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Abstract

With the awakening of public sense of social responsibility, to fulfill CSR is no longer the choice of
businesses. Facing the dual pressures from stakeholder groups and market competition, busi-
nesses cry for the answer to the question about how to effectively allocate limited resources that
could be used for CSR, to maximizing both business and social benefits. Mainly based on resource-
based view of the firm and competence theory and literature review, this paper explores the key
factors that influence the performance outcomes of strategic CSR, and the internal mechanism
embedded in. Finally, this paper gives a brief analysis about the significance of research findings
and its implications.
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HE

HREARFERRK R, BTSN TAECAFRANWFEFERITAN. Wihk 8P AR AT
BRFRNEER S, A e e B T A Tl 2 FE SR KA PR B UER SEEL A Aik R 28
FRIO B Bt KA R 4 T IR AR AR R B IR . ESRIRAH S SRR IRt b, A SCE B Tl R IR A 58 5
JER, HRT WSS TSR BRI R REASERNE, FREST T RS
RHEERXKAEER.

K
g P VA S FAE, GEAL, A, HAMR, s

1. 518

k42> 54 (Corporate Social Responsibility, faifk CSR)IME&IR H E4 C AT H4E 2. R TTE
RIRMEEE, | RF A CE AR TSRS R RS, D&l “ RNk % T X+ SRR
FI AL EAT “RARIES” o TR R[1]. FTEROL[2]. TUEBCR B L TUERIB[AT N H 28 i . JBAT
CSR U & ML BEEAT N[S], AR SREL “Hl B AEME" [61F “HZEVERTIE” [7]1)24 2 .
HbER, &SRR, Mg HBadvl, S8 5RE AL R TGS . JEe %
SR, BE R B R HARHE AN —— b v R T e M BRI AT, B A2, fma L RE . TG 2
JE77, AT AEARNANE S KA EAT CSR Z IR SEBAT R, Ak B350 V) 75 B4R 2 SEI A b A At 22
RO e R AL Y CSR #8206 S B4 . SR 224 H , Al G ] 25 T b s 44 JEL 4 w5 80 & T FH T CSR
PN R B U5 S IIAR b A4 23 ) 2 (4 X fg A A 1 T o R A BAR B AR e . FEX PP 50N, LA
FoRAME RIS “HLZAN{E” (Share Value) [8]4 HA#IF IS M CSR 1E NI Fixt G sE RIS Lo ASCH
TELER AR 78 R R 1 Ltk PR T A “ ThREARME 7 (R Al s 11— AN E B4 i o) F < s T
(RS AR b thE 20 SRS P 545 1) B 2 RR ) S 3 (R RS P CSR S5 A b B ¥ 0% 8 S L N ZEAR LA o A
FEEWAMBFE AR T IS CSR FHISHEL, A RIA THENBFE S A8, walifilE CSR B
s P SR AR VR L B R =
2. BLBLRRE
2.1. RkEEME CSR

A CSR e FAF A2 AR M2 1 Bruke & Logsdon (1996)#2 H1, $RIELTE . S it |,
H AL B S5 9 B B SR BEE o Be A4 22 STAEE I, BERLAEHE T “ 473 Ht#k” (doing well by doing good)
JEAB ) B 1 263 TR B0[9] [10], HEFEAEE CSR WML E AL TESN[8]. AN T4t CSR
B ZEE (LS 1), K& CSR T4 CSR HEA YN Ml g M 4E )2 8 T 22 [11], EKALAE )
BRI | 42 i R [ I B DE SR AL 51 2], SRR “ 5755 (doing good) S Bl “ {45 S 47
(doing better) o 3 FhJE T Al Ak 22 He i LA VPR AR 6 AL CSR IMME, 8 T i 80R] FH 52 5 77 10 13],
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Table 1. Comparison of the difference between the traditional CSR and strategic CSR
7 1. &% CSR 58kB% Mt CSR ER LI

X bt

b f 451 CSR Ko CSR
gﬁ o Al AR 2 IR G (8

i . HU T A 25 k24

W ARG B KBk ZEHIERIESTHL © VA S 5 “IER
s e S e S M 5 S 254 BB AT )
ﬂJME EUMW%%EIEJ?Aﬁ&l‘ﬁBE}J(IjJHbﬁﬁm%) %%%&?j\jﬁmﬁkﬁm %%(ﬁi%y}ﬁg)

A WRERRTEEE AN NG RASREER, BgpEtt  SURRR T AR, 5T L BERE ) B bR A1
FRE FEERGME, KRB ARS SHSWBE R LS R, U= SRR S 54 W08 SS Akt k
[0%54

ol BACR T follk 2 i AL 55 3T 10 G b 1 2 3 41
ﬁﬂ o R T AR, RS ol PR i

ZERIKE: HHE Porter & Kramer (2006/2011) }2 Burke & Logsdon (2001)25AH 5 SRR o

BEAR 7S A B AR Al AR AS T, RIS SHe BT 1 Ak M 2, A 2l T Al (B R A ) M Ak 22 (R 4H CSR)IC &
M“CRAEZE” i) “IEBRIESE HeA, BEme dal Al AR RS S AL S RE AN TR
THE) “ELFIE R [9], FFPRE Ay 21 A CSR B Al 5 1 45 4k 1) 3 2 i 40

2.2. KERgYE CSRERD

FIT 1 R0 CSR & FIC A2 48 A Ml (1R 25 AH DG A4 B N 20 1), Al $E 1) CSR 3 B 413 5 Al A 7= 48

m R % i e L DL K B BRI A0 — BEGE B RE B (fit/match/consisitence) [15]. 7EVET B APEEVERERS A
R R CSR BIANMEBIE AR 18T, 38 A1 — B A& AC B — SO R AE Y B Z24E FH (40 Simon,  1995;
Porter & Kramer, 2002/2006 %5). 0% CSR &L 2 At A E ELE KA B U g T R ad AH SR IARE 2 KFE
B ORTEAY R L BT 1) CSR Bl BE 5 A 7 A 5% T4l A CSR I 31 ) 11 i 5 07 i ) K8 5 BB A 161
DRI, HEEECAE N A AT e U BES $E Tk i 14 CSR & Bh 177 H R ANAE J1[17], BRI HI 28 AH <R
AT L RO A, FEaE— AR F T HAME PPN A SEAEAT KR [1] [18] [19]. AkB&1E CSR &R W] 4 A
PR IE B A ARG FL AN GRS, BT HE CSR GBS Ml flidy, imse. /LS. Rl SHIRMRE 7T,
DA AZ O dR I BRI TR 25 @ 0 (40 Lantos, 2001; Yuan etal.2%, 2011 %%), J5# 48 508254
TR BB R 25 A0 (ER0) A6 BT 22 (3E iE (0 Kotler & Lee, 2005; Yuanetal., 2011 45).

3. fREETHE CSR S fE R HEBip k1B

N TR CSR SR GG RE I A RE, “#EANINAT (il oA 50 RIER L) &
2 (0 T B & A OG5 B0 S B VR LA A R R 5 G ) BRAL) A AL 2 2 (0 3 AR BRAR 5 i AR A I R EE 1)
2 A R U R B — B2 E R A R R LI K o b Al A B T R B 2 kU
(Resource-Based View, fAi#x RBV)FI3E 4+ J1HE I R FH B A 72 (W0 Williams et al., 2000; Barney et al.,
2001; Hillman & Keim, 2001; Bansal, 2005; Brancoetal., 2006; Bhattacharya, 2010 %§), FH-#i N5
Bl P CSR A s Fl B BEFR R B A4 [20] [21].

1984 FFIRGNFE /R FF(Wernerfelt) 1 i b [ B2 YAl 18 "I R R bs £ 45 RBV LR, 348 Barney (1986/
1991/2001/2002) %55 & K R A1 5635 . FHIRFERLRE IR 1 A bz H B Sy 40 B il i J s 25 U5 22 IR Bl s
013 26 5 LA 5% GOt S5 R A2 [ 22] - Barney et al. (2001) B #f 48 H A ML A8 B AT CSR A& RBV ) 55 22 3 FH 445k
[23], T %P, Russo & Fouts (1997)48 AR E 3 CSR #5347 ARE N MR AR AR . A
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SR ITCIE B, IR TS, MMEALTE S 8H[24]: Hillman & Keim (2001) 45 Hi 7 CSR 4 %
B 1) A8 O AL TG B BOR E AT 3 ), PR T Ak 1)1 45 5% [25]: McWilliams et al. (2006)
AR T CSR A7 A B A5 A b d ok 5 ey 2k b 42 R T 5 AL B R R i 0 B3 R 1k B2 7, IR Ak Ay
KEFSHI 35 S H[26]; Godfrey (2005) 45 H Hilg 4 CSR A T2 7 HH———i b 75 25 8 A7 A s 1k % 7
(1) BB AL T 40 5 A B 0 T T b XU R A 5 AR M R SCEE R [27]0 DR, FE IR S G s S R
T, MRS TE CSR AMEUZ A S BT B8 J1JRBR,  SOAR AN T 37 R 5% 20 SRAN A= A5 PR BERE 22 (1) ¢
KR —, R AME AL 2 « BN 5 GO0 2 AU SR 2 A B — %6 [ B 5 4+ R A% 0 ST (8] [28] 6

Fe TR CSR 4 0i& E /7, Sasse & Trahan (2007)4% 2% # i\ Ay HAV 45 B 7E B0 2 HI[29] . 1% |
HFEE, T 10 FRA D2 e B R FIA BB AL A N RS CSR ISR HBE 1T T IRAE.
JE EI IS M CSR %1 S5 R0 R 75 512 I e 2 B A L R S AH SR, 0 IR AR A% 0o 2 M S TR 11090 9%
BTN N[ RS M LAY AE A 2 R I 5 THIRIS% 73 (251, B AH DI T8 B 2 56T A A 9 3 IR
i AR A ST, HIERLT AR R AR A, o — Pl T 2 RS 1 CSR & e RFAE BN B AL
VENIBTETY 235 (AL 2 A I R 47, i, Menon & Kahn (2003)#F 7845 16 /s HAT &L RFAE Y CSR
TGN, AERANBIER L N EOER, #ER AR R e AR R, R T HER RS T P CSR
AT B E W IH I [30]; Becker-Olsena et al. (2006) 411 Barone et al. (2007)%% JUJ75 Ht B A A #4038 BeRRAE ) ik
W CSR 35 30 5 REAE 51 T 9% 2 (AR 0 oL RO RIF F 518, (BRI b AT R FERE 2 I 35 R 2w 59 1k ak
SR (AN A% IR 255 [19] [31]; Lafferty (2007)45 e Mk (s %K 2, AT S IE FCRFAE 1 R B
CSR V& BN #RAS T M 11 B 45 B B A I S s IR [32] o 9 — A U 3 T A R 22 & (Attribution Theory)ifF 72
T4 2% CSR IH N VA BRI % Hemi S AT N 820, Horb Ellen et al. (2006) [33]3& H 4 VA K A Ak s P (1) CSR i3
Befiy 51T T AR S, {H Lee et al. (2009)1 Walker et al. (2010)25 (I 75 4516 ) 5 2 A48 48 [ [34]
[35].

AHEE HIE TR B TR S5 R R AR — 8. Porter & Kramer (2006) %5 Hi di &t CSR 2 i bAfS
ANFNIE B AR, 2 RO IR 2 i hn B < 1) CSR TG 3h I ARERIE I (1), X RIG B R E 2T
BRA . B AL SRR RN BE DVuRE R, TS B 5 A K R R R A s B AR, HORBERIE L
A BRIRANRE T IATATVE R, SO A Mo DU R T R R SR IR I AR, FLAh 2 R0 R AR A 8 3803 o 3 11 28
7K, Al T 28 5 AL 2 S0 B A H AR TEIR SR8 . Fbnl WL, SERE M CSR AN Al it 72 2 —
MM IRIRSG, H— BRI CSR Sk th R AR LR A B e . BT b
WSCBREEA , ASCRIRNR TR M LS M CSR HRIE S & B8 1 G 2, DASCIRI 2R A1 ) 9 384 FE AL
L, DUITE RS BRI RIS, AR Aol 5 s e 5 11 ) 2 SR AR 4 S 7R

4, &Y CSR S EGMXRIERNNIE SR
4.1. EREEME CSR EAE 5l EE

Simon (1995)48 tH Kk #& P4 CSR 1% 2 A BESE IR XUBR & B T 775 41 2 in) i %2 B (social issues gap) [36],
B Al DGy 2 1) R4S 5 7 B TR I ATAE AE I 22, T ZEORANX — R 22,  TERfIAAE S AT, 4
W RHAE S b 450 S8 A EIE RO AT AR o T 200 AR U SB E CSR V& B R B
HFERRFAE, TR CSR IEBIIX 40 AR 4 MBI 1), B—ZNhiknstE CSR, K% 3
KREGSRARTATT R EJA “2E 5010 ” K E P, AFEAAVIEE BT EK CSR #1%, HAEH
P, BMERIERGHERE, W2 ECRE, e Akt &8s UK, i st IR 1 EORIR 2R [8] (A H T
“GEBRET FHM, BERESFREARMEIHAMNERRGEH B ). B IONRI AR E KSR
HREEPE CSR 3N, BRIEAYEE TR 25 A GRS,  JUHRAZ ORI 28 AH TR I BELHER) i FH46 23 0k 4
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Figure 1. The relationship between strategic CSR fit
and corporate performance

1. ARBgME CSRIBELS Rl Sk &

CSR # B4k [1] [27]. A, HTU 2 1 %0R s A SCHEAR ] 28 75 SR M A5 3 178 23 AR AR e B,
A BRI GG E, BT 7R S 2 M DUR SR AL A IR AR I IATAE R, R Tk B —
SE AL R L AR NTE Z IR, JE SO R SR ISR (8], 7 th o LLORAMSE N, AR ME A HH T H5 48
BEURHEN B DRI M DLORAIE AT 4R 82 P 4k 2 RO R ARV 38807 H (it B8 A b 55 s AR R 77 4 X
BIEETEDN) o 56 =FNPE IR B AL RS 1 CSR 53y, 50 1 58 42 T fe KA THE ) 48 CSR #5093 4,
A TREER[9] [37]. FWE, ART eI SEG0dert, B AESNR R —— 28R A mT
REHTHAAAAE, AU A R /IMB KRR BE B b ()45 B8 R R S e (g ) o (BRI, 3o g i 1 )
TR 51 H i R R 2 AH SR T AL & B S LI B 5E[27], B0 CSR #5537 31 1) 14 55 S U i A
F R BE, ATHRFEE R BRI N R AN SE ) (A T A IR 2 4408 W AN 1) 78 2 & B IR OR AR 2B DY
Iy FLE M 7 IR BH T g CSR W& 3, %3805 50 M Porter & Kramer (2006/2011)%4% i (8-S 3 i “ >
WA B RANE A" AT NHENI8] [14], 9 IE I R R RENE A HE Al Tl SR AR Lo fE
JFLAHAE ) CSR R 3ek, ZEFIRAL S BURMFAET, SO RNE4], 5RIEfE ) CSR #5153
PEACARN B SE « G RIEF SR+ IREE, DL R ILHT B ML AL 2 (T 25 T 2503 3 DR A4 AR 3 ot =R ) BOP
HRHE) [8]. HITUHKIES S M KIIR RIRISAHS &, B T “fliddlsws g5 ks oine, Hie
8 78 3 RAFEAN LA FIRFIRE T AR 3, A rT R BRI NN T R, HIESEHL T Al gt 2 “3h=
WrE” aE.

FHUERT L, SRS ME CSR EFLAFERS M Ak i,  H R A He 5 P /MR & BCRRAE 77 RS CRIESRIE % CSR
SURBIIE RE T 1) ] FEVEAN G [ 17] [38]. R Z AR 2 ORI N AN IE AR 2 T RS P CSR A
EENEMEZEE X, (H4 R HEET 2 B A BT A E T5)i8 CSR 2N A 5 —I& AL (A F B A&
BC)RRAIE, R RFERE B 2BE T =3 2 18] () W [ A 6 T Ak S s i) B 2 i e
4.2. EZEEM CSR AR SBURPTER

FriB GBS CSR JE BN 2 U 2 FR 1 E B 2 5 DR 1 Ak B A5 52 A4 1 28 35 ot 2 2 (BR)
FESARFI[18]. M ERHTATCAE H, SiE& T CSR I BN LS UR 2 i T8 Zh A% S R IR & B REAE, e
H N AMEBCRHIE 1) S M CSR W& SRS Bl At 2 RO AR EAE A KT Hee 810 CSR i53); XA &
— T FCRFAE [ B 1 CSR V& s i sl 2 ORI E IR Z .

WIFT A, SEg M CSR G ik I B B BE 7 SE B T Al R 2 AH DG B, JE AR iz O
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I i B AR (109 9l 3 75 R RO S A () SEATAT o BRAR AL St R S P CSR AT N IR A 3 76 30 [R] i
SEPL A B B AR, (B R SRR ZAT v RE A AR H R A S R R . 4T, R 2 kAR
CSR 1Eh “Heril MM TR [8], 1ZAT NANWLE L AF aiAH BRI I 46 2 i 5, 7E CSR T H &
AP ) 2 S AR SR A B S S i R [13]. BPTHIXS CSR [l R, R 2 AH oS e, JIL R o3 fss
T FREAE H 25 B R [39], FFREE VI CSR VGBI 57 A8 T bR 2 BUR , BER A b 4 L A CSR
AT RAL 2 RUR[13], FEEE T X +E 2 O R I BN AR tH W S5 AT Rtk 3K [18] [40]. #rb)idut, FHXTT CSR i
MBEAIE N, R G A AR T DG CSR G BN AL 2 HOER TG B AT RESRIE[39], ARBS M CSR AT N2 Al
PAAFAS 21 A Ax BIAR AR ] 7 2 PR Ay 42 B AR B B A AR 17K [8]0 FRLFRAT AT AAS H o R HENT, Ak
PE CSR W& BN AL RCR = HAHZIE S M SUK GG Re 1A B WME A, AU EE, XS
PRHEAEFERK; CSR &SN 4 2 AR AE SR BE £ CSR &AL 5 MMk S8 [RAFAE R /AR

4.3. FlzzHEXBFEREYE CSR ERNTERBTER

RIS CSR 5 Zh S i BE 7716 75 SEIUHUR TR 2 AH SRR K ST AR RAT Ay o ST IH N S, A/
S AR R B AR DGR, TSR T P 2 i B I Ak A3 CSR IS SIS S5 ShAL, T B B (1 s HL
(BPH CSR 3% 30 1 VA1 PRT) 2 52 i R e A SR A Al (R B VP AYY, 265 P8 R S 3 S &5 (l1 Campbell &  Kir-
mani, 2000; Ellen et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2009). M 3 CHRZEARI4E R AT LIE H, T WH%HE CSR
TESNVARAL A B AR PE CSR 58k RIS G W A —3, E— Dot A% R T ULE H, R
A ICHEAR, U P R 1 2 MW S S5 T THI A B AL ¥ CSR AT, BT H2 59t CSR 4 3)
HBE A AT A, B AE 2 5 1% h 23 0 R 2 1 MO R R B2 /D SRR 0] L LIS ML, T A2
T UM E T B CAEATTHY , BRER EITEREZ AT RINER L o BT AR R R,
F A TR JH B FOMT CSR & Bl R4S 51 & 5 AR I A L ANME VPR R B2 AT 9[27]. BRIk, dkms i
CSR #& 0t B A Re M AL I SL AL B30, I 2 AR SCHEAR KT T35 Bl P VA DR A B 230 T 4% A

BT B br, KT 520 RS P CSR V& B Gk A DGR IR 25 K AR FA L ERHEWT R~ (WL 14 2).

5. &85+

R BRI LUE Y, RN CSR VSIS ENIERE IR R & 2 U7, HIAR AR R IR
TERIR 2R B T RIS CSR GBI AS B fid FC A X b ST B R /R T4k, CSR &SI SRR I
H B AR SRR TG S B A R AR i M f . b, gk CSR G BN AL 2 RORAE I % CSR
EHC S S BAFAE P AR, TR AR OS T s . CSR 1A B A FM Mk A A2 i % CSR
LR H bR AT LASE IR B B0 AR

BT FRWT AL, ACEHNNEERR: 1) ST R 4 e E TR T CSR A
(AT BRBEU o BT FU 4518 s s A CSR B SEAFAE ST A SR 13 58 DL 5 (K BRI 70 o 5 AT )
("F3Chi) 2004 H[E 2345 (100 52) 2o, 70% AL H Al HHE A BR A BB B A 78 e AR 2638
T E A ELAR b 8] 3 R 28 35 AT AN BE BT H e B A (A Ut Ak 2638 5 4 i SRR A+ LR <
HUEE” R0 “Ah o nat” YRR, 75 AT K 2 0 [H PRtk & =) K H 7 ST B0 Tl GF
CSR #BHAT N RBUH — R E PR % O N B ST ST, A E DEZTE “5ng” A <A 14
W EEEE BB T “ B S” RIF IS, HEIR DRI Z IR O E (A 2 M5 E)
QNEMEM, —ERE EEE TR E A, ARFERARNLGEE, AR T
SRR AR L2, A [ e T s A R R SR ™0 (K S8 4 o BRI, T A ol 3 AR e 22 K8
A, AR PLBIGE Atk & “ A i Ok s s CSR 2 T Ak Atk > M H 2 X, JF
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Figure 2. The interaction mechanism between strategic CSR
fit and corporate performance
[E 2. gt CSR &R 5 Al B3 E R ANLE

BN R E CSR R bR B, I e R BRI B S A AT 2 B IR . 2) LUERCAE YR
WP CSR B ZAT NHEN] . Mgtk CSR IEBIRETS Kl ANty “ILZHE” MANEIR TR _EHk
TAXIEB) N ARG RCAFAEAIFE R, VAR B T CSR SR BURmS , RAR Skt BRI BE e 5 g &
AN 2 AR ST 28 78 B — B AL 23 ) RIS . 3) VEEE X HRM& I CSR VEBIAL S BRI PN I & . %
JE 2 24 M SEAH SCHEARAE TN CSR )i R I LR AU 45 R T R R AIE, AV AE UG£ CSR 5 B AU I 3 3
I 2GS A A S IR, B ORR AT IR BB B AR RE O 7 A B S RCR M4, B4 2L
RBEAE AL 2 1) AU A T8 4 0 T 18] Ji T 0 B, DU 2 AR S A4 B 4 L RN F AR LA R AT o 4)
INBEF 28 AR SRS T CSR VEBARI A 51 S A B . R 25 AH R BFIA G T CSR W& B JH R 2 Mg 1% CSR
TEEN SR EARTS LLSEIL A I S5 ot IR M CSR VGBI G S & “& U a7, MXT 4448 CSR
WS AR (1, AT 51 SRR AR Aol A& 1 CSR G ENTE BRI IR, AV RN “ FL =iy
EENIE” J ARk ” S5 05 AN E S EAL L, 51 RIS IR R AN R e 2 T “ 3
AR S CSR 52l sy Jiih, A RAFE) CSR 5B AR AL, RIGEIEAS 2415 sUA IR IE 7 A1
A RAEAAL IS CSR IRBIIIRFIE KA 2 RCR, 51 M S A AT B s sh RO AL, E4h,
Al A CSR i BN AN O A5 B K S PEAL AR R ARV A 5230 B S 0™ Y (10 F LR B, REAT 200 1 LAt Aol (1% 3%
B4 47N,

EEWH

[E 2K 5 AR5 & % Bh I H (71172003) .
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