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Environmental management is receiving much attention in business and practiced into business
strategy. This article aims to explore the relationship concerning the environmental consciousness,
institutional groups and environmental management. The objective is to examine whether the
environmental consciousness affect the environmental management. A useful framework proposed
by Garriga and Melé (2004 ) who argue that the most relevant CSR theories and related approaches
are focused on one of the following aspects of social reality: economics, politics, social integration
and ethics (see also Carroll 1999 ) .

Owing to lack of a theories-integrated research to discussion these four groups, it motivates us
to conduct an exploration into the impact of environmental consciousness on environmental
management. This paper also attempts to apply the institutional theory to shed the light on the
potential impact of environmental management. From stakeholder view, it argues that corporate
implement friendly environmental management will gain reputation capital, identify more
opportunities for cooperation and attract customers. Thus, this article also explores how the
environmental management creates competitive advantage.

The findings suggest that institutional motives have a decreasing competitive advantage
because the poor environmental management. However, political-based, integrative-based and
ethical-based motives create a sound and equitable environmental management so as to gain the
competitive advantage. Otherwise, the pressures originated from environmental legislation and
consumers bring forth environmental promotion, but an improper regulation restrains the
germination of integrative conscience. Specially, ethical-based motives demonstrate management
commitment in engaging and training employees at all levels to meet environmental goals and
objectives, and offer green countertops and eco-friendly products and practice environmental
responsibility in our operations, thus they acquire overwhelming competitive advantage.

The most contribution in this study is we start the research from the environmental
consciousness, institutional groups and environmental management, also deliberate the theories
including economics, politics, social integration and ethics. We also extend our research to stretch
the direct and indirect effects of different institutional pressure resources on environmental
management. We believe the research with integrated design could not only make a breakthrough in
our findings but also offer academics for future research directions to do comprehensive analyses.
The research could offer valuable theoretical importance and referred value in the research of
environmental issue management.

Keywords: Environmental Consciousness, Environmental Management, Competitiveness,
Institutionalization, institutional theory
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Tk X g F EaEBES L L 04§ xapes (Preston and Post, 1975) 2 .

Savage (1991) R #=f2 413 B % 4 3% (normative stakeholders theory) 2% » B P &
R

%Wﬁ:iwiﬁ'ﬁ’d?kﬁwﬂﬁ HEE LRI HEETRAIRR A
RS iﬁ/gq‘m’fi\’f'&g“’\‘m}i’fﬁ" %jil’f’ﬁl‘#—/j—ai’rﬁ épFRzZ‘”Tp’fTF&@T/?A
ﬂ;r’ﬁg”ﬁg,rﬂ iig*ﬂf@ﬂ,;f«fpfg‘i% ujgfgg(a&mj a2t a”‘i’f FooE

5 » B3 &A@ 5 Wartick and
Cochran(1985)m¢ iﬁ* € ‘if*if’i”' ’ *ﬂﬁi”"}ﬁ@ TEFEAREFTEDRAE FREAETE
v AL € 7 RauEAe T 2 AL € RAE T B B o f 12 > Wood (1991) #-¢ ‘3)1’-7r__ &
APEL S HEBDRD] S T E B AE B F AL R BRSPIT BB G o T 3
FABRIEEFE A (Frans Paul van der Putten, 2005) - Efdrdefrin @ 12 B 24 > @ HiF
ERGR s VS I L7 S S SR E AU Fn, R A EAR > Bl
oL F AP R T e /%i A€ 7 F o " FETY O FEEGRAREEE S 0L F
ERAITMGEANE FEAME ORI FTY J‘!?'J%" B2 A 2 23k 5 i'}ﬁ’isljﬁrBuysse and
Verbeke (2003) 12414 B o ~ (Stakeholders) e & K JIE B 4 i d T REPBEL
¥k g o

Ji%ﬁﬂ% mW”?-Eﬁ4;%&é%i’méii%ﬂ§%ﬁ4ﬂ§@%%§
$4 o P AT e 2 P4l

4. ;g 4614323 (Ethical theory)

AL “%“*ﬁ%%ﬁmﬁwﬁﬁsﬁaw%oaﬂ@aﬁmbéﬁLﬁé
TR P e AT - Freeman (1984) M £ £ AN FHR A EEF RN 22T LG F R
Hooo@ B G2 @3 B % 4 (the legitimate stakeholders) § F - i& XAk € s 2 ¥R (77
THEMGEA) 2 F fo @ 22 L 2 415 - Donaldaon and Preston (1995) -+ #% ) 445
41 i’f B A T2 (normatlve stakeholder theory) *» 358 2 3R 12 B 14 4 £ £ 2 4 »2eh

T T 2R e B2 AN cR T3 e B A SBWE G &y o] -Donaldson ¢
Davis ** 1991 ﬁﬁ F ?}“’fﬁ (stewardship theory) - 333 532 A & & E e bR 0 i
Tt > 3 HBARBE LI HELEPHBE AL [ 5 BE PR EHRHER
Rk BT MG o T 4 £ ¥ 175 i@ $t (absolute) & R @ %‘Jé’d %E? (Universal
Rights) Iﬂ';ﬂﬁnz&r,\:ﬁ’f % (Sustainable Development) #£4 > izt e A ARE VR 2B/ 15 -
BE IR bt i oS IR 5 A F E Y SR B A - R
HEEI B e f A 2 00 E Ry <nf%l;i DG kg e XFFEME > § 1219878
* G# iR+ (Bruntland Report) Z * & » H g &3t p RBEBE FHZAEF T o 1S

3Preston and Post (1975) o & FEAET T pRapg  Carroll (1979) AL ¢ § iz w B ok e & % Ackerman
(1975) % Sethi (1979) & % ig‘% I‘H’%ﬁ%

R E T B %A (stakeholder ) GAp ¥ EFRIT L A A HRT JIT M BB A SR T e 5N 30
TR A R IR B R A o p3RAIT B TR 4 (internal stakeholders) hdp it g E P 1 PR EdeG £ F G YR
Jﬂz v ¢ 3R NFE g*fr’i L% o gl %4 (external stakeholders) Gipdr b EFy FAEPIT M GY
EFIAEE -~ BB - I —"f SFCR S 2§ ¥ 3 AR % - 4 oo O'Riordan and Fairbrass  (2008) 7 4 141
THGRA S g7 B _.%k A A R AR A 2 B

6

)



Elkington (2006) =~ £ /& 33 = & A& (Triple Bottom Line) > H p &8 # & 12 vk j& & 4R
> PR s Ao pAFr e (Financial ) <08 - 24 (Single Bottom Line) #f v » 4v » ifdF 22 @
FAEFT A2 A2 FAAEw (Social) 1 2 :a‘.#ﬂﬁ IR EER Ao R RS RSLE R P
%78 (Environment) & % - Henriques and Sadorsky (1999) i&- # #& &' & £ % B G h i
TR ARAEEEFTEHRFLAER R EFLE O NFROTEBRELNR -

LT ﬂ\lif—' #-rl
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g
e
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1%“
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b
5=

K\

>~

]

e BIEGRPEE L 3G Ef 0 DL G REF AFLFINERAE T E (dra R
“}'J%’ﬁe? A 27 R A TEARIEIE ) FFo RIS i"ﬂ mHP 2~ Wk
W E 1 o g2 fREells (1960) frCarroI (1999) X35 P Az -k B §F E7 » £ & ik ¢ 7
Z_— > fe LLF li’*ﬁ%*klﬁf&,’ﬁ'g ~ B figfrg %\. [EREN NI YT )fgffj-ﬁ s B %ﬁi—ﬁ_‘%ﬂ_
7az2ERE i %E——Hm#g I ika@“‘mﬁ;#&x’ » iz Menguc etal. (2010) i 5k &
¥R EFTRRBIF PR ZET J”ﬁ *xmﬁﬁz»*‘z’ﬁ EREHEFEINZEL T E 2
o Tt AP Y E T gfg' o h AEAE H L—I%i'ﬁ? PR HFE oL E
e THRINTIFAL A

o # \T-\‘
‘Fr.

S-N \"‘
Qo

FrREL CHBLEFIRFEIDwPI 2 PR FELIR AL B s FEE P
BEAERPBTELR?

() ®REFRERL RS

Aaker (1984) o5 s BH L FRGRLH L b3 Br T A S HgE > 2R
P Wekis in;&%‘hu,p FomiEid s (1) 239 FehbégEas5%, (2) 2§54 i;éi
PRz FRE; (3) 5 #F K2R EF Vt’*ﬁ‘ingtmp Flig i o o3 g lﬁ.%ﬁip ESLE
FaR AL I Bt M RAF I 22N o ¢ o sy %%‘Lmﬁﬁé
# & %2 7] 4 A% >z (Porter, 1980; Coyne, 1986; Wright and McMahan, 1992 ) - Porter ( 1985 )
A B A F A R R PR A EY B R o A R BR L E R
%%%”iﬁﬁﬁﬂ’%ﬁ@umﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁ%%?&é%%@ﬁfﬁﬁ@dg%
= A i g% o Barney (1991) Rlin i sRE B E g é’p’#ﬁéﬁvﬁ IR = 2h i M G EIE )
A d e EABEAAR AR ARG A ARY ‘Fﬁ’ P @2 SRR AL b e *‘j {JJ%B""E’
HEAp s {v; o frdes g f?i‘ﬁcfﬁ ot Porter (1985) 23 § ¥ & 4 5 &2 ,\53‘ w
H & & Me S B4 Wright and McMahan (1992) ~ g p s ipf a4 i it & %Lé
“iamdt,m%m(m%)ﬂﬁ¢$ F+ﬁz LSRR S LRt
ek > B L ERPF- LaERE > T L % g B4 - Prahalad and Hamel (1990)
27 Barney (1991) @ #-3s ek *Eﬁ'lfv’v’ﬁt BEF 3“’..,:":"%’4%'3 o2 AE @I LY
Wk 4 L0 S HRT R R L S EE B2 FTAS N 4 A S B4 L # (Collis and
Montgomery,1995) - Dodgson (1993) i&- # 1 5k e faE = 4% A (2 G B4 > 10 e Fg
BERL 2 AR GY PR 2 2 P2 - o Porterand van der Linder (1995) &%+ 29 H_
R E N F IR R AT R A IR ,%gri T Z:}iﬁfﬂ G (offset) ZRiw L ) s

SV ER SWIETED NI SRR @@%ﬁ BIRTET F R 0g > LD ps G AR
HopFer pR7% o Shrivastava (1995) j&_% ,?fumﬁ;gw DOVITO #5°> 2 3M 272 4 B3

FyomPZa @ 1972 & 5w BT RRAEA & VITO arf "B iv i a BEEF DRH o #1121

”TJ VITO #5547 >V (Vision) T2 @it agg g 5 | (Inputs) 2 & & »~ 5 T (Through) rigi& 64z ;
O (Outputs) T ) o
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R AR R Ry AF R FHRR PR
o S R

F7FA2 RELBEHRE LD
FrRES REIRLTEERE §Eia 5 it 2 L gg o
(z) MH12H (P2 EEHAHR) 2R FR

",f T REL A AESE LS MPIHA RS g TN a2 3R E - Richter (2011)
RAFEFRLEFT L DA B FRAS G Y Scott (1992) 4p AR AL 5 AL
g B iR A4 - _ﬁ. E";F‘q Fxpe ‘—"v]:# v s FRE AR g}-h_ N ““' vk g #3‘5;‘\“”“"?#3}‘-"
B 1o R FFRARP oA B & 153 = 5 Orru, Bighart and Hamllton(1991)’;\ Fop A
FH B FENBARTFIARRRFE e RS o N2 B g ERD A Fam*ﬂ]r#o ] pL
*F?%@“ﬁ“%ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁ%’Fiﬁ%%ﬂ%?%¢¥§?§WW¢ BEARR o AT
+ & &8 7 (neo-classical economics) AT 2 FEP R RS R é\ A% & 3 dh
(Friedman, 1970) - 2k » 84322 (institutional theory) FriFERE X LR LS S Y E
E'ﬁ—’ AT E A hk B o réff;%%c'i“’ﬂ hIRFI T B R A 2 R F R LI T A
% (Hoffman 1997 ) - A "grk w3 Bangwie » § £ 9112 Fﬁg A LA -f‘rl!_;gf% AEEA Y
T]X[:?; 13 B A 1235 (stakeholders theory) i % » L_IFLA Y RBEY > fEC G
HFI5 & %r} SHERESMERA S EER TR A (Freeman 1984) o jif ¥i5 ¥ en
BB B L~ B3 R A ERR ffmiﬂifjféglﬁ‘”ﬁﬁ?rﬁi?ﬁq e K
EFEAIT MR #B/%e'fﬁ%”% PR PRPER L ¥ 5Y 2 # 2 F - Berry and Rondinelli
(1998) ‘5‘-‘@ W Gy > JIT M A s ﬂ*i«%ﬁ F A5 - R fE B TR K v PR
4 055‘1@11(1996)A Jfﬂ”" ) ;1;4:73«);?]:?%1‘*41’1‘1@4 \} » H A& \}ﬁ%‘* ER R RTE o
7 Henriques and Sadorsky (1996) t4= § = @ fh ikrc il 2 113 B 05 4 BB fhens gk o e 010
TR A JIFT,z HeBA S FEEGRA R R IR E N PRA > F B TRER
Bl E L Aph o Bt FRERFEmEEIE M B e gr Rz {1 H
ARG 4 & 0 A A w #ém‘?@c) ook > 3RE A (1996) RiR EFE S RS PRk
B FAIEM AL DR SR SR R R RRRERS  SHEEE AR
BAs TR REIRE 2 £ FRAS R 4 4 o § T RREE% (resource dependency theory, RDT) 3% 7
g H ARBE > B ERRE A R By E > X2 Fp i
a0 374 R 2% (Neo-institutional theory) if 12 3255 % SUNCR Yk A Rt Tk
ﬁee+7@4,éx g7$m‘%#*gﬁﬂﬁ°&m(NM)% V% = BEE
sz 4 (Pillars) —& #141& ~ RFEFIR ~ &2 i uml R

1. 441 & (regulatory dimension )

%W%E{%ﬂkeﬁ%WXAm’aﬁéé ey
PRE e B TR S F A R
#Jﬁ L o Weber (1924) 5324 e 4 > & 3 —g
E IR ehi7 5 5 @ DiMaggio and Powell (1983) dp %% 3 B4 £ 4 & enfplisd] ~ £ £ o
%fd_;ﬂwhe*ﬂj;hﬂﬁﬂe,z%"'? %ﬁhﬂ ”ﬂfr°ﬂ&’ 7S
SR I VR M 5t 1 A *ﬁeﬁﬂiﬁefwﬁfﬂm’—e Yk A

FgrzEn e gl de B R 3F T 4t 8 L #F - Kostova (1999) ;}F, E-R1E10E 8
TR ﬁmﬁuﬁ/z (Rl %ﬁ” HAEF T (7 2 DA H @ anim 5 o F)P » AFF
IR T & CHEFE T kB b 2 2 & (laws) ~ 42 (regulations) fricfisc

#‘g\'bimm/z‘iﬂd,, Lo T;\J}i‘f
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YW bl ok oW
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i (government policies) » H ¢ v Mt f £ZFHB FE2Z (75
2. 4.4~ & (normative dimension )

fﬁ»%’ﬁ'}i{%‘%‘d i%’ '*ﬁﬁ%%i&%lg-%‘ﬂ} LA e %\(mﬁ Lo dept s %‘ig‘}*ﬂ""'z‘ﬂ} 2

E\' AR o FEAAEE FFEHR PN o pSEEA ARG P B AN (FER

R RIS % gl - PREAATE S S ek § F RS %#amwiﬁiﬁﬁﬂ
{3 i 4R R § 20 vk A (Parsons, 1961) - %‘T%J%\Scott (2001) 2 5844 2 71
i’ér‘m%¢\~xpv_u£;§z}o%$ﬂﬂ me g THE, A TRE I%]E’Jl&#ﬂt“g
¢ foen- BREA > @ I—J-E.“?"J | K%'%m""f?-i\‘{?@t“ﬁ%‘ ;f,}t—j_,pmﬁ; ]
fﬁfﬂ—?%‘ﬂ 51% fF fdeie i2 7 - Kostovaand Roth (2002) 325 %4 & % & pe 41 5 B B fenif &
Bs A RE S AMATLRTE BT RE DAL R SBREFEROR
e pES dE s PEAL g R E > TR AT A BRS FE o BT PR HE GG o
P FALE A L LR AR AR AR B I BEE AIATR S LR kP M
EEFIRBEREED -

&ll'mﬂ% ‘h@

3. % it a4 & (cognitive dimension )

LR (Greertz and Douglas ) 1+ % 4+ ¢ g+ ( Berger and Meyer and Zucker ) 7] 3s 3 1]
e ftipdrs AW TR E ) e FMOR I ME oAb g HER VB - Skt £
F oo LA R Adp A BRI TR {%*ﬁﬂ ARE P s B R E SR R IR fE
MR ARGIRATE RN ERTE RS EF B A A BRDFL o 2 AR L a4 g P e
it & % B 4p i (Jepperson, 1991 ; Scott, 2002 ) - Ahlstrom, Young, Nair and Law (2003) 3% 3%
v fLnaré 450 BaLzil N K d o H R G e h%gxnv % (convention) ~ 2 & #9733
oz  Hp|¥2 3 % - Markus and Zajonc (1985) in i ~ iR F ) R W ot A ¥TH 3
SRk ¢ TR SLATZ B o $ Y RIS A T 0 BF B anfiiRT o B B Lbi} wE

FARB G S F R R pF EFERTALE R o

“‘3”“ ﬂﬂ\-

301 HRHz AL E AR A

5% P FHH R e F R AT R
PRI A A %E‘ 4 en At € 5a ] 4 WG
L % i o B
B8 12 Meh i L e hac el
i SR E B nEow ¥ ibleni 5 8 5k
& AH R Rl ﬁﬁ%ﬁ. SR s E = N r g
G R AAERF A EKE R e gk E
AL g7 A iR W EH NG LR A€ E AL A€ P
i R % 8 2 3E ﬁwﬁﬁwﬂ
7[‘."’_ g “é"*ﬁ ﬁ‘;ﬁ; ,h ~-""~'+E 4 ,:“E .,“VALQ\; ’}'g A l’fu =3 Tﬁ‘_#ﬁ IJJ ]v} _'ZE?
1 & {22 i B F i e ok EE AT RY
TE ARG AR AR &ﬁﬁﬁ\mwgw&_g%ﬁ‘
WA V(N TE R JE S N F AL L . S .
Mg pamy o DRCEEICAGE TR YRR
S EARE N FREER R

7 &k R : Richard W. Scott (1994 )



Delmas and Toffel (2004) i& * pt - BLA ~ 478 ~ % B 7 ¥ 4% 71SO 140017 35 ¢ 12 %
% (environmental management system, EMS) =és #] » # Eﬁag F kB e kB e
Ak d g B P 71S0 140017k 3 F Ik Scnd AB I F o Flpt o AT PR OT IR
i

R RGBS A E A 2 F ] R v R A R R )
? 55 9

T IR EER
BRI R AR LR R ERRLA RE

P
#XMeyer and Rowan (1977) Rl 5 B ‘%IJ\;% EARERIE:E: F N o P =P o B
HisgmFl gz (s R8emBoded 2 EhFF Ap > L2 5 %%‘?M‘J ® 5 ( Neo-institutional
theory) o #7#|& 7% (Neo-institutional theory) FHBRER ’E_.?T%‘i N
ERR G FELRS S i”~%7%m‘%#*’ﬂwwnuﬂ;ﬁwﬁﬁnaggﬁmﬁﬁ
»ed o @ AALE & & £ 12 (Tolbert and Zucker, 1983) - Oliver (1991) RI3%5 ik g ¥

FIRBAPFEALTAGEL D B ROER I RMIIRS U S BT L A
EEawgzr G &4 khaok F ,,L:kgzsj»ﬂw/ % 1 (legitimacy ) £ % SRR ~P§H'J§é”

f
Phit ot vh s PR Ah M H p Y 2B TR o JRL R BT R P AT P
r’fﬁ EiEME R P ERERFIRRERT %ﬁ LIEE e A AT '&'ﬁg_l?‘/r' v T
LR HIRRE 0 @ & B4R R A5 (institutional isomorphism ) - DiMaggio and Powell (1983 )
dp d15s e ) (coercive isomorphism) ~ % #L§ 4 (normative isomorphism) - % & 2
(mimetic isomorphism) % = faf a;it ch4 £ S WAIVRA 2 chfl#H > 2= AR A0 s £
BARELFE oo (e F g R RN e LR 2 AR kAR AR 0 o

EFHEE IR AR R R R RS P RS F L F
FEAR AR AR T F G ':‘v?ﬁ:"l)iziﬁfﬁ (context) p e
= B4 &k A5 (isomorphism) 3 % (DiMaggio and Powell,

%ﬁﬁlz:_;m;:;f; ’ J./E
&

1‘# S
1983)

NP RE
(=) L

#5723 o Garriga and Melé (2004 ) ”Lra‘% M1 B s o s FEMEGERESR
FREFT ERRAAIY > CERBEEAZBRELIIANRBEFEZPE A3 F ok
A ?ﬁ*%kmﬁ?Fwﬁa’mfﬁ ﬁ%ﬁm LEJ g Pﬂéﬁiﬁﬁ‘
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BIEP AT 0 AFETHEYRBERTE c BEFIRL I T o8 LS Bigy (27T%8
73% ) 71??—"&“’ EFRHFAR W EREIEL G ENA o A ARSI O F Y B RS +
A & RE T 2 rﬂ—% §FR A 0548209442 B > F 051 0 R AR RAAL G E A
»ck o @ 2 % 4w Cronbach’s o 8 /1 %70.83520974> # A 2 A p L5 4% b Fit» Ao B
MEAP - RPAFE - ApM 2 L FIZ M G R Glic W43

Bt ;VEPlEAR 0 A fF“#Uﬁ%'é‘fliF' [ BliR & > S FT - F & '%?lfé‘}'r— 2B iRgE
ARA I FRELF TR R AR EEFF N RF L

F
L3 & TR ARME fadcsr DR fhdk

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
1.1 &2 ¥ 1@ % 0914
2. ¥ o M ™ % 05767 0.872
3. & 1 1™ % 05700 0.656  0.835
4. 16 2 % -04687 07337 0.706°  0.931
5. % 1 4 st -0464° 0617 0585 07927  0.953
6. i % % »z -0349° 05227 05277 0669  0.856 0.940
7.% 8 % &£ 4 0351 0.362° 0485 0655  0.687 05267  0.974

(1) Héam s 5 7 R ¥k Cronbach’sa & o
(2) *H & iE 10%% & -k & 5 **8 4 if DOokg &R ;5 *** N L :F 1%% K& -
(2) Pz %%

LRiFEL®

RypHd1 B s junl s BFEMEERMEr X f ¥R EF TRHAH 477 45
PP T A fE )~ TgaEas ) ~ THIZMBAREE, 3 TEERBEWR, A

EIREE LR 0F e EANOELE N
(1) 12 pm:mdfms om i f] 5

Singhapakdi, Vitell, Rallapalli and Kraft (1996 ) %5 G &E 4 € F EFrahd & 4 K7
i A2k ‘F“’ i e— B %] F o A7 7 #- Kraft and Jauch (1992 ) 2 Axinn, Blair, Heorhiadi
and Thach (2004 ) e»" 5@ ¢244 € + iz 324 (the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility,
PRESOR) |, 4z %A et 32 T A BmeE: 2 F5B M > AL ¥2 4 5318 P 55K
% mﬁ_&;—x Pt R R ERB ENFEA A ZJIE > B PE R wE S
BB EE2 P2 AL IR HALE F Er R R A AR LA AT A
BN iﬁ“%%’ﬂ i 4p B ?/f?v P UEI B AR o B S BN g s dFE & (Likert
scale)> B A RFEHIRES T4 FAAARARE A BAXF (E Kl A7 T20 *at PRE
BBTA 4o T2 RFR o

(2) FostEam  fFE LA
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Davenport (2000) 2 84 1= < & ’;’gu g ~ T & ;‘c{@_}g‘? gE>3 7L T
féié%]%’ ‘-le-—'a&i« élF- Bxf‘f;—,—fﬁfgu—_é‘r_a g‘i";;7 v}ﬂl_g Moz & #a '»ﬂ;l‘;ﬁ}%},@;é
ﬂ:t"ﬁﬁm& g_;}éfevgi,u7 g a@—,gfrgéﬁmbﬁa?fﬁ?g,a/\ig‘u&ﬁ i*:}f%’\p:’if}j
BEHYEE = o *\P’“%U Davenport (2000) = * #6 5 A # > %762 § M &% 22§

1\#gfﬁévfk’v“‘”ﬁ‘,§f#3‘w#\l%\ 5 U R s g B - ir.jmi;%é%ﬁ%oﬁ“‘*m}%
ach - BE N enZ o8 4 (Likertscale) P A FEEIRSS L > B AAREAR A K
AR I EBRMLIY > AT TEFIRR BB &7 TEFTRR

() FeMHmEHbL IR RALEK

$E RG> -5 * Kraft and Jauch (1992) 2o Migm@esiat ¢ fizsns £ 47 2 > ST M

=

CREBERZ o T MG RS RAP LR T IR ARER S ST P B

’éﬁ’ﬁl BEE R -~ FHEA CBRAZICEMAIERIETF YR R E S R
QPG EFARe 2R LA E hB P o p % m,@g,u4+g§gﬁ;;g‘_q;ﬁ,}g
A2 TRIEELEER o PN S gV enZ s 3§ £ (Likertscale) o 4, & A7 2 81 48 3F -

kg STARM Y RIS R CEG ERAEL o7 A LR AR %’Fa@ o A BLEES <
a,ﬁﬁwag%A%uvaﬁ AR DB E s M T3 MG
BEpl s dofEa R g R M 0t fEM 0o A RETRE EARGEAME T T kR
A B RS g:T—A,\ ) Pa,&yfj_)iékrs LBARR CERMIAS AT TEF AR O RBTA
7 T22F¥FR -

(4) FRLDH £ ERE

e

i

AL

B 1R B M IRPTR B F 47 & (procative environmental management ) (\Weaver,
Trevino, and Cochran, 1999) > i&m R & £ kB FH 2 ¥ & (Greeno and Robinson, 1992;
Schlegelmilch, Bohlen and Diamantopoulos, 1996 ; Chen, Lal and Wen, 2006; Porter and van der
Linde, 1995 ; Sadorsky, 1999) - &yt L &7 » £ ¥ ;175 FHZEBRIK > LEORBRRT 2
B E > FERFER S A2 %L%Upiab TH T RRERSCFREIVAREE
it o ARG KL AT Y uChang (2011) #r N2 B EME F 5 BRyp o BT 0 UF DL
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Ao fp RARE AR S & BB AR B .&13;1& v Ao TR, BB AT AT TEYE

r_r_"l

2. BB E I
BRI F LR B 54 ISOL4031 % B o™i - H L - A HERPER i T
kLo p T H R @E’ﬂiﬁ ;,,L REIRE i 7 BRI B IR 0k L o 1ISO14031 73 Tk B

% P dn ( Environmental Performance Indicators, EPIs) - @ EPIx ¥ & % ¢ 125 »dp 1
( Management Performance Indicators, MPIs )% i % *:#F, #%( Operation Performance Indicators,
OPIs) - a‘*ﬁﬁ?_ﬁ_#&ﬁ Pl s gt 284 A% B ﬂmyﬁ o Shoend (7 ko &
RS KA~ RPEENRER LR EETEETR (%‘J—ﬂu F4) o Ft o AITE
B AREFERPEGR (F) RPEF G R KISy (2 kB ~F 22§ V)
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et 2 ﬂﬁi%i‘i’ﬁfl‘% oo AT B g AR I R L A
Bk B4R E F A% 5 FN RN * A ﬁﬁ?/#~ﬁ*mﬁwgﬂ**“miﬁ£
HERLw B L EE S 6 hn e PR SR FRRBRRFES 0 FAREERFE
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- 2. FILYox alp L/ e N e .f.E’.:F‘« E T o
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355 B R

#A g% (competitive advantage) At % 3 & L 4 0 g £ EF TR E R0 LR
£

LU SRAF IR EL TG o g L BN R pFE R A
en.4 »x( Porter, 1980; Coyne, 1986; Wright and McMahan, 1992 )- & g4 chiim 2 44 Suhong

Li, Bhanu Ragu-Nathan, T.S. Ragu-Nathan, S. Subba Rao (2006) 2. € # » ¢ 7 W /= & »
@#?1ﬁ\25¢4%\Pﬁ%%%ﬁﬁoL“+’ﬁF*ﬁ$%CManB)W%

SHEANBER R SIRB ST PR btiﬁ, Fro L HIRRE R TR 4~ R 4

FEWR AR GHAS T LR R FoRE - BT A E Y 5
PR =85 L1 - ¥ L BR G B EERIFNT R BT A4
Kk oo @ jEE 3 n’ﬁ"-im’f KBS XA F P ERSMAEAGE  ZE AR - B
Fenz o8 4 (Likert scale) » faiepR & £ 9w LA LS R AR AR A HPAXE
B A1A s A7 T22F 2 B R ,ﬁ,\rg%.b?g b

v}}»ﬁn@a
’

\8

fé_

e F» i FN &
. oml ok oy gﬂ

4. 8 B R

Wi RIFGREATATE D RS AR B B D ER 0 NS MRS YL
1Y F AT S ES D - 378423 (Neo Institutional Theory) Ao QB FEE AF
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& £ R tiE i K
< gJFE*“@“ Fed GR pRE
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The Influence of Manager’s Moral Philosophy on Corporate Donation Decision

ABSTRACT

Using questionnaire experimental approach, this study aims to investigate whether manager’s individual
moral philosophy (idealism/ relativism) affects his/her corporate donation decision. This research not only
consider agency problem as a moderating variable to examine the interaction effect with manager’s moral
philosophy on donation decision, but also insert the factors of donor- recipient relationship (close or faraway)
and donation amount (small or large) to find whether those factors could impact manager’s donation decision
under firm’s limited resource condition. The results indicate that there exists significant difference in decision
behavior on charitable donation between high-idealism and low-idealism. Rather than under the circumstances
of agency problem (large amount), idealism is more likely to give donation under the condition on no agency
problem (small amount); however, this phenomenon is not existence in low-idealism. This study also finds
that relativisms have different donation behaviors in different situations they facing. Finally, there is no
interaction of donation relation and moral philosophy on charitable donation.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility, individual moral philosophy, corporate donation decision,
agency problem
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