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Abstract 

 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) reflects the commitment businesses 

voluntarily undertake to integrate ethical behaviors and societal matters within 

their operating contexts, decision-making processes, strategies and corporate 

values while simultaneously maximizing economic objectives. 

As large firms embrace and integrate the principles of CSR into their 

business practices, company personnel will likely be expected to show actions 

that are linked to conveyed corporate values and related policies. This words-to-

action progression, an inevitability when mainstreaming a concept, will heighten 

credibility and perceived CSR commitment amongst the relevant stakeholders of 

the corporation. It also presents the firm with an opportunity to heighten the 

alignment between corporate values and personal attitudes of its employees, 

which can be beneficial from an attraction and retention point of view. 

To enhance the likelihood that employees at the frontline level will accept 

these principles and become engaged with these values, it is important to quantify 

and understand their attitudes towards the social responsibility construct itself. It 

is also relevant to examine whether certain workplace factors and individual 

characteristics may impact their viewpoints. 

This research study evaluated whether the variables of work climate 

perception, education level, and age directly influenced one’s corporate social 

responsibility perspective. The research method selected to gather data was the 

survey approach, which used a structured questionnaire. The developed survey 



 

 

 

was based to a large extent on existing instruments available in literature. One 

type of survey was used for workplace climate perceptions and a second type was 

used for CSR attitudes (orientation). Demographic information was also collected 

within the survey. 

A case study is presented, which is based on a survey of frontline 

personnel employed by a North American energy transportation company 

(Enbridge Inc.). Survey development is described, analysis methods are 

explained, and results are presented with statistical measures to verify hypotheses 

related to the CSR attitudes of employees. 

The implications of the findings are discussed from a business strategy 

perspective, along with the limitations of the study and suggestions for future 

research.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem 

 

Introduction 

“Successful corporations need a healthy society… a healthy society 

creates expanding demand for business, as more human needs are met and 

aspirations grow. Any business that pursues its ends at the expense of the society 

in which it operates will find its success to be illusory and ultimately temporary. 

At the same time, a healthy society needs successful companies….if governments, 

NGOs, and other participants in civil society weaken the ability of business to 

operate productively, they may win battles but will lose the war, as corporate and 

regional competitiveness fade, wages stagnate, jobs disappear, and the wealth that 

pays taxes and supports nonprofit contributions evaporates.” (Porter and Kramer, 

2006) 

Today’s corporations need to move beyond the historically-motivated and 

near-sighted primary goal of satisfying shareholder expectations. Appraising, 

understanding, and strategically responding to the interests of relevant 

stakeholders are activities that are now equally crucial if a firm is to remain 

competitive, sustainable, and profitable. To the same extent, stakeholders need to 

deeply reflect upon the issues they are advocating, the tactics employed to bring 

attention to them, and the expectations they are seeking of corporations, in order 

to ensure they do not risk ‘biting the hand that feeds.’ Awareness of this mutual 

dependence between corporations and society suggests that business decisions 

and social policies should benefit both parties (Porter and Kramer, 2006). 
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Corporate social responsibility (CSR) can act as the ideological force 

behind the pursuit of finding win-win solutions when corporate and societal 

interests overlap in a contradictory manner. CSR is generally understood to be the 

ways firms integrate social, environmental, and economic concerns into their 

values, cultures, decision-making, strategies, and operations in a transparent and 

accountable manner, thereby establishing better practices within the firm, creating 

wealth, and improving society (Industry Canada, 2012). Such types of 

commitments undertaken by the company are often viewed as exceeding legal 

and/or regulatory requirements, and can address a variety of subjects, including 

but not limited to: 

 corporate governance and ethics; 

 health and safety; 

 environmental stewardship; 

 human rights (including core labor rights); 

 human resource management; 

 community involvement, development, and investment; 

 involvement of and respect for Aboriginal people; 

 corporate philanthropy and employee volunteerism; 

 customer satisfaction and adherence to principles of fair competition; 

 anti-bribery and anti-corruption measures; 

 accountability, transparency, and performance reporting; and 

 supplier relations (Industry Canada, 2012). 
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As is the case with most conceptualizations, arguments against the idea 

and practice of CSR also reside within the business landscape. More often than 

not, the opinions of Milton Friedman (1970) serve as the starting point of this 

opposition. Friedman proclaimed that the sole responsibility of a corporation is to 

maximize shareholder profits while complying with the basic rules of society (i.e. 

legal and ethical). Societal concerns, as per Friedman, are best left to government 

and legislation for addressal and resolution. Sacrificing profits to enhance social 

welfare is like imposing a tax on the shareholder, which goes completely counter 

to what executives were hired to do (i.e., to maximize profits) (Karnani, 2010). 

Carroll and Shabana (2010) summarize other positions that are often taken against 

the notion of CSR, which include: (a) businesses are not suited to address these 

types of issues as most of their know-how lies within operations and business-

support activities, not socially-oriented practices and/or decision making (Davis, 

1973), (b) CSR dilutes the firms’ main purpose as it places the corporation into an 

area that is not directly related to its’ core business objective (Hayek, 1969), (c) 

corporations already hold plenty of power, so giving them an opportunity to have 

even more by inviting them into the social sphere is a risky proposition (Davis, 

1973), and (d), the pursuit of CSR will reduce the competitiveness of the firm 

when competing on the global stage. As Carroll and Shabana (2010) note, these 

explanations were formed many years ago and reflect the relative newness and 

narrowness of the CSR concept at that time. These viewpoints likely don’t relate 

as much in today’s business setting, as both business and the CSR ideology have 

mutually evolved and progressed since then. 
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Corporations should be cautious in relying solely upon boardroom-

developed CSR policies and platforms, communicated pledges, and/or corporate 

philanthropic acts as means of displaying their commitment to any addressed CSR 

matter. Many of today’s stakeholders are likely to interpret such positioning as 

rhetoric and/or public relations ‘window dressing,’ which is symptomatic of the 

general mistrust and lack of confidence abundantly present in today’s business-

society relationships. Today’s stakeholders expect and demand more of 

corporations, and are holding them accountable to their publicly-committed and 

implied socio-economic responsibilities. Realizing this, any actions that can 

endorse stated CSR principles will undeniably elevate the integrity of the firm’s 

citizenship platform, along with its reputation. Additionally, evidence of 

observable CSR, along with quantification of the positive societal impact it may 

have, also has the potential to enhance and nurture several of the firms’ 

stakeholder relationships. 

Instilling CSR aspects into a firm’s everyday operations, business 

practices, and decision-making processes is akin to the embedment of quality and 

safety principles within workplace cultures from years past. It is not an overnight 

journey, and executive level commitment is imperative for its successful 

integration into the fabric of the organization at every level. Employees of the 

organization will need to understand from a corporate perspective why the 

commitment is being made, the expected net benefits to the firm as well as its 

employees, and the expectations of each employee in his/her respective role. Buy-
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in is critical at all organizational levels if the desired values are to evolve into 

norms within the organization. 

Committing to the CSR ideology and the vision of putting the ‘notion into 

motion’ within all layers of the workplace ultimately requires a degree of 

alignment. That is, the personal beliefs of each employee and the social 

responsibility platform of the company must match or at least overlap. Each 

member of an organization has a particular perspective of how a corporation 

should act and conduct its affairs within the environment(s) it operates in and 

impacts. Knowing this, any CSR mainstreaming effort should seek a better 

understanding of these individual outlooks and how they may vary—not only 

individually, but collectively across distinct employee clusters. These insights can 

help foster the development and implementation of unique, corporately-

sponsored, value-aligned opportunities (programs) for employees to ‘naturally’ 

connect and engage with. A process such as this can help ensure that the CSR 

actions undertaken by the employee can achieve a higher synchronization to the 

CSR policies of the organization. As such, the likelihood of authentic CSR 

ambassadorship emerges, as employees will be undertaking actions that matter to 

them as well as the company. Further, the bond between employee and employer 

is strengthened from a workforce attraction and retention perspective. 

As companies move to integrate the principles of CSR into their 

organizational DNA, the need to have frontline personnel formally champion and 

enact upon communicated corporate values will ultimately arise. At that time, 

evidence of actionable and/or observable CSR will become an expectation of 
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employment, and will be molded within the performance management system of 

the company. This is inevitable if the philosophy and practice of CSR is to be 

legitimized and realized across all layers of the corporation. To enhance the 

likelihood of genuine adoption of such an effort, it is in a firm’s best interest to 

understand and quantify individual, frontline attitudes towards the CSR construct. 

 

Study Objective 

The principal purpose of this dissertation is to extend current knowledge 

related to CSR attitudes (i.e., orientations) by investigating a set of corporate and 

individual characteristics that have the potential to impact individual CSR 

mindsets at the frontline level of a corporation. 

Specifically, this research investigates whether work climate perceptions, 

education level, and/or age (i.e., a generational perspective) can directly influence 

CSR attitudes. These notions will be explored across the frontline level of a North 

American energy transportation company, both amongst supervisors and 

employees, as well as in the field and office settings. 

 

Study Approach 

A thorough literature review of the pertinent academic domains is done 

first to establish the setting of the study. Following this, the methodology 

employed to conduct the study and collect a data set for evaluation is described. 

The study utilizes an updated survey tool and method for polling a sample 

population. Survey development is described, analysis methods are explained, and 
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results are presented with statistical measures to verify hypotheses related to 

frontline employee inclinations towards CSR. A discussion of the findings is then 

undertaken, which includes some potential implications for corporate strategies. 

Limitations of the study, along with proposed future research directions, are also 

offered for reflection and consideration. 

 

Study Focus and Hypotheses 

The attitude of an individual towards corporate social responsibility can be 

influenced by both workplace-related factors and individually-based 

characteristics (O’Neill et al., 1989; Marz et al., 2003). The following research 

study seeks to contribute to this body of knowledge by focusing on and 

investigating whether the variables of work climate perception (i.e., autonomy-

supporting versus controlling), education level, and age directly influence one’s 

social responsibility perspective at work. In doing so, it seeks to extend the Marz 

et al. (2003) corporate-individual model to further understand what may impact 

CSR orientations at the frontline level of a sample organization. Figure 1 depicts 

Marz’s research design (model) that this study is built upon. It illustrates the 

corporate-individual structure that was proposed and studied by Marz, as well as 

the specific variables within his research setting (i.e., the managerial level within 

a large, international accounting and consulting firm located in Berlin, Germany). 
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Source: Marz, J. W., Powers, T. L., & Queisser, T. 2003. Corporate and Individual Influences on 

Managers’ Social Orientation. Journal of Business Ethics 46 (1): 1–11. 

 

Two key focus areas were identified for assessment using a statistical 

survey. The primary focus, CSRO and the Workplace, investigates whether a 

relationship exists between an individual’s perceived level of autonomy support at 

work (i.e., as per Self-Determination Theory [SDT]) and his/her expressed 

preference towards each of Carroll’s (1979; 1991) four elemental dimensions 

(obligations) of CSR: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic. In doing so, the 

study proposes to add workplace climate perception as a corporate characteristic 

to the model presented by Marz et al. (2003) (albeit in a different industry and 

organizational layer). 

The secondary focus, CSRO and the Individual, explores whether frontline 

education levels and age (or rather, generation) have an impact on the personal 

Figure 1. Marz Research Design/Model 
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connection to the same four CSR dimensions upon which this study is founded. 

By doing so, it examines whether these two specific demographic variables have 

an effect on the CSR orientations of these same frontline personnel. The 

objectives behind this second element of the study are to establish whether these 

individual-based variables can be added to the Marz et al. (2003) model (again, in 

a different industry and from a frontline perspective), and collaterally, to extend 

the findings of O’Neill et al. (1989) by examining whether these individual-based, 

background characteristics are as influential to CSR perspectives at the frontline 

level of a company as they were observed to be at the boardroom level. 

Both of the noted research focus areas will be investigated amongst 

frontline personnel of a North American energy transportation company, each of 

whom are physically situated in an office or field setting in Canada or the USA. In 

addition to this, the primary focus area will also be differentially explored from a 

people-management responsibility perspective (i.e., between those individuals 

operationalized as frontline supervisors and frontline employees). The general 

approach taken in this study is to use an updated version of a survey tool 

developed and used by others for CSR attitude evaluations, with a clear 

description of the survey method, and statistical analyses to quantify the 

relationships amongst variables of individual and corporate characteristics in a 

verifiable way. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
†
 

†
 Note: Some parts of this chapter were transcribed from the following journal article: 

Michailides, T.P., and Lipsett, M.G. (2012). Surveying Employee Attitudes on Corporate 

Social Responsibility at the Frontline Level of an Energy Transportation Company. 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. 

 

 

Introduction 

This chapter offers a detailed and pragmatic review of the fundamental 

academic concepts that were explored in the development of this research study, 

along with the most relevant reflections within each domain (state of the art) that 

shaped the direction it took. 

Firstly, the interaction between business and society is explored through 

the prisms of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and the stakeholder model. 

The embracement of CSR within the corporation, as well as the motivators 

driving the interest in taking up the ideology, are elaborated upon. The 

stakeholder dialogue narrows in on the group of interest in this study: frontline 

employees. The notion of using CSR for strategic purposes is then presented, with 

an emphasis on its use in the attraction and retention of employees. 

Later in the chapter, the evolutionary business concept of CSR is explored, 

beginning with a discussion of a recent meta-analysis that studied modern-era 

definitions of CSR. The key dimensions associated with the construct are then 

offered, followed by a detailed discussion and analysis of the foundational CSR 

definition used in the research study. Operationalizing the chosen definition to 

effectively capture one’s social responsibility preference (attitude) is then 

reviewed in the section entitled “Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation 

(CSRO).” This part of the literature review not only goes over the development of 
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an instrument (questionnaire) to achieve quantification of the selected definition, 

but also discusses its use in other past and relevant CSRO studies. 

The human motivation and personality model of Self-Determination 

Theory (SDT) is then explored, with an emphasis on one of the three basic, 

psychological needs it is founded upon: autonomy. The theoretical background is 

explained first, followed by a review of the five sub-concepts that are leveraged 

upon to rationalize motivations and behaviors via the SDT lens. From there, the 

basic psychological needs of the model are discussed, with autonomy as the 

primary focus. The positive benefits of experiencing a sense of autonomy, 

especially in the workplace, completes the SDT literature review and segues into 

the examination of whether a relationship exists between an autonomy-supportive 

context at work and an individual’s orientation to the CSR construct. 

Through this review process, the researcher was able to formulate 

hypotheses that not only linked these niche academic domains, but extended the 

current literature on CSRO and the circumstances that could impact attitudes 

toward the construct. The literature review also ensured that the proposed research 

was novel and unique in terms of make-up and direction taken. 

 

Background 

Companies are incorporating and attempting to mainstream the concept of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) within their policies, strategies, and business 

practices. CSR’s general premise that businesses voluntarily consider and address 

societal issues within their decision-making processes, while simultaneously 
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maximizing economic objectives in an ethical and transparent manner, continues 

to gain momentum and grow in importance for many firms. Over 80% of a 

random sampling of Fortune 500 companies addressed CSR on their corporate 

website (Esrock and Leichty, 1998), an indicator of the extensiveness of the 

subject and importance given to it by business leaders. Further, 70% of TSX-

listed companies generate reports describing their CSR commitments and 

performance, a twofold increase from five years prior (Kielburger and Kielburger, 

2008). 

The business case for CSR leverages upon an assortment of arguments for 

its embracement and advancement. Some of these general pro-CSR stances, as 

offered by Carroll and Shabana (2010), include ensuring a healthy climate (i.e., 

stakeholder-wise) in which to function currently and in the future, forestalling 

future government intervention and responding proactively to the strong support 

of the concept amongst the public. 

However, and more often than not, positive impacts to the bottom-line of 

the company still remain at the heart of most decision making associated with the 

CSR agenda and investments in its ideological premise. This emphasis on the 

effects CSR has on corporate financial performance reflects the new thinking of 

business. That is, doing well financially by doing good socially. Overall, the link 

between corporate social performance and corporate financial performance seems 

to exhibit a somewhat positive relationship (Griffin and Mahon, 1997; Margolis 

and Walsh, 2003; Waddock and Graves, 1997; Mahon and Griffin, 1999; Orlitzky 

et al., 2003; BusinessGreen, 2008). Yet, some doubts of this relationship persist, 
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which may be attributed to methodological differences within conducted studies 

and research, biases due to inconsistent interpretations, as well as the possible 

existence of mediating variables and situational contingencies (Carroll and 

Shabana, 2010). Carroll and Shabana (2010) go on to describe detailed cases 

which support the rationale and model of Kurucz et al. (2008), who state that the 

business-case for the practice of CSR can be organized into four distinct ‘benefit’ 

arguments: cost and risk reduction, competitive advantage, elevated legitimacy 

and reputation and the creation of win-win situations through synergistic value 

creation. 

The initial development and subsequent growth of CSR portfolios over the 

past two decades has typically been driven by demands and circumstances outside 

of companies, although altruistic desires and proactive behaviors originating 

inside organizations cannot be completely disregarded (Kanungo and Conger, 

1993; Veiga and Dechant, 1993). Recent corporate wrongdoings, irregularities, 

and performance shortcomings across a multitude of industry sectors (Patsuris, 

2002; Tedesco, 2008; Keith, 2009), has eroded the traditionally high confidence 

and trust levels granted to business by society as it pertains to conducting their 

daily affairs. Subsequently, today’s corporate citizenship efforts are increasingly 

being called upon to play a leading role in corporate reputation and risk 

management for firms (Brown and Dacin, 1997; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; 

Kytle and Ruggie, 2005; Brammer and Pavelin, 2006; Vanhamme and Grobben, 

2009), although the skeptical light of stakeholders shines bright on many efforts. 

Other notable dynamics influencing the interest in (and uptake of) CSR in the 
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boardroom include the heightened and targeted interests of non-governmental 

organizations (Winston, 2002; Guay et al., 2004; Doh and Guay, 2006; Aguilera 

et al., 2007), ever-increasing regulatory requirements and legislations (Porter and 

Kramer, 2006), and the rise of a more engaged and conscientious populace who 

are equipped with the latest technologies, digital media, intelligence, and social 

networking capabilities (i.e., connectivity) offered by the internet. 

Formal requests to disclose, discuss, and improve upon non-financial 

performance metrics (i.e., environmental, social, and governance) also continue to 

grow within the investment community (Guay et al., 2004; Sparkes and Cowton, 

2004; Ioannou and Serafeim, 2010), further emphasizing the importance of 

corporate citizenship, ethics, and transparency platforms. Lastly, CSR portfolios 

of corporations are now also being scrutinized by the workforce (i.e., potential 

recruits and current staff members), as the desire to be associated with a virtuous 

firm seems to be on the rise in today’s society (Aguilera et al., 2007; Bhattacharya 

et al., 2008; Coldwell et al., 2008). As companies aggressively compete to attract 

and retain employees, this specific realization is of prime importance to human 

resource departments from a sustained competitiveness point of view. 

Figure 2 accurately represents today’s business-society landscape by 

succinctly illustrating the previously-noted interactions between a corporation and 

some of its key stakeholders. 
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Adapted from Karakowsky L., Carroll, A. B., & Buchholtz, A. K. 2005. Business and Society: 

Ethics and Stakeholder Management. Scarborough, ON: Nelson Education. 

 

Attending to societally-based concerns and interests, which can originate 

from a variety of relevant stakeholders, appears to now be comparable in 

importance as the traditional industry pursuits of short/long-term profit 

maximization, operational excellence, quality and safety management, product 

innovation, and market competitiveness (i.e., especially for larger, highly visible 

firms). If overlooked, consequences to the firm’s effectiveness and bottom line 

can likely be anticipated. Furthermore, legal and social contracts (i.e., those 

agreements which are granted both formally and informally to businesses by 

stakeholders to conduct their operations) may become more onerous and costly to 

obtain and/or sustain if key matters are not tended to satisfactorily and in 

mutually-beneficial ways. As a result, both shareholders and stakeholders risk 

Figure 2. Business and Select Stakeholder Relationships 
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being impacted (albeit differently) if management fails in its responsibility to 

equitably address their often-conflicting viewpoints. However, succeeding in 

locating the sweet spot between a business decision and a societally-based issue 

has the real potential for a corporation to realize gains (financial and non-

financial) and bring credibility to its citizenship practices. CSR initiatives should 

strive to increase the probability of realizing this win-win outcome, even though 

precise impact measurements can still remain difficult to quantify. The focus 

clearly needs to be positioned at the intersection of conflicting interests. 

As society’s expectations of business change over time, corporations 

busily adjust their CSR mandates to ensure they can respond to the latest 

concerns. Despite the existence of this reactionary change management approach 

with risk mitigation at its core, there will likely be a point in time when 

boardroom-developed CSR policies and/or commitments will need to transform 

themselves into proactive, observable actions if CSR is to be mainstreamed within 

the fabric of a business. If a firm proclaims its CSR principles are inherent within 

its business model, decision-making processes, and culture (i.e., organizational 

values), this directly implies that those principles are embraced and enacted upon 

by its employees in day-to-day affairs in the workplace. Therefore, the need will 

arise to support proclaimed commitments with noticeable proof. The demands of 

affected stakeholders, along with their current skepticism, will necessitate this 

practice. ‘Walking-the-talk’ should be evident amongst all employees, and should 

be seen across all business functions and operating environments to truly claim 

CSR-embedment within the company. The legitimacy of any CSR platform, as it 
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progresses from compliance-based to fully-integrated, is otherwise at risk. As 

companies move towards the ambitious goal of top-to-bottom CSR 

mainstreaming (Carlisle and Faulkner, 2004)—an idea which is still very much in 

its infancy amongst larger, more established firms—the onus to connect to, 

embody, and enact upon core CSR principles will eventually land in the laps of 

frontline-level employees of the company. 

The transformation of boardroom-developed CSR policies into actionable, 

quasi-measurable objectives at the coffee-room level will ultimately prompt a 

migration through each departmental layer of the organization. That being the 

case, individual roles and responsibilities within the organizational hierarchy may 

differ in relation to the CSR mandate and its execution. Expectations of personnel 

at the executive and senior management levels will likely include the creation of 

the fundamental vision and principles of CSR that the corporation will value, 

adhere to, and publicly proclaim. Connection to the established mandate should 

occur quite readily for individuals at this organizational level as a result of 

continued and increased exposure to macro industry-related issues, global CSR 

trends, company stakeholder expectations, business-impact discussions, and 

strategic policy development. As for middle management, a key function will 

include the responsibilities that come with being identified as the change 

management agent associated with such an initiative. Middle managers will be 

called upon to firstly comprehend and rationalize the all-encompassing CSR 

principles crafted by executive/senior management, and then, transform them into 

quantifiable, executable and (hopefully) measurable actions within their 
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respective business-units (i.e., as well as for each business-activity). These CSR-

based actions can come in a variety of shapes, forms, sizes and amounts 

depending on the business unit, the activities undertaken within it and the types of 

professions of the individuals it employs. Adding the CSR mandate to the 

already-existing suite of middle-management responsibilities (i.e., budget 

management, legal and regulatory compliance, audits, human resource 

management, training, career development, etc.) highlights the potential 

prioritization and integration struggle the initiative may encounter. The realization 

and management of CSR-actions at the frontline of a company could very easily 

hinge upon the importance middle managers place on the initiative, positively or 

negatively. Further, CSR-embracement is also likely to be influenced by the 

weighting given to the program within an employee’s annual performance plan 

which typically houses well-defined, actionable and measureable objectives for 

both managers and employees; a must-have consideration if CSR mainstreaming 

is to gain traction and acceptance within all departments of an organization. That 

being said, and in the context of this research, middle management’s primary role 

is to act as the bridge between policy and action, ensuring the CSR mandate is 

understood and undertaken via specific actions which are seen to dovetail into the 

higher-order commitments/values crafted in the C-suite of the firm. 

Observable ‘in-motion’ CSR will be most easily witnessed and sensed by 

affected stakeholders at the frontline levels of a corporation, even though the 

expectation will be placed across all layers of the organization. Such a scenario 

entails executing one’s daily activities with the ideology of social responsibility 
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(both corporate and personal) naturally ingrained within the action itself. More 

illustrative and measurable than some of the corporate principles they sprang forth 

from, CSR at the frontline employee/supervisor level will carry with it more 

weight, impact and assessment-friendly end-results which are more immediately 

felt by impacted stakeholders (i.e., those external to the company as well as the 

employees undertaking the actions themselves). 

The migration of CSR to the frontline will undoubtedly have more chance 

of success (i.e., embracement by the masses) if the undertaken actions are 

steadfastly endorsed, supported and recognized by executive, senior and middle 

management. Only then can sustainable benefits such as increased employee 

motivation and well-being, heightened engagement, elevated brand appeal and 

connection and lower staff turnover rates be potentially realized. Operational 

efficiencies and enhanced product innovation and development are also likely to 

follow suit via heightened organizational commitment and an elevated state of 

creativity driven by the positive frames-of-mind of employees. With this in mind, 

frontline staff occupying a multitude of roles in the office and field setting will be 

encouraged to perform their activities in a manner which is highly synchronized 

with the economic and social responsibilities the company has committed to 

within their CSR agenda. The potential net gains for employees, the corporation, 

and societal stakeholder’s prompts this dissertation to further explore CSR at the 

frontline, departmental level of an organization, at a time when companies seek to 

evolve and transform their CSR portfolios from compliance-based to mainstream 

in CSR-leading organizations. 
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Endeavoring to achieve a degree of synchronization between an 

individual’s personal values and the firm’s CSR values will ultimately require an 

understanding of the personal preferences employees have towards the elements 

comprising the CSR construct. It is in the best interest of the corporation to 

recognize and quantify any substantial differences that may exist amongst 

frontline employees in a variety of situations. These noted differences may be a 

result of workplace-related factors and/or individually-based characteristics, 

which merits a deeper understanding of both. This dissertation will investigate 

this notion further and in a more explicit manner. In doing so, it will extend the 

current literature on corporate social responsibility orientation and circumstances 

that may impact attitudes toward CSR at the frontline level of an organization. 

 

Business and Stakeholders 

Large companies continue to embrace and incorporate the concept of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) within their communicated strategies, 

policies, and practices. The general premise of CSR is that businesses voluntarily 

consider societal and environmental issues within their operating frameworks and 

decision making processes, while simultaneously maximizing shareholder 

objectives. This notion has become more significant in business due to the 

increasing influence and actions of relevant stakeholders (Frooman, 1999; 

O’Rourke, 2003; Rowley and Moldoveanu, 2003; Doh and Guay, 2006; King, 

2008). 
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Although it can be difficult to gauge the effectiveness, degree of 

commitment, and bottom-line impact of any CSR program, the increased presence 

of CSR-related commentaries on corporate websites provides some evidence of 

boardroom attention to the concept (Esrock and Leichty, 1998; Maignan and 

Ralston, 2002). Similar mounting trends are also observed within the domain of 

formalized, non-financial–based reporting related to CSR and/or sustainability 

(Hooghiemstra, 2000; Kolk, 2003; Lefebvre and Gans, 2005; Bebbington et al., 

2008). 

Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun (2011) identified several motivators that 

influence managers to adopt corporate responsibility initiatives, such as branding, 

profit/value maximization, sustainable development, and advancing innovation. 

Additionally, the personal values, morals, and altruistic desires of decision-

making personnel cannot be discounted as potential reasons for introducing CSR 

within an organization (Kanungo and Conger, 1993; Veiga and Dechant, 1993; 

Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004). However, the need to respond to pressures 

emanating from a wide assortment of societal actors reflects the more widespread 

justification behind embracing CSR principles within the firm (Wood, 1991; 

Clarkson, 1995; Aguilera et al., 2007). 

A significant, underlying contributor to today’s growing societal demands 

on corporations appears to be the increasing number of media reports related to 

corporate transgressions, financial irregularities, and ethical shortcomings 

(Patsuris, 2002; Taylor, 2003). These events have contributed to an erosion of the 

typically high levels of confidence and trust that society bestows upon industry to 
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conduct its affairs (Adler, 2002; Kochan, 2003; Taylor, 2003). Consequently, 

today’s citizenship efforts (whether proactive, reactive, or defensive) regularly 

play a prominent role in corporate reputation and risk management efforts (Brown 

and Dacin, 1997; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; Kytle and Ruggie, 2005; Brammer 

and Pavelin, 2006; Bebbington et al., 2008; Vanhamme and Grobben, 2009). The 

findings of Melo and Garrido-Morgado (2012) illustrate this effect by showing 

how five distinct CSR dimensions— employee relations, diversity issues, product 

issues, community relations, and environmental issues—can impact corporate 

reputation across various industries. 

The stakeholder model, rationale, and recommended practice is routinely 

called upon as a compass when CSR is introduced within an organization 

(Freeman, 1984; Waxenberger and Spence, 2003; Freeman, 2004; Garriga and 

Melé, 2004; Valor, 2005; Fassin, 2009). A stakeholder of an organization, as 

defined by Freeman (1984), is “any group or individual who can affect or is 

affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives.” External 

stakeholder groups that influence corporations to act upon CSR principles include 

governments, non-governmental organizations, industry regulators, investors, 

capital markets, customers, and a highly-engaged and aware public (Winston, 

2002; Guay et al., 2004; Sparkes and Cowton, 2004; Lefebvre and Gans, 2005; 

Doh and Guay, 2006; Porter and Kramer, 2006; Aguilera et al., 2007; Ioannou 

and Serafeim, 2010). Internal stakeholders—who are just as influential in their 

advocacy of CSR within the organization—include employees, managers, labor 

union representatives, and joint industrial committee members. An approach to 
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identify and prioritize a firm’s stakeholders has been offered by Mitchell et al. 

(1997), and uses the variables of power, legitimacy, and urgency as factors for 

managerial attention. The findings of Agle et al. (1999) support the concept that 

stakeholders in positions of strength in each of the three factors will matter more 

to management, and will be given higher priority in the landscape of competing 

stakeholder interests. Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011) take this thinking further as 

they discuss an assortment of stakeholder strategies that a corporation can call 

upon as it engages (or manages) particular stakeholder groups. 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR)—and more specifically, a firm’s 

performance on its noted CSR commitments—can be leveraged for 

strategic/competitive purposes (McWilliams et al., 2006; Porter and Kramer, 

2006; Smith, 2007). Guadamillas-Gómez and Donate-Manzanares (2011) use a 

case study to describe how the integration of ethical values and CSR principles 

within corporate strategies can positively impact the reputation of a firm, 

knowledge management efforts, technological innovation, and human 

development (i.e., employee motivation and behavior). As tactics for competitive 

advantage continue to become homogenized in today’s business landscape, 

corporations are turning to non-traditional platforms and metrics—such as 

corporate social performance—to stoke differentiation, and ultimately, 

organizational success. 

In today’s knowledge-based economy, organizational success is directly 

influenced by the attraction and retention of a quality workforce (Turban and 

Greening, 1996; Greening and Turban, 2000). As such, effective and progressive 
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human resource (HR) management practices are critical if organizations are to 

meet their operational objectives, growth strategies, and sustainability goals. A 

particular theme of importance for today’s HR departments is age-related attrition 

and the predicted increase in industry activity, particularly within the Canadian 

petroleum industry (PHRCC, 2011). This retire-and-hire setting, together with the 

ever-changing socio-demographic profile of the modern worker (Ciocirlan and 

Pettersson, 2012), will not only increase the competition for human capital 

(Chambers et al., 1998; Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2002), but it will also make the 

management and engagement of employees an even more complex task, due to 

heightened workplace diversity issues. 

Given this context in which human capital will become increasingly 

valued for strategic and sustainability reasons, management attention needs to be 

cast towards further understanding the expectations, desires, and motivations of 

its diverse employee domain. Frontline employees, a unique subgroup that 

directly influences the long-term prosperity of the firm, are of particular interest 

and importance. 

A frontline employee, in the context of this study, is an individual who has 

direct or indirect interactions with a company stakeholder as he/she performs 

his/her respective business-related tasks to generate revenues for the organization. 

As HR departments develop, implement, and adjust a wide array of strategies 

related to the attraction and retention of employees to meet changing business 

needs, it is important to recognize that a firm’s portfolio of CSR commitments 

and initiatives are now being closely scrutinized by the workforce, that is, by 
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potential recruits as well as current staff (Turban and Greening, 1996; 

Bhattacharya et al., 2008). The findings of Greening and Turban (2000) suggest 

that job applicants are attracted to organizations with solid corporate social 

performance reputations, and will pursue employment with these firms. The basis 

of this comes from the belief that these organizations have values and norms of 

importance to the individual, and in turn, positively influence one’s concept of 

self. The same idea can be extended to recently-hired personnel. Consequently, 

CSR has become an important instrument in the competition for, and the 

management of, human capital.  

The desire to be associated with a virtuous firm seems to be on the rise in 

today’s society (Aguilera et al., 2007; Bhattacharya et al., 2008; Coldwell et al., 

2008). An individual’s desire to be connected to something ‘larger’ than just a 

job/career has become increasingly appealing in today’s work landscape 

(Bhattacharya et al., 2008). Individuals want to identify with—and align 

themselves to—the firm’s social values and commitments. As such, it is in the 

best interest of management to assess and ‘tap into’ these yearnings, to foster 

company competitiveness (and sustainability) going forward. Doing so will 

positively impact an employee’s organizational commitment, motivation, job 

satisfaction, citizenship behaviors, and productivity (Bhattacharya et al., 2008; 

Chong, 2009).  

Along with these insights, and to ensure publicly-communicated CSR 

mission statements/initiatives are not viewed as public relations rhetoric, evidence 

of ‘walking-the-CSR-talk’ will be insisted upon by relevant stakeholders—
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including employees—as they seek the opportunity to ‘experience the walk’ 

(Collier and Esteban, 2007; Bartkus and Glassman, 2008; Bhattacharya et al., 

2008; Chong, 2009). The integration of these considerations presents the firm 

with a potential win-win scenario: the display of observable, in-motion CSR (for 

external stakeholders to experience, gauge, and ultimately benefit from) by 

tapping into the expressed higher-order psycho-social desires of frontline 

employees who want to experience a purpose-driven workday. 

Achievement of this goal rests upon the degree of alignment between an 

individual’s personal values and the firm’s communicated CSR values, which in 

turn impacts employees’ commitment to the cause (Collier and Esteban, 2007; 

Bhattacharya et al., 2008). Therefore, it is worthwhile to have an understanding of 

the personal attitudes that frontline employees have towards the CSR concept. In 

this study, the quantified values of these attitudes are labeled as one’s CSR 

orientation (CSRO) (Aupperle, 1982; Aupperle et al., 1983), and that 

quantification is founded upon a highly-cited representation of the CSR construct 

(Carroll, 1979; Carroll, 1991). Once an individual’s CSRO is established, 

differences between clusters of frontline employees can be assessed with respect 

to corporate and/or individual-based variables that potentially affect variability in 

CSR orientation amongst employees. 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) can be viewed as an evolutionary 

business concept (Carroll, 1999; Moir, 2001; Dahlsrud, 2008). Despite the 
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attention that has been directed towards the development of an all-encompassing 

and unbiased definition, general agreement on a definition remains elusive.  

Nonetheless, Dahlsrud (2008) showed that, for the most part, modern-era 

definitions of CSR (1980–2003) are congruent and tend to describe a 

‘phenomenon’ more than an explicit definition of what the social responsibility of 

business should be. 

The definitions studied by Dahlsrud (2008) consistently identified five 

important dimensions that are often associated with the CSR construct: 

stakeholder, social, economic, voluntariness, and environmental. Of particular 

interest is the observation that the examined definitions overwhelmingly referred 

to the stakeholder, social, economic, and voluntariness dimensions within their 

characterizations. This apparent connection supports the idea that any CSR 

undertaking must address the economic and social concerns of relevant 

stakeholders in a voluntary way; that is, engaging in CSR must be done in a way 

that can be construed as going above merely meeting regulatory requirements 

(Dahlsrud, 2008). 

This proposed connection can be investigated using Carroll’s four-

dimensional construct (Carroll, 1979; Carroll, 1991) to form the foundational 

definition of CSR for the purpose of quantitative surveying. Carroll (1979; 1991) 

integrates several perspectives into a single, all-inclusive, easily-understood 

framework. He considers CSR to be comprised of four distinct accountabilities 

that the firm owes to society: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary (also 

labeled as philanthropic). This interpretation goes on to state that each of these 
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responsibilities is not mutually exclusive, cumulative, or additive, and that they 

are not part of a continuum (Carroll, 1979). Figure 3 illustrates how Carroll 

conceptualized the categorization of business’ social responsibilities, with the 

proportions in the diagram reflecting the envisioned, relative magnitude of each 

responsibility at that time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Carroll, A. B. 1979. A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Performance. 

Academy of Management Review 4 (4): 497–505. 

 

Carroll ordered the dimensions hierarchically, with economic concerns at 

the base, followed by legal, ethical, and philanthropic concerns, respectively. This 

ordering merely reflects the evolution of business and its priorities, with emphasis 

and attention being placed on economic matters above all else, followed by legal 

compliance, and then by concerns related to ethical and discretionary 

Figure 3. Carroll’s Social Responsibility Categories 
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(philanthropic) affairs (Carroll, 1979). Economic responsibilities (i.e., being 

profitable) are the foundation upon which all other responsibilities rest, followed 

by obeying the law (i.e., legal responsibilities); doing what is right, just, and fair 

(i.e., ethical responsibilities); and being a good corporate citizen (i.e., 

philanthropic responsibilities) (Carroll, 1991). 

Attention to all dimensions is necessary, but likely in different amounts at 

different times, because a firm may have changing (and potentially conflicting) 

stakeholder issues to address and deal with at any one time. 

In the end, the working definition of CSR that the present work uses as a 

framework for analysis is as follows: “The social responsibility of business 

encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that 

society has of organizations at a given point in time.” (Carroll, 1979) 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation (CSRO) 

The relative importance that one assigns to each of the four CSR 

dimensions proposed by Carroll is not fixed: the importance ranking is dynamic in 

nature and can vary based on whose perspective is depicted, in what setting, and 

when the opinion was polled. This, in effect, is a reflection of one’s social 

responsibility preference (attitude), which is labeled as corporate social 

responsibility orientation (CSRO) in the study. 

Quantifying an individual’s expressed preference towards each of the four 

dimensions (i.e., economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary) is required for proper 

comparative analyses amongst groups. This means that some operationalization of 
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Carroll’s CSR model is necessary. This was undertaken as a research effort that 

culminated in the development of a formal instrument (Aupperle, 1982; Aupperle 

et al., 1983): an empirically-tested and statistically-validated questionnaire that 

quantifies an individual’s corporate social responsibility orientation (CSRO). 

The tool that was developed was a 15-item, 60-statement, forced-choice 

questionnaire, which verified the existence of the four components and the 

hypothesized differences in assigned weightings proposed by Carroll at the 

executive level of a company, that is, as tested amongst active CEOs in the 

survey. The instrument has been used by other researchers and subsequently re-

validated (Aupperle et al., 1985; O’Neill et al., 1989; Burton et al., 2000; Acar et 

al., 2001) through the exploration of CSROs in different settings and amongst 

different groups. It has proven to be a reliable tool in CSRO investigations, and 

has been called upon in this study to capture respondents’ attitudes toward the 

CSR concept. 

Research within the CSRO landscape has focused on assessing and 

comparing, through this questionnaire, the impact that specific variables may have 

towards one’s perceived social orientation. Variables such as nationality, religion, 

career background, organizational hierarchy, gender, political system origin, and 

socio-economic background have previously been explored as potential 

determinants of CSRO (O’Neill et al., 1989; Ibrahim and Angelidis, 1994; 

Ibrahim et al., 2000; Marz et al., 2003; Angelidis and Ibrahim, 2004; Ibrahim and 

Parsa, 2005; Angelidis et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2008).  
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Several of the influencing variables appear to be separable into two 

distinct clusters when looking at CSRO in the work setting: corporate variables 

and individual variables. The conceptual framework that both corporate and 

individual characteristics can influence one’s social orientation was proposed, 

tested, and empirically verified (Marz, 2000; Marz et al., 2003), and so both 

variable types should be part of any survey tool. 

 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and Autonomy 

Individual variables related to CSRO can be put in the context of Self-

Determination Theory (SDT), which is a model of human motivation and 

personality. SDT considers the external and internal forces acting on an individual 

and how they impact motivation, functioning, and well-being. Optimality from a 

SDT perspective is succinctly depicted by the founders of the theory (E.L. Deci 

and R.M. Ryan), as follows: “To be self-determined is to endorse one’s actions at 

the highest level of reflection. When self-determined, people experience a sense 

of freedom to do what is interesting, personally important, and vitalizing” (Deci 

and Ryan, 2011). 

SDT has been researched across many settings, where externally-based 

influences (including rewards and penalties) continue to compete directly with 

intrinsic desires to impact motivation, and consequently-observed behaviors 

(Ryan and Deci, 2000; Deci et al., 2001a; Gagné et al., 2003; Vansteenkiste et al., 

2004; Ryan et al., 2006; Ryan et al., 2008; Ryan et al., 2009; Ryan et al., 2011). 

For an employee, external influences include the workplace (Deci et al., 1989; 
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Ilardi et al., 1993; Deci et al., 2001b; Baard et al., 2004; Meyer and Gagné, 2008; 

Stone et al., 2009). 

Five foundational sub-theories are used to rationalize motivation and 

personality through SDT: Cognitive Evaluation Theory, Organismic Integration 

Theory, Causality Orientations Theory, Basic Psychological Needs Theory, and 

Goal Contents Theory (Vansteenkiste et al., 2010). The Basic Psychological 

Needs Theory was explored in the present work, based on the recognition that 

ethical and privacy constraints would be placed on the study when it was time to 

poll participants in an organizational setting. As such, the focus was directed 

towards a sub-theory of SDT that was deemed to have a higher probability of 

acceptance in the workplace. 

Competence, relatedness, and autonomy are the three basic psychological 

needs upon which Self-Determination Theory is founded. Stone et al. (2009) 

define competence as believing that you have the ability to influence important 

outcomes. They define relatedness as the experience of having satisfying and 

supportive social relationships. In a work context, mastery of an activity is 

competence; and feeling connected to and supported by people perceived to be 

important (such as a manager) is relatedness (Gagné, 2003). Autonomy is defined 

as the experience of acting with a sense of choice, volition, and self-determination 

(Stone et al., 2009), or freely choosing to pursue an activity (Gagné, 2003). 

deCharms (1968) and Deci (1975) define the need for autonomy as experiencing 

choice and feeling like the initiator of one’s own actions. 
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Basic needs, as depicted in SDT, are viewed as innate for all people and 

are evident across all cultural settings (Chirkov et al., 2003). They are deemed a 

‘must-have’ if one is to experience a state of well-being and peak effectiveness. 

As stated by Deci and Vansteenkiste (2004), basic psychological needs 

satisfaction is considered the means through which optimal development and 

authentic functioning can be understood, as people interact with their social 

environments. This in turn creates sustainable, enduring motivation within the 

individual, leading to a range of positive outcomes (Stone et al., 2009). 

Anticipated behavioral outcomes, when these basic needs have been 

realized within the work setting, include effective performance, job satisfaction, 

positive work-related attitudes, organizational citizenship (pro-social) behaviors, 

and psychological well-being (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Although competence and 

relatedness are essential components for inciting the highest levels of functioning 

and motivation in an individual, only the concept of autonomy is explored further 

in this study. 

Experiencing a sense of autonomy, and a feeling of ability to choose one’s 

actions, is critical for a person’s optimal functioning (Soenens et al., 2007). SDT 

further suggests that both individual differences (autonomy orientation) and 

contextual factors (autonomy support) can influence intrinsic-need satisfaction 

(Gagné, 2003). An individual may exhibit a controlled orientation at the personal 

level, with a preference for structure, process, definition, and direction, but such 

an individual can also realize positive benefits when their elemental need for 
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autonomy is respected and fulfilled (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Sheldon et al., 2003a; 

Sheldon et al., 2003b). 

The autonomy-support construct, exclusively, provides an intuitive 

appreciation for how a work setting can influence whether or not a sense of 

autonomy is perceived and felt by the individual. Studies have shown that the 

general ambience of a situation such as a workgroup does indeed affect one’s 

intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2008). Baard et al. (2004) define and expand 

upon the concept of autonomy support at work in the following way:  

“Autonomy support involves the supervisor understanding and 

acknowledging the subordinate’s perspective, providing meaningful 

information in a non-manipulative manner, offering opportunities for 

choice, and encouraging self-initiation (Deci et al., 1994)…. [It] refers not 

so much to a characteristic of the job itself as to an interpersonal climate 

created by the manager in relating to subordinates and carrying out 

managerial functions, such as goal setting, decision making, and work 

planning.” 

SDT further claims that, because autonomy support is initiated by the 

managerial embrace of employee perspectives, one can expect autonomy-

supportive managers to facilitate the satisfaction of all three intrinsic needs: 

competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Deci et al., 2001b; Baard et al., 2004). 

An autonomy-supportive context can have positive impacts on 

psychological well-being and functioning, and this working atmosphere brings 

accompanying benefits to corporations from a workforce engagement perspective. 



 

35 

 

These relationships lead to the question of whether a connection exists between 

these noted outcomes in the context of CSR, and specifically, whether employee 

workplace climate perception (autonomy-supportive or controlling), on its own, 

directly impacts orientation to the CSR construct, as it is quantified by the 

operationalized model put forth by Aupperle (1982) and Aupperle et al. (1983). In 

exploring this possibility, this study seeks to add workplace climate perception as 

a corporate variable of interest in the conceptual framework of Marz (2000) and 

Marz et al. (2003).  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

Introduction 

The following chapter outlines and describes the methodology employed 

to gather and evaluate a relevant data set to statistically validate or refute the 

research hypotheses. A discussion concerning the selected research approach is 

presented first, followed by an overview of the test population of the study. The 

focus then shifts to the survey instrument itself, as design and development 

considerations are discussed and elaborated upon. From there, academic and 

corporate approvals that were secured prior to survey launch are presented. The 

chapter concludes with an overview of survey administration, data collection, data 

reduction, and analysis techniques performed in preparation for hypotheses 

testing. 

To ensure the study was performed in a valid and appropriate manner, 

elements of the research survey process were taken into consideration. As per 

Schonlau et al. (2006), a formal survey process should address all of the following 

tasks, each of which is touched upon in this chapter: 

 defining the survey objectives; 

 determining who will be sampled; 

 creating and testing the instrument; 

 contacting respondents; and 

 collecting, reducing, and analyzing data. 
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A re-examination of the theme of the research reveals two prominent 

focus areas for assessment at the frontline level of a sample organization which is 

based on the following premise: the attitude of an individual towards corporate 

social responsibility can be influenced by both workplace-related factors and 

individually-based characteristics (O’Neill et al., 1989; Marz et al., 2003). 

The first focus area (“CSRO and the Workplace”) investigates whether a 

relationship exists between an individual’s perceived level of autonomy support at 

work (as per SDT) and his/her expressed preference towards each of Carroll’s 

four dimensions of CSR: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic. The second 

focus area (“CSRO and the Individual”) explores whether the education levels 

and age (or rather, generation) of frontline employees have an impact on the 

connection to each of the same four CSR dimensions upon which the study is 

built. From this, a set of five hypotheses were established to evaluate whether an 

individual’s attitude towards CSR can be influenced by these noted corporate and 

individually-based characteristics, as similarly conceptualized and explored 

within the research of Marz. However, the following dissertation seeks to add to 

the Marz model the variable of workplace climate perception (controlling versus 

autonomy-supporting) as a corporate characteristic, and education level and age 

variables as individual-based characteristics, to further understand what may 

influence CSR attitudes. The noted positive impacts on well-being and 

functioning for individuals, as well as the accompanying benefits a corporation 

realizes from an autonomy-supportive working environment (as per SDT), 

justifies the examination of whether this relationship is somehow connected 
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and/or extendable to the CSR construct and an employee’s connection to it. The 

justification behind the examination of possible linkages between education level 

and age (generation) to the CSR construct goes beyond simply determining 

whether these specific individual-based variables can be added to the Marz et al. 

(2003) model. It also seeks to extend the findings of O’Neill et al. (1989) by 

examining whether these individual-based background characteristics are as 

influential to CSR perspectives at the frontline level of a company as they were 

observed to be at the boardroom level. O’Neill et al. (1989) clearly showed that 

there was a positive correlation between one’s age and their respective CSR 

orientation at that position of the organization. The same result was noted when 

education level was assessed. Examining the possible intactness of these 

relationships at the frontline level of a company affords one the possibility of 

partially explaining the connection to the CSR construct based on these individual 

traits, which in turn helps rationalize motivations, expectations and behaviors with 

respect to the CSR ideology.  

The research is conducted in a different industry setting, which employs 

distinct skill sets and professions across an alternative layer in the organizational 

hierarchy when compared to the research of Marz (i.e., energy transportation and 

frontline-level employees in Canada and the USA, as compared to a German-

based international accounting/consulting firm and its junior and senior 

management staff of auditors and tax and management consultants). As such, the 

exploration of new variables clearly extends and adds to the Marz model. At the 

same time, this research also lays the groundwork for the development of a 
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similar framework in a different industry, at a different level in the organization, 

and across two different countries. 

To assess the propositions put forth, they had to be restated as one or more 

falsifiable statements that could be tested empirically. As such, the following five 

hypotheses, which evolved out of two focus areas—“CSROs and the Workplace” 

and “CSROs and the Individual”—were developed for statistical evaluation and 

analysis within the research study: 

 

CSRO and the Workplace 

Hypothesis P1: The attitude of frontline personnel towards CSR is related to their 

perception of the workplace climate. 

Hypothesis P2: A difference exists in the CSR attitude of frontline supervisors as 

compared to frontline employees, which is driven by their respective workplace 

climate perception. 

Hypothesis P3: A difference exists in the CSR attitude of office-based personnel 

as compared to field-based personnel, which is driven by their respective work 

climate perception. 

 

CSRO and the Individual 

Hypothesis P4: The CSR attitude of frontline personnel is related to one’s 

respective level of education. 

Hypothesis P5: The CSR attitude of frontline personnel is related to one’s 

respective age (i.e., generational demographic). 
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Research Approach 

Research can follow one of two paths based on the reasoning approach 

taken: deductive or inductive. The deductive research approach calls upon proven 

principles or theories to develop a hypothesis, which is a speculative statement 

outlining a proposed relationship between two or more variables. A relevant data 

set, which is acquired to test the hypothesis put forth, can either support or reject 

the particular relationship being examined, and can lead to the formulation of 

generalized conclusions. Conversely, the inductive research approach starts off 

with the data already residing in a particular sphere of interest, and aspires to 

develop a theory via its analysis. The research approach followed in this 

dissertation was deductive in nature, and the following established representations 

helped formulate the hypotheses being examined: corporate social responsibility 

(CSR), as theorized by Carroll and operationalized by Aupperle; workplace 

climate characterization and autonomy, as depicted by Self-Determination Theory 

(SDT); and the corporate-individual CSR orientation framework of Marz. 

Irrespective of the research approach taken, a data set is required to help 

validate or refute proposed hypotheses. Data sets can be captured in a qualitative 

or quantitative manner, or a hybrid of both. Qualitative data sets are mostly non-

numeric in nature. Utilizing such techniques as observation, interviews, 

discussions, role-playing, and focus groups, the goal is to rationalize opinions, 

behaviors, observed actions, and their drivers by analyzing themes and patterns 
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within the collected data set, which primarily consists of words. This then leads to 

the development of broader generalizations and theories. 

Quantitative data, on the other hand, are numerical in nature. Often 

associated with deductive-based research, quantitative data can rely upon the use 

of specific, unbiased questions administered to a test population of interest as a 

means of collecting a data set. Although not done in this research study, 

quantitative data can also be gathered from carefully-developed lab and/or field 

experiments. The collected numerical results are statistically analyzed to establish 

whether the hypotheses of note are valid or not across the test population of 

interest. Generalizations from the results can then be applied (or not) to a larger 

population when using this approach. This dissertation’s five hypotheses were 

statistically confirmed and/or refuted via the analysis of a quantitative data set 

collected from a niche, test population of interest within the North American 

energy industry. 

The research technique and accompanying instrument chosen to gather a 

relevant, quantitative data set for this research was the survey approach using a 

structured questionnaire. This approach was chosen over alternative, qualitative 

methods for data collection (e.g., interviews, observations, and discussions) 

because a survey was considered to be more administratively practical, effective, 

and efficient for gathering the requisite data, given the geographic dispersion and 

size of the test population of interest. Structured survey replies, especially those 

collected electronically and on-line, are also simpler to store, codify, and analyze 

compared to commentaries and observations from qualitative data-gathering 
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techniques. Further, the potential to introduce the biases of the researcher into the 

study, whether in a conscious or unconscious manner, are lessened using the 

structured survey approach (i.e., where all of the variables of interest are 

identified for the respondent to answer in a pre-defined and closed-ended 

manner). Care still needs to be taken to properly articulate the question set to 

ensure the appropriate information for hypothesis-testing is collected, while 

minimizing the possibility of leading and/or prompting the test participants. 

However, those subtle cues that may emerge during face-to-face interactions 

between the researcher and the test subject are eliminated by the use of a 

structured survey delivered electronically, as was the case with this research 

study. 

In the end, the questionnaire developed for this research study endeavored 

to meet the following goals to enhance its chances of capturing a sizeable and 

suitable data set, which could, in turn, be analyzed statistically: 

 Efficiently obtain a collection of pertinent data from a test population, 

at a specific moment in time, that could be considered representative 

of the domains and relationships being explored in the hypotheses; 

 Ensure the created survey effectively captures opinions, perceptions, 

and facts related to the theoretical and demographical elements of the 

hypotheses, so as to allow for proper statistical testing to occur; 

 Ensure the concepts of individual and group privacy, confidentiality, 

and ethicality have been adhered to and embedded in the make-up of 

the developed survey; 
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 Develop, launch, and administer an online, easy-to-use, and clearly-

articulated survey instrument to bolster response rates from the test 

population of interest. 

 

Test Population 

The research hypotheses were statistically tested against a data set 

acquired from a niche test population within the North American energy industry. 

The pipeline sector, which is currently contending with intense public scrutiny 

and age-related employee attrition challenges (PHRCC, 2011), represents the 

domain of interest within this study. 

The energy company affiliated with the research is Enbridge Inc. 

(Enbridge), a large North American-based corporation that transports, generates, 

and distributes energy across the continent. Enbridge’s suite of investments 

includes crude oil and liquids transportation systems, natural gas transmission and 

distribution, midstream businesses, power transmission, renewable and green 

energy technologies including wind and solar energy, geothermal investments, 

and hybrid fuel cells. Headquartered in Calgary, Alberta, Canada, Enbridge 

currently employs approximately 7,000 people across Canada and the United 

States, and has received numerous awards and recognitions related to its human 

resource (HR) practices and CSR commitments, such as: 

 Canada’s Greenest Employers (2010, 2011) 

 Canada’s Top 100 Employers (2010, 2011) 

 Canada’s Top Employers for Young People (2011) 
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 Corporate Knights Best 50 Corporate Citizens in Canada (2010, 2011) 

 Corporate Knights Global 100 List of the Most Sustainable Large 

Corporations in the World (2010, 2011) 

 Dow Jones Sustainability Index (North America) (2010). 

Further, detailed information with respect to Enbridge Inc. and its suite of 

companies, corporate vision, value propositions, and CSR positioning and 

accolades can be found on the Enbridge Inc. corporate website, 

www.enbridge.com (Enbridge Inc., 2012). 

Strictly from a liquids movement perspective, Enbridge is Canada’s 

largest transporter of crude oil, and currently delivers (on average) more than 2.2 

million barrels of liquid hydrocarbons on a daily basis (Enbridge Inc., 2011a). A 

complex and vast pipeline network of roughly 25,000 kilometers (Enbridge Inc., 

2011a), strategically located across North America, is called upon to deliver these 

volumes (Enbridge Inc., 2011b) (see Figure 4). The test population associated 

with this research resides exclusively within Enbridge’s Liquids Pipelines (LP) 

business unit. LP employees are responsible for the daily management, operation, 

and maintenance of the pipeline network shown in Figure 4, and are dispersed 

across field and office settings in Canada and the U.S.A.  

http://www.enbridge.com/
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Source: Enbridge Inc. Website. Liquids pipeline network. Retrieved online at 

http://www.enbridge.com/AboutEnbridge/InteractiveMap.aspx  

Figure 4. Enbridge Liquids Pipelines Network 
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The LP business unit was selected as the test population from within 

Enbridge Inc. for a few reasons. Firstly, it is the largest of all Enbridge business 

units in terms of number of employees thus enhancing the opportunity to gather 

more, as well as more diverse, CSR perspectives. It also has the largest 

geographic footprint than any of the other business units, which fosters the receipt 

of more varied, regionally-based perspectives than any other group could have 

provided. The LP business unit is also the most mature, non-acquired, business 

unit within Enbridge Inc. and thus is very well established with respect to its core 

corporate values, culture and social responsibilities and expectations. Lastly, close 

proximity to LP executive management made it convenient for the study when it 

came time to seek corporate support around the collection of a data set linked to 

the research. 

Only full-time, frontline Enbridge LP personnel aged 18 years of age or 

older, located in the field and/or office setting across North America, were invited 

to participate. Executive, senior, and middle management of the parent company 

(Enbridge Inc.) and the LP business unit were excluded from the study, along 

with part-time staff, temporary employees, summer students, and contractors. 

Additionally, all other Enbridge business units and their respective employees 

were excluded from participation. This approach ensured that the gathered 

perspectives were exclusively from full-time employees at the frontline level of 

the LP business unit, which the study was exclusively centered upon. 

All participants resided and worked in one of the following nine functional 

departments within the LP business unit: 
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 Business Development, 

 Customer Service, 

 Engineering and System Integrity, 

 Finance, 

 Human Resources, 

 Information Technology, 

 Law and Regulatory Affairs, 

 Operations, or 

 Public and Governmental Affairs. 

 

LP, field-based perspectives were those offered by personnel working in 

the Operations department, exclusively. The summation of perspectives put forth 

by the other eight functional departments reflected the LP office-based opinions 

of this study. Opinions of LP supervisors and LP employees at the frontline level 

are also differentiated and reflected upon within this research, as the daily and 

organizational responsibilities of each of these cohorts still vary. Once again, a 

frontline employee, in the context of this study, is an individual who has direct or 

indirect interactions with a company stakeholder as he/she performs his/her 

respective business-related tasks to generate revenues for the organization. 

Table 1 summarizes the test population landscape of the study and 

highlights those employees included—and excluded—from the research effort 

undertaken here. 

Table 1. Test Population Landscape 

GENERAL SETTING 

INDUSTRY Energy 

SECTOR Energy Transportation (Pipelines) 

COMPANY Enbridge Inc. 

BUSINESS UNIT (BU) Liquids Pipelines (LP) 

COUNTRIES Canada, U.S.A. 

 

SPECIFIC SETTING & FUNCTIONAL DEPARTMENTS 

LP FIELD PERSONNEL =  LP Operations 

LP OFFICE PERSONNEL =  LP Business Development + 

LP Customer Service + 

LP Engineering & System Integrity + 

LP Finance + 

LP Human Resources + 
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LP Information Technology + 

LP Law & Regulatory Affairs + 

LP Public and Governmental Affairs 

  

INCLUSIONS & EXCLUSIONS 

INCLUDED IN TEST 

POPULATION 

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Employees (Field) 

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Supervisors (Field) 

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Employees (Office) 

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Supervisors (Office) 

EXCLUDED FROM TEST 

POPULATION 

- Enbridge Inc. Executive Leadership Team 

- Enbridge Inc. Corporate Leadership Team 

- Enbridge LP Senior Leadership Team 

- Enbridge LP Senior Management Team 

 

- Corporate Finance (BU) 

- Corporate Development (BU) 

- Gas Transportation & International (BU) 

- Major Projects (BU) 

- Corporate, Public, & Governmental Affairs (BU) 

- Corporate Information Technology (BU) 

- Corporate Law (BU) 

- Corporate Human Resources & Administration (BU) 

 

- LP Part-time Personnel 

- LP Temporary Personnel 

- LP Summer Students 

- LP Consultants 

 

Study Design 

A conscious decision was made when this research study was being 

designed to call upon existing, often-utilized survey instruments and their 

respective data capture and manipulation approaches. Adopting such an approach 

would not only enhance the credibility of the research study through association 

with these proven instruments, but it would further ensure that the developed 

questionnaire accurately portrayed and captured individual perspectives linked to 

the variables of interest within the hypotheses. In the end, one type of survey was 

used for workplace climate perception evaluations, and a second for assessing 

individual CSR orientations (CSROs). Both rely upon existing, statistically-valid 

and reliable instruments within their respective academic domains. The collection 
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of pertinent demographic information was also required to complete the design of 

the questionnaire. 

To capitalize on the forthcoming data collection opportunity, a third 

survey was factored into the design of the study (i.e., from a research contingency 

perspective). Employee engagement, a comprehensively-studied human resource 

concept with potential connectivity to workplace climate perceptions and/or 

CSRO, was also deemed worthy of measurement in the event that these anecdotal 

linkages were to be explored further. As such, a statistically-valid and reliable 

instrument that measures one’s current engagement level at work was also 

included within the framework of the developed questionnaire. 

A background discussion of the three domain-specific instruments 

(focusing on workplace climate perceptions, CSRO, and engagement) that were 

selected for use in the research study is presented in the section entitled “Study 

Instrument” further on within this chapter. The set of demographic questions 

created and asked to the test population is also discussed in the same section of 

this dissertation. 

Another design consideration was deciding how the test population in 

question would be contacted in order to inform them of the research project and 

the desire to have them participate in a voluntary manner. From a simplicity, cost, 

time management, and effectiveness perspective, mass email notifications were 

used as the primary communication tool for the research project. This approach 

was especially useful considering the breadth of contact required, as test 

participants within the functional departments of interest were located across 
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several provinces and states in Canada and the U.S.A. A set of four emails was 

developed and used for communication purposes at different stages of the survey 

process, and these are elaborated upon further in the section entitled “Data 

Collection” further on within this chapter. The developed email set includes the 

Survey Introduction (Appendix D), Survey Invitation (Appendix E), Survey 

Reminder (Appendix F), and Survey Closure (Appendix G). 

To ensure the correct test population was contacted in the study (i.e., 

frontline personnel of the LP business unit dispersed across nine functional 

departments), a mass email distribution list connected to the entire Enbridge LP 

business unit was firstly called upon. This email list of all full-time LP personnel 

was manually modified by removing known executive, as well as senior and 

middle managers, from its make-up. An organizational chart of the LP business 

unit at that moment in time was also referenced as part of this exercise to ensure 

thoroughness. Although the scrubbed distribution list varied daily due to new 

hires and departures from the business unit (as tested and monitored several times 

prior to survey launch), the compilation of email addresses that was developed on 

the day the first email notification was sent represented the same list that was 

carried forth for the duration of the study. This ensured that the same group of 

individuals was contacted during the data collection phase of the project, and that 

the test population size remained static throughout the survey process. Access to 

and awareness of this study-specific email distribution list was strictly limited to 

the researcher of this dissertation. 
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The next consideration involved determining the most optimal way to 

administer the developed questionnaire and the results received from it. From a 

cost, time management, breadth of contact, and ease-of-use perspective, it was 

decided that the questionnaire would be administered online via a third party 

survey software provider. Specifically, SurveyMonkey
TM 

was used to house and 

launch the questionnaire, as well as to collect the data submitted by respondents. 

Very basic, demographic-based analyses of the data were also performed using 

the functionalities offered by SurveyMonkey
TM

 at the completion of the data 

gathering phase, mostly for quality assurance and verification purposes. Research 

participants had been given the opportunity to complete the online survey either at 

their work location (approved by Enbridge), or at home during non-working 

hours. Furthermore, they could finish it in stages, as the software had the 

functionality to re-enter the survey from the point of last departure. 

The enhanced security option (i.e., SSL encryption) offered by 

SurveyMonkey
TM

 was applied throughout the entire process of polling to ensure 

that privacy and confidentiality of every submitted response from each participant 

was upheld. Further to this, a respondent’s name or any other personal 

information was never solicited at any time within the SurveyMonkey
TM

 platform, 

as participation and provided data were founded upon the premises of anonymity 

and confidentiality, respectively. Participants were also continuously assured 

within the survey that their responses remained completely confidential, and that 

no one within Enbridge Inc. or the affiliated university would see individual 

replies and/or full survey sets associated with any one individual. To enhance and 
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ensure data security even further, the researcher of this dissertation was the only 

individual with access to the online survey and its associated replies, via a login 

identification and password that was only known by him. In the end, the 

information requested in the survey was structured and collected in such a manner 

that the identification of any individual participant and his/her respective replies 

could not be made. 

The final consideration in designing the study was deciding where the 

survey itself would be physically administered from. The communication emails, 

online survey, and gathered responses were managed and analyzed in the 

researcher’s Enbridge Inc. office, which was located in the Enbridge Inc. tower in 

Edmonton, Alberta, Canada.  All data (i.e., whether in electronic format stored on 

a memory storage device, or hard-copy paper format) would remain locked in an 

assigned drawer in this office for the duration of the research effort. The 

researcher sought, and was granted, authorization from his immediate workplace 

supervisor to use the above-noted office (refer to Appendix B, Attachment A). 

The fact that the researcher was also an employee of Enbridge Inc. was publicly 

disclosed within the opening commentary of the survey itself, as well as within 

each email sent to the test population (as part of the closing signature) during the 

survey process.  

 

Study Instrument 

The following section provides general details and relevant insights on the 

structure of the final survey, as well as each of the three already-existing 
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instruments that were leveraged upon within its make-up. An overview of the 

assembled question set related to demographics is also presented. The final survey 

instrument that was prepared and launched to gather the opinions of the test 

population can be found in Appendix A. 

The assembled questionnaire, complete with all questions, commentaries, 

and opening and closing remarks, ended up evolving into a sixteen-page, 47-

question instrument. The first three pages were introductory in nature, and 

featured the discussion and elaboration of general information related to the 

research, the research team, the purpose of the study and its background 

foundation, the test population of interest, the questionnaire format, estimated 

completion time, confidentiality, and voluntary participation. The fourth page, 

reflective of a decision point within the survey process, formally asked the 

participant whether he/she would like to proceed or depart from the research study 

in question. Departure at this point took the participant directly to the last page of 

the survey (i.e., the closing remarks and gratitude page). It should be noted that if 

a participant decided to proceed with the survey at this juncture, and then later 

changed his mind, he could easily exit the process by simply closing the Survey-

Monkey
TM

 web-browser page he was currently on. Partial data sets, indicative of 

an early exit from the survey process, were not included in the final data set that 

was used for hypothesis testing. The next three sections of the survey captured 

current, personal opinions and perspectives regarding workplace climate (3 pages, 

15 questions), CSR orientation (4 pages, 15 questions), and engagement level at 

work (2 pages, 8 questions). The fourth and final data-collection section 
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comprised demographic questions (2 pages, 8 questions). The final page of the 

survey was a close-out page that acknowledged a respondent’s participation 

and/or interest in the study, whether he/she completed the questionnaire in its 

entirety or not.  

As mentioned earlier, three essential sections of the survey capitalized on 

existing questionnaires for their data collection approaches. Each referenced 

instrument is statistically valid, reliable, and used frequently in its respective 

research domain. Very minor adjustments to the text within the original 

instruments (if any at all) had to be undertaken to ensure that the language was 

modern, understandable and relevant for the proposed test population, from both a 

social evolution and an industry context perspective. Each instrument and its 

make-up are briefly discussed next. 

Workplace climate perceptions were quantified through the use of a 

questionnaire (i.e., Perceived Autonomy Support: The Work Climate 

Questionnaire) made available for research purposes by the founders of Self-

Determination Theory (Self-Determination Theory, 2012). This questionnaire 

uses fifteen construct-specific statements to gauge the climate of the workplace 

along a seven-point Likert scale. A Likert scale is a bi-polar, psychometric scaling 

method that offers a range of positive and negative values to measure a 

respondent’s reaction to the statement presented, usually with a neutral reaction at 

the midpoint on the scale. The questions (or statements) were set up so that a 

higher score on any given question would reflect an autonomy-supportive work 

environment; a lower score would indicate a response associated with a more 
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controlling workplace. A mean (average) score is calculated from the individual 

responses to the fifteen questions that were posed. A higher mean score is 

reflective of a perception of a workplace climate that is more autonomy-

supporting than controlling. The advantage of this method is that mean scores 

from Likert-type scales can be compared between different individuals and/or 

groups of individuals. An example of two workplace climate questions found 

within the final survey can be seen in Figure 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

An individual’s corporate social responsibility orientation (CSRO), or 

CSR attitude, was measured by using Aupperle’s forced-choice questionnaire 

(Aupperle, 1982; Aupperle et al., 1983). A forced-choice instrument requires the 

selection of a particular option amongst a set of choices. This specific fifteen-item 

questionnaire required respondents to allocate a full ten points (in whole amounts) 

to four distinct statements associated with each question posed. The four 

statements associated with each question represented the corporate responsibilities 

(i.e., economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic) identified within Carroll’s (1979; 

1991) four-part CSR construct. An average score is calculated for each of the four 

Figure 5. Example Survey Questions (Workplace Climate Perception) 
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CSR dimensions from the individual responses to these questions. The use of a 

forced-choice instrument in this setting was driven by the desire to minimize 

social desirability bias, a concern that arises when such concepts are being 

researched. An example of two CSRO questions found within the final survey, 

complete with the opening text used to explain the forced-allocation procedure to 

participants, can be seen in Figure 6. 

 

 

 Figure 6. Example Survey Questions (CSR Orientation) 
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The set of questions concerning one’s level of engagement at work came 

courtesy of a recently-released research report commissioned by The Conference 

Board (Gibbons and Schutt, 2009). Their findings concluded that employee 

engagement could be robustly measured, in any cultural setting or industry, with 

eight simply-phrased questions. The posed questions sought out employees’ 

current emotional, rational, and behavioral states in the workplace. The 

aggregated measurement of the responses from a participant showcased his/her 

respective engagement level at work. Like the Work Climate Questionnaire, 

which measured perceived autonomy support, the engagement questionnaire used 

a seven-point Likert-scale to measure a respondent’s degree of positive or 

negative reaction to each of the eight questions. A mean (average) score is 

calculated from the individual responses to the eight questions. An example of 

two questions related to engagement, as found within the final survey, can be seen 

in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

The core data set collected from a participant of the survey concluded with 

an array of demographically-based questions. The question set, which asked 

respondents to provide information about themselves and their corporate 

involvement, was developed in such a way that the researcher could easily 

Figure 7. Example Survey Questions (Engagement) 
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segment and aggregate responses into requisite clusters when statistical analysis 

of the hypotheses was to occur. For each of the eight questions posed, the 

respondent simply had to select the answer that best fit his/her circumstance at the 

time the survey was being completed. In some cases, more than two answers were 

available for selection by the participant. Additionally, explanations or 

elaborations of concepts/variables were offered to minimize potential 

misunderstandings of what was being asked. The five key demographic variables, 

from a hypothesis-testing perspective, included: work location (i.e., office versus 

field), people responsibility (to demarcate frontline supervisors and frontline 

employees), job function (to demarcate frontline supervisors and frontline 

employees in a different manner), education level (i.e., basic, technical, or 

academic), and age (i.e., birth year, which allows for clustering of responses by 

generation). Capitalizing on the forthcoming survey opportunity, three additional 

demographic-based variables were also gathered: each participant’s country of 

employment, tenure with Enbridge Inc., and gender. Although not required for 

hypothesis testing, these variables were collected from a contingency point of 

view if the research necessitated that different variables be examined and/or 

incorporated into the frameworks being explored. 

Once the envisioned structure and layout of the survey had been 

established, including the specific questions to be asked, the researcher transposed 

the raw components over to the SurveyMonkey
TM

 platform to create the end 

product for eventual rollout to the test population. Once all of the information had 

been entered into the software platform, and the survey’s layout and design had 
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been completed, security permissions and functionality settings related to data 

administration were appropriately toggled within SurveyMonkey
TM

. The 

researcher then function-tested the end product and corrected any noted 

operational deficiencies. 

One final assessment of the SurveyMonkey
TM

 end product was then 

conducted. The survey was function-tested by an independent, third-party group 

to gauge its operability, applicability, and ease of understanding before being 

launched to the test population. This was a valuable exercise with respect to fine-

tuning the end product. Feedback from the group led to slight alterations to the 

structure and overall functionality of the instrument. Generally, response was 

positive with respect to ease of use, understanding, allocated time to complete, 

and intent. The members of the test group were employees of different business 

units within Enbridge, as well as individuals who had no affiliation with 

Enbridge. None of the test group members participated in the research study itself. 

 

Ethical Review 

Any research involving human beings must be performed with the utmost 

regard for ethical standards and conduct. To ensure that the basis of this research 

study, along with the developed survey instrument and its execution, complied 

with and adhered to the ethical requirements of the University of Alberta, a formal 

review and approval process was initiated within the Faculty of Engineering’s 

Research Ethics Board (REB). 
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Executed before the research itself could begin, the ethics approval 

process required that a standard proposal be completed and submitted to the REB 

for review and assessment. The thirty questions associated with the proposal 

sought not only to understand the scope, intent, and execution methodology 

associated with the research, but more importantly, how the study intended to 

manage and address all aspects linked to participant privacy, confidentiality, 

anonymity, and participant engagement during the survey process. Proposed data 

collection and handling, data management and control processes, as well as 

anticipated benefits, costs, and risks to participants all formed part of the REB 

question set. Appendix B shows the completed proposal for this research study, 

with its detailed responses and supporting attachments, that was submitted to the 

REB for review and approval. 

The REB determined that the proposed research and its accompanying 

survey could be conducted, provided that two minor modifications were made to 

the submitted proposal. Firstly, the principal investigator of the project was 

required to reveal that he is also an employee of Enbridge Inc. in the prepared 

Participant Information Letter (refer to Appendix B, Attachment B), and 

secondly, the survey was required to formally mention that all data associated 

with the study would remain locked in an assigned drawer only at the principal 

investigator’s identified office location (refer to Appendix B, Question #8). 

After the principle researcher agreed to and incorporated the proposed 

recommendations, the proposal was re-submitted, and the REB granted ethics 

approval for the research study. 



 

61 

 

 

Corporate Approval 

Equally as important and significant as the university’s ethical 

review/approval process was the procurement of formal, corporate support prior 

to executing the research within Enbridge’s LP business unit. The process of 

obtaining this sought-after approval evolved into two distinct endeavors. 

Firstly, a presentation that outlined the background and objectives of the 

proposed research was developed. The established framework to be examined, 

generalities around the developed research instrument to be deployed, the test 

population of interest, and an envisioned execution plan were also included in the 

presentation, which can be found in Appendix C. A meeting with the vice 

presidents of LP Operations and LP Human Resources was then scheduled, in 

order to review the prepared material in an effort to secure their support for the 

envisioned research project. Support for the research was offered by the two 

executives, with the condition that the scope be expanded to include the entire LP 

business unit. (The originally-proposed test population was only intended to be 

the Operations group of the LP business unit, as reflected in the material seen in 

Appendix C.)  A second condition was that another, brief oral presentation be 

made to the remaining members of the LP executive management team to secure 

their support for the initiative, as they were now all impacted by the change in 

scope proposed. The researcher agreed to both conditions. 

As such, the second undertaking en route to securing formal, corporate 

approval was a question-and-answer session with the executive leadership team of 
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the LP business unit. The discussion session provided general, high-level insights 

into the proposed research and the logistics associated with launch of the survey 

and its accompanying data collection and management processes. Also discussed 

were the concepts of individual and group privacy assurances, confidentiality 

measures, anonymity, and ethics. The intent of the dialogue was to ensure that the 

research met and respected all internal ethical and legal requirements (i.e., 

policies) that Enbridge Inc. adheres to when it polls its employees in a similar 

manner. To ensure compliance with these and other related matters (i.e., 

intellectual property, data retention, data destruction), a legally-binding 

confidentiality agreement was prepared between Enbridge Inc. and the researcher. 

The confidentiality agreement included and referenced, where need be, certain 

sections of the ethics review proposal that was previously accepted by the Faculty 

of Engineering’s Research Ethics Board (REB) (i.e., it formed a part of the 

confidentiality agreement as a supporting schedule). 

After execution of the confidentiality agreement between both parties, 

approval to proceed with the research study within Enbridge’s LP business unit 

was granted by the LP executive team. 

 

Data Collection 

After formal approvals were secured to launch the survey, attention shifted 

to the data collection phase of the research study. Specifically, the survey 

instrument was launched and administered to the test population of interest. 
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To assist with the logistics of this undertaking, a list of activities that 

required attention, along with the associated timelines set and/or observed, was 

developed for guidance purposes. Table 2 summarizes the critical tasks associated 

with the launch and administration of the survey. General pre- and post-launch 

activities are also shown to clearly depict the sequence of events that impacted, or 

were impacted by, the data collection phase of the research study. 

 

Table 2. Survey Launch Activities and Timelines 

PRE-LAUNCH SURVEY ACTIVITIES TIMELINES 

Finalize Survey Structure & Question Sets By May 9, 2010 

Transfer Information to SurveyMonkey
TM

 Website By May 16, 

2010 

Executive Management Review and Final Approval (Enbridge 

LP) 

May 13, 2010 

Test and Tweak Developed SurveyMonkey
TM

 Instrument 

(Researcher) 
By May 21, 

2010 
Functionality and Time-Trial Test of SurveyMonkey

TM
 

Instrument 

(Test Group) 

Ethics Review and Final Approval 

(University of Alberta) 
May 25, 2010 

Send Email Notification of Upcoming Survey to Enbridge LP 

Executive Management 

May 27, 2010 

Sign Off on Confidentiality Agreement 

(Between Enbridge LP and Researcher) 

May 31, 2010 

  

SURVEY LAUNCH & ADMINISTRATION TIMELINES 

Send Survey Introduction Email to Test Population June 1, 2010 

Launch Online Survey 

(Email Survey Invitation to Test Population) 

(Estimated Time to Complete Survey: 15–20 minutes) 

June 7, 2010 

Send Survey Reminder Email to Test Population June 14, 2010 

Send Survey Closure Email to Test Population June 21, 2010 

  

POST-LAUNCH SURVEY ACTIVITIES TIMELINES 

Conduct Preliminary Analysis of Survey Data July–Sept, 2010 

Conduct Detailed Analysis and Hypothesis Testing of Survey 

Data 

Q4, 2010 

Present General Findings to Enbridge LP Exec. Management Q1, 2011 
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It should be noted that every effort was taken to launch the survey and 

gather data before July 1, 2010 for two particular reasons: firstly, to ensure that 

the majority of LP employees were still at work prior to the kick-off of summer 

vacations, and secondly, to avoid having to directly compete with an annual 

engagement survey administered to all Enbridge Inc. employees every autumn. 

These realities were taken into consideration to help ensure the test population 

and, by default, the survey participation rate, were given every chance to be 

maximized. 

Survey launch, subsequent survey administration, and data gathering 

within SurveyMonkey
TM

 occurred between June 1 and June 21, 2010. As 

discussed earlier in this chapter, email was used as the sole communication tool to 

connect with the frontline employees of the LP business unit. The manually-

scrubbed email distribution list that was assembled and called upon the morning 

of June 01, 2010 was the same list of frontline employees that was used at each 

communication milestone (i.e., June 7, 14 and June 21, 2010). Four separate and 

distinct emails were prepared for the research study, with each having a unique 

purpose. The communication emails crafted were entitled “Survey Introduction,” 

“Survey Invitation,” “Survey Reminder,” and “Survey Closure.” They are 

included in this dissertation as Appendix D, Appendix E, Appendix F, and 

Appendix G, respectively. 

The Survey Introduction email provided general background information 

on the academic research, and introduced the researcher to the LP test population 
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(i.e., as both an academic and an employee of Enbridge). It announced the 

commitments taken by the researcher towards the confidentiality of responses and 

the anonymity of participants, as well as affirming that participation was 

completely voluntary and that participants could depart from the survey at any 

time along the way. The email also stated that this was a stand-alone academic 

research study that was not connected to any other Enbridge initiative and/or 

survey. An explanation of how the forthcoming survey would be made available 

to participants was also provided. It should be noted that any potential participant 

could simply delete this, and all other subsequent emails, if he/she was not 

interested in engaging with the research study. 

The Survey Invitation email was sent on June 7, 2010, marking the actual 

launch of the survey. This email to the test population included a web link that 

would directly re-route the participant to the online survey hosted by 

SurveyMonkey
TM

. Two different approaches to launch the online survey were 

provided, as well as a brief introduction as to what one could expect to see when 

he/she first arrived at the online survey site. The closing date and time of the 

survey, as well as a request to only complete one survey from one computer, were 

also communicated in the Survey Invitation email. The initial Survey Introduction 

email that had previously been sent was also attached to the end of this email for 

those participants who had perhaps not seen or read it, and were unsure of the 

premise behind the request to participate in an online survey. 

The Survey Reminder email, sent one week after the launch of the survey, 

began by providing some positive commentary on the participation rates seen up 
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until that date. This was intentionally communicated to the test population at the 

beginning of this email, as it was hoped it would stimulate others to also 

participate, thus increasing survey response rates even further. The closing date 

and time were then reiterated in the email, followed by instructions on how to 

access the online survey (i.e., via the Survey Invitation email, which was attached 

at the end for referral and access purposes). The email closed with a statement 

that re-emphasized the importance of employees’ participation in the research 

study, and extended the researcher’s appreciation for their time. 

One final opportunity to participate in the research study was 

communicated to the test population: the Survey Closure email was sent on the 

morning of June 21, 2010, the last full day the survey would be made available. If 

still interested, individuals had until 5:00 p.m. M.D.T. to access and complete the 

online survey. The Survey Invitation email, which outlined how to connect 

directly to SurveyMonkey
TM

, was attached to the end of the email for quick and 

easy referral to the online website. The Survey Closure email, the researcher’s 

final communication with the test population, closed with an acknowledgement of 

thanks to those who participated in the study. 

At precisely 5:00 p.m. M.D.T. on June 21, 2010, SurveyMonkey
TM

 

automatically stopped receiving replies to the online research survey that was 

launched at 8:00 a.m. on June 7, 2010 to frontline personnel within Enbridge’s LP 

business unit. 
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Data Analysis 

The first data analysis activity undertaken involved determining the size of 

the test population that was reached via the email communication process 

previously described. Figure 8 visually depicts the methodology employed and 

the dynamics that influenced the final tally. 

Firstly, the researcher called upon an all-inclusive email distribution list 

whose members were all full-time Enbridge LP employees, regardless of 

organizational rank. The total size of the LP business unit was 2,264 employees, 

as of the morning of June 01, 2010. With the aid of organization charts, the 

researcher removed 65 executive and/or senior manager email addresses from the 

compilation. This scrubbed email distribution list, which then included only 

frontline LP personnel, had 2,199 email addresses—the estimated, total number of 

frontline personnel within the business unit at that time. The Survey Introduction 

email was sent to the members of this distribution list at noon on June 1, 2010 to 

kick off the research survey process. 

The email distribution list was continually re-assessed and reduced 

accordingly four more times after the Survey Introduction email was sent. The 

email distribution list was reduced in total by 54 individuals between the release 

of the Survey Introduction email and the conclusion of the data collection process. 

Figure 8 shows the breakdowns of these reductions. This accounted for the 

removal of 3 general managers, as requested by the VP of Operations; 1 self-

withdrawal; and 50 employees whose automatic out-of-office email replies were 

individually reviewed to determine whether the duration of their absence would 
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CANADA USA

1,686 578

CANADA USA

1,626 573

CANADA USA

1,603 569

CANADA USA

1,594 567

CANADA USA

1,584 561

CANADA USA

1,584 561

* - Types of absences noted: maternity leave, illness, vacation, leave of absence, project absence, retired, etc.

** - Each communicated length of absence was reviewed and assessed to determine likelihood of survey particpation

Notifications Received

Impact Test Population Size

Due to Length** of Absence

(0)* of 129 Out-of-Office

Impact Test Population Size

(0)* of 26 Out-of-Office

(10)* of 149 Out-of-Office

(Frontline Enbridge

Due to Length** of Absence

June 21, 2010 (a.m.) June 21, 2010 (a.m.)

Notifications Received Notifications Received

Impact Test Population Size

Due to Length** of Absence

(6)* of 31 Out-of-Office

Impact Test Population Size

Due to Length** of Absence

Notifications Received

LP Employees) n = 2,145

Sent to Frontline Enbridge

Sent to Frontline Enbridge

LP Employees (n = 2,145)

Survey Closure Email

June 21, 2010 (end of workday)

Final Size of Test Population

June 21, 2010 (a.m.)

June 14, 2010 (a.m.)

June 14, 2010 (a.m.)

LP Employees (n = 2,161)

June 14, 2010 (a.m.)

Notifications Received

Survey Reminder Email

Notifications Received

Impact Test Population Size Impact Test Population Size

Due to Length** of Absence Due to Length** of Absence

June 07, 2010 (a.m.) June 07, 2010 (a.m.)

(9)* of 111 Out-of-Office (2)* of 16 Out-of-Office

Impact Test Population Size LP Employees (n = 2,172) Impact Test Population Size

Due to Length** of Absence Due to Length** of Absence

(22)* of 125 Out-of-Office Survey Invitation Email (1)* of 30 Out-of-Office

Notifications Received Sent to Frontline Enbridge Notifications Received

Employee Requested Removed from the Email

Exclusion from the Study Distrib List (VP Directive)

June 01, 2010 (p.m.) June 01, 2010 (p.m.)June 07, 2010 (a.m.)

June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

(1) CDN Frontline (3) USA Gen Mgrs were

(60) CDN Exec/Sr Mgmt (5) USA Exec/Sr Mgmt

Manually Removed from Manually Removed from

Email Distribution List June 01, 2010 (noon) Email Distribution List

Survey Introduction Email

Sent to Frontline Enbridge

LP Employees (n = 2,199)

June 01, 2010 (p.m.) June 01, 2010 (p.m.)

June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

Gross Size of LP Business Unit

as per an All-Inclusive Email

Distribution List (n = 2,264)

 

Figure 8. Total Participant Flow Diagram 
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prevent them from participating. (A total of 617 automatic out-of-office replies 

were received by the researcher during the two week period allotted for data 

collection.) Long-term absence notifications included maternity leaves, extended 

medical leaves, vacations, recent retirements, project absences, and other general 

leaves of absence. Short-term absences, which were assumed to not impact 

participation, included offsite meetings, field visits, business meetings, training, 

short-term vacations, and days off. Each out-of-office notification, specifically the 

duration of the absence communicated, was carefully scrutinized by the 

researcher to determine the likelihood of the individual to participate in the 

survey.  Interestingly—and as expected—none of the 155 absence notifications 

received after the Survey Closure email was sent impacted the test population 

size, because they were already accounted for in earlier out-of-office notification 

reviews. 

After the survey closed, detailed participant analysis revealed an overall 

test population size of 2,145 individuals (i.e., 1,584 Canadian employees and 561 

American employees). This figure represents the total number of frontline LP 

personnel who were contacted by email, and were present at work over the two-

week data collection period, which qualified them to participate in the study if 

they desired. 

From there, the focus shifted towards determining how many survey 

replies were received (i.e., net response rate). This was done in two stages. Firstly, 

the researcher wanted to determine how many total data sets (i.e., fully- or 

partially-completed) were received on a daily basis, and how this coincided with 
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the release of each of the four emails that were sent to the test population. This 

total reflected the total viewership of the online survey (i.e., how many 

individuals of the test population actually went to the online survey). After this, a 

net response rate to the survey was calculated via forensic tracking and analysis of 

response counts, on a question-by-question basis. 

Appendix H quantifies and graphically depicts the number of replies (full 

or partial data sets) received on a daily basis while the survey was available for 

participant use. Of the 2,145 individuals in the test population, 548 visited the 

online research survey. This represents a total viewership rate of 25.6%. Most of 

the visits to the survey (i.e., 387 hits [70.6%]) occurred at the start of the work 

week (i.e., on Monday), which coincided exactly with the dates the researcher 

sent emails to the test population. Viewership rates steadily declined during the 

week and were the lowest on weekends. The Survey Closure email, sent on the 

last day the survey was made available to the test population, prompted 80 more 

visits to the online instrument. The effectiveness of the developed email 

communication strategy is clearly evident based on the daily and cumulative 

viewership profiles shown in Appendix H. The results of a multivariate analysis 

of variance (i.e., MANOVA) with “group” as the fixed factor (i.e., those who 

responded by submitting complete data sets on the day an email reminder was 

sent by the researcher, versus all other complete data set replies that were 

submitted) and all four CSR components (i.e., calculated average scores, per 

respondent, related to the economical, legal, ethical, and philanthropic 

dimensions) as dependent variables indicated no significant effect of “group” (i.e. 
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Wilks’ Lambda = 0.986; F (4,415) = 1.52, ns). Thus, it can be concluded that 

there was no evidence of temporal response bias within the research study. 

Net response rate was then determined. SurveyMonkey
TM 

was able to 

produce a summary report that highlighted how many people answered each 

question of the survey, starting off with the 548 individuals who arrived on the 

first page of the survey. This was a decision-point page where an individual could 

choose to start the survey, or exit and not participate. Of the 548 personnel who 

arrived at this page, 528 continued with the survey (i.e., 20 exited). From this 

point forward, a participant had the option to exit the survey at any time by simply 

closing his/her web browser. An incomplete data set, on a per individual basis, 

was indicative of such an exit from the survey. 

The set of questions connected to workplace climate perceptions was fully 

completed by 514 individuals, reflecting a departure of 14 more people from the 

study. The next set of questions related to CSR orientation—solely by their nature 

and the requested forced-choice format of the replies—required more thought, 

effort, and time to complete. As such, the researcher felt that participation rates 

would be most at risk of decline at this point because of the effort, time, and 

thought required of the respondents. This assumption was confirmed by the 

number of individuals who exited the survey at the CSRO question set, indicating 

their decision to not complete the section. 91 individuals departed the survey at 

this phase, leaving 423 who had provided responses to all questions thus far. The 

engagement question set that followed was answered by 422 respondents (i.e., 1 
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departure from the survey). The last eight demographically-based questions were 

wholly answered by 420 respondents (i.e., 2 incomplete data sets were noted).  

Overall, of the 2,145 members within the LP test population, 548 were 

curious and willing enough to proceed to the online survey (giving a 25.6% 

survey viewership rate). From there, 420 (19.6%) provided responses to all of the 

questions (i.e., fully-completed data sets), which is reflective of the net response 

rate of the research survey. This response rate, which is consistent with other 

research undertaken in this domain, was thus deemed acceptable for statistical 

analysis purposes. Further confidence around the adequacy of the study sample 

size was bolstered by the analysis of a provided table for determining minimum 

returned sample size for continuous and/or categorical data (Bartlett et al., 2001). 

Referencing the continuous data column and population size of 2,000 within the 

noted table of Bartlett et al. (2001), a sample size between 83 and 189 would have 

been deemed acceptable for a study of this magnitude (i.e., assuming a margin of 

error = 0.03 and alpha’s between 0.10 and 0.01, respectively). General guidance 

from Comrey and Lee (1992) also strengthen the adequacy of the collected 

sample size, as 300 to 500 cases are deemed as “good” and “very good”, 

respectively, for factor analysis. The replies from these 420 individuals were 

carried forward as the primary data set for detailed analysis, and eventual 

hypothesis testing, as replies to each question of the survey were provided. 

At this point, the 420 data sets from SurveyMonkey
TM

 were transferred 

over to a master Microsoft Excel spreadsheet (complete with password 

protection), for back-up reasons and ease of transferability to other software 
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programs. The spreadsheet data was then transferred and accordingly formatted 

within the statistical analysis software program chosen for this study: SPSS. A 

formal quality assurance review was also done to ensure the data set was wholly 

transferred and properly formatted within SPSS. 

Prior to the formal assessment (i.e., descriptive statistics and inferential 

analyses) of the data set, two general evaluations were undertaken. The first 

involved determining which statistical technique (i.e., approach) should be used 

for hypothesis testing. A meta-analysis of other similar CSRO research studies, 

along with the understanding that differences between two or more groups were to 

be assessed, led the study to the one-way and two-way (i.e., between-subjects) 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique. This technique, along with a 

description of where each of the two noted methodologies was applied on a 

hypothesis by hypothesis basis, is discussed further in chapter 4 (“Results”). 

The second evaluation involved the raw survey data, and encompassed the 

use of three specific tests. The first test of the survey data was its reliability, also 

referred to as internal consistency. Reliability determines the extent to which a 

developed set of questions can collectively measure the variable being studied, on 

a repeated basis. The second test had to do with construct validity. Construct 

validity is the degree to which a devised measurement scale correlates to the 

variable that it is intending to measure. An inter-item correlation review of the 

CSRO elements (i.e., economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic) was also 

undertaken, and represents the third examination done. Each of these assessments 

of the developed survey instrument is discussed further in chapter 4 (“Results”).   
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Chapter 4: Results
†
 

†
 Note: Some parts of this chapter were transcribed from the following journal article: 

Michailides, T.P., and Lipsett, M.G. 2012. Surveying Employee Attitudes on Corporate 

Social Responsibility at the Frontline Level of an Energy Transportation Company. 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. 

 

 

Survey Instrument Assessments 

Prior to conducting detailed statistical analyses, sections within the survey 

instrument itself were judged on three fronts. The first test was reliability, also 

referred to as internal consistency. The second test evaluated construct validity. 

The third evaluation looked at the inter-item correlations of the CSRO elements 

and compared the findings to those of the original CSRO instrument developed by 

Aupperle. Although the engagement instrument is also mentioned and partially 

assessed within this section of the study (i.e., strictly for awareness and general 

interest), it is not a central (core) construct of interest with respect to the 

hypotheses being examined. 

 

Reliability 

The items within the survey that measured perceived degree of autonomy 

support (i.e., via work climate perceptions), CSR orientation (i.e., preference 

assigned to the economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic dimensions), and 

engagement level were assessed from a reliability perspective. Reliability 

determines the extent to which a developed set of questions can collectively 

measure the variable being studied, on a repeated basis. In other words, a reliable 

set of questions gives consistent answers to questions that are about a single 

underlying thing. This is an important consideration when the results from the 
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question set(s) are used for hypothesis testing, as one is reassured (to a degree) 

that the same general response themes would be produced if the same questions 

were repeatedly answered by the same respondents. 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) was used to determine the internal consistency, or 

average correlation, of the assembled items to gauge reliability (Santos, 1999). A 

Cronbach’s α of 0.70 or greater is generally considered acceptable from an 

instrument reliability perspective (Nunnally, 1978; Bland and Altman, 1997; 

Santos, 1999). The calculated Cronbach’s alphas for each of the key constructs 

examined in the utilized research questionnaire are summarized in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Reliabilities (Cronbach’s Alphas) 

VARIABLE EXAMINED 

(CONSTRUCT) 

# OF ITEMS 

(QUESTIONS) 

CRONBACH’S 

ALPHA (α) 

Work Climate 15 0.972 

CSR Orientation (Economic) 15 0.893 

CSR Orientation (Legal) 15 0.834 

CSR Orientation (Ethical) 15 0.815 

CSR Orientation (Philanthropic) 15 0.892 

Engagement 8 0.898 

 

Each variable of interest in this research study exceeded the lower 

threshold of 0.70, and thus confirmed the reliability of the three instruments that 

were assembled. 

Further, the noted Cronbach’s alphas were compared against those 

calculated for the original instruments they were based on. All noted variables in 

the study compared very favorably, from a reliability perspective, to their 

ancestral instruments’ calculated reliability (refer to Table 4). 
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Table 4. Reliabilities (Original vs. Current Instruments) 

 

VARIABLE (CONSTRUCT) 

ORIGINAL 

INSTRUMENT 

ALPHA (α) 

CURRENT 

INSTRUMENT 

ALPHA (α) 

Work Climate > 0.90 
(a)

 0.972 

CSR Orientation (Economic) 0.90 
(b)

 0.893 

CSR Orientation (Legal) 0.86 
(b)

 0.834 

CSR Orientation (Ethical) 0.87 
(b)

 0.815 

CSR Orientation (Philanthropic) 0.84 
(b)

 0.892 

Engagement 0.85 
(c)

 0.898 
(a) Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 2012. Self-determination theory: An approach to human motivation and 

personality, http://selfdeterminationtheory.org/questionnaires/10-questionnaires/47 
(b) Aupperle, K. E., Hatfield, J. D., & Carroll, A. B. 1983. Instrument development and application in 

corporate social responsibility. Academy of Management Proceedings, 369–373. 
(c) Gibbons, J., & Schutt, R. K. 2009. A global barometer for measuring employee engagement. Research 

Working Group Report 1460-09-RR, The Conference Board, Inc. 

 

Construct Validity 

The instruments used to measure perceptions of an autonomy supportive 

work climate, and individual CSR orientations, were also evaluated from a 

construct validity perspective. Construct validity is the degree to which a devised 

measurement scale correlates to the variable that it is intending to measure (Cook 

and Campbell, 1979; Bagozzi et al., 1991). 

Principal component analysis (PCA) and the scree test were chosen to 

gauge the construct validity of the fifteen questions connected to work climate 

perception. PCA is a regression technique that constructs a set of vectors from the 

data space, with the largest principal components representing the most heavily 

weighted vector, to represent the important attributes of the data with a small 

number of components. The data themselves have features, and each vector 

assigns weighting factors to each feature. PCA thus reduces the number of 

variables to only what is important, using correlation to combine data that are 

related, and also reveals structure in the data. 
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The scree test then ranks the principal components, and rejects any that do 

not contribute much to the structure of the data. This is equivalent to saying that 

the set of basis vectors for the data set are the principal components, and any basis 

vector that has a small eigenvalue should not be used. The scree procedure 

involves plotting the eigenvalues (y-axis) against their respective factors (x-axis), 

and looking for the natural bend or break point (i.e., where the data points begin 

to flatten out) (Costello and Osborne, 2005). The number of data points above the 

break point identifies the number of factors to retain. Further, factors with 

eigenvalues ≥ 1.00 are considered significant for retention and relevant for 

analysis, as they account for a large amount of the variability in the data. 

For the work climate question set, PCA revealed the presence of one 

significant component (factor) (see Appendix I). Of the 15 components found 

using PCA, this single component was the only one with an eigenvalue ≥ 1.00 

(i.e., 10.845), and accounted for over 72% of the variance in the data. 

Examination of the scree plot visually re-confirmed the presence of only one 

component. Factor loadings were then examined. Factor loadings reflect the 

individual correlation coefficient between the variable being assessed in each 

question and the component itself. Factor loadings ≥ 0.40 were considered to be 

highly correlated with the component in question (Raubenheimer, 2004). The 

fifteen factor loadings observed for this component ranged from 0.739 to 0.921, 

and were thus deemed highly correlated to the component. In the end, the results 

from this analysis confirmed the existence of one component (i.e., perceived 

autonomy support in the workplace) as gauged by the SDT question set used in 
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the study. That is, the devised measurement scale correlates to the variable that it 

is intending to measure. 

Four factors were noted via a similar, yet modified, PCA and scree 

evaluation of the sixty questions used to assess CSRO. This time, CSRO 

instrument validity was tested using factor analysis, based on principal component 

analysis with Varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization. 

Varimax rotation changes the coordinate system for the principal 

components. This adjustment is done so that each individual variable can be 

described by a linear combination of only a few of the possible vectors in the set 

of basis functions. This is akin to deciding to use latitude and longitude to 

describe location on a map of a country, instead of using a set of astronomical 

coordinates. Both sets of coordinate frames will correctly describe position, but in 

the region that we are interested in on the map, latitude and longitude make more 

sense. In a survey, the Varimax rotation allows us to examine how well groupings 

of questions (items) measure the same concept. Using the map analogy again, it 

makes more sense to line up a map to the magnetic north line when we are using a 

compass. 

Kaiser normalization relies on eigenvalues that are greater than one, 

meaning that the factor has to contribute as much as the equivalent of one of the 

original variables; otherwise, it is not worth keeping. “High loading” means that 

the factors have high correlations, and so only a few factors are responsible for 

most of what the data represent.  
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In this study, an N-factor principal component analysis, complete with 

Varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization, was conducted on the sixty-item 

CSRO question set to get an initial sense of how many significant components 

would be extracted. This PCA effort extracted 16 significant components (i.e., 

components with an eigenvalue ≥ 1.00) that accounted for over 71% of the 

variance in the data. Yet, most of the calculated factor loadings (i.e., 920 of the 

960 loadings) for these 16 components were well below the set 0.40 threshold to 

be considered highly correlated. This prompted further refinement and analysis of 

the results via the scree test. 

Examination of the N-factor scree plot (see Appendix J) reveals that there 

should likely only be 3, 4, or potentially even 5 components of relevance. As 

such, 3-factor, 4-factor, and 5-factor PCAs complete with Varimax Rotations and 

Kaiser Normalizations were performed to determine the most explanatory and 

logical factor structure. This was accomplished through an exhaustive review and 

comparison of the rotated factor-loading tables that were generated, respectively. 

In the end, the 5-factor PCA produced the least convincing findings of the three 

scenarios. The 4-factor and the 3-factor loadings were then compared against each 

other, with the 3-factor model proving to be slightly ‘tidier’ and more 

representative of the number of components reflected within the posed CSRO 

question set. An overview of the 3-factor component representation is discussed 

next. 

Appendix K contains the SPSS-generated rotated component matrix for 

the 3-factor PCA that was performed. Once again, from the ranking of factors, 
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three dominant components were identified. Loadings of ≥ 0.40 were found for 

forty of the forty-five questions connected to these three components (refer to 

Appendix K). The highly positive loadings (i.e., correlations) associated with 

factors 1, 2, and 3 synchronized very well with the economic, philanthropic, and 

legal questions of the CSRO instrument, respectively.  

Eleven questions related to the ethical dimension predominately aligned 

with factor 1 (economic), and four questions aligned marginally with factor 3 

(legal), although both cases represented inverse relationships (i.e., an increase in 

ethical considerations resulted in a decrease in economic success). These inverse 

relationships are known as “negative cross-loading,” and they indicate a negative 

correlation, which means that the factors relate to each other, but an increase in 

one factor corresponds to a decrease in the other. In the case of economic and 

legal factors, it means that people will trade off profit in order to respect the law, 

and vice versa. Significant negative-based cross-loading was also evident in three 

of the fifteen ethics-based questions (i.e., across factor 1 [economic] and factor 

three [legal]).  

The existence of Carroll’s four CSR responsibilities was confirmed 

through these evaluations, even though one factor housed two CSR components 

(economic and ethical). Ultimately, the devised measurement scale correlated to 

the four variables it was intended to quantify. Additionally, Aupperle’s (1982) 

original finding of a dual, yet inverse, loading between the economic and ethical 

components was once again re-confirmed to a large degree in this study. That is, 
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most people—at least, in this study—will trade off profit for ethics, or the other 

way around. 

 

Inter-Item Correlations (CSR Dimensions) 

Table 5 summarizes the correlations among the four CSR components in 

this study. The average score (mean) of each CSR dimension, based on the replies 

provided by the respondents, was used in this assessment. The purpose of this task 

is to illustrate and discuss the noted relationships between the four CSR 

responsibilities. 

 

 

 

There was a statistically significant negative (inverse) correlation noted 

between the economic dimension and each of the legal (r = -0.168, p = 0.001), 

ethical (r = -0.609, p = 0.000), and philanthropic (r = -0.389, p = 0.000) 

Table 5. Inter-Item Correlations (CSR Dimensions) 
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dimensions. This supports the notion that a ‘shareholder-driven’ perspective 

(economic) does indeed place a very different emphasis and importance on 

corporate responsibility, as compared to perspectives aligned with ‘stakeholder-

driven,’ non-economic–based ideologies (i.e., legal, ethical, and philanthropic). 

Simply, it seems apparent from the correlations that concerns for profit are in 

tension (or conflict) with concerns for society. 

The most significant inverse correlation was seen between the economic 

and ethical dimensions (r = -0.609, p = 0.000). This inverse relationship finding 

mirrors the results of the factor analysis performed earlier, as well as the inter-

correlation results reported by Aupperle et al. (1985) (i.e., their economic 

component correlated negatively with all three of its counterparts, with the 

strongest correlation [r = -0.710, p = 0.001] seen between the economic and 

ethical components). Once again, this suggests that individuals (in this study) 

would trade off profit for ethics, and vice versa. 

Together, the conducted assessments (i.e., factor analysis and correlations) 

re-confirmed the existence of four different, yet interconnected concepts within 

the survey instrument measuring CSRO. This, in turn, validated Carroll’s (1979; 

1991) original, four-dimensional representation of CSR. Additionally, it followed 

the same operationalization ‘footsteps’ laid out by Aupperle during his 

development of a Carroll-based instrument. Finally, an overall degree of comfort 

was also realized in that the two key questionnaires adopted for this study (work 

climate perceptions and CSR orientations) were in fact valid and reliable 

instruments that would accurately characterize their respective construct. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

This section summarizes the descriptive statistics associated with the 

study. Firstly, frequency tables are showcased for each categorical (i.e., 

demographic) variable collected from the test population. Although five of the 

eight demographic variables were called upon for hypothesis testing, all variables 

were summarized to provide a clear image of the make-up of the test population 

that was polled. 

Following this, overall perspectives of the LP business unit are presented. 

Collective reply summaries of the participants, with regards to their current 

perceptions around perceived work climate, CSR preferences (i.e., orientation) 

and engagement levels at work, are highlighted. Histograms with normal 

distribution curves are also utilized to further illustrate the observed landscape. 

In preparation for hypothesis testing, the demographic groups of interest to 

be compared were extracted from the collective data set, and were accordingly 

summarized by their respective CSROs. These summaries conclude the 

“Descriptive Statistics” section. 

 

LP Demographics 

Eight different demographic variables were collected in the survey. Of 

these, five were directly associated with the hypotheses of the study: people 

responsibility, job function, worksite location, education level, and age. Country, 

tenure, and gender comprised the other variables collected, although they were 

not used in any evaluations. 
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The variables of people responsibility and job function were used to 

separate the respondents, via two distinct ways, into frontline supervisors and 

frontline employees. The rationale behind this ‘two-pronged’ approach was to 

determine whether the relationships between work climate perceptions and CSRO 

significantly differ when the personnel being assessed are examined in two 

different, yet relevant ways. 

People responsibility identified respondents who performed at least one 

annual performance review of a full-time company employee—a very 

recognizable responsibility of frontline supervisors within Enbridge. The question 

was set up in a true/false manner, where true responses were indicative of 

frontline supervisory personnel. False replies classified respondents as frontline 

employees. It was clearly articulated within the survey that all part-time, 

temporary, contractor, or co-op student employees were not considered full-time 

in this study. It was also explained that if the respondent was in an organizational 

role (which was likely newly-created) where all direct-report positions were 

currently vacant, but were expected to be filled by full-time employees, then they 

were to identify themselves as supervisors. All other participants in the study 

were characterized as frontline employees. 

Job function, on the other hand, differentiated respondents by generalized 

roles in the company. The four available job function clusters to select from 

included: administrative/clerical, frontline employee, professional/specialist, and 

supervisory. Example titles were shown for the frontline and supervisory options, 

as many differing titles existed within the company, although job functions and 
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associated responsibilities under various titles were often quite similar. 

Administrative, frontline, and professional (specialist) personnel were then 

grouped together and identified as frontline employees in this study. Frontline 

supervisors were easily identified, because this job function was explicitly 

provided as one of the selections within the survey.  

Worksite location established whether the frontline employee worked at a 

field or office location, depending on where they spent most of their daily work 

hours. Relevant, Enbridge-related examples of each type of worksite were 

provided alongside the posed question to minimize confusion. 

Education levels were partitioned into three groups: basic (i.e., high school 

level, or lower), technical (i.e., tradesperson), and academic (i.e., post-secondary 

graduate, from either a college or university). This tiered structure synchronized 

with the labeling used in other studies within Enbridge, and as such, was assumed 

to be familiar to participants. The study did not require participants to clarify 

whether they completed their studies at the education level they associated 

themselves with, nor did it inquire about the discipline of the education that was 

pursued (e.g., engineering, business, law, etc.). 

The age variable was set up in a pull-down, selection-type manner in the 

survey. Individual years from 1935 to 1993 were offered in the pull-down list for 

selection. As such, the range of ages offered at the time the study was launched 

was from 17 to 75 years old. The replies were then clustered into 3 distinct 

generational groups: Baby Boomer (1946–1965), Gen-X (1966–1980), and 

Millennial (1981–1993). 
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The ‘extremity’ years (i.e., 1993, and any year prior to and including 

1945) were intentionally offered from a data quality viewpoint. The study was set 

up to only evaluate those 18 years of age or older. On the other end of the 

spectrum, it was generally assumed that anyone over the age of 65 was likely 

retired. Replies received outside of these bounds were to be assessed on a case-

by-case basis. No replies were noted with the 1993 (17-year-old) birth year. That 

is, every participant was 18 years of age or older. However, two data sets fell 

outside the ‘senior’ bounds of the study (i.e., they each identified themselves as 

having a birth year of 1935). A review of their submitted survey data set showed 

nothing out of the ordinary. In consideration of this, these two data sets were 

rolled into the Baby Boomer sub-group, which was then re-labeled “Baby Boomer 

or Earlier (≤ 1965).” 

Respondents also characterized themselves as working in Canada or the 

U.S.A. (country), as male or female (gender), and by the number of years of 

service at Enbridge (tenure). Tenure was eventually clustered into 5 distinct 

groups: < 2 years, 2–5 years, 6–10 years, 11–20 years and ≥ 20 years. It should 

also be noted that ‘country’ acted as a proxy for nationality, even though a very 

small likelihood existed where Canadian citizens could have been working in the 

U.S.A. locations of Enbridge LP, and vice versa. 

Descriptive statistics for all of the demographic variables are summarized 

in Appendix L. The results show that most of the participants of the study were 

frontline employees (62.4%–76.2%) as opposed to frontline supervisors (23.8%–

37.6%). These noted ranges reflect the dual classification approach that was used 
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to demarcate the test population (i.e., by people responsibility and by job 

function). Just under half of these frontline employees (42.1%) considered 

themselves to be professionals and/or specialists using the job-function 

methodology. Nearly two-thirds of the participants (65.2%) worked in an office 

setting, which aligns with the professional/specialist identification just noted. The 

education level of most individuals in the study was either academic or technical 

(63.1% and 29.3%, respectively). Additionally, the test population was 

predominately of the birth years associated with the Baby Boomer and Gen-X 

generations (42.4% and 41.9%, respectively). In addition to this, 72.6% of the 

respondents worked for Enbridge LP in Canada, and most were relatively new 

employees of the company (i.e., 60.3% had tenure of 5 years or less). Finally, an 

overwhelming majority of the participants were male (68.8%). 

The breakdown and rationale associated with each variable of interest 

carried forth into hypothesis testing, as well as their respective response 

frequencies, are summarized in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Variables of Interest and Response Frequencies 
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LP Work Climate (WC) Perception 

Perception of the work climate was operationalized through the use of the 

Workplace Climate Questionnaire, which was made available for use by 

researchers connected to Self-Determination Theory (SDT). 

Each respondent was asked to select a rating that best reflected his current 

opinion as it related to his interactions with his immediate supervisor at work. 

Each question had seven ratings available for selection, from Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly Agree. Each available rating was assigned a score (i.e., from 1 to 7, 

respectively, with a score of 4 assigned to the centrally-located rating identified as 

‘Neutral’). Fifteen questions in total were asked. 

The ‘work climate perception’ score of a respondent was calculated by 

averaging all of the ratings received from the fifteen questions. Before this was 

done, one of the recorded responses had to be reversed, as its associated question 

had been phrased in a negative manner. In the end, the higher the calculated mean 

score, the higher the perceived level of autonomy support at work. Conversely, 

lower scores indicated a controlling environment at work. The cutoff point to 

differentiate between a controlling versus an autonomy-supporting environment 

was set to an average score of 4.00 in this study. That is, calculated means < 4.00 

were reflective of a controlling environment at work. A calculated mean ≥ 4.00 

was classified as autonomy-supportive. This calculation methodology was carried 

forth and applied to the entire data set received from the 420 respondents. This 

established the overall perception of the work climate within the LP business unit, 

as viewed by its frontline employees, and offered a glimpse into the generally-
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perceived style of management that is exercised at the next level within the 

organization (i.e., middle management). 

Figure 9 summarizes the results of the aggregate analysis. It indicates that 

the frontline LP test population mostly views their working environment as 

autonomy-supportive (M = 5.48, SD = 1.24). An evaluation of the detailed 

frequency table revealed that 12.9% of the respondents (i.e., 54 of 420) had a 

mean work climate score < 4.00 (indicating a controlling environment), whereas 

87.1% (i.e., 366 of 420) felt it was more autonomy-supportive. As visually 

confirmed by the histogram in Figure 9, along with the SPSS-calculated skewness 

of the data (-1.33), the distribution of responses was negatively skewed (i.e., left-

tailed). The lowest calculated mean score for work climate perception was 1.20, 

and the highest was 7.00. 

 

 

Figure 9. Work Climate Perceptions – LP Business Unit 
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LP CSR Orientation (CSRO) 

The CSR orientation (CSRO) of each participant was measured using the 

forced-choice format questionnaire developed by Aupperle et al. (1983). This 

instrument quantified one’s attitude towards each of the four components depicted 

in Carroll’s (1979; 1991) CSR representation (i.e., the economic, legal, ethical, 

and philanthropic dimensions). In essence, it operationalized the beliefs of the 

individual with regards to how a corporation should prioritize its responsibilities 

within society. 

Each respondent could assign up to 10 points within a set of four 

statements. A higher number of points allotted to a statement indicated a higher 

level of agreement. Each statement represented 1 of the 4 dimensions proposed by 

Carroll in his portrayal of CSR. The respondents repeated this process 15 times on 

different sets of statements that were laid out in a similar fashion. Allocation of 

points was strictly restricted to whole amounts within the survey. The respondent 

also had the option to allocate all 10 points to one statement, if he/she felt that 

was the most accurate reflection of his/her opinion.  

The mean score was calculated, for each CSR dimension, on a per-

respondent basis. This quantified the respondent’s CSR attitude, as average 

weightings were established for each of the 4 dimensions proposed by Carroll. 

Valuable insights into participants’ attitudes towards CSR were thus garnered. 

The same calculation methodology was carried forth and applied to the entire data 

set received from the 420 respondents. This offered a unique perspective on the 

CSR orientation of the entire LP business unit at its frontline level. 
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Figure 10, Figure 11, Figure 12, and Figure 13 summarize the CSRO 

results of the LP business unit (per each dimension), complete with respective 

histograms that illustrate noted distributions of the findings. 

On an overall basis, frontline employees in the LP business unit had the 

following mean CSR orientation scores, whose total adds up to 10 points: 

CSRO Economic  M = 2.64 (SD = 0.71) 

CSRO Legal  M = 2.96 (SD = 0.58) 

CSRO Ethical  M = 2.82 (SD = 0.63) 

CSRO Philanthropic M = 1.58 (SD = 0.59) 

 

 

Figure 10. CSRO (Economic) – LP Business Unit 
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Figure 11. CSRO (Legal) – LP Business Unit 

 

 

Figure 12. CSRO (Ethical) – LP Business Unit 
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Figure 13. CSRO (Philanthropic) – LP Business Unit 

 

Looking at the dimensions individually, it is apparent that Enbridge’s 

frontline LP employees consider the legal responsibilities of the corporation to be 

the most important dimension to manage (M = 2.96, SD = 0.58). Nearly as 

important were the perceived ethical responsibilities the firm had to society (M = 

2.82, SD = 0.63). Interestingly, the economic responsibilities of the firm, as 

viewed by this cluster of frontline personnel, were ranked third (M = 2.64, SD = 

0.71). The final dimension, philanthropic-based responsibilities, were given the 

least amount of emphasis by the LP test population (M = 1.58, SD = 0.59). 

Although not a part of the scope of this research, it would be interesting to 

compare these findings (rankings) with other frontline personnel scattered across 

different Enbridge Inc. business units, as well as to other frontline employees 

active within the same industry, or even across different extraction-based 

industries. 
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The results can also be examined in a slightly different manner, as 

described by Aupperle et al. (1985). Firstly, the economic component can be 

looked at on its own, and can generally be connected to a concern with increasing 

profits and returns (i.e., the shareholder perspective or “concern for economic 

performance”). Alternatively, emphasizing the “concerns of society” (i.e., the 

stakeholder perspective) can be quantified by the summation of Carroll’s non-

economic dimensions (i.e., legal, ethical, and philanthropic). Assessment of the 

results in this manner depicts an emphasis towards the societally-based dimension 

(i.e., 7.36 of the available 10 points). In Carroll’s (1979) original representation, 

this same socially-based proportion was 6.00 points (i.e., 4 points [economic] vs. 

3 points [legal] + 2 points [ethical] + 1 point [philanthropic]). The findings from 

the Aupperle et al. (1985) study, reflective of a sampling of CEO opinions 

towards CSR in 1981, approximated each of Carroll’s relative weightings, with a 

“concern for society” score of 6.06 out of 10 points (i.e., 3.50 points [economic] 

vs. 2.54 points [legal] + 2.22 points [ethical] + 1.30 points [philanthropic]). 

Although the current study confirmed the existence of the same four 

interconnected, inversely-correlated CSR dimensions proposed by Carroll and 

quantified by Aupperle, it appears that the expressed opinions of this test 

population are considerably more interested in the “concern for society” grouping, 

with a more elevated ethical and philanthropic emphasis, as compared to the two 

founding representations. 

This calculation approach was carried forth and utilized to determine the 

CSRO profiles of identified employee sub-groups to be examined within each of 
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the five hypotheses of the study. Table 7 summarizes these descriptive statistics 

and organizes them based on applicable hypothesis. Hypotheses P1–P3 needed to 

be ‘broken down’ further based on work climate perceptions offered by the 

employee sub-groups shown. This was done in the upcoming section of this 

chapter. CSRO profiles were then compared against each other statistically, as 

defined within the context of each hypothesis, to establish whether or not 

significant differences existed amongst the noted employee sub-groups. It should 

be noted that mean CSRO scores alone (i.e., from the forced-choice 

questionnaire) were not directly compared across groups of subjects. 

 

Table 7. CSRO Profiles for P1–P5 

 

Table 8 summarizes the CSRO profiles (i.e., key descriptive statistics) 

connected to the remaining demographic variables that were collected, but not 

Study Demographic

Hypothesis Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic

P1 All Frontline Personnel 420 2.64 (0.71) 2.96 (0.58) 2.82 (0.63) 1.58 (0.59)

P2(a) Frontline Supervisors 158 2.65 (0.65) 3.02 (0.56) 2.78 (0.58) 1.55 (0.56)

Performance Frontline Employees 262 2.63 (0.75) 2.92 (0.60) 2.85 (0.65) 1.60 (0.61)

Review Approach 420

P2(b) Frontline Supervisors 100 2.73 (0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73 (0.57) 1.45 (0.52)

Job Function Frontline Employees 
1

320 2.61 (0.74) 2.92 (0.59) 2.85 (0.64) 1.62 (0.61)

Approach 420

P3 Office Personnel 274 2.59 (0.74) 2.92 (0.58) 2.89 (0.64) 1.60 (0.60)

Field Personnel 146 2.72 (0.65) 3.04 (0.59) 2.70 (0.58) 1.54 (0.59)

420

P4 Basic Education 32 2.60 (0.58) 3.16 (0.58) 2.76 (0.56) 1.49 (0.51)

Technical Education 123 2.65 (0.70) 2.91 (0.57) 2.82 (0.69) 1.63 (0.57)

Academic Education 265 2.64 (0.73) 2.96 (0.59) 2.83 (0.61) 1.57 (0.62)

420

P5 Baby Boomer or Earlier 178 2.65 (0.69) 3.01 (0.57) 2.78 (0.55) 1.56 (0.60)

Gen-X 176 2.70 (0.71) 2.97 (0.61) 2.80 (0.72) 1.53 (0.57)

Millennial 66 2.45 (0.73) 2.78 (0.51) 3.00 (0.51) 1.77 (0.63)

420

1 
Collective survey replies of all administrative/clerical, professional/specialist and production/service team (frontline) personnel

CSRO and the Individual

CSRO and the Workplace

CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)
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referenced in the hypothesis tests of the study. Together, Table 7 and Table 8 

paint a vivid picture of the diverse, and often contrasting, perspectives Enbridge’s 

LP frontline personnel have regarding the CSR construct (i.e., as it was 

operationalized in this research study). The relevant SPSS-generated output, used 

to assemble both Table 7 and Table 8, has been included in Appendix M for 

referral purposes. 

 

Table 8. CSRO Profiles for Non-Hypothesis Variables 

 

 

CSRO Profiles Based on WC Perception (P1 – P3)  

For hypotheses P1, P2, and P3 to be properly assessed, the employee sub-

groups (i.e., the demographic group of interest) connected to each hypothesis had 

to be further differentiated based on noted perceptions of the work climate (WC). 

That is, the number of individuals who viewed the workplace as either controlling 

or autonomy-supporting had to be established. Associated CSRO descriptive 

Study Demographic

Hypothesis Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic

Country

n/a Canada 305 2.59 (0.72) 2.95 (0.58) 2.87 (0.64) 1.60 (0.58)

U.S.A. 115 2.76 (0.67) 2.99 (0.60) 2.71 (0.57) 1.54 (0.63)

420

Job Function

Administrative/Clerical 37 2.22 (0.55) 2.86 (0.64) 3.03 (0.63) 1.88 (0.65)

n/a Frontline Employee 106 2.67 (0.69) 2.86 (0.56) 2.84 (0.71) 1.63 (0.60)

Professional/Specialist 177 2.65 (0.79) 2.96 (0.59) 2.82 (0.60) 1.56 (0.60)

Supervisory 100 2.73 (0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73 (0.57) 1.45 (0.52)

420

Tenure

< 2 years 62 2.48 (0.62) 2.81 (0.52) 2.89 (0.48) 1.82 (0.61)

2 - 5 years 191 2.59 (0.72) 2.94 (0.56) 2.91 (0.67) 1.56 (0.58)

n/a 6 - 10 years 55 2.78 (0.69) 2.99 (0.59) 2.76 (0.58) 1.47 (0.62)

11 - 20 years 59 2.77 (0.77) 2.97 (0.63) 2.61 (0.59) 1.65 (0.61)

≥ 21 years 53 2.70 (0.71) 3.16 (0.66) 2.74 (0.65) 1.40 (0.52)

420

Gender

n/a Female 131 2.39 (0.58) 2.94 (0.56) 2.94 (0.55) 1.73 (0.55)

Male 289 2.75 (0.74) 2.97 (0.59) 2.77 (0.65) 1.51 (0.60)

420

Additional CSRO Profiles

CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)
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statistics were then calculated for each newly-established cluster (i.e., based on 

WC perception). CSRO profiles of these clusters were then compared against 

each other, as defined within the context of each hypothesis, to establish whether 

or not significant statistical differences existed amongst them. 

As discussed earlier, a mean score for WC that was < 4.00 in this study 

was reflective of a controlling environment at work. A calculated WC average of 

≥ 4.00 was classified as an autonomy-supportive workplace. This demarcation 

was once again used, for consistency purposes, to differentiate the employees into 

‘WC-based’ sub-groups within each hypothesis. 

The CSRO replies of the entire LP business unit (i.e., all frontline 

personnel), demarcated by work climate perception, are called upon in assessing 

the first hypothesis (P1). The CSRO replies of supervisors and employees, as they 

are uniquely differentiated in P2(a) and P2(b), and as demarcated by work climate 

perception, are referred to in assessing the second set of hypotheses. Similarly, the 

CSRO replies of office- and field-based personnel, delineated by work climate 

perception, are used for P3. Table 9 depicts these noted breakdowns and their 

accompanying CSRO descriptive statistics. 
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Table 9. CSRO Profiles Based on WC Perception (P1–P3) 
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Hypothesis Testing (P1–P3) 

Hypotheses P1, P2(a), P2(b), and P3 (i.e., those related to “CSRO and the 

Workplace”) are founded upon the idea that a direct relationship exists between 

an individual’s perception of his/her work climate (an independent variable) and 

his/her respective CSRO (a dependent variable). 

The entire frontline test population of the LP business unit was assessed in 

the first hypothesis (P1). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried 

out to determine whether CSROs were significantly different between frontline 

personnel viewing the workplace as controlling, versus those viewing it as 

autonomy-supporting. 

An analysis of variance tests whether the means of different groups are the 

same (e.g., whether the means of the CSROs in the autonomy-supporting group 

are the same as those in the controlling group), and determines how observed 

variance in a variable can be attributed to other variables. There are three 

assumptions with the analysis of variance approach: the samples (i.e., groups) are 

normally distributed (i.e., “normality”), the individual observations are 

independent of one another (i.e., “independence”) and the variance of each sample 

(i.e., group) is the same (i.e., “homogeneity of variance”). Normality and 

independence tests were not performed on any of the test data in any of the 

hypotheses. Homogeneity of variance of the test data, per hypothesis, was 

confirmed using Levene’s Test, the Brown-Forsythe Test, or both. SPSS results 

from these tests confirmed that, for the most part, the homogeneity of variance 

assumption was not violated in all of the hypotheses being assessed (i.e., at the α 
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= 0.05 significance level). In those limited instances where the assumption was 

violated, no subsequent statistical testing (e.g. weighted least squares, variance 

stabilizing transformations, or the application of other tests) was performed. 

Hypotheses P2(a), P2(b), and P3 further demarcated the frontline test 

population from hypothesis P1 into distinct, hypothesis-relevant sub-groups to test 

the same proposed relationship (i.e., that a direct relationship exists between work 

climate perception and CSRO). The following splits of the test population were 

necessary for proper comparative analyses to be conducted: 

 P2(a): Comparing Supervisors vs. Employees - Performance Review 

Approach  

o Controlling (Frontline Supervisors) 

o Controlling (Frontline Employees) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Frontline Supervisors) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Frontline Employees) 

 

 P2(b): Comparing Supervisors vs. Employees - Job Function 

Approach 

o Controlling (Frontline Supervisors) 

o Controlling (Frontline Employees) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Frontline Supervisors) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Frontline Employees) 

 

 P3: Comparing Personnel Based on Worksite Location  

o Controlling (Office Personnel) 

o Controlling (Field Personnel) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Office Personnel) 

o Autonomy-Supportive (Field Personnel) 

 

As a result of these test population ‘drilldowns,’ each of these hypotheses 

was appropriately assessed using a two-way (2x2), between-subjects analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) approach. 

A summary analysis of the comparisons of means (i.e., ANOVA findings) 

for hypotheses P1, P2(a), P2(b), and P3 can be found in Table 10, along with 
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respective statistical interpretations. That is, the analysis shows whether the 

ANOVA findings were seen to be statistically significant to support the proposed 

hypothesis (or not). Statistical significance simply means that there is a big 

enough difference between the compared distributions to indicate that the result 

was probably due to a real effect and not just chance. The notation α = 0.05 (i.e., 

the significance level that was established for this research) denotes that the 

likelihood is the result was due to chance is less than 5%. If a significance test 

yields a p-value that is lower than the significance level α, then the null 

hypothesis that there is no relationship between two measured factors is rejected. 

Conversely, if p > α, then it is within the accepted likelihood that there is no 

relationship between the factors. For each hypothesis, the calculated p-value is 

followed by the notation “ns” if there is no statistical significance. Relevant 

SPSS-generated statistics for P1 to P3, complete with ANOVA results, are 

included in Appendix N for reference. 

Analysis and interpretation of the summarized results in Table 10 prompts 

the conclusion that there is no statistical significance to support any of the 

hypotheses (i.e., P1, P2[a], P2[b], and P3) at α = 0.05. This finding was consistent 

and applicable to each CSRO dimension that was assessed (i.e., economic, legal, 

ethical, or philanthropic) within each of the hypotheses. 

To complete the observed results in this section, each hypothesis is re-

stated, along with its noted statistical (ANOVA) findings and associated 

interpretation.  
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Table 10. ANOVA Results (P1–P3) 
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CSRO and the Workplace: Statistical Results 

Hypothesis P1: The attitude of frontline personnel towards CSR is related to their 

perception of the workplace climate. 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (1,418) = 1.73, p = 0.19, ns 

CSRO Legal  F (1,418) = 0.15, p = 0.70, ns 

CSRO Ethical  F (1,418) = 2.30, p = 0.13, ns 

CSRO Philanthropic F (1,418) = 0.18, p = 0.67, ns 

Interpretation: There is no statistical significance to support P1 at α=0.05, for 

each CSRO dimension (i.e., P1 is not supported). 

 

Hypothesis P2: A difference exists in the CSR attitude of frontline supervisors as 

compared to frontline employees, which is driven by their respective workplace 

climate perception. 

(a) Performance Review Approach 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (1,416) = 0.01, p = 0.91, ns 

CSRO Legal  F (1,416) = 1.06, p = 0.30, ns 

CSRO Ethical  F (1,416) = 0.02, p = 0.89, ns 

CSRO Philanthropic F (1,416) = 1.61, p = 0.21, ns 

Interpretation: There is no statistical significance to support P2(a) at α=0.05 for 

each CSRO dimension (i.e., P2[a] is not supported). 
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(b) Job Function Approach 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (1,416) = 0.54, p = 0.46, ns 

CSRO Legal  F (1,416) = 0.25, p = 0.62, ns 

CSRO Ethical  F (1,416) = 0.40, p = 0.53, ns 

CSRO Philanthropic F (1,416) = 0.07, p = 0.80, ns 

Interpretation: There is no statistical significance to support P2(b) at α=0.05, for 

each CSRO dimension (i.e., P2[b] is not supported). 

 

Hypothesis P3: A difference exists in the CSR attitude of office-based personnel 

as compared to field-based personnel, which is driven by their respective work 

climate perception. 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (1,416) = 0.56, p = 0.45, ns 

CSRO Legal  F (1,416) = 1.65, p = 0.20, ns 

CSRO Ethical  F (1,416) = 0.67, p = 0.42, ns 

CSRO Philanthropic F (1,416) = 0.24, p = 0.63, ns 

Interpretation: There is no statistical significance to support P3 at α=0.05 for 

each CSRO dimension (i.e., P3 is not supported). 

 

Hypothesis Testing (P4–P5) 

Hypotheses P4 and P5 (i.e., those related to “CSRO and the Individual”) 

explored whether education level (i.e., basic, technical, or academic) and age (as 

categorized into the Baby Boomer, Gen-X, or Millennial generational groups) 

impacted individual CSR orientations at the frontline level of the LP business unit 
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at Enbridge. The independent variables were education level and age, while noted 

CSROs were reflective of the dependent variable in these proposed relationships. 

As can be inferred, the entire frontline test population of the LP business 

unit was assessed in both P4 and P5. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was called upon once again to determine whether noted CSROs were significantly 

different amongst the education levels being examined in P4, as well as between 

the generations being assessed in P5. 

Like the analyses of P1–P3, ANOVA normality and independence 

confirmation tests were not performed for P4 or P5. However, homogeneity of 

variance of the test data (for each hypothesis) was tested and evaluated using 

Levene’s Test and the Brown-Forsythe Test, in each case. SPSS results from these 

tests confirmed that, for the most part, the homogeneity of variance assumption 

was not violated in either assessed hypothesis (i.e., at α = 0.05). In those instances 

where the assumption was breached, once again, no subsequent statistical testing 

(e.g., weighted least squares, variance stabilizing transformations, or the 

application of other tests) was undertaken. 

A summary analysis of the comparisons of means (i.e., the ANOVA 

findings) for hypotheses P4 and P5 can be found in Table 11, along with 

respective, statistical interpretations. That is, the summary shows whether the 

ANOVA findings were seen to be statistically significant to support the proposed 

hypothesis or not. For each hypothesis, the calculated p-value is followed by the 

notation “ns” if there is no statistical significance. Relevant SPSS-generated 

statistics for P4 and P5 and their ANOVA results are shown in Appendix O.  
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Table 11. ANOVA Results (P4–P5) 
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The summarized results in Table 11 lead to the conclusion that there is no 

statistical significance to support hypothesis P4 at the set significance level (α = 

0.05). This finding was consistent and applicable to each CSRO dimension that 

was assessed (i.e., economic, legal, ethical, or philanthropic) within hypothesis 

P4. 

Conversely, the statistical results (see Table 11) associated with 

hypothesis P5 show that there is ample statistical significance to support P5 at α = 

0.05 for each CSRO dimension. That is, frontline personnel of different 

generational cohorts (at least, in this test population) seem to place a different 

emphasis (i.e., importance) on each of the four CSR aspects a corporation is 

deemed responsible for. Baby Boomers and Gen-Xers regarded the legal 

dimension as the most important in their respective weightings, whereas 

Millennials considered the ethical dimension to be the most vital. Further, the 

economic responsibilities of the firm were emphasized more by Gen-Xers and 

Baby Boomers than their Millennial counterparts. The opposite emphasis was 

observed regarding perceived philanthropic responsibilities, as Millennials placed 

far more importance on this dimension than Gen-Xers and Baby Boomers. The 

mean scores associated with the philanthropic dimension were the most varied, 

statistically, of the weightings within each of the four CSR dimensions examined 

(p = 0.01). This was followed closely by the differences in opinion connected to 

the legal responsibilities of the firm (p = 0.02). 

To better understand which generational groups were driving the 

differences within each CSR dimension, a post-hoc analysis on the findings of 



 

109 

 

hypothesis P5 was conducted using Bonferroni correction. This correction allows 

multiple hypotheses to be tested on a single set of data. For n hypotheses with a 

desired overall significance level for the whole group of tests not greater than α, 

the Bonferroni correction approach is to conduct each of the individual tests at a 

significance level of α/n. The correction was run on each CSRO dimension in P5, 

with α = 0.05, to establish which sub-group means were significantly different 

from each other. Detailed post-hoc test results (using Bonferroni correction) for 

each CSR dimension of hypothesis P5 are included for reference in Appendix O. 

Table 11 goes on to summarize the post-hoc analyses, and specifically identifies 

which generational mean scores were driving the differences within the ANOVA 

findings. The following generational group means (M) varied the most against 

each other, on a CSR dimensional basis and from a post-hoc analysis perspective: 

 

CSRO Economic   (p = 0.04) Millennial (2.45) vs Gen-X (2.70) 

CSRO Legal  (p = 0.02) Millennial (2.78) vs Baby Boomer (3.01) 

CSRO Ethical  (p = 0.04) Millennial (3.00) vs Baby Boomer (2.78) 

CSRO Philanthropic (p = 0.04) Millennial (1.77) vs Baby Boomer (1.56) 

CSRO Philanthropic (p = 0.01) Millennial (1.77) vs Gen-X (1.53) 

 

It is readily apparent that Millennials in this test population have a 

different opinion than their Gen-X and Baby Boomer coworkers regarding where 

Enbridge should be focusing its current CSR efforts. Along with this, Gen-Xers 

and Baby Boomers in this test population seemed to reveal a fairly consistent 

position with respect to the social responsibilities of the corporation. 
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To conclude the observed results in this section, each hypothesis is re-

stated along with its noted statistical (ANOVA) findings and associated 

interpretation. 

 

CSRO and the Individual: Statistical Results 

Hypothesis P4: The CSR attitude of frontline personnel is related to one’s 

respective level of education. 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (2,417) = 0.07, p = 0.93, ns 

CSRO Legal  F (2,417) = 2.34, p = 0.10, ns 

CSRO Ethical  F (2,417) = 0.22, p = 0.80, ns 

CSRO Philanthropic F (2,417) = 0.80, p = 0.45, ns 

Interpretation: There is no statistical significance to support P4 at α = 0.05 for 

each CSRO dimension (i.e., P4 is not supported). 

 

Hypothesis P5: The CSR attitude of frontline personnel is related to one’s 

respective age (i.e., generational demographic). 

Findings: CSRO Economic  F (2,417) = 3.07, p = 0.05, significant 

CSRO Legal  F (2,417) = 3.84, p = 0.02, significant 

CSRO Ethical  F (2,417) = 3.15, p = 0.04, significant 

CSRO Philanthropic F (2,417) = 4.34, p = 0.01, significant 

Interpretation: There is statistical significance to support P5 at α = 0.05, for each 

CSRO dimension (i.e., P5 is supported). 

 



 

111 

 

Extended Analyses 

The first extended analysis involved the evaluation of the various CSR 

orientations resident within the test population, as differentiated by the 

demographic variables that were collected. The intent was to further understand 

what other independent variables had the potential to directly impact an 

individual’s CSRO. The independent variables of interest in this assessment were 

all of the demographic variables collected, excluding education level and age, as 

these were addressed in P4 and P5, respectively. The demographic variables 

utilized in P1 to P3 were included in this exercise to establish if they themselves 

(as stand-alone variables) could influence CSRO (i.e., without factoring in the 

influence work climate perceptions may have on the proposed relationship to 

CSRO). 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), with α = 0.05, was performed 

to determine whether the observed CSROs were significantly different amongst 

the sub-groups within each demographic variable collected. Where merited, a 

post-hoc analysis on the findings was conducted using Bonferroni correction (α = 

0.05) to determine which sub-groups were driving the observed differences. 

Table 12 summarizes the findings of this extended CSRO analysis. 

Statistically significant differences between sub-groups, as per the ANOVA 

findings for each CSR dimension, are highlighted within the table. Post-hoc 

analysis results, for situations where more than two sub-groups are present, are 

also summarized and highlighted within the table to distinguish where the 

variability in opinions lies. 



 

112 

 

Table 12. Additional CSRO Profiles and Comparisons 

 

 The results clearly show a frontline test population with a kaleidoscope of 

perspectives regarding the responsibilities of business. Although possible 

explanations were not explored further in this study, the identification and 

quantification of these differences was interesting nonetheless. Of note was the 

substantially contrasting emphases expressed by female and male personnel, 

which is similar to findings from other CSRO studies (Ibrahim and Angelidis, 

Demographic

Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic

Country

Canada 305 2.59 (0.72) 2.95 (0.58) 2.87 (0.64) 1.60 (0.58)

U.S.A. 115 2.76 (0.67) 2.99 (0.60) 2.71 (0.57) 1.54 (0.63)

F(1,418) = 4.92 F(1,418) = 0.49 F(1,418) = 5.20 F(1,418) = 0.88

p = 0.03 p = 0.48 (ns) p = 0.02 p = 0.35 (ns)

Worksite

Office Personnel 274 2.59 (0.74) 2.92 (0.58) 2.89 (0.64) 1.60 (0.60)

Field Personnel 146 2.72 (0.65) 3.04 (0.59) 2.70 (0.58) 1.54 (0.59)

F(1,418) = 3.29 F(1,418) = 3.96 F(1,418) = 8.93 F(1,418) = 0.96

p = 0.07 (ns) p = 0.05 p = 0.00 p = 0.33 (ns)

People Leadership

Frontline Supervisors 158 2.65 (0.65) 3.02 (0.56) 2.78 (0.58) 1.55 (0.56)

Frontline Employees 262 2.63 (0.75) 2.92 (0.60) 2.85 (0.65) 1.60 (0.61)

F(1,418) = 0.03 F(1,418) = 2.87 F(1,418) = 0.95 F(1,418) = 0.71

(based on Perf. Reviews) p = 0.87 (ns) p = 0.09(ns) p = 0.33 (ns) p = 0.40 (ns)

Job Function

Administrative/Clerical 37 → 2.22 (0.55) 2.86 (0.64) 3.03 (0.63) → 1.88 (0.65)

Frontline Employee 106 2.67 (0.69) ← → 2.86 (0.56) 2.84 (0.71) 1.63 (0.60)

Professional/Specialist 177 2.65 (0.79) ← 2.96 (0.59) 2.82 (0.60) 1.56 (0.60) ←

Supervisory 100 2.73 (0.60) ← 3.09 (0.56) ← 2.73 (0.57) 1.45 (0.52) ←

F(3,416) = 5.01 F(3,416) = 3.11 F(3,416) = 2.13 F(3,416) = 5.27

p = 0.00 p = 0.03 p = 0.10 (ns) p = 0.00

Admin v FLE (p = 0.01) FLE v Supv (p = 0.03) Admin v P/S (p = 0.01)

Admin v P/S (p = 0.00) Admin v Supv (p = 0.00)

Admin v Supv (p = 0.00)

People Leadership

Frontline Supervisors 100 2.73 (0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73 (0.57) 1.45 (0.52)

Frontline Employees 320 2.61 (0.74) 2.92 (0.59) 2.85 (0.64) 1.62 (0.61)

F(1,418) = 2.04 F(1,418) = 6.75 F(1,418) = 2.87 F(1,418) = 6.16

(based on Job Funtion) p = 0.15 (ns) p = 0.01 p = 0.09 (ns) p = 0.01

Tenure at Enbridge

< 2 years 62 2.48 (0.62) → 2.81 (0.52) 2.89 (0.48) → 1.82 (0.61)

2 - 5 years 191 2.59 (0.72) 2.94 (0.56) → 2.91 (0.67) 1.56 (0.58) ←

6 - 10 years 55 2.78 (0.69) 2.99 (0.59) 2.76 (0.58) 1.47 (0.62) ←

11 - 20 years 59 2.77 (0.77) 2.97 (0.63) 2.61 (0.59) ← 1.65 (0.61)

≥ 21 years 53 2.70 (0.71) 3.16 (0.66) ← 2.74 (0.65) 1.40 (0.52) ←

F(4,415) = 2.12 F(4,415) = 2.73 F(4,415) = 3.18 F(4,415) = 4.56

p = 0.08 (ns) p = 0.03 p = 0.01 p = 0.00

< 2 v ≥ 21 (p = 0.01) 2-5 v 11-20 (p = 0.01) < 2 v 2-5 (p = 0.04)

< 2 v 6-10 (p = 0.01)

< 2 v ≥ 21 (p = 0.00)

Gender

Female 131 2.39 (0.58) 2.94 (0.56) 2.94 (0.55) 1.73 (0.55)

Male 289 2.75 (0.74) 2.97 (0.59) 2.77 (0.65) 1.51 (0.60)

F(1,418) = 24.13 F(1,418) = 0.30 F(1,418) = 7.01 F(1,418) = 12.50

p = 0.00 p = 0.58 (ns) p = 0.01 p = 0.00

CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)

Additional CSRO Profiles (c/w ANOVA Results & Post-Hoc Findings at α = 0.05)
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1994; Burton and Hegarty, 1999; Smith et al., 2001). Observed differences 

between Canadian and American-based employees was also intriguing, 

considering that every respondent worked for the same company, and resided 

within the same business unit, yet emphasized economic and ethical 

responsibilities differently. Further, it seems as though daily work setting (i.e., 

office vs. field), job function (i.e., the type of work performed), and/or tenure (i.e., 

the length of time an employee has worked for Enbridge) can all directly 

influence personal CSR attitudes. 

The next extended analysis exercise tied directly into the five investigated 

hypotheses themselves. Firstly, P1 to P3 were all re-assessed with different work 

climate perception ‘cut-offs.’ The original analyses were all based on a 1-4-7 

demarcation of the collected mean work climate perception scores (i.e., a score of 

1 to 4 indicated a controlling environment, whereas a score of 4 to 7 indicated an 

autonomy-supporting environment). Different classification limits were created to 

determine if the original P1 to P3 findings (i.e., with 1-4-7 cutoff points) remained 

the same, or changed. A neutral zone was introduced first, and assessed under the 

following scenarios: (1-2.5-5.5-7), (1-3-5-7), and (1-3.5-4.5-7). The findings did 

not change in any of these cases (i.e., they all remained non-significant for P1 to 

P3). This was not surprising, considering the heavily-skewed data from the test 

population (i.e., 366 of 420 respondents had a mean work climate score ≥ 4.00). 

This awareness prompted an analysis of the autonomy-supportive zone, 

exclusively, to gauge the stability of the findings in this region. This zone was 

firstly segmented into a 4-5-6-7 arrangement, to see if varying degrees of 
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autonomy-supportiveness (low, medium, and high) impacted one’s CSRO. No 

differences were noted (i.e., the original P1 to P3 findings remained the same). A 

5-6-7 scenario, where the bulk of autonomy-supportive means resided, was also 

run. No differences in the conclusions were noted once again. In the end, the P1 to 

P3 findings remained stable across a variety of scale segmentation scenarios. 

Hypotheses P1 (regarding all frontline personnel), P4 (regarding education 

level), and P5 (regarding age/generation) were then re-evaluated by further 

breaking down the select sub-groups in each hypothesis by the other demographic 

variables that were gathered in the study. The intent was to determine if the other 

variables had the potential to impact the findings already realized in these 

hypotheses. There were some partial observations of multivariate impacts within 

each re-examined hypothesis, but all findings were deemed statistical anomalies, 

as significant effect size and power impacts were evident in each of the noted 

cases. No impacts on the conclusions already established in P1, P4, and P5 were 

thus seen via this ‘demographic drill-down’ exercise. 

P2 and P3 were drilled-down in a slightly different manner, as they were 

already set up to be examined in a multivariate fashion (i.e., work climate 

perceptions of frontline employees/supervisors and office/field personnel, 

respectively). The work climate perceptions of frontline supervisors was re-

examined, using both the performance review approach and the job function 

approach, to see if differences in CSROs were noted by those supervisors viewing 

the workplace differently (i.e., controlling versus autonomy-supporting). The 

same logic and approach was applied to the frontline employee subset, the office 
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personnel subset, and the field personnel subset. Effect size and power issues 

dominated the statistical analyses in all cases, and consequently, the ANOVA 

results could not be calculated. As such, no impacts on the conclusions already 

established in P2 and P3 were thus seen via this unique ‘demographic drill-down’ 

exercise. 

The additional CSRO profiles seen in Table 12 were then similarly re-

examined to gauge their stability. Each highlighted cell in Table 12 reflects a 

statistically significant difference of opinion, and was ‘drilled-down’ by each of 

the other demographic variables that were gathered. Very few observations of 

multivariate impacts arose. Those that did surface were once again deemed 

statistical anomalies, as significant effect size and power impacts were evident in 

each of the re-examinations. 

The final extended analysis that was undertaken had to do with frontline 

employee engagement. The study had collected a data set that quantified the test 

population’s level of engagement. The deployed engagement survey was made 

available by The Conference Board (Gibbons and Schutt, 2009). Out of a 

maximum score of 7.00, the frontline test population appeared to be fairly highly 

engaged (M = 5.87, SD = 0.93) (refer to Figure 14). Further, a statistically-

significant correlation was noted between work climate perception and 

engagement level of the LP test population (r = 0.66, n = 420, p = 0.00). This 

insight connects very well to the premise outlined in Self-Determination Theory 

that positive behavioral outcomes (i.e., such as employee engagement) can be 
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realized when one is exposed to a more autonomy-supportive environment, which 

was the circumstance within this research study. 

 

Figure 14. Engagement Level – LP Business Unit 

 

Discussion 

Two key objectives were identified for assessment at the frontline level of 

a sample organization using a statistical survey. The first objective, “CSRO and 

the Workplace,” investigated whether a relationship existed between an 

individual’s perceived level of autonomy support at work (as per SDT) and 

his/her expressed preference towards each of Carroll’s four dimensions of CSR: 

economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic. This conceptualization was firstly 

examined in a collective fashion across the entire test population, and then 

incrementally, based on splits of the sample population per organizational role 

and worksite location. 
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The second objective, “CSRO and the Individual,” explored whether 

frontline education levels and age (or rather, generation) of the respondents had 

an impact on the connection to each of the same four CSR dimensions upon 

which the study was built. 

From these overarching aims, a set of hypotheses was developed and 

tested to statistically gauge whether one’s attitude towards CSR could be 

influenced by both corporate and individually-based characteristics, as was 

conceptualized and explored within the research design of Marz et al. (2003). In 

doing so, the present work sought to add workplace climate perception as a 

corporate characteristic to the Marz model, and education level and age as 

individually-based variables, when frontline employee perspectives (opinions) are 

desired.  

The findings of the study are discussed and rationalized within the 

upcoming section. The approach taken was a collective examination. Firstly, the 

statistically-non–significant findings of hypotheses P1–P4 (i.e., regarding work 

climate perception and education level) are jointly discussed, complete with 

possible explanations that may be driving the outcomes that were observed. This 

is then followed up with a discussion of the statistically-significant findings of 

hypothesis P5 (regarding age), with an emphasis on the generational cluster which 

vastly differed in its CSR opinions (i.e., the Millennials). Lastly, a dialogue 

centered upon the implications of these findings, along with the limitations of the 

study, are then presented to close this section of the dissertation. 
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Work Climate Perception and Education Level 

Differing perceptions of the work climate, as expressed by frontline 

Enbridge LP personnel in this segment of the energy industry, appear to not 

directly impact one’s attitude towards the CSR construct. Specifically, no 

statistically-relevant preference was shown to any one of the four CSR 

dimensions (i.e., economic, legal, ethical, philanthropic) in this study, regardless 

of whether the work environment was viewed as controlling or autonomy-

supporting. This finding held true whether the frontline test population was 

assessed as an entire business unit, by two different representations of 

organizational role, or by worksite location. Additionally, this result remained 

intact even when the two work climate zones were further sub-divided and re-

evaluated based on demographic differences of the test population (i.e., based on 

the extended analysis findings of the study). 

Similarly, CSR orientations of frontline personnel in this industry appear 

to not be influenced by their respective education level. This interesting finding 

remained unchanged even when education levels were further segmented and re-

assessed by the demographic variables acquired within the study (i.e., once again, 

as per the extended analysis findings of the study). 

One possible explanation for this result may be connected to the 

effectiveness of Enbridge’s CSR communication strategy and efforts, which may 

stimulate some degree of alignment and/or connection between individual values 

and corporate purpose/identity, regardless of perceived work climates and 

education levels at the frontline. It appears Enbridge’s CSR message has been 
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heard, processed, and accepted (i.e., internalized) to some degree by this set of 

frontline employees. Along the way, this connection to the ‘message’ has perhaps 

even overcome the expected influences (positive or negative) of workplace 

climate perceptions and education level on one’s authentic CSR orientation. 

The corporate values, CSR policy, CSR annual report, supporting policies, 

and related practices that go beyond increasing shareholder value are easily found 

and clearly articulated on Enbridge’s corporate (and internal) website for 

stakeholder reflection. These readily-available statements convey what the 

company stands for, beyond meeting its economic responsibilities, in a single 

place to which any employee can refer. Undoubtedly endorsed at the highest 

levels, the CSR policy goes on to outline expectations of employees within every 

layer of the organization, which includes adopting CSR policy elements within 

day-to-day work activities, decision-making processes, and organizational 

structures. The dissemination and adoption of CSR principles and expectations 

throughout the Enbridge fabric, and consequently into expected corporate culture, 

is undeniable. Further, there is anecdotal evidence that a similar level of emphasis 

is placed on other forms of communication within the company to reinforce these 

corporate values and expectations (i.e., videos, town hall discussions, briefings 

and webinars, vignettes, formal announcements, and CSR blogs). 

Du et al. (2010) discuss the role of communications as it pertains to 

maximizing CSR returns, both financial and non-financial. They state that a 

stakeholder’s low awareness of, and skepticism towards, a company’s CSR 

activities are critical obstacles that must be overcome to maximize business 
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benefits from CSR investments. Their conceptual framework not only emphasizes 

message content and communication channels as influencers to overcome these 

obstacles, but also the mediating effects of company (e.g., corporate reputation, 

industry) and stakeholder-specific (e.g., stakeholder type, social value orientation, 

issue support) characteristics. It is likely, then, in this light, that Enbridge’s CSR 

communication efforts have been quite successful, diligent, and efficient in 

getting the appropriate message out to its employees, regardless of 

channel/medium used, while also leveraging off of corporate reputational capital 

to bolster the employee-company connection within the CSR arena. Taking this 

argument further, the case could be made that the results noted herein also provide 

evidence of frontline employees (in this business unit) becoming somewhat 

‘values-aligned’ with the corporation, where perhaps synchronized principles are 

even ‘on-display’ and naturally embedded within their daily work routines. 

Although proof of this detail was not examined or verified in this research, it 

could be explored further to confirm its existence, as well as to quantify the 

degree of CSR mainstreaming within the organization. Perhaps this is a direct 

result of Liquids Pipelines being Enbridge’s first business unit (at over 60 years 

old), and as such, could be further along the CSR continuum as compared to other 

internal business units and/or industry peers. In turn, this may be encouraging 

buy-in of the CSR ideology as it is viewed more as ‘the way we do things here in 

Enbridge,’ as opposed to a fleeting management fad. In the end, connections to 

Enbridge’s CSR values and practices may have been significant enough that they 

overcame and ‘trumped’ any potential impacts that work climate perceptions 
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and/or education levels may have had on frontline employees’ true CSR 

orientations. That is, these variables may be rendered immaterial when a degree of 

congruence in CSR-values is felt by frontline employees. 

Another possible explanation of the non-significant findings related to 

work climate and education may be connected to the energy industry itself, in that 

the nature and structure of this business has been—and will continue to be—one 

where direct contact with a variety of stakeholders and their often conflicting 

needs is ever present. This holds true in different settings, functions, and 

responsibilities within the energy industry (e.g., field, office, management, 

operations, engineering, projects, public relations, human resources, and business 

development), and is a direct result of the large geographic footprint marked out 

by the business (i.e., through its assets, personnel, and daily interactions). This 

distribution of assets and people across many regions prompts many stakeholder 

interactions to occur on a daily basis, both inside and outside company walls, thus 

continually engaging the frontline employee with other stakeholders during 

regular ongoing business activities. As a result, it is conceivable that frontline 

employees in this setting have established a mental ‘matter-of-factness’ approach, 

and connection, to stakeholders in their daily work routines. Whether this 

consciousness is attained through simple repetitive awareness, tenure, or continual 

reinforcement amongst colleagues and supervisors, perhaps its embedment into 

daily routines is enough to neutralize the impact of work climate perception 

and/or education level on one’s authentic CSR attitude. This could be interpreted 

as an element of mainstreaming, but one influenced more so by the routines of 
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industry and organizational role, as opposed to company culture and/or personal 

values. 

Another possible reason for the noted work climate/education findings 

emerges from the attention the energy industry is currently receiving, and in 

particular, the North American pipeline industry. Elevated public awareness of 

global and regional supply/demand matters; high-profile capital projects (planned 

or already-constructed) to address these concerns; and the recent social, 

environmental, and reputational consequences resulting from operational mishaps 

across the continent are just a few of the dynamics currently at play in this 

domain. As such, it is conceivable that frontline employees in this landscape are 

now more aware of their dual association with the company, not only as internal 

stakeholders (as frontline employees), but also as external stakeholders (as 

members of the community) who may be directly affected by the actions and 

events of the company (or industry) they are employed by. Public opinions and 

perceptions of the industry and pipeline companies themselves, mostly as 

conveyed in the media, have been amplified over the past few years, and are 

therefore likely factors in how frontline employees evaluate their connections to 

the company from a social responsibility perspective.  These dynamics and the 

potential ideological struggles they can prompt may be biasing (positively or 

negatively) employees’ genuine connections to the CSR construct, overriding the 

impact that work climate perception and/or education level may have on the 

proposed relationship being studied. 
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Education level and work climate perceptions may have also been 

competing against another, more influential condition, which in turn negated their 

impacts on CSRO in this study. Mainly, one’s social responsibility values may 

have been (or continue to be) more nurtured, shaped, and influenced by forces 

outside of the individual’s work and/or past educational setting (e.g., family 

dynamic, religious background and beliefs, cultural influences and norms, 

regional customs and practices, and major socio-political events), thus limiting the 

impact of these two variables towards CSR orientation in this study. Simply put, 

one’s value system may be mostly inherent within the individual by the time 

he/she enters the workforce as a full-time employee. Support of this argument is 

bolstered by the definition of values itself, where Coffey et al. (1994) define them 

as “stable, enduring beliefs about what is worthwhile that influence thought and 

behavior.” When values are internalized by the individual, they transform into 

personal standards, which are then called upon to guide thoughts and actions. As 

such, the generalizations that were made to quantify and classify work climate 

perception and education levels in this study, along with the clustering of 

participants thereafter, did not in any way embody and/or take into account the 

diversity of value systems of the individuals being polled. These assorted values 

are likely the drivers behind many of the different CSR orientations that were 

seen in the extended analysis undertaken in this research (see Table 12) across 

varying demographics. If the variables of work climate perception and education 

level in this study had subtly integrated more of the effects of external influences 

on the self within their make-up, the research may have yielded different findings. 
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This is perhaps why the age variable in hypothesis P5, which may be indirectly 

capturing many of these externally-based stimuli when looked at from a 

generational perspective, produced such significant and thought-provoking 

results. 

 

The Millennial Generation 

The Millennial generation (post-1981 birth year) appears to view CSR 

differently than the two previous generations (i.e., the so-called Baby Boomers 

and Generation-X). Results of this research support the conjecture that 

Millennials place less importance on the more traditional/foundational dimensions 

of CSR (i.e., economic and legal [see Figure 15]) than their generational 

counterparts, and emphasize the ethical and philanthropic responsibilities of 

business towards society more so than older workers. The CSR orientations of 

Baby Boomers and Gen-Xers seem to be similar across all four CSR dimensions 

studied. 

 

  

Figure 15. Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid of CSR Dimensions 
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These Millennial results are very much aligned with current research 

findings. A 2011 study of this generational cohort, conducted by Deloitte Touche 

Tohmatsu Limited (Hancock and Searle, 2012), revealed that 92% of Millennials 

believed a company’s success is defined by more than just profits. Further, when 

asked to elaborate by identifying terms that best reflected the purpose of business, 

51% felt it was “societal development,” while only 39% believed it was “profit.” 

Lastly, not only do Millennials believe in the societal purpose and responsibility 

of business, but the Deloitte study also found that most Millennials (over 50%) 

think business—as opposed to governments, communities, charities, and NGOs—

is best suited to tackle the biggest challenges society has. The expectations of, and 

the faith in, the business community to address societal issues has been echoed by 

the Millennial generation. They are clearly expressing their beliefs regarding the 

larger role business can play in addressing societal concerns. This could somehow 

be connected to the collective inner values of this cohort, as shaped by the events 

and influences of their time. However, this was not explored or verified in the 

research study. 

In trying to understand what may be motivating the CSR preferences of 

Millennials, one cannot discount the notion of life stage in the workplace as a 

partial reason. This expressed affinity to higher-order CSR dimensions by 

Millennials may be partly attributed to youthful enthusiasm (i.e., idealism), 

naivety and a desire to ‘change the world’ upon first entry into the workforce—all 

of which are very much analogous to previous generations at the same points in 

their lives. Along with this, one must consider that Millennials in the workplace 
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(within large organizations) are most certainly at a different stage in their careers 

compared to their older peers, and so differences in CSR perspectives, perceived 

responsibilities, and expectations are likely to be witnessed. Gen-X (1966 to 

1980) and Baby Boomer (1946 to 1965) employees are likely to be in positions of 

elevated responsibility and leadership at the frontlines (i.e., if they have not 

already moved up the corporate ladder to middle management, or beyond), where 

the daily pressures of the job would include revenue generation, cost control, 

budget management, operating efficiencies, and other similar matters that can 

impact the bottom line. Their direct lines of communication, interaction and 

feedback are with middle management, whose emphasis is more often than not 

attached to execution, efficiency, and goal attainment. As such, this reinforced 

message from above is internalized and focused upon by the ‘older’ frontliners in 

more senior roles, which assists in focusing on achieving these operational 

objectives. Assuming a standard performance assessment model is in place, key 

performance indicators directly linked to these responsibilities probably forms a 

significant part of the total compensation arrangement for Baby Boomers and 

Gen-Xers, both at the frontline and middle management layers. The same degree 

of emphasis and responsibility is also likely present with respect to legal 

compliance and adherence within the performance assessment model, a critical 

reality in the heavily-regulated energy industry in North America. As much as the 

economic and legal responsibilities are emphasized by the older generations in 

their respective CSRO profiles in this study, because of daily exposure and 

scorecard significance (which is coupled to short and long-term incentives like 
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year-end bonuses and company options), Millennials are perhaps placing less 

importance on these two core CSR responsibilities because (a) they may not yet 

clearly see and/or understand how they can directly impact financial 

objectives/targets or regulatory compliance in their current entry-level roles; (b) 

they may be less well-versed than senior personnel in the financial and legal 

requirements that direct the industry, including expectations and consequences 

that come with each dimension; or (c) they are likely not as financially vested 

(i.e., from a total compensation point of view) as the older generations, and as 

such, simply place less emphasis on these perceived ‘corporately-driven’ 

responsibilities (i.e., economic/legal) and more on those that align with their inner 

set of core values (i.e., ethical/philanthropic). Perhaps Millennials would cast 

more consideration towards the economic and legal domains if senior personnel 

spent more time and attention communicating the economic and legal significance 

of their daily roles and performed tasks, along with expectations and performance 

feedback. This assumption ties into anecdotal evidence that Millennials are a 

generation that is interested in frequent and instantaneous feedback, especially 

related to their performance. Effective feedback should be clear, concise, and laid 

out in a manner that limits it being misunderstood by younger members of the 

workforce. 

Building upon the life-stage argument even further, one can also consider 

the social context outside of work as a possible determinant behind the noted 

emphasis on financial and regulatory accountability by older generations versus 

their younger colleagues. Employees who are nearing retirement (i.e., Baby 
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Boomers) have a personal, financial stake in corporate performance in the near to 

medium term. Pension plan and retirement savings performance, via a healthy 

company share price, is likely quite important to these individuals. Meeting legal 

obligations in parallel will only help to maintain the financial health of the firm, 

as bottom-line impacts attributed to corporate penalties, lawsuits, and heightened 

insurance costs are avoided. This does not even take into account the direct and 

indirect financial hit that comes with the loss of reputational capital when one has 

stepped out of favor in the eyes of the law. Adding to this framework is the 

realization that many Baby Boomers are now delaying retirement, partly to help 

recoup some of the financial losses incurred from the global recession. Delayed 

retirement of the Baby Boomers may also be motivated by the need to provide 

continued financial support for elderly parents and even adult children. The 

connection to the economic and legal dimensions of CSR by the Baby Boomer 

generation will likely exist in the workplace for many more years to come, either 

because of these currently seen reasons, or because of other prior generationally-

based external influences and events that have helped cast their mindset on these 

two core areas. Conversely, such thinking is unlikely to be on the minds of 

Millennials simply because of their current location on the human age spectrum. 

The bulk of these concerns/issues are non-existent for the typical Millennial as 

they are simply too young to be consumed with retirement-related matters. Work-

life balance is likely far more of a concern and at the forefront of thought for this 

generational cluster. As for mid-career employees, their heightened connection to 

shareholder (i.e., economic) concerns is again connected to maintaining a healthy 
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share price, but for slightly different personal reasons than the Baby Boomers. 

Gen-Xers, aged approximately 31 to 45, are at a point in their lives where 

personal financial health is critical in addressing current choices and 

responsibilities, such as managing personal debt, raising children, dealing with 

aging parents, planning for retirement, and sustaining a preferred lifestyle. As 

such, this generational group will likely place more of a premium on the financial 

health of the organization (much like their Baby Boomer brethren) than the 

Millennials would. 

Millennials have also had a different set of life experiences than the older 

age groups, having had more opportunities to travel to far-flung places around the 

globe, and having been exposed to more information in their youth (during the 

digital/internet age) than their Baby Boomer and Gen-X counterparts. They have 

also been exposed to the uncovering of many high-profile corporate scandals that 

have impacted the North American business landscape, including the associated 

consequences to innocent stakeholders, both prior to and during their own 

participation in the workforce. As such, Millennials in Enbridge’s LP unit may be 

reflecting their feelings and sensitivities toward a variety of social shortcomings 

by placing more emphasis on the ethical and philanthropic responsibilities of a 

corporation than the Gen-Xers and Baby Boomers surveyed in this study. These 

three generational events and/or circumstances, which may partially explain their 

stronger bond to the high-order CSR orientation dimensions (i.e., ethical and 

philanthropic, shown previously in Figure 15) than Boomers and Gen-Xers, are 

briefly discussed next. 
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The first of these Millennial-based influences is online connectivity. 

Millennials have had access to the internet throughout most, if not all, of their 

youth—the only current workplace generation who can claim this. As such, they 

have had the opportunity to become more aware of the multitude of socio-

environmental concerns/causes scattered across the globe. The researcher of this 

study suggests that, based on a recent widening of focus within the energy 

industry, Millennials in this test population are likely to be more aware than the 

older generations of the concerns of various stakeholder groups that are directly 

connected to the activities of the energy industry that employees them. Whether 

these interest groups are in tension with the industry at a local, regional, or global 

level is immaterial. This real-time enlightenment of the external stakeholder 

landscape, through readily-accessible digital means, has granted Millennials more 

opportunities to develop an assortment of perspectives with respect to the 

interface between business and society; perspectives that were likely not as 

readily formulated by previous generations because of their limited exposure to 

similar information. This has likely prompted a more holistic appraisal of the 

impacts business has on society, which is evident in the slant towards the ethical 

and philanthropic layers within Millennials’ respective CSR orientation profiles. 

The second external stimulus that may have impacted the opinions of 

Millennials in this study was the profusion of corporate scandals this generation 

witnessed firsthand while growing up. The unethical behavior of many senior 

executives across many industries has critically damaged the trust and confidence 

they had previously been granted to run their operations, essentially resulting in 
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the revocation of their social license to operate. Many frontline employees—

perhaps the parents or even the grandparents of Millennials—were impacted by 

the immoral actions of these few in positions of authority, through job losses, 

financial damages, loss of reputation, psychological stress, etc. Direct and/or 

indirect connections to these acts of fraud, or simply even an awareness of them 

and the impacts they had on a variety of stakeholders, could be contributing 

factors to the expressed desires of Millennials for corporations to place more 

emphasis on the ethical dimension of CSR. 

Last of all, economic factors, educational opportunities, and an increase in 

global connectivity infrastructure have offered more opportunities for Millennials 

(as compared with their Baby Boomer and/or Gen-X coworkers) to travel abroad 

in their youth, thus directly impacting their views of the world. Although not 

assessed in this research, perhaps the cultural diversity of the test population, in 

terms of international birthplaces and subsequent immigration to Canada for 

work, also influenced the responses in this survey. Nevertheless, not only is there 

anecdotal evidence that many Millennials have travelled and experienced more 

diverse cultures than many of their predecessors, but some of the locales they may 

have visited (e.g., countries in Asia, Africa, Central America, and the Caribbean) 

may also have left a lasting impression on this younger group, namely from a 

social inequity point of view. Many youth today seem to be drawn to travel 

experiences that challenge them physically, socially, and intellectually—in ways 

that daily life in North America doesn’t seem to offer—and broaden their 

perspectives on their purpose in life and the things they take for granted. In their 
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travels across less affluent and less developed countries, it is probable that they 

have witnessed conditions of poor health, environmental disregard, gender and 

racial inequality, sub-standard education levels, and poor work and living 

conditions. To compound this, they may have also observed the presence of large, 

multinational corporations operating in the immediate vicinity of these noted 

issues, further challenging them to consider how corporate financial success and 

health/equality are linked (and often, inversely). Coupled with the immediacy of 

online research and news stories that validate what they have seen and help them 

locate organizations focused on addressing the inequities, Millennials in this study 

may be reflecting their feelings and sensitivities towards these social 

shortcomings by placing more emphasis on the philanthropic responsibility of 

CSR than Gen-Xers and Baby Boomers did in this study. 

 

General Implications 

The study findings and discussion presented here, regardless of statistical 

significance, offer some general insights for consideration within the business 

setting in a direct and/or indirect way. 

With the goal of mainstreaming CSR into the fabric of the organization, 

especially at the frontlines where stakeholder interactions are likely to be more 

representative of ‘walking the talk,’ the firm would be well-served to further 

understand what drives employees to connect to their stated citizenship mantra. 

An inventory of workplace and individual-based factors should be explored and 

evaluated in such an effort, with the understanding that some variables may have 
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more impact than others. Such an effort is merited if a genuine commitment to the 

principles of CSR truly forms a part of the strategic direction of the company. 

Awareness of the high-impact variables would prompt the creation of niche and 

targeted programs to engage certain segments of the employee population. In 

order to further maximize CSR engagement, respective corporate groups may 

focus on and address variables directly linked to the workplace. All-encompassing 

general CSR programs are still encouraged, and should be run in parallel with 

these more focused platforms. 

To help realize this vision of embedment, the effective communication of 

any message connected to CSR is critical. Not only does this include the actual 

framing and content of the message, but it must also consider who the message is 

intended to reach and connect with, as well as the timing of its release. The 

developed communications strategy must also focus upon the current social, 

environmental, and governance concerns the company—and the industry as a 

whole—is contending with, in order to ensure relevance is maintained. Further, 

the communications strategy should also address attention from the media that 

calls into question the company’s commitments and actions in these arenas. This 

is a delicate proposition to execute, in that a company may be perceived as being 

reactionary and exploiting its CSR position and reputation strictly to advance its 

financial growth agenda. 

In attempting to quantify and further understand the audience the company 

would like to connect with—essentially its employee base—one must 

comprehend that certain forces are at play that can either advance or minimize the 
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envisioned CSR bond. The first of these is one’s personal value system, which is 

molded by an assortment of influences outside of the workplace, such as race, 

ethnicity, gender, culture, and regional effects. Along with this, one must not 

discount the needs, desires, and generally-accepted stereotypes of the multi-

generational workforce currently at play. Special attention needs to be cast 

towards the Millennial generation, as they represent the workforce of tomorrow. 

Attraction and retention of this working generation is paramount if a firm is to 

remain competitive and sustainable as it moves into the future. This is easy to 

understand, given the number of individuals in today’s workforce who will be 

ready to retire within the next few years. Millennials are seen as an idealistic and 

culturally-diverse cohort that emphasizes civic activity, ethics, work-life balance, 

technological comfort, social networking, and a world without boundaries. They 

truly are depictions of the global citizen who happens to reside in our own 

backyard. With such knowledge in hand, corporations would be remiss to not 

target these unique characteristics and desires within their recruitment and 

retention efforts. This includes affording them opportunities to participate and feel 

connected or engaged with the CSR portfolio of the firm. The same rationale 

should be applied to the Baby Boomer and Gen-X workforce, but with the 

understanding that life-stage realities should be factored into the equation. 

In the end, to further prompt buy-in and execution across the company, the 

CSR agenda needs to form a part of employees’ annual performance objectives. 

Clearly-articulated CSR goals that are both measurable and actionable need to be 

situated alongside employees’ other annual performance objectives (e.g., 
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financial, legal, environmental, health and safety, learning, and development) to 

enhance credibility and relevance. Obviously, the actions need to be position-

relevant, attainable, and developed with an understanding of the impact variables 

at play. Further traction will be realized if these objectives are given more than 

just a symbolic weighting within the performance assessment model. Successful 

achievement of the laid-out objectives should be reflected in the total 

compensation arrangements of the corporation, and they do not necessarily have 

to be financial in nature. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

One limitation of this study was the significant skewness of the responses 

with respect to work climate perceptions. The vast majority of respondents (86%) 

viewed their workplace as mostly autonomy-supportive, which in turn introduced 

sample-size effects when statistical analyses were conducted in the controlling 

work climate zone. If more replies had fallen into the controlling work climate 

zone, this study may have yielded a more balanced assessment. This ‘spread 

profile’ observation highlights the more pressing limitation that social desirability 

bias may be evident, meaning that participants are responding how they feel the 

study (or Enbridge management) would like to see them respond. The same social 

desirability phenomenon may be occurring with respect to reported CSR 

orientations. Low response rates from participants with basic education levels also 

led to a limited statistical analysis around this demographic. The notion that some 

participants may have falsified their true education level (or other responses) in 
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the study must also be considered. Performance of such a maneuver by a 

participant may have been prompted by a belief that provided survey information 

could be individually analyzed and/or tracked back to the individual, either by 

Enbridge or the researcher. However, this was not the case. Overcoming this 

mindset, which may have been prevalent across the test population that chose not 

to participate, could have led to a higher overall response rate to the survey.  

Another restriction encountered was with the work climate assessment 

tool itself. Although the findings appear to indicate that workplace perceptions 

and CSR orientations cannot be directly linked, the study was self-handicapped in 

its make-up. Due to privacy and ethical considerations when polling for personal 

opinions in the workplace, the survey was not able to incorporate other important 

tenets of Self-Determination Theory within its make-up to fully evaluate any 

potential relationships (e.g., autonomy orientation, need satisfaction, competence, 

relatedness, etc.) to CSRO. 

The CSRO instrument that was used may also be limiting a proper 

quantification and depiction of participants’ attitudes towards the construct. The 

original framework identifies the economic dimension alone as being more 

concerned with the shareholder. The sum of the legal, ethical, and philanthropic 

dimensions depicts more of a concern towards stakeholders and society. An 

examination of this study’s CSR inter-item correlations (see Table 5) suggests 

that these traditional groupings should likely be revisited, perhaps due to the type 

of industry that the study explored. Pipeline companies in North America operate 

in a heavily-regulated environment. As such, earnings are put at risk due to 
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increased government intervention, whether through regulatory directives or tax 

increases. An awareness of this context, which in essence connects the economic 

and legal dimensions together, helps explain the observed inter-item correlations 

of this study. The correlation between the economic and legal layers was noted to 

be weaker (i.e., r = -0.168, n = 420, p = 0.001) than the economic/ethical and 

economic/philanthropic inverse correlations (i.e., r = -0.609, n = 420, p = 0.000, 

and r = -0.389, n = 420, p = 0.000, respectively). This could prompt the merging 

of the economic and legal dimensions into a single dimension portraying concern 

for the shareholder to account for this highly influential, industry-specific, 

blended reality. A similar re-examination could be undertaken for the ethical and 

philanthropic dimensions. 

Another limitation associated with the CSRO instrument had to do with 

the questions themselves. Firstly, the set of forced-choice questions that were 

deployed were much more time-consuming to complete as compared to other 

parts of the survey. In the researcher’s opinion, this was the most likely cause of 

the biggest exodus from the survey, impacting participation rates. Secondly, 

participants were only allowed to allocate whole numbers to the four sets of 

statements linked to each question. Provisions could have been made within the 

survey instrument to allow for partial allocations of points, which may have been 

more representative of the personal opinions of participants. The number of 

questions may have also been excessive, as evidenced by the progressive drop-out 

rates of participants witnessed within this section of the survey, prompting the 

researcher to re-examine how many questions are truly needed to accurately 
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capture one’s CSR orientation profile. Lastly, the phrasing of some of the 

statements may have been interpreted as too similar in nature to others, which in 

turn may have impacted the weightings that were assigned by the participant. This 

was potentially the case with two or three questions, where the differentiation 

between the legal-based statement and the ethical-based one may have been 

clouded, and vice-versa. Evidence of this possibility was seen in the factor 

loadings within the rotated component matrix of the 3-factor principal component 

analysis that was performed. To offset this, the CSRO profiles used in hypothesis-

testing could have been calculated without including the replies from these 

specific questions, although impacts to the noted findings were likely to be non-

existent. 

Another limitation worth noting was the direct connection between the 

researcher of this study and the participating company, Enbridge Inc. For 

transparency and ethical reasons, it was clearly revealed within the survey and the 

test population emails sent that the primary researcher of the study was also an 

employee of the company (albeit in a different business unit). Although it was 

clearly stated that the research effort was purely academic in nature and not 

affiliated with any other Enbridge initiatives, one cannot help but wonder if 

participation rates were negatively impacted because of doubts around this 

disclosure. Additionally, survey replies may have once again been skewed 

towards what was deemed desirable (to Enbridge) as a result of suspicions around 

the proclaimed independence of the study. The engagement questions in the 

survey may have added fuel to this fire. Although they were included in the 
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survey as a contingency measure, the statements were similar in scope and 

phrasing to those seen in the annual engagement survey deployed by Enbridge 

Inc. across all of its business units. As such, these questions may have elicited 

further confirmation for participants that this research study was, indeed, an 

Enbridge-sponsored project. 

Lastly, some of the demographic questions may have created a bit of 

confusion in the way they were presented and explained, consequently impacting 

the findings of the study. For example, the worksite was crisply defined in the 

study as either “office” or “field,” and was based on where the participants spend 

most of their daily work hours. Yet, some individuals may work equally in office 

and field settings. Further, selecting office or field for those who work in the 

pipeline control centre may have been a matter of interpretation, as opposed to the 

predefined simple selection offered in the study. Also, other locations and sites 

reflective of an office and/or field setting that were not included as examples in 

the survey may have prompted a mix of replies if they were interpreted 

differently.  

The people responsibility and job function variables may have also 

inspired a collection of inconsistent replies. Although the survey was specific in 

identifying what constituted a “people leader” based on performance review 

execution, these may have been overlooked and/or misinterpreted. Further, 

overlap may have existed in the job function categories, whereby an individual 

could be deemed a supervisor as well as a professional/specialist. Proof of this 

misinterpretation and confusion lies in the noted counts of supervisors and 



 

140 

 

employees, in both the performance review case and the job function case. If 

proper and consistent classification occurred, the totals for supervisors and 

employees would have been the same when both variables were compared; 

however, they were not: 158 participants identified themselves as supervisors and 

262 as employees, as per the performance review methodology, while 100 

identified themselves as supervisors and 320 as employees, as per the job function 

approach. 

The test population may not have been confused by the education level 

demographic, but the distinctiveness of how it was defined in the study may have 

persuaded individuals to either not offer a reply, or worse yet, falsify their 

response. This was mostly of concern for those with high school education or less, 

as the unintended optics of the tiers of replies may have inadvertently placed a 

preference on the technical and academic education levels. A more appropriate 

data collection approach might have been the use of a pull-down list of a wide 

array of education level options to select from. The researcher could have then 

clustered the replies accordingly once the responses had all been received, in 

order to conduct the requisite statistical tests. 

From the perspective of age (generation), the majority of study 

respondents were either from the Baby Boomer of Gen X cohort. Thus, a noted 

limitation was the number of Millennial replies that were collected by the study (n 

= 66). If more Millennial perspectives had been captured, the current findings 

may have been pronounced even further, or conversely, yielded a different 

statistically-based interpretation. Further, the collection of specific life-stage 
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information was not sought by the study. This may have shed further light and 

understanding on the noted generationally-driven CSRO differences that were 

seen.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations for Future Work
†
 

†
 Note: Some parts of this chapter were transcribed from the following journal article: 

Michailides, T.P., and Lipsett, M.G. 2012. Surveying Employee Attitudes on Corporate 

Social Responsibility at the Frontline Level of an Energy Transportation Company. 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. 

 

Summary 

An individual’s attitude towards corporate social responsibility (CSR) can 

be influenced by both workplace-related factors and individually-based 

characteristics (O’Neill et al., 1989; Marz et al., 2003). This concept was used to 

investigate whether work climate perceptions (as defined by Self-Determination 

Theory) influenced the expressed CSR orientations of frontline personnel. The 

study also explored whether the demographic variables of education level and age 

had an effect on the CSR orientations of frontline personnel. The research not 

only sought to build upon the Marz et al. (2003) corporate-individual model, but 

also to extend the findings of O’Neill et al. (1989) by examining whether the 

specific self-characteristics explored were as influential at the frontline level of a 

company as they were observed to be at the boardroom level. Both of the noted 

objectives were investigated amongst frontline personnel of a North American 

energy transportation company who were physically situated in an office or field 

setting in Canada or the USA. 

Mixed results were discovered. Work climate perception on its own could 

not be considered a determinant of one’s CSR orientation within this specific test 

population. This finding was further confirmed when the test population was 

segmented between frontline supervisors and frontline employees and reassessed. 
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That is, it appears as though responsibility levels and/or roles at the frontline do 

not impact the proposed work climate/CSRO relationship. The same conclusion is 

noted when the test population is demarcated based on worksite location (i.e., 

office vs. field), further limiting the envisioned marriage of work climate 

perceptions and CSRO. Assessments of the individual-based characteristics of the 

research leads to the conclusion that education levels at the frontline cannot be 

solely utilized to explain noted differences in CSRO. However, frontline 

generational groups in the workplace do vary significantly in their beliefs 

(opinions) with respect to which responsibilities a corporation should focus on in 

addressing their accountabilities to societal stakeholders. 

Although these conclusions are supported by the statistical findings 

associated with this study, it is crucial to not lose sight of the specificity of the 

landscape that was examined. That is, the data was solely collected from one 

business unit within a single organization, situated in one industry sector, located 

in one region of the world. It would be prudent, academically and from a general 

business-insight perspective, to further this frontline CSRO analysis into alternate 

and varied settings as to broaden the scope of the examination, the associated 

findings and potential implication possibilities. Addressing the noted limitations 

from the previous chapter, in parallel with the forthcoming discussion around 

future research directions, would certainly assist in expanding and furthering the 

knowledge of CSRO at the frontline levels of large corporations, which in turn, 

could help shape strategic business decisions connected to the CSR construct. 
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Potential Future Research Directions 

If future research were to germinate from this study, an update of the 

instruments that were used to gauge personal opinions is recommended. This 

could also include the incorporation of more theory-based concepts within the 

hypothetical model that would be created and eventually investigated. As an 

example, the idea that work climate could affect CSR orientation merits further 

examination with an enhanced research design model that incorporates additional 

principles, variables, and sub-theories found within the realm of Self-

Determination Theory. The same recommendation can be made for CSR, whereby 

the concept is reinterpreted and accordingly modeled based on a more modern and 

all-encompassing representation. The explicit concepts of environmental, social, 

and governance-based responsibility would likely become dimensions of interest 

in a revised interpretation. This reformulation could perhaps even be extended to 

accommodate industry-specific CSR opinions and ideologies. The merging of key 

CSR dimensions is also a possibility associated with model redesign. An 

assessment of the corporation’s CSR performance is also worth exploring, 

especially if internal and external stakeholder assessments are gathered and 

compared to gauge the synchronicity of perspectives. 

Keeping with the theme of evaluation instruments, the development and 

testing of a tool to assess the presence (i.e., existence) and degree of CSR 

mainstreaming within the corporation’s workforce would be of definite interest 

and value for large companies aiming to incorporate CSR on a daily basis within 

their make-up. Additionally, it might be worthwhile to study how the concept of 
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employee engagement is connected to both work climate perceptions and CSR 

orientation, perhaps through statistical path analysis, with employee engagement 

acting as the mediating variable. Employee engagement itself could be broken 

down further into its component parts (i.e., emotional, rational, and behavioral 

engagement), whereby each element is then evaluated from a direct relationship 

perspective to CSRO and/or work climate perception. Alternatively, these sub-

elements could be gauged in terms of their effectiveness as mediating variables 

between work climate perception and CSRO. The concept of engagement (in 

whole or in part) could also be evaluated to determine its capability to act as a 

proxy for need satisfaction, as defined by SDT. If a strong relationship is found, 

this may be one way to overcome privacy concerns in the workplace when 

seeking information connected to personal beliefs and opinions. 

Supplemental investigations exclusively related to this test population, the 

company, and/or the industry domain could include the launch of a follow-up 

survey. A longitudinal assessment of this sort would offer insights into the 

stability of the expressed opinions (i.e., work climate perceptions and CSR 

attitudes) within the business unit. It may also elicit the participation of other 

segments of the frontline population whose opinions were not represented in the 

first survey, as the majority of respondents were frontline employees (not 

supervisors) who worked in an office setting, with an academic education, in 

either the Baby Boomer or Gen-X age group. If timed properly, a follow-up 

survey may be able to establish whether events of significance after the initial 

survey (which could be global, regional, local, and/or industry-specific) have 
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influenced participants’ viewpoints. Building upon this, a launch of the same 

survey within other business units of the company would offer a panorama of 

frontline opinions, which could be used to conduct an assessment of homogeneity 

within the company. Conducting the survey at higher levels within the 

organization (i.e., middle, senior, and executive management) would also afford 

researchers the opportunity to compare how aligned the opinions are from top to 

bottom. At higher levels, sample size is small, and so statistical tests become less 

useful and privacy issues become more fraught with complexity. Peer analytics 

could also reveal industry-based tendencies if the survey were launched within 

other energy transportation companies. It could also be beneficial, from a 

company culture point of view, to measure the CSROs of employees within a 

company that is about to be acquired by another company, and then compare the 

findings to the current CSR sentiment of the acquiring company to establish 

degrees of similarity. 

Expanding upon the demographic variables polled within the study 

represents another opportunity for future work, especially if a researcher is 

seeking to further understand the attitudes of Millennials with respect to work 

affiliation. Tenure within a company, as well as within the industry of interest, 

would offer further insights to the generational findings noted herein, and would 

allow comparisons across various stages of a career, at least for those who work 

within a single industry. If practical, it would be interesting and valuable to 

collect life-stage information from the test population to quantitatively discern its 

impact on each generation. The type of education received (i.e., in either the 
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academic or technical setting), the type of educational institution attended (i.e., 

secular or non-secular), as well as deeper understanding of whether social 

responsibility was introduced and/or integrated into the curriculum are examples 

of noteworthy expansions of the education level variable that could broaden the 

understanding of how it may influence CSR orientation. 

Considering the diversity of the workforce currently in place, as well as 

the diversity expected in the future as the global mobility of labor increases, it 

would be extremely applicable (although likely difficult from a privacy angle, 

when gauged within a corporate setting) to examine the CSRO impacts as driven 

by individuals’ cultural backgrounds and practices. Along the same vein, 

incorporation of participants’ religious affiliations and family structures into the 

model would only serve to enhance CSRO understanding further, whether 

connected to the work climate perception construct or as a standalone assessment.  

To further substantiate the Millennial discussion points offered earlier, it 

would also be interesting to examine this generation’s awareness levels about 

socio-environmental causes in this particular industry, and attitudes regarding 

corporate governance and social (in)justice in future studies connected to CSR 

orientations. This could include awareness derived from technology (e.g., the 

internet) and/or from personal, on-the-ground experiences, involvement, and/or 

observations. Further, comprehension of the direct effects on CSRO caused by 

generational events of significance would help validate some of the stereotypes 

associated with the Millennial generation, including its orientation to CSR. A 

similar evaluation could also be done across the other two generations. The high-
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impact events in question could be local, regional, and/or global in nature, and 

correlated to the timing of the occurrence relative to one’s life-stage. 

 

Contribution 

Generally, the following study sought to extend current knowledge, 

insights, models, and assessment practices related to CSR attitudes (i.e., 

orientations) by investigating a set of variables that had the potential to impact 

individual opinions at the frontline level of an organization. More specifically, it 

examined whether work climate perceptions, education level, and age (i.e., a 

generational perspective) had the potential to influence personal CSR 

perspectives. These notions were investigated across the frontline level of a North 

American energy transportation company, both amongst supervisors and 

employees, as well as in the field and in an office setting.  

The foundation of the research was built upon the understanding that the 

attitude of an individual towards corporate social responsibility could be 

influenced by both workplace-related factors and individually-based 

characteristics (O’Neill et al., 1989; Marz et al., 2003). The intention of this study 

was to contribute to this body of knowledge by focusing on and investigating 

whether the variables of work climate perception (i.e., autonomy-supporting 

versus controlling, as per Self-Determination Theory), education level, and age 

(specifically, generation) directly influenced one’s social responsibility outlook at 

work. In doing so, it sought to extend the Marz et al. (2003) corporate-individual 
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model to further understand what may impact CSR orientations at the frontline 

level of a sample organization. 

This study had originally proposed to add workplace climate perceptions 

to the inventory of corporate characteristics within the model presented by Marz 

et al. (2003) (i.e., albeit in a different industry and organizational layer). This was 

not accomplished. However, noted study limitations and model re-adjustments 

should be taken into consideration if further investigation of this envisioned 

relationship is pursued. 

The second focus of the study explored whether frontline education levels 

and generational differences impacted the personal connection to the four CSR 

dimensions the study was founded upon. The motive behind this element of the 

study was to establish whether these individual-based variables could be added to 

the Marz et al. (2003) model (again, in a different industry and from a frontline 

perspective), and collaterally, to extend the findings of O’Neill et al. (1989) by 

examining whether these individual-based background characteristics are as 

influential to CSR perspectives at the frontline level of a company as they were 

observed to be at the boardroom level. Although education level was not a 

significant contributor to altering CSR perceptions, one’s generational group was 

noted as a very significant driver behind noted differences in CSR orientations. 

This research was conducted in a different industry setting with an 

abundance of diverse stakeholders (internal and external) that employs different 

skill sets and professions, and is situated across a different layer in the 

organizational hierarchy than the research of Marz (i.e., frontline-level energy 
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transportation employees in Canada and the USA, as compared to a German-

based international accounting/consulting firm and its junior and senior 

management staff of auditors, tax, and management consultants). As such, 

extension of the Marz model is clear as the exploration of new variables is 

undertaken for addition to the original model. Yet, the groundwork is also being 

laid for the development of a similar framework in a different industry, at a 

different level in the organization, and across two different countries. 

 

Conclusion 

This survey of frontline employees at a North American energy company 

appears to show that work climate perceptions, on their own, cannot be identified 

as a corporate characteristic that directly influences the orientation of an 

individual toward corporate social responsibility. The survey also indicates that 

attitudes toward CSR are affected by the age of respondents, but not by education 

levels. 

Although work climate perceptions can influence behaviors in a positive 

fashion, it appears from the survey that CSRO may be an inherent attitude aligned 

with one’s value system. This connection was not examined in the study, nor were 

the possible effects that other self-characteristics could have on the proposed 

alignment. 

The focus for the present work has been on the question of whether the 

variables of work climate perception, education level, and age directly influence 

one’s social responsibility perspective at work. A case study was developed and 



 

151 

 

presented, based on a survey of frontline personnel employed by a North 

American energy transportation company. The survey was adapted from a tool 

that has been used for other CSR-related studies. Survey development and 

deployment were described in detail, as a guide to others who may want to 

conduct their own surveys on a sample group. Analysis methods have also been 

explained, so that results can be interpreted with statistical confidence to verify 

(or refute) hypotheses related to employee engagement (i.e., connection) to CSR. 

While the survey tool was useful for examining CSRO, some 

modifications to the method and sample population would be worth implementing 

to understand how CSRO affects different workers and corporate performance on 

economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic grounds. In that way, employees can 

work for companies that they believe in, and companies can operate in ways that 

reflect their stated values with respect to corporate social responsibility, according 

to credible metrics. 

Extrapolating the survey findings beyond the test company’s walls allows 

one to forecast the possible implications to corporate strategy, and industry in 

general. 

A company would be well-served to consider frontline employee 

perspectives when developing and reviewing CSR policies/practices as part of its 

commitment to continuous improvement. A blending of top-down strategic 

reasoning with bottom-up engagement will potentially heighten buy-in, 

connectivity, and embodiment of desired values. This goes hand-in-hand with the 

belief that CSR should not be viewed as an add-on concept to the operational 
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status quo, but rather an integrated approach to conducting business across the 

whole organization, which is synchronized with corporate culture and employee 

expectations. That being said, human resource departments would need to 

formally include CSR objectives within the performance management process to 

emphasize its importance right alongside employees’ roles, responsibilities, and 

annual operational targets. In essence, this process of CSR integration is no 

different than company-wide initiatives such as worker safety and product quality 

improvement. 

It has been suggested that a socially-responsible culture and working 

environment is an attractive intangible corporate asset to attract, retain, and 

engage the workforce. With the heightened scrutiny and media attention North 

American pipeline companies have been receiving in recent years, it is in their 

best interest to be seen as socially-responsible corporations. Attention to the 

stakeholder landscape will not only assist in progressing a strategic agenda, but it 

can also be leveraged to attract and retain the high-quality, motivated workforce 

needed to deliver this strategy, through a positive societal reputation. This will no 

doubt require a more proactive and directed communication strategy tied to an 

organization’s non-financial successes and initiatives. This is important for 

internal and external stakeholders, and will be something of a paradigm shift for 

some industries. Future work may be undertaken by others to consider the public 

policy implications of CSR orientation. 

Considering the upcoming demographic changes of employees, from the 

viewpoint of staff attraction and retention, companies need to pay close attention 
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to the CSR messages they cast. A carefully-crafted and relevant CSR policy can 

help ensure maximum connection with increasingly diverse socio-demographic 

groups, as well as other stakeholders of the company, from government policy-

makers, to citizens who may be affected by operations, to interested non-

governmental organizations who may advocate for particular social values. If 

done correctly, the CSR platform can evolve into an intangible asset of 

importance for companies to compete more sustainably across many strategic 

fronts.  
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Appendix B: Ethics Review Proposal 
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Appendix C: Presentation to Enbridge Management 
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Appendix D: Survey Introduction Email 
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Appendix E: Survey Invitation Email 
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Appendix F: Survey Reminder Email 
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Appendix G: Survey Closure Email 
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Appendix H: Survey Reply Summary Analysis 

 

  

Date Survey Replies Cummulative Replies % (indiv) % (cumm)

01-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0% Survey Introduction sent to Test Population

02-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

03-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

04-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

05-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

06-Jun-10 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

07-Jun-10 195 195 35.6% 35.6% Survey Invitation sent to Test Population

08-Jun-10 58 253 10.6% 46.2%

09-Jun-10 32 285 5.8% 52.0%

10-Jun-10 18 303 3.3% 55.3%

11-Jun-10 10 313 1.8% 57.1%

12-Jun-10 1 314 0.2% 57.3%

13-Jun-10 1 315 0.2% 57.5%

14-Jun-10 112 427 20.4% 77.9% Survey Reminder sent to Test Population

15-Jun-10 18 445 3.3% 81.2%

16-Jun-10 7 452 1.3% 82.5%

17-Jun-10 4 456 0.7% 83.2%

18-Jun-10 7 463 1.3% 84.5%

19-Jun-10 2 465 0.4% 84.9%

20-Jun-10 3 468 0.5% 85.4%

21-Jun-10 80 548 14.6% 100.0% Survey Closure sent to Test Population
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Appendix I: Principal Component Analysis & Scree Plot (Work Climate) 
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Appendix J: N-factor Scree Plot (CSRO) 
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Appendix K: 3-factor Rotated Component Matrix (CSRO) 

 

  



 

244 

 

Appendix L: Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COUNTRY Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q1: I work for Enbridge in the following country:

CANADA 305 72.6

USA 115 27.4

Total n = 420 100.0

WORK SITE
* Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q2: I spend most of my daily work hours in the:

FIELD 146 34.8

OFFICE 274 65.2

Total n = 420 100.0

PEOPLE RESPONSIBILITY
* Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q3: I conduct at least one (1) annual performance

review of a full-time Enbridge employee:

TRUE = SUPERVISOR 158 37.6

FALSE = EMPLOYEE 262 62.4

Total n = 420 100.0

JOB FUNCTION (x4) Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q4: My job at enbridge can best be described as:

ADMINISTRATIVE/CLERICAL = ADM 37 8.8

FRONTLINE EMPLOYEE = FRNT 106 25.2

PROFESSIONAL/SPECIALIST = PRO/SPC 177 42.1

SUPERVISORY = SUPRV 100 23.8

Total n = 420 100.0
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JOB FUNCTION (x2)
†* Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

ADM + FRNT + PRO/SPC = EMPLOYEE 320 76.2

SUPRV = SUPERVISOR 100 23.8

Total n = 420 100.0

TENURE Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q5: I have been working at Enbridge for

(respond in years or months):

< 2 YRS 62 14.8

2 - 5 YRS 191 45.5

6 - 10 YRS 55 13.1

11 - 20 YRS 59 14.0

≥ 21 YRS 53 12.6

Total n = 420 100.0

EDUCATION LEVEL
* Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q6: My level of education can best be

described as:

BASIC 32 7.6

POST SECONDARY (TECHNICAL) 123 29.3

POSY SECONDARY (ACADEMIC) 265 63.1

Total n = 420 100.0

AGE (GENERATION)
* Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q7: I was born in the following year:

BABY BOOMERS OR EARLIER (≤ 1965) 178 42.4

GEN-Xers (1966-1980) 176 41.9

MILLENIALS (≥ 1981) 66 15.7

Total n = 420 100.0
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† - No question asked (i.e., based on the findings of the JOB FUNCTION (x4) 

question) 

* - Variable is used in the testing of hypotheses 

 

  

GENDER Frequency (f ) Percent (%)

Q8: Gender:

FEMALE 131 31.2

MALE 289 68.8

Total n = 420 100.0
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Appendix M: SPSS Output (CSRO Profiles) 
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Appendix N: SPSS Output (Hypotheses P1–P3) 

P1: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 
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P1: ONE-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P1: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 
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P1: ONE-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 
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P2 (a): TWO-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 
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P2 (a): TWO-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P2 (a): TWO-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 
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P2 (a): TWO-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 
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P2 (b): TWO-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 
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P2 (b): TWO-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P2 (b): TWO-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 
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P2 (b): TWO-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 
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P3: TWO-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 
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P3: TWO-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P3: TWO-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 

 

  



 

267 

 

P3: TWO-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 
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Appendix O: SPSS Output (Hypotheses P4–P5) 

P4: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 

 

  



 

269 

 

P4: ONE-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P4: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 
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P4: ONE-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 
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P5: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ECONOMIC) 
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P5: ONE-WAY ANOVA (LEGAL) 
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P5: ONE-WAY ANOVA (ETHICAL) 
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P5: ONE-WAY ANOVA (PHILANTHROPIC) 

 

 


