @000 al £
dere=T =
0 O _..---"00®O OO NN r | S0 o o o o® o®
foan a
1950 1970 1990 2010 0 30 60 1950 1970 1990 2010 0 50 100
1960 1980 2000 2020 1960 1980 2000 2020
Year Year
(a) (b)

Figure 6. (a) Number of implemented principles; (b) CSR definition originality.

This study shows that 69.9% of in-article CSR definitions are reconstructed by au-
thor(s) in the context of the research principles, and in 21.2% of papers corporate social
responsibility is treated axiomatically (Figure 6b). The “new” definition is included in
8.8% of works. The research results indicate the faster incrementation of converted defi-
nitions than original ones.

From the eight Carnegie principles, the first two are nonsignificant and not even
taken into consideration. The rest of them are relevant for academics and practitioners as
long as they enable one to increase the level of effectiveness (directly or indirectly). The
Carnegie principles in much of temporary CSR-dedicated academic and organizational-
related literature are narrowed and biased toward a direction correlated with a particular
interest of the researcher, which multiplies the semantic and organizational chaos (RQ2).

4. Discussion and Future CSR Research Opportunities

Addressing RQ1, based on the research results from this study of the CSR related
scientific literature, it is impossible to distinguish a commonly accepted, unequivocal def-
inition of corporate social responsibility. Although the popularity and the concentration
of the subject seems to be at the maximum level (see Table 2), the number of CSR-related
papers increases exponentially (Table 3), as well as the quota of “new CSR definitions”
(Figure 3), wherein the number of papers written by one or more domestic authors (Figure
2a) grows faster than in international ones (Figure 2b). Despite the abovementioned com-
plexity, referring to the conducted analysis, three main trajectories in the context of what
CSR means for corporations today were identified.

The first of them is related to the question of why a business should adopt CSR [48-
50]. Normative arguments underlying a need for CSR are grounded on instrumental or
ethical rationales [51,52]. The opposing ones are based on institutional function or prop-
erty rights perspectives [53-55]. Ethical justifications are derived from religious funda-



Sustainability 2021, 13, 155

13 of 28

mentals, philosophical frameworks, or prevailing social norms [2,56-58] and the protago-
nists of ethics claim that corporations are obliged to act in a socially responsible manner
based on moral correctness [59,60]. In its extreme form, ethics-based CSR believers would
force such a behavior regardless of whether or not it involved counterproductive resource
expenditure for an institution [61,62]. In that aspect, the common instrumental arguments
increasing the value of CSR implementation are based on a rational assumption that CSR
activity will benefit the corporation over time [63,64]. Hence, performing, responsible cor-
porations can: proactively anticipate potential objections to their actions; postpone gov-
ernmental scrutiny; exploit opportunities arising from increasing the level of cultural, en-
vironmental, and sexual awareness; differentiate its products from those of less-proactive
competitors; and continue to privilege economic rationality [54,65].

The second approach takes into consideration the argument why corporations
should not implement CSR. In this context, it is particularly important to point out that,
in the beginnings of the twentieth-century history of CSR, it was treated as a socialist con-
spiracy [44,66,67]. The sole obligation and responsibility of the corporation is to generate
profits for its owners. A case against CSR is established on corporate function and prop-
erty rights. On the other hand, the institutional function argument indicates that noncor-
porate agents like governments, labor unions, and religious and civic institutions are the
only appropriate ones for pursuing social responsibility. Corporate owners/managers are
not skilled enough or do not have sufficient time to act toward public policy. This state-
ment releases corporations from accountability for their actions [66,68]. The property
rights concern against social responsibility is rooted in neoclassical capitalism. It is influ-
ential through its simplicity and resonance, particularly in financial services. This perspec-
tive claims that the only obligation of managers is to operate in favor of the stakeholder
value [69-71]. Any counterproductive behaviors constitute a violation of the manage-
ment’s moral and legal obligations.

The third perspective is grounded in criticism of CSR. The implementation of ethics
into the modern business organization is, referring to Carnegie’s principles, an excellent
conception. Yet, according to Zizek [72], the current use of business ethics, including inti-
mation towards sustainability/responsibility, is misleading if it does very little to modify
the systemic negativity of organizational harmfulness [73,74]. There are examples, and
CSR capitalizes on some of these negativities [75]. Moreover, there is a growing criticism
of CSR scholarship both in academic and business environments that claims much CSR
discourse in corporations plays an ideological role by lending a tokenistic element of eth-
icality to an inherently unethical organizational stage [76]. In the author’s opinion, CSR
can be perceived as a cynical vehicle to enhance a reputation [77,78] or state that CSR is
disingenuous, diversionary, and demonstrates the extent to which multinational corpora-
tions” activities are “far away” from ethical. Further, Fleming and Jones [79], as well as
Shamir [80], argue that CSR is a key factor for extending market rationality onto the social
world. With the foundations of neo-liberalism and the privatization of crucial parts of
society, corporate social responsibility becomes a driver in corporatizing non/anti-busi-
ness parts of life (e.g., human resource management, ecology, environmental protection,
ethical branding), gaining powerful leverage over activities that might once have been
performed outside of business.

These abovementioned trends, although embodied in quite opposite approaches, are
rooted in 1953, when H. R. Bowen published The Social Responsibilities of the Businessman
claiming CSR as “the obligation of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those
decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of objectives and
values of our society” (and, ipso facto, extracted Carnegie’s voluntarism, anonymity, and
freedom of choice from the conception of CSR) [44] (p. 6). Moreover, the author did not
specify who should be that demiurge who would know what the best for society was, as
the corporations were usually managed by boards of directors [81]. As a consequence, he
established the foundations of the “CSR Augean stable”.
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In 2020, there is still no agreement in the context of what a precise definition of CSR
should be [44,82]. For example, Dahlsrud [2] identified 37 definitions of CSR, and Carroll
and Shabana [83] claim that even this number may be underestimated. Referring to the
review conducted, one of the most cited conceptions is that proposed by Carroll [84], who
perceived CSR as “the social responsibility of business that encompasses the economic,
legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given
point in time” [85] (p. 500). This statement is consistent with the general tendency of recent
works to consider CSR as a context-specific and socially constructed concept [86,87]. Fur-
thermore, the abovementioned Dahlsrud [2] claims that while there is unanimity among
the scholars in identifying social, environmental, economic, stakeholder, and voluntari-
ness dimensions as foundations of CSR (see [44,88-90]), heterogeneity springs up in the
context of defining CSR as a “socially constructed” approach [91,92]. As such, it is not
possible to construct an unbiased and all-encompassing definition of CSR, because what
CSR is depends on context-specific elements and on the relations of an individual organ-
ization with its stakeholders [93-95]. This complexity is naturally incompatible with a
“universal” definition of CSR [2,83], which is also inconsistent with Carnegie’s principles
1-4,8. In the same context, Okoye [86] claims that CSR is an “essentially contested concept”
because of the complex and competing perspectives and issues, and, as such, it does not
need any universal and widely accepted definition. Yet, this statement echoes the defini-
tional dispersion in reviewed literature and implies the necessity of measuring the CSR
strategy against a reference point, narrowed down to the specificity of the organization
and to its relationships with its stakeholders, instead of comparing it to a general and
unequivocal definition [87,96,97]. This reflection has been distorting academic growth for
the past 50 years and, according to the research results, this tendency will intensify (par-
ticularly in the context of implementing rules four through eight) (Table 4). It is increas-
ingly discussed in management journals, including the most prestigious ones (e.g., Acad-
emy of Management Journal [97,98], Journal of Business Ethics [99-101]) or even devoted ones
(Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management [102-104]). The abovemen-
tioned statement is confirmed in the research results (Figure 4). The world of science is
not in the “search for excellence” mode —over 75% of scholars created their own CSR def-
inition. In that context, the paramount point for the conceptualization of the sense of CSR
is the context in which scientific discourse is set, which was indicated in the conducted
research (see: Table 3, Figure 6a,b). Moreover, the organizational activities propelling
business, the ideological matrix, and corporate formulation based on economic rationality
inevitably transfer most responsibility gestures (e.g., sustainability, stakeholder dialogue,
environmental protection, societal philanthropy) into a farce: the maximum number of
accepted Carnegie’s principles in reviewed papers is four and there are articles where
these principles are ignored completely, which confirms the conclusions of Alexander and
Buchholz [89], Doh and Guay [105], and Agunis and Glavas [90]. The idea that the logic
of today’s corporation might be reconstructed to consider social issues beyond economic
rationality stands in contradiction to capitalistic foundations [80,81,106-108], which is par-
ticularly reflected in the negation of fourth Carnegie’s principle (Figure 5b). Moreover,
there is a deep incompatibility between what can be expected as ethical organizational
citizenship and the core sense of organizational existence (e.g., gaining profits, market
shares, competitive advantage, reducing costs) [109-112]. This is the conduct of business
that will always take priority over other elements of organizational activity, because that
is the cause of establishing enterprises [113]. In the opinion of Bansal and Clelland [114],
much of what CSR proclaims can be perceived as either wishful thinking or simply prop-
aganda, designed to create the false image of the company in the eyes of consumers, en-
vironmental protectionists, society, or other potential groups of interest. These circum-
stances are also reflected in the review conducted. Historical origins indicate that the CSR
concept never existed as there were no voluntary activities. Every individual in their eco-
nomic activity (hunting, production, trade, breeding) had a habit or ostracism-related ob-
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ligation to share income with the community. Thus, Carnegie’s principles can only be per-
ceived as a utopia-based construct in these boundary conditions, particularly in tempo-
rary, highly competitive organizational environment. Moreover, the majority of scientific
efforts only generate the multiplication of further unclear, biased CSR approaches, alt-
hough, according to the research results, from 2017 onward positive changes have been
observed in the human resource management field (Figure 6a). Yet, the crucial criticism is
based on the idea of fair price. Corporations charge as much as they can or are allowed to
under the market environment [115-117], therefore the question of corporate morality
(e.g., [118,119]) and implementing an idea to charge less, leave the surplus in “customers’
pockets”, and let a society decide what to spend their money on, instead of a corporation
overthinking the god complex, arises (see [120]). This paradigm, together with the ex-
tremely opposite approach of Friedman [121] are distant boundaries of the corporate so-
cial responsibility concept, where both Carnegie’s principles and temporary management
CSR approaches operate [RQ2].

Despite of abovementioned complexity, the core corporate social responsibility con-
cept is still accessible for proper investigation today [RQ3]. The suggestion based on Car-
negie’s principles is to survey those company owners who donate their surpluses anony-
mously, instead of questioning all the boards of directors, officers, presidents, or stake-
holders. This research method, according to Hensel [122], determines the path of correct-
ness in future scientific CSR research. The example of Charles Feeney proves this would
be an appropriate scientific direction to establish a holistic, commonly accepted concept
of socially responsible philanthropy.

5. Conclusions and Limitations

This study is a combined SLR and bibliometrics of CSR-related management litera-
ture, which identified and analyzed 119 articles published from January 1950 to July 2020
and 19 books issued from January 2010 to July 2020.

As the first contribution, this research provides a clear picture of the recent trends in
CSR literature by identifying works referring to several significant features, such as the
research context, the author/team characteristics, the content of CSR definitions and ap-
proaches, as well as the implementation of Carnegie’s principles. Beginning from this
analysis of the main trends and gaps identified in a reviewed discipline, e.g., a lack of
commonly accepted CSR definition, infinite freedom in establishing CSR in spite of scien-
tific rigor. I also found that, in the investigated CSR-related management literature, the
term of corporate social responsibility is also perceived as paradigm or a narrowed/biased
fulcrum to achieve a research aim.

As regards the content of recent CSR research, the conducted analysis identified three
stages of corporate social responsibility development: (1) the early pre-CSR stage when
social involvement (engagement) was implemented based on religious or tribal obliga-
tions (under threat of social ostracism) and corporations did not exist; (2) one person phi-
lanthropy (the late pre-CSR stage)—after the publication of Carnegie’s “The Gospel of
Wealth” in 1889 (limited number of corporations); (3) the real CSR stage, which began
with Bowen'’s work in 1953.

Stage one was characterized by no free will and it did not fulfill the criteria of tem-
porary CSR understanding in the world of science [2,3]. Yet, the core, according to re-
search results, contribution to the field of CSR development was establishing the founda-
tions of activity (freedom-of-choice-oriented or not) implemented later by Carnegie and
his successors in stage two, in which the coherent principles of philanthropy were estab-
lished. The work The Social Responsibilities of the Businessman, although very valuable, de-
termined scientific and organizational dispersion in the corporate social responsibility
field, which aims at the general conclusion that CSR research is heterogeneous and frag-
mented, with very different dynamic issues and research context investigated. Therefore,
this paper it is the first attempt to, in spite of scientific diagnosis, indicate future opportu-
nities and threats in the context of CSR development, based on the unbiased, stage two
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principles, which represent a novelty compared with previous literature reviews. Given
this, a combined SLR and bibliometrics analysis is extremely important to guide future
research endeavors aimed at building a coherent body of knowledge.

A second contribution of this paper to CSR development is that it provides an up-
dated picture of the use of corporate social responsibility in the managerial strategies of
organizations. This contribution is particularly significant for the future effectiveness of
corporate philanthropy operations.

The third of this article’s contributions is an in-depth analysis of “The Gospel of
Wealth” and the isolation of eight principles that, according to Carnegie, are fundamental
for effective philanthropy and comparing them to the content of contemporary manage-
ment literature. The results of abovementioned analysis allowed me to estimate current
and future trends in the world of science. Per the research results, there is a strong need
for the clarification and unification of the CSR concept both in academia and organiza-
tional environments to maintain further Corporate Social Responsibility development.
Analyzing Carnegie’s work, it is possible to indicate one element of his legacy confirming
the abovementioned theses: the author claimed the most effective philanthropy activity is
included in the statement “This is not wealth, but only competence, which it should be the
aim of all to acquire”. Competency is the one ultimate principle [18] (p. 6).

In conclusion, I underline strengths and limitations of this study. Referring to the
strengths, I adopted an unequivocal and rigorous approach to the literature review. I also
made careful selection of works, focusing on those that were management oriented and
strictly related to the corporate social responsibility field. Regarding limitations, I focused
on three databases: Business Source Ultimate, Academic Search Ultimate, and eBook Col-
lection and works that fulfilled stringent quality and content criteria. Therefore, many pa-
pers were excluded. Moreover, my suggestions for future research have been identified
based on the literature analysis. I recognize this approach could limit creativity and inno-
vation in CSR field, yet, it can be a strong foundation for brainstorming future research
streams to enrich the CSR literature and offer support to CSR management directors and
officers.
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