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Abstract:

An emerging body of literature has highlighted @ gaour understanding of the
extent to which the salience attached to humartsighlikely to influence the extent
to which an individual takes account of Corporateidl Responsibility (CSR) in
decision-making. The primary aim of this studyidégin to address this gap by
understanding how individuals attribute differem@hasis on specific aspects of
human rights when making decisions to purchasekwovest or support the
community operations for socially responsible onigations. In order to achieve this
objective, a survey instrument was administergartdessionals in Russia and
Bulgaria. Our data indicate that there is a sigecaint correlation between
individuals’ sensitivity towards different compotsenf human rights and their
perceptions of the importance of CSR in decisiokinga Specifically, the
recognition of political rights was strongly assai&d with the willingness to
purchase, invest, seek employment and supportllso@aponsible firms. Our
analysis also outlines significant differences lestwthe Russian and the Bulgarian
samples with regards to the manners in which imdials rate the importance of civil,
political and economic human rights.
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Introduction

There is a growing recognition in academic andqyotiircles that Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) is an attribute of icat importance for both business
organisations and societies. The relevance ofissige was highlighted in 2007 by a
special issue of thécademy of Management Revjewhich established that the
debate on CSR had progressed significantly sircaniteption, and had already
moved on to the analysis of the ways in which firmne implementing ethical codes
of conducts and other initiatives in order to beialdy responsible. Interest in these
guestions has more recently been bolstered by mespoto the 2008/09 financial
crisis in which many governments have provided rfoia support to financial
institutions and major businesses that were fagihquidity crisis.

The latter in particular has led many commentatorargue that, given the
magnitude of support many organisations and indhsstnave received from public
institutions in the form of ‘rescue packadegrivate enterprises should be compelled
to behave in a ‘socially responsible manner’, aadeha moral obligation to directly
contribute to the prosperity of societies. An istgmg and parallel development to
these debates is the question regarding the eitewthich business organisations
should be expected to engage in the protectiomnrmddmental human rights and how
such rights should be incorporated in their pofi@ed practices.

It is also widely recognised that there is an emmgrgendency of some
companies to adopt the United Nations (UMjiversal Declaration of Human Rights
as part of their code of conduct — and that thredémcy is supported by large
constituencies in civil society, including citizernsumers, investors, and workers

(Campbell, 2006; Hancock, 2006; Ruggie, 2007).
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Despite this awareness, empirical research hasspautisingly little attention
in developing ademand-sideapproach that would explore the manner in whiah th
salience that individuals attach to different giyblitical and economic human rights
is likely to influence their decisions to suppartimlly responsible companies.

Another important shortcoming of this debate consethe applicability of
findings in developed countries to emerging andgiteon economies. While much of
the current work has been conducted in market engs) the views of citizens from
former communist countries are often neglectedarerassumed to be homogeneous
(Elms, 2006). This tendency is largely due to tesuaption that firms have little
interest in promoting CSR in Eastern Europe. Thssuenption permeates the
international business literature, and reflectseav\that there is little demand for CSR
in these countries as consumer choices have tadily been constrained by a
chronic shortage of goods and services duringréresition to market based economic
systems (Elms, 2006). As many Eastern Europeanoetes have undergone
transition towards a market-based system of ecangowvernance, and particularly in
light of their integration into the European Unidhis position no seems plausible or
tenable.

Using data collected using a survey administere@0 individuals in Russia
and Bulgaria, this study has two main objectivegstF it aims to gain an
understanding of the importance individuals plackey human rights and the extent
to which their commitment to personally engage ¢tioas to protect such rights is
reflected in their decisions to purchase, work,estvor support the community
operations for socially responsible organisati@econd, we seek to contribute to our
understanding of whether human rights are saliantofs in these decisions for

individuals in two former socialist countries, Riasand Bulgaria.



The paper has three main sections. The first gediti&s together debates on
human rights and CSR to differences in individugsrceptions in Western and
Eastern European countries and develops three lgged. The second section
proceeds to present our empirical analysis of sumata gathered to test these
hypotheses. Finally, the third section discussessignificance of our findings and
their implications for the debate that links toggtHCSR and the promotion of

fundamental human rights.

CSR, Human Rights and Individual Responses: The Delte

Human Rights and CSR

Intellectuals, social activists, industrialists gmalicy makers have discussed
the nature and extent of the social obligationdafiness organisations since the
beginning of the industrial revolution. This thetical debate has recently been
reinvigorated by three key developments: first, #gansion and influence of
multinational companies (MNCs), particularly in fdgwndustrialising economies;
second, the retreat of the state from key poliayains; and third, a growing demand
for firms to promote the protection of human rigliBlanton and Blanton, 2006;
Hancock, 2006; Parkan, 2009). The policy and acadéteratures have generated
considerable debate concerning what can be codst@gethe appropriate human
rights to be protected. Within these debates, admange of theoretical issues are
being discussed, including the origin, type andireabf human rights, which human
rights should be promoted and respected by busiress the extent to which
international institutions such as the UN, the fdméional Monetary Fund and the
World Trade Organisation should collaborate witlsibass organisations to promote

the protection of human rights.



While these debates are of critical importance,ti@ purposes of exploring
the relationship between the individuals’ percamioof human rights and their
willingness to support socially responsible busspesur starting point here is the
UN’s Declaration of Fundamental Human RighTsis document, and its subsequent
covenants (The International Covenant on Econo8ucjal and Cultural Rights and
the International Covenant on Civil and PoliticagiRs), distinguish between two
major groups of rights: civil and political rightand economic, social and cultural
rights. Civil and political rights broadly refer tme’s freedom of self-determination.
It includes rights such as the prohibition of toetiand cruel treatment, the right to
seek political asylum, and freedom of opinion. Emorc, social and cultural rights
are based on the idea that individuals should retdbprived from means of
subsistence, should receive adequate and fair remration and should be given the
opportunity to effectively participate in societpdahave access to education and
medical care (Stellmacher, et al., 2005).

For a number of reasons, we argue that the us@eofUN Declaration of
Fundamental Human Rights both sound and justified given the scope andraaf
this paper. First, it has extensive internatioeabgnition and is used to influence the
policies and decisions of individual states. Secahdorovides a good basis to
operationalise any measure of human rights. Tharetd most importantly, many
private and public organisations are increasinghgorporating the principles
contained in this document in their mission stat@mer in their corporate code of
conduct (Campbell, 2006; Hancock, 2006; Livesey dedrins, 2002; Snider, et al.,
2003). This is a significant development as, traddlly, businesses organisations
have been reluctant to incorporate the protectiohuman rights into their business

models on the grounds that it is peripheral todti® competencies of profit oriented



organisations. Such reluctance can be ascribeuetbelief that responsibility for the
protection of human rights rests principally withet state, state agencies or
international institutions (Welford, 2002), and th&sumption that the promotion of
universal human rights values is not a central dsie of CSR (Bae and Cameron,
2006; Brgnn and Vrioni, 2001; Dean, 2003; McAlistanrd Ferrell, 2002). This
attitude has proven to be detrimental to the irggonal legitimacy of companies at a
time when individuals are becoming more sensitovéssues related to the violation
of human rights (Blanton and Blanton, 2006; Hol&807; Micheletti and Follesdal,

2007; Wright and Rwabisambuga, 2006).

Linking Human Rights and CSR: Supply Side Perspecti

The relationship between the activities of businesgnisations and their
commitment to behave in a socially responsible Wwayrotecting human rights has
been the subject of analysis of academics and\poil@akers. At a general level, the
focus of this work remains centred on the supplfgsind, in particular, on the ways
in which business organisations have been willmgntorporate the protection of
human rights in their operational policies and pcas (Bethoux, et al., 2007;
Campbell, 2006; Frederick, 1991; Sethi, 2005).

Academic researchers adopting a supply-side apiproan be conceptually
grouped into three different streams. The firstatn of enquiry explores the ways in
which companies interpret their obligations witlyaed to the protection of human
rights and their corporate social responsibiliti€Bis perspective is exemplified by
Bethoux, Didry and Mias (2007), who, for examplegus their attention on the extent
to which various rights, promulgated through Intgional Labour Organisation

conventions, have been embedded in codes of candymrticular, the authors focus



on how corporate-level statements of commitmerttuiman rights are interpreted by
business at an operational level to generate spetifies within the organisation. A
similar approach, utilised by Yu (2008), examinke tvays in which workers are
involved in the drafting and implementation of ced® conduct that promote the
protection of core labour standards.

The second stream of research focuses on the rtiotigaand moral reasoning
behind the development of voluntary codes of cohdBoznn and Vidaver-Cohen,
2009; Idowu and Papasolomou, 2007; Wagner-Tsukgn26@/; Wood, 2000). This
approach tends to explore the motives (e.g. etbicadstrumental reasons) that prove
effective in inducing management to engage in a@goactivities that are beneficial
for society (Brgnn and Vidaver-Cohen, 2009).

Finally, the third stream of research is centredtlos ways in which CSR
policies and practices that aim to protect humghtsi have resulted into substantial
organisational changes and had a positive impathe@mtended beneficiaries of CSR
initiatives, such as employees or various stakedrolgtoups (Jones, et al., 2007;
Lauer, et al., 2008; Prieto-Carron, 2008; Schw&®§)2). For example, in exploring
the relationship between organisational commitmenCSR principles and labour
management practices in two Australian mining camgs Jones at al. (2007) found
that CSR considerations alone were not sufficieninduce systemic changes in
practices that were beneficial for employees.

A supply side approach has also been adopted bynational policy bodies
such as the United Nations. In a recent reportuminiess practices and human rights
commissioned by the United Nations, for example, fbcus remained firmly on the
behaviour of business enterprises (Ruggie, 200i)this report, Ruggie suggested

that, from a normative point of view, there is raubt that MNCs have an obligation



to respect and promote human rights, although rolamdty is urged to identify the
duties and responsibilities of managers in this.are

While a supply-side approach has provided a usgiproach to investigate
CSR issues, it has nonetheless proved limitedsimliility to capture critical issues
that are associated with the demand-side. In peaticit has overlooked the question
of how different groups of stakeholders perceiwe ithportance of human rights and
how these perceptions in turn influence individdakcisions to transact with the
business.

This conclusion is generally confirmed by studieghim the marketing
literature that investigates the impact of CSRatiites on corporate reputation. This
work suggests that consumer support for CSR inigatmay be jeopardised when
such initiatives elicit widespread consumer scépticabout the extent to which an
organisation is demonstrating a genuine interestsagietal welfare (Bae and
Cameron, 2006; Brgnn and Vrioni, 2001; Dean, 2@I&n, et al., 2006). Similar
arguments also permeate classical transaction aoslysis, which assumes that
business organisations behaving rationally may g@aga opportunistic behaviour to
maximise profits (Williamson, 1985). Therefore, CBRctices are considered to be
another avenue for maximising profits where firms able to create a competitive
advantage by adopting a business strategy that asiggs CSR (Campbell, 2007,
Mackey, et al.).

Since many (but by no means all) MNCs are incrgggioompelled to focus
on short-term objectives due to increased competjiressures, the approach to CSR
has also been on implementing initiatives, which peovide an immediate low cost
return in corporate social responsibility (i.e. milag trees instead of reducing

emissions). Recent analyses of various businesoagmes to CSR further suggest



this might be the case. Pirsch et al. (2007), xamgple, note that CSR programs tend
to fall into two main categories: promotional antktitutional. Promotional CSR
programs, in the form of cause-related marketingyides, tend to generate short
term purchasing demand while institutionalised CBfRgrams have a broader
perspective and use organisational level polickesrthance a company’s long-term
relationships with consumers and other stakehalders

The tendency of some firms to deploy CSR initiagives part of their
marketing strategy has often been received scdptlmathe general public (Bae and
Cameron, 2006; Ellen, et al., 2006; Pirsch, et28lQ7). This suggests that there may
be a discrepancy between the public demand for @®8Rcurrent business practices,
which requires a more nuanced approach to invéstgandividual perceptions of
CSR (Maignan and Ferrell, 2003).

Against this context, our main contention heréhat individuals’ responses to
corporate CSR initiatives are strongly correlatetheir perceptions of different civil,
political and economic rights. This, in turn, suggethat companies should develop
CSR strategies which actively promote the protectdthese human rights. Unlike
the promotional approaches to CSR, these strategmesd necessarily require a
longer term horizon and could not be implementethout substantial changes to

organisational policies.

Individual Perceptions of Human Rights and the Dedfor CSR

To date, there has also been an extensive bodsefrch seeking to identify
those factors that drive business organisatioradtgpt CSR practices. In particular,
emphasis has been placed on those factors thatieditvidual support for businesses

that adopt such practices. As most of these cautiobs originate in the area of



cause-related marketing, we begin this section dwewing this research and by
identifying the dimensions of CSR that are assediatith consumer behaviour.

From a consumer perspective, safety, environmeaniphct, the origin of
products and business involvement within the comtyuhave all been found to be
relevant dimensions of CSR (Arnold, et al.,, 199Govn and Dacin, 1997;
Handelman and Arnold, 1999). In investigating tffeat of ‘corporate ability’ and
‘corporate social responsibility’ associations oroduct evaluations, Brown and
Dacin (1997), for example, found that the extentvtuch consumers associated an
organisation’s approach to corporate social respiitg issues, such as
environmental friendliness and community involvemeinfluenced their overall
perception of that organisation’s product.

Other researchers have also found a positive oalstip between the political
orientations of consumers (i.e., left-wing versight-wing political orientation) and
their willingness to purchase from socially respblescompanies (Meijer and Schuyt,
2005). National differences were also identifiedaatactor in consumers’ attitudes
towards CSR, even in countries within Western Eenepich are in geographical and
economic proximity. For example, consumers in thatédl Kingdom have been
found to be more interested in the environmentad @ocial performance of
companies than Spanish consumers (Singh, et @i8)20

It should be emphasised that recent research ikatiag has also highlighted
that the effects of CSR has not been limited ttuerfcing consumer behaviour, but
also extend to individual decision-making in otrstakeholder domains, such as
employment and investment (Sen, et al., 2006). Blelbasiness organisations with a
reputation for CSR have been found to have acceaddrger pool of highly skilled

employees than firms that did not (Albinger andelfman, 2000; Backhaus, et al.,
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2002). Several studies reported that the indivelya¢rceptions of CSR have exerted
a significant influence on individuals’ employmetecisions (Albinger and Freeman,
2000; Backhaus, et al., 2002; Turban and Greenir86). In particular, an
organisation’s support for diversity at the worlqdaand employee participation were
found to be influential factors shaping individuadsaluations of the attractiveness of
a company as an employer (Albinger and FreemanQ)2@&milarly, other research
shows that the environmental responsibility, comityurelations, employee relations,
diversity and product safety issues have significempact on the individuals’
decisions to accept a job (Backhaus, et al., 2002).

Another important global development that has ettt substantial research
interest is the growth in demand for socially respble investing options (Cox, et al.,
2004; Herremans, et al., 1993; Hutton, et al., 198fchelson, et al., 2004).
Michelson et al. (2004), for example, found thabni an investor perspective, CSR
tends to be narrowly associated with environmeassales. This effect is not limited to
environmental responsibilities but also extendtieer dimensions encompassing,
employment, community, human rights and supplyrcinanagement issues (Cox, et
al., 2004; Hummels and Timmer, 2004; McLachlan &watdner, 2004; Nilsson,
2008). According to these studies, this trend isamdy driven by individuals’ moral
standards, but also by financial objectives asallgcresponsible companies are
considered to have less exposure to negative piyblifummels and Timmer, 2004).

Other studies have also suggested that companieeiyed as socially
responsible are more likely to gain the supportochl communities for a range of
business-related activities, including obtainingdauilding permits, access to local
human resources or achieve greater store patrdrbggedelman and Arnold, 1999;

Zarkada-Fraser and Fraser, 2002). In this contbet,support of family values and
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contribution to charity were considered the mogtvant dimensions of CSR. This
perspective is based on an established view thwid@ls decision to engage in
socially responsible actions reflects a congrudreteveen their social identities and

perceived interests as both consumers and asnst(Zeicker Jr., et al., 1981).

While much of this research indicates the imporaocCSR in the decision-
making process of key stakeholders, it does notli@bp investigate how the
recognition of social, civil and economic rightgétated to the individual decisions to
support socially responsible companies. This isngmortant omission for two main
reasons. First, the neoliberal ideology that petegemany public policy debates has,
over the last few decades, been associated wigmergl withdrawal in the role of the
state as a regulator, and a concomitant rise imtpertance of private firms as social
actors capable of self-regulation (Wagner-Tsukam@@7). This process has, in
turn, translated into an intensification of pubpecessure on firms to behave in a
socially responsible way. Second, given the somi@in of CSR, it is reasonable to
expect issues related to human rights to be ofr@embportance in the definition of
CSR itself and critical to understand stakeholdeetiaviour (Gonzalez and Martines,
2004; Hockerts and Moir, 2004; Ruggie, 2007; Snideal., 2003).

The lack of research that examines the relationskiween political, civil and
economic human rights and individual decisions ip@gxplained by the fact that the
majority of academic literature on CSR which takesemand-sideperspective has
primarily been undertaken by researchers in theiglise of marketing. From this
disciplinary perspective, the predominant view retmdhat CSR is a practice that is
“external” to the core competencies of the firm ahé@refore, should be developed as
part of their marketing programs (Bae and Came?006; Brgnn and Vrioni, 2001;

Ellen, et al., 2006). Within this literature, themdinant paradigm is that companies
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should support causes which are congruent withr tteee business activities as they
have expertise in these areas (Ellen, et al., 2B0@ffler and Keller, 2002; Lantos,
2002).

This is not to say that the link between CSR arifd@int civil, political and
economic human rights is completely ignored in @oland academic debates; but
rather, there is not yet a holistic discussion assbciated empirical investigation of
these connections. This is evident in research atmgnfrom the disciplines of legal
studies and business ethics, where an enduringeooihas been the question of how
firms perceive their responsibilities in relatianthe promotion of human rights, and
the deontological determinants of such engagensest for example Campbell, 2006;
Egels-Zanden and Hyllman, 2007; Sethi, 2005).

In short, there is a need to empirically inveseg#te extent to which the
individual recognition of different civil, politidaand economic human rights is
related to the importancendividuals place on CSR and their willingnessstgpport

companies that embrace such practices.

Research Hypotheses
In developing our research hypotheses we draw oungber of cognate disciplines.
Previous studies of the psychology of human rigletseptions, in particular, indicate
that people have different levels of personal red¢am of human rights (Cohrs, et al.,
2007; Stellmacher, et al., 2005). Logically, we estpthat these differences will
influence the level of support for socially respbiescompanies.

There is a further need to understand how diffestateholders perceive such
connection as current research (discussed abocesds mainly on organisational

policies or on single groups of stakeholders (censumers or shareholders). In
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developing our first hypothesis we are aware th&RGCencompasses many more

dimensions than human rights with such dimensiomduding diversity, the

environment, philanthropy, and safety (Carter agxhihgs, 2004). However, for the
purpose of this paper our main objective is to $oon the individual recognition of
human rights as demand factor leading to greater support for CSR practices and
therefore we only consider the human rights dine@nsiThus we propose our first
hypothesis:

H1: Differences in individuals’ recognition of divpolitical and economic human
rights will influence their level of support for@ally responsible companies.
Evidence from previous research also suggestsirtdatiduals increasingly

hold multiple stakeholder identities as they comiypomelate to organisations as

investors, consumers, employees and members abthenunity (Hatch and Schults,

1997; Helm, 2007). For example, by choosing to $hwie a company or to purchase

products from it, individuals are, simultaneoudlgth investors and consumers. Thus,

it is the actual decision context that defines skekeholder perspective chosen by
individuals at any given time. In order to capttings aspect, we adopt a multi-
stakeholder approach and develop four sub-hypahé¥e focus on four decision
contexts, which represent the decisions considbyefbur stakeholder types of key
importance for an organisation — that of potent@hsumers, employees, investors

and community members (Maignan, et al., 2005).

Hla: Differences in individuals’ recognition ofvdi political and economic human
rights influence individuals’ decisions to purchgseducts or services from a

socially responsible company.
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H1lb: Differences in individuals’ recognition ofvdi political and economic human
rights influence individuals’ decisions to work far socially responsible

company.

Hlc: Differences in individuals’ recognition ofvdi political and economic human
rights influence individuals’ decisions to purchaskares from a socially
responsible company.

H1d: Differences in individuals’ recognition ofvdij political and economic human
rights influence individuals’ decisions to supptire community operations of

a socially responsible company.

In order to operationalise these hypotheses wadseitin cross-country
approach, focusing our investigation on two co@striRussia and Bulgaria. We have
chosen these national contexts as a starting gombur empirical investigation
because citizens in Eastern Europe in generalRarsdia and Bulgaria in particular,
have not been exposed to marketing activities ptmmdCSR initiatives to the same
extent as their western counterparts (Golob andd®ar2007). This feature provides
a less biased testing ground for our hypotheses ifithe questionnaires were only
distributed to participants in western nations. Fhypublic perceptions of the
importance of CSR are less likely to be biased layketing promotion of CSR. This
is relevant as we are looking at the individualingness to support CSR rather than
the level of public awareness of the importanc€®SR.

Individuals’ ethical values have also proven toénavsignificant impact on
consumers’ decisions to purchase from sociallyolesible companies (Pelsmacker,
et al., 2006; Shaw and Shiu, 2002). In additionen research of ethical ideologies
across cultures has also indicated that the indalgl ethical orientation in terms of
their idealism and relativism is related to thesrqeptions of the importance of CSR

(Axinn, et al., 2004). Consumers’ ethics tend toyv@mong nations due to historical
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patterns of behaviour (Babakus, et al., 2004).driiqular, the country factors appear
to influence individuals ethical relativism and aism (Vaaland, et al., 2008). Since
our study involves a cross-country investigationagning the importance of CSR, it
is logical to infer that a similar influence in thele of individuals’ ethical
perspectives on their decisions to support socielponsible companies will be
observed. Hence, we include an ethical componendareloping the second
hypothesis.

H2: The ethical orientation of individuals willfinence their level of support for

socially responsible companies.

As previously stated, the final contribution ofgipiaper is to investigate cross-
country differences. This is relevant for two magasons. First, there is awareness
within the academic literature that there are matiaifferences in the perception of
corporate social responsibility and human rights. &ample, previous research has
shown differences in the perceptions of the impua of different business
responsibilities held by American, French and Gerncansumers (Maignan and
Ferrell, 2003). Also, several studies suggest tt@atnotion of universal human rights
can vary across nations with this variation beingdd to factors that include culture,
ethnicity and political inclinations (McDonagh, 200 There is also mounting
evidence that indicates public perceptions conoegrtiie importance of fundamental
social and economic human rights are different wmropRean countries with a
communist past compared to Western European nai8osmmmer, 2001; Stellmacher,
et al., 2005). Specifically, Western European eitiz have been found to rank social
rights higher than economic rights, while the opijgoss the case in central and

Eastern European countries.
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The second reason why we chose to focus our aterdn Russia and
Bulgaria is that academic work on the public petiogis of human rights tends to
assume that there is little or no variation betwémmer communist countries in
Eastern Europe. This assumption is reflected inghdency in most empirical studies
that investigate the public perception of humamhtsgo group countries on the basis
of their institutional tradition (i.e. western deanacies or communist systems) and
economic development (Anderson, et al., 2002; Garénd Listhaug, 2007).

We disagree with this assumption because we belieee are significant
variations in the economic, societal and cultueatfires of post communist societies
in Eastern Europe. Our claim is supported by a tambial body of work, which
originates mainly in the disciplines of sociologydacross-cultural psychology, which
emphasise differences rather than similarities ssctbese national contexts (Carlson
and Listhaug, 2007; Woldu, et al., 2006). This Isoarue for countries, such as
Russia and Bulgaria, which tend to be associateduse of their historical, cultural
and linguistic ties. As a result we develop ourctinypothesis:

H3: There are differences in individuals’ percepis of the importance of human

rights in Russia and Bulgaria

Previous empirical research also indicates thatethare likely to be
differences in attitudes towards business ethicthimvi post-communist Eastern
European countries (Hisrich, et al., 2003). Indinls’ perceptions of the importance
of CSR are attributed to differences in the personientation of what is considered
ethical business practice (McLachlan and Gardr@4p Thus, we propose our final
hypothesis.

H4: There are differences in individuals’ percepis of the importance of CSR in

Russia and Bulgaria.
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Method
Sample

The data were collected over the September 20Gébruary 2008 period
using questionnaires self-administered to finalry@@dergraduate and postgraduate
students at universities in Bulgaria and Russialid in a wide range of degrees.
The majority of respondents were full time, matage students enrolled in evening
classes. The demographic characteristics of eabksample are reported in the
Results section. Similar samples have been useuti®y comparable studies which
investigate human rights or corporate social resipdity (Backhaus, et al., 2002;
Cohrs, et al., 2007; Dean, 2003; Neumann, et 2991

The survey instrument was constructed using estaddi measurement scales,
which were then translated for purposes of admatisin. In order to verify the
integrity of the instrument, the questionnaireseviganslated in the foreign language
from the original English scale by native transigtoand then re-translated by
academic researchers proficient in either BulganarRussian. The questionnaires
were then pre-tested with a small sample of stwd€d in each country) to identify
any problems with the content of the scales. Thesgonnaire completion time was
on average 30 minutes as it included additionalescased in a larger research
project.

The data were screened for missing values and acaislesmore than 50%
missing values or nonsense responses were remaoyadttie analysis. This resulted
in 152 valid cases from Bulgarian sample (respoasge of 95%) and 382 from the
Russian sample respectively (response rate of 8@l a total sample of 534 (see

Table 1).
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<|nsert Table 1 about here>

Measures

Corporate Social Responsibilityror the purposes of this study, CSR is
conceptualised as a dimension of corporate repataidBae and Cameron, 2006;
Brown and Dacin, 1997; Dean, 2003; Ellen, et al0& Little and Little, 2000).
According to this approach, corporate reputatiora isulti-dimensional construct
where corporate social responsibility represente ¢actor within a system of
reputation dimensions describing various charasttesi of organisations (Caruana,
1997; Fombrun, et al., 2000; Fryxell and Wang, 19%nhes and Murrell, 2001).
Companies may establish reputation for social nesipdity when they are highly
regarded by their stakeholders on the CSR dimension

Following this definition, we adopted tHgeputation Quotient (RQwhere
CSR is operationalised using three underlying it@mstributing to the dimension
“corporate social and environmental responsibilittfie company supports good
causes; is an environmentally responsible compang;maintains high standards in
the way it treats people (Fombrun, et al., 2000k RQ includes a total of 20 items,
which represents six reputation dimensions: ematiappeal; products and services;
vision and leadership; workplace environment; docend environmental
responsibility and financial performance. The R leen applied widely across
countries and is considered a reliable instrumémbgoorate reputation (Groenland,
2002; MacMillan, et al., 2002; Ou, et al.,, 2006;eVissen, 2002). According to
Fombrun et al. (2000) the Cronbach’s alpha relighaf the instrument exceeded .84

(N=2739), which indicates that the measure is boédia
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In order to explore the individuals’ decisions tgpport a company deemed as
socially responsible, we focused on four key deaisi (1) purchasing from a
company; (2) working for company; (3) investingarcompany; and (4) supporting
the operations of a company in the community.

It is important to highlight that this paper invgstes individual behavioural
intentions (decisions) to support socially respblescompanies. In doing so, we draw
upon Ajsen’s (1985) theory of planned behaviourekplaining attitude-behaviour
relationships, Ajsen concludes that the intentionatt is the best predictor of
behaviour. Previous research has also empiricalyparted this claim in relation to
ethical consumer decision making (Shaw and ShiG2R0A similar approach has
also been utilised in several comparable studiesermed with decision-making and
CSR (Gatewood, et al., 1993; Highhouse, et al.,720@ofmann, et al., 2008;
Lemmink, et al., 2003).

Respondents were requested to indicate the levaifloience that different
socially responsible behaviour would have on theuisions to purchase products and
services from a company; to work for a companyumhase shares from a company;
to support the operations of a company in theigimeourhood.

These behaviours were captured using the 20 statenmecluded in the RQ
instrument (5-point Likert type scale). The empl@yh question first instructed
respondents to consider that they have been oftejedd they like and then requested
them to state how much each of the 20 statementddwiofluence their decision to
take the job. This approach was adopted to enswaethe focus of the question
remained on the contribution of the reputation gemo the final step of the
employment decision process when the outcome ofi¢loesion directly leads to the

acceptance or rejection of an employment offer kBaas, et al., 2002). The
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investment decisions were analysed in terms ofialnishare purchase as the
respondents were requested to state their shacbasing intentions of a hypothetical
company with which they had no previous experiefraéal share purchase is when
investors make decisions to purchase shares froom@any with which they have no
previous experience (Helm, 2007; Shefrin 2001).

We constructed a table listing the two decisionsgjoes in two columns and
the 20 RQ items in rows. This layout substantiediguced the number of pages of the
survey. In addition, the respondents could simelbarsly rate the influence of each
reputation item on their relationship decisions aakke less time to complete the
guestionnaire (see Table 1).

According to some studies in marketing the compaagye can be used to
make inferences regarding the firm’s ability to gwoe goods. This trend is also
known as corporate associations (CA’s) and camiénite consumers’ perceptions of
CSR (Brown, 1997; Sen, 2001). The potential coaditig effects of individuals’
perceptions of price, quality, competing productd aompanies on their responses to
CSR were removed by not mentioning the name ofraalycompany.

Human Rightsin order to assess the extent to which human rigffisence
the individual perceptions of CSR, we also incluttedhs measuring the importance
of these rights. The approach we use is differemforthodox studies on human
rights in that we do not focus on individuals’ pgptions of violations of civil and
political human rights (Anderson, et al., 2002; I€am and Listhaug, 2007). Rather,
we adopt the same approach of Stellmacher et @5{2who focused on “first” as
well as “second” generation rights. In line withsttapproach, we included items
asking respondents to rate the importance of ke¥fidst” and “second generation”

rights taken from the UN Declaration on human mghkand two subsequent
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International Covenants on human rights (see WRBOZ2). “First generation” rights
include civil and political rights such as: life caiberty; equality before the law;
freedom of opinion; protection against discriminatifreedom of religion; protection
against torture and cruel treatment; the right ¢eksasylum from persecution;
freedom of assembly; protection against arbitranjerference with someone’s
privacy; equal rights of men and women during naaei and its dissolution;
participation in cultural life. “Second generatiomghts include economic rights such
as: the right to food, clothing, housing and meldizae; free elementary education;
social security; equal payment for work of equdbeafreedom to form trade unions;
limitation of working hours and paid holidays. Thesponses on the items were
measured using a 5-point Likert type scale.

In addition to the direct measure of the importaotspecific human rights, a
psychological measure of the overall endorsemehuafan rights was also included
(Cohrs, et al., 2007). This was necessary to eshailmore accurate understanding of
the individuals’ orientations towards human rightish this approach being used by
previous studies (Cohrs, et al., 2007; McFarlard lathews, 2005). We utilised the
scale developed by Cohrs et al. (2007), which oedu5 items related to human rights
measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1=full rejectio 6=full agreement).

Ethical Orientation.The ethical orientation of individuals was measussthg
the Ethical Position Questionnaire (EPQ) scale lbpesl by Forsyth (1980), which
assesses the degree of idealism and rejection ieérsal moral rules in favour of
relativism. The scale includes 10 items that memashe level of idealism and 10
items that measure the level of relativism of imdiinals. Each item is measured on a
9-point Likert type scale (1=Completely Disagree9eaCompletely Agree). The scale

has been widely applied in cross-national studiebusiness ethics (Axinn, et al.,
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2004; Beekun, et al., 2003). According to Forsyl®80) the Cronbach’s alpha
reliability for idealism was .80 for idealism andB.for relativism, indicating that the
scale is reliable.

Demographic controls.Questions identifying the gender, age, education,
occupation and income of the respondents were ialdoded. Since the part-time
employment experiences of students may have littlpact on their later career
employment, the presence of at least one-yeartimé- work was considered
appropriate to test for any relationships betwelividuals’ employment experience
and their employment decisions (Mclnnis and Hartl@p02). Similarly, prior
investment experience of individuals may affectithportance they place on various
reputation items when purchasing shares. Theretbesrespondents were requested

to indicate whether they have previously purchadedes in a company.

Results
Preliminary analysis

The data were screened to identify the variaboitydemographic profiles of
the samples from Bulgaria and Russia. The deseeipsinalysis showed that the
demographic distribution of the Russian sample wasiparable to that of the
Bulgarian sample. There was an overrepresentaticiernoale respondents in both
samples (Bulgaria: 76%, Russia: 72%). Approximakeif of the respondents in the
two samples were between 18 and 24 years of age)(5Y higher proportion of the
Russian respondents identified themselves as $tddB8% compared to 36% in
Bulgaria). The most common occupational categonytfe Russian sample was
“Professional” (44.8%), while there was more evepresentation of all occupational

categories in the Bulgarian sample. A higher prbporof the Russian respondents
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also completed a Bachelor degree (64% comparednkp @6 in the Bulgarian

sample), and reported higher household incomesttf@nBulgarian counterparts.

National Differences in Individual Perceptions afifdan Rights

Mean score for human rights items are reportedaiold 3. Overall, the mean
level of importance attached to each of the 17 hunghts items indicated that the
right to life and liberty was the most importantniman right for both Bulgarian and
Russian (RW=4.73; BG=4.72), followed by equality before the law (Rt4.69;
BGy=4.74), the right to food, clothing, housing and mab care (RW=4.68;
BGy=4.65) and, for Bulgarians, the right to free elataey education (R|4=4.55;
BGy=4.66).

First, we explored hypothesis H3 stating that thare differences in
individuals’ perceptions of importance of humanhtgyin Russia and Bulgaria. We
analysed the cross-country differences in the inaooe of each of the 17 human
rights using multivariate analysis of variance t@8IANOVA). The MANOVA
results reported in Table 3 indicated overall digant differences in the ratings of
importance of human rights between the two coumt(ie= 3.43,p<.01; Wilks
Lambda=.89). When the results of the importancéwhan rights were considered
separately, Bulgarian respondents were signifigamibre likely to allocate a higher
rank to three human rights than were the Russiporelents: equal rights of men and
women in marriage and its dissolution (F= 12%5,01), the right to form trade unions
(F= 7.3; p<.01) and limitation of working hours and holidaysth pay (F= 4.3;
p<.05). In comparison, Russians placed higher ingpae on the right to freedom of

religion (F= 4.5p<.05).
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The results from the two countries were further parad in relation to the
level of individuals’ endorsement of human righssng a MANOVA test. The results
again showed significant differences (F=10; p<\Wilks Lambda= .90). Importantly,
Bulgarians had higher level of recognition of theed to support human rights
organisations (F= 9.3<.01) and that the adherence to human rights azeyene’s
concern (F= 40;p<.01). Overall these results show that the hypahél3 was

generally supported.

<|nsert Table 3 about here>

Human rights’ dimensions

In order to determine whether individuals perceivenan rights as part of
broader political, social and economic issues, @gpbry factor analysis of the human
rights items was also performed (see Table 4). ¥ected the eigenvalue criterion
(eigenvalues>1) for factor extraction and princigamponents extraction method
with Promax rotation. Two items were removed frdma factor solution due to poor
fit as indicated by their marginal loadings on afythe factors (<.30). These items
were “equal rights for men and women in marriagel ais dissolution” and
“protection against arbitrary interference”. Thesulted in a final solution with three
factors, which accounted for 58.3% of the total iasare. Intuitively, the
corresponding items of the three factors represdetiieee different dimensions of
human rights: — civil rights (factor 1, 5 itemsgoaomic rights (factor 2, 5 items) and
political rights (factor 3, 5 items). The retaingdms in each factor solution had
moderate to very high loadings on a factor withyofdw items with weak cross-
loadings on another factor. The factors were madracorrelated, which suggest

that the identified dimensions of human rights we@erceived as independent
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dimensions of a single concept. The reliabilitidseach factor were above the
recommended .70 level (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001)

In order to perform the consequent statistical ysisland data interpretation,
we created summated scales for the three dimensiohaman rights by using the
factor variables, which included the average sadrthe items that loaded on each
factor (Hair, 1998). Overall, for the combined sdengivil rights M=4.58; SD=.55)
were the most important, followed by economic riglf=4.46; SD=.61) and

political rights M=3.92; SD=.76).

<Insert Table 4 here>

Importance of human rights and CSR

Finally, we analysed the following hypotheses H12 ldnd H4 using
multivariate regression analyses (reported in TalplePairwise deletion was used for
missing data (Roth, 1994).

The influence of the independent variables wasetesin four dependent
variables: the importance of CSR in: (1) a puramgsidecision context; (2) an
employment decision context; (3) an investing denisontext and (4) company
support in a neighbourhood context. Evaluationredression assumptions of
normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity wereissattory. Collinearity diagnostics
using the tolerance test indicated that the regressstimates were not affected by
multicollinearity.

Our first sub-hypothesis Hla predicted that indinald’ level of support for
civil, political and economic rights is positivetglated to individuals’ decisions to
purchase products or services from a socially nesipte company. Controlling for

other variables in the model, higher support folitigal rights was associated with

26



higher willingness to purchase products or servifesn socially responsible
organisationsf=.19,p<.01, see Table 6). Thus, the Hla was partiallyicoed.

The second sub-hypothesis H1lb stated that indilsdlevel of support for
civil, political and economic rights is positivelglated to their decisions to work for a
socially responsible company. The level of suppartpolitical rights $=.20, p<.01)
and civil rights =.11, p<.05) had statistically significant positive retatship with
individuals’ willingness to take a job with sociallesponsible organisations.

The third sub-hypothesis Hlc stated that individuaupport for civil,
political and economic rights is positively relatedtheir decision to purchase shares
from socially responsible companies. The hypothesis supported with regards to
the influence of political righti€.27,p<.01).

The fourth sub-hypothesis H1d stipulated that itlials’ support for civil,
political and economic rights is positively relatedindividuals’ decisions to support
the operations for a company in their neighbourhddee hypothesis was supported
with regards to political rights3€.22, p<.01) which exhibited positive influence on
the willingness of individuals to support the commty operations of a company. In
addition personal endorsement and support of humgints exhibited positive
influence on these decisiors=(12,p<.05).

Hypothesis H2 stated that an individual's ethicalemtation would be
predicted by their level of support for sociallgpensible companies. The regression
analysis showed that higher level of idealism agthrcal orientation was associated
with higher willingness to take a job witf<.14,p<.01), and to purchase shares in, a
socially responsible companyp<.12, p<.05). However, neither idealism nor
relativism was associated with the willingnessupport the community operations of

a socially responsible company. Thus, the hypothid&iwas partially supported.
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Hypothesis H4 stated that the country of residescelated to the perception
of the importance of CSR. The hypothesis was supgoonly in relation to
individuals’ willingness to take a job with a conmyathat is socially responsible
(B=.12, p<.01). In particular, Russians were significantlyoren willing to take

employment with organisations that were socialgpmnsible.

<Insert Table 5 and Table 6 about here>

Discussion

The data show that there is a significant relatgmbetween the individuals’
perceptions of the importance of human rights argpert for CSR. In particular, the
regression analysis demonstrates that the recogrofi political rights has significant
influence on individuals’ decisions to purchasenfravork for, invest in, or support
the community operations of socially responsiblenpanies. In addition, the
recognition of civil rights also has a significaadsociation with the willingness to
accept a job offer from a socially responsible campalthough this effect is smaller
than in the case of political rights.

This pattern can be explained by drawing upon tigigal psychology theory
of social control. According to this idea, peoplaonsupport political rights, such as
the right to assembly, tend to be hostile to atgnapt by the state or others to control
individuals or groups, which may be perceived asiadly deviant or potentially
dangerous (Cohrs, et al., 2007). According to #terlstudy, this group of people also
tend to have a more left-wing political orientati@imilarly, other research has also
shown that individuals with a left-wing politicalientation are also more supportive

of CSR compared to individuals with a right-winglipcal inclination (Meijer and
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Schuyt, 2005). It is therefore logical to expedttmdividuals who support political
rights also have a greater willingness to suppmiadly responsible companies due to
their left-wing orientation.

These findings contribute to develop our currerdaratanding of the demand
side for CSR by identifying how a particular groop rights relate to different
“forms” of demand for CSR. This is an importantdimg because, as highlighted in
our review of the literature, supply side reseatas traditionally viewed the
promotion of human rights as peripheral to the cmepetencies of firms. The fact
that higher recognition of human rights may havdiract impact on individuals’
support for CSR, indicates a need for firms to asrsthe incorporation of practices
that uphold the promotion of human rights deeply itheir policies when dealing
with different groups of stakeholders.

The data also show that political rights were rai@aer on average and
yielded lower consensus than the ratings on ciwil aconomic rights. This finding
suggests that some rights may be generally deemled more important than others.
This conclusion is supported by the findings ofli8tacher et al. (2005). Importantly,
when human rights that are perceived as more oms@l by fellow citizens
(political rights in particular) are held in higkgard by an individual, they are also
more likely to be supportive of organisations te sensitive to social demands.

Our analysis of the role of ethical inclinations(ithe level of relativism and
idealism) in shaping individuals’ willingness to pgort socially responsible
organisations also produced noteworthy resultpalticular, adherence to idealism as
an ethical perspective had significant implicatidos individuals’ willingness to
choose employment or invest in socially responsibtganisations, but had no

relationship with their decisions to purchase gt the operations of a company in
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their neighbourhood. This suggests that some foohssupport for socially
responsible companies may be motivated by altouistlues which are embodied in
the concept of idealism as an ethical orientatieorgyth, 1980). Overall, this finding
adds to existing literature in business ethics lnygesting that the level of idealism
influences not only the managers’ perceptions oRG@S8xinn, et al., 2004), but also
individuals’ support for socially responsible comms by means of accepting
employment or purchasing shares.

When national differences are considered, the uhatiaate that while in the
main individual perceptions of human rights and G&m to be similar in Russia and
Bulgaria, significant differences can also be deigcln particular, when the level of
endorsement of human rights is analysed, Bulgariarnsur sample were found to
have a higher level of endorsement and commitneetite protection of human rights
than their Russian counterparts. Specifically, careg to the Russian sample,
Bulgarians seem to have a higher recognition ofstaeding of international bodies
and feel personally affected by reports of violati@f human rights. This is a unique
contribution to extant debates in that it suggektt countries which have been
traditionally considered homogeneous may nonetbealeplay significant differences
in terms of value orientations. Such differences loa possibly attributed to the fact
that young Russians seem to have a high tolerangeetjuality and to rely more on
themselves rather than on political and legal tastins, which has been attributed to
the massive failure of the state and state agedaiesg the 1990s (Karpukhin, 2001).
These country differences also may be due to tttetfiat Bulgarian society has been
subjected to a greater level of influence from WesEuropean egalitarian values, as
part of the integration process with the Europeariob), than Russia (Karstedt, 2008).

In this respect it should be emphasised that pusviesearch also indicates that the
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level of egalitarianism of a society has a posiiniuence on the endorsement of
human rights (Cohrs, et al., 2007).

Another significant finding from our research isetlfiact that Bulgarians
ranked higher than Russians on civil rights, equgthits for men and women in
marriage and its dissolution, and two work righiee right to form trade unions and
limitations on working hours and holidays with p&gain, this result can be partially
attributed to the level of cynicism that young Rass have been found to hold
towards business organisations, the effectivendssrganised labour and state
sanctioned labour standards (Woolfson and Beck,3R0®ccording to an
international survey on the perceptions of corposaicial responsibility conducted by
Environics International (1999), Russians view thain role of business as making
profit rather than contributing to the improvemeftsociety, a conclusion that left
Russia rank the lowest among the 13 countries d@eclun the study. This, in turn,
translates into open hostility against the protectf work rights and of bodies, such
as labour unions, that are perceived as an unwamiederence with the functioning
of the market or are still associated with the camist legacy (Woolfson and Beck,
2003).

Surprisingly, when the different views of Russiamsl Bulgarians in relation
to the influence of CSR on their decisions to war& compared, some of the earlier
relationships appear to be reversed. In partictih@r data indicate that Russians place
more emphasis on CSR than Bulgarians when cho@singmployer. We can only
speculate, by drawing on social psychology andr@ss ethics contributions, that this
may be due to the higher emphasis Russians haveftneed to place on trust in their
in-group relationships. Thus, they may have higigrectations that their potential

employer would adopt ethical standards in the itneat of people. This claim is
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partially supported by the findings of Beekun et @003) who found that the
incorporation of high ethical standards is an latiie of fundamental importance for
Russians at work. The latter conclusion remainslfzigpeculative in character and
requires a more nuanced analysis.

Finally, the last contribution of our study relatesconceptualisation of civil,
economic and political rights, which appear to ektively unrelated dimensions of
human rights as indicated by the factor analysises€ results further confirm
previous research suggesting that the idea ofnith@isibility of human rights is not
realised in peoples’ perceptions of rights acrassntries (Stellmaher et al., 2005).
However, contrary to the conclusion reached byli@tdier et al. (2005) our results
also suggest that the citizens of former commugésttern European countries tend to
rate higher in importance civil rather than economghts. This variation could be
attributed to differences in the perceptions of hamights within Eastern Europe as
our sample of countries is different to that disadkin the aforementioned study. In
addition, it should also be noted that, in contri@stWestern countries, economic
rights such as the right to food, clothing, housamgl medical care were the second
and third most important rights considered by Rarssiand Bulgarians, respectively.
This seems to suggest that there may be signifaass-country differences between
Eastern and Western nations, as suggested by Skadimet al. (2005).

Our results are based on the data collected frompkes from only two
countries within Eastern Europe. For these reassusjeys of larger and more
representative samples from multiple countriesstnangly encouraged.

Conclusion and implications for future research
The study reported in this paper represents adtest in trying to understand

the relationship between the individuals’ percamioof human rights and their

decisions to support socially responsible compa@escifically, this study provides
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initial empirical support for the notion that a heg personal sensitivity to human
rights in general — and political rights in partaou— is associated with a higher
propensity among individuals to take into accour8RCpractices in a range of
dealings with business organisations. This conetudhas implications for both

companies adopting CSR practices and governmeittyp®&irst, companies are likely
to find limited stakeholder demand for their sdgiaésponsible practices in countries
where there is relatively low public recognition pblitical rights. Second, by

promoting greater awareness of the importance ditigad rights amongst the

population, governments may be able to raise tHaigpgensitivity to CSR. Such

government policies can be an effective strateggrtomote stakeholder demand for
CSR and motivate companies to engage in such pescti

This paper also makes an important contributioth& existing literature on
CSR by generating a greater understanding of tiessees in former communist
countries. Contrary to previous claims (Elms, 200@is study suggests that
investment in CSR can yield considerable stakelhdddpport in former communist
Eastern European countries. However, despite miamiasgties, these countries also
may exhibit many differences with regards to thdivitduals’ willingness to support
socially responsible companies and human rightsgpéions. Thus, such assumptions
need to be empirically validated on a country byrtoy basis.

The empirical evidence we offered provides a splstification for further
analysis investigating the role of human rightpénson-business relationships. Thus,
future research may use other methods to explogerthe of human rights in
stakeholder decision-making regarding companies. é&@ample, it is yet to be
established if companies’ which are involved in pinemotion of a particular group of

human rights, are likely to elicit different levaelEsupport among their stakeholders.
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Notes:
1. In the United States alone, it has been estimdtadtotal government funds
allocated in various rescue packages now excee&s $tillion, and a total

$US8 trillion worldwide (Goldman, 2008).
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List of Tables

Table 1: Example of decisions’ questions layout

Please indicate the level of influence of the
following statements with regards to each gf
these two decisions.

Q 1. How much would the following
statements influence your decision to
purchase products or servicéBrease
circle one)

Q.2 Consider that you have been
offered a job that you like. How much
would the following statements
influence your decision to take the jobP
(Please circle one)

(Reputation items) Not at all Very much| Not at all Very mugh
1. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
14. The company supports good causes. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
15. The company is environmentally
responsible. 1 2 3 4
16. The company maintains high standards 1 2 3 4
the way it treats people.
Table 2: Samples
Sample Distributed Responses Valid questionnaires
guestionnaires
Bulgarian university 160 154 152
Russian University 440 400D 342
Total N 600 554 534
Table 3: National differences in the importanc&wafan rights
Country Mean SD F Sig.
1. Life and liberty 1 Russia 4.73 0.66 0.00 .97
2 Bulgaria| 472 0.66
Total 4.73 0.66
2. Equality before the law 1 Russia 4.69 0.66 0.63 43
2 Bulgaria 4.74 0.64
Total 4.70 0.65
3. Freedom of opinion 1 Russia 4.48 0.71 2.33 A3
2 Bulgaria 4.58 0.66
Total 4.51 0.70
4. Protection against discrimination 1 Russia 4.47 0.77 1.19 .28
2 Bulgaria 4.38 0.86
Total 4.44 0.80
5. Freedom of religion 1 Russia 4.33 0.90 4.45 .04
2 Bulgaria 4.13 0.97
Total 4.27 0.92
6. Protection against torture and cruel 1 Russia 455 0.78 0.00 .97
treatment 2 Bulgaria 4.55 0.79
Total 4.55 0.78
7. Seek asylum from persecution 1 Russia 3.82 1.05 1.89 A7
2 Bulgaria 3.96 0.98
Total 3.86 1.03
8. Freedom of assembly 1 Russia 3.73 1.06 1.14 .29
2 Bulgaria 3.84 0.98
Total 3.76 1.04
9. Protection against arbitrary interference 1 Russia 4.50 0.77 1.11 .29
2 Bulgaria 4.42 0.74
Total 4.48 0.76
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Country Mean SD F Sig.
10. Equal rights for men and women durind Russia 4.33 0.85 12.48 .00
marriage and its dissolution 2 Bulgaria 462 0.76
Total 4.41 0.84
11. The right to food, clothing, housing and. Russia 4.68 0.63 0.24 .63
medical care 2 Bulgaria 4.65 061
Total
4.67 0.63
12. Free elementary education 1 Russia 4.55 0.74 2.17 14
2 Bulgaria 4.66 0.66
Total 4.58 0.72
13. Participate in cultural life 1 Russia 4.12 0.97 1.10 .29
2 Bulgaria|  4.22 0.88
Total 4.15 0.94
14. The right to social security 1 Russia 4.50 0.75 0.68 41
2 Bulgaria 4.44 0.75
Total 4.48 0.75
15. Equal payment for equal work 1 Russia 4.34 0.90 1.09 .30
2 Bulgaria 4.43 0.86
Total 4.37 0.89
16. Form trade unions 1 Russia 3.56 1.16 7.33 .01
2 Bulgaria| 387 0.99
Total 3.65 1.12
17. Limitation of working hours and 1 Russia 4.30 0.95 4.27 .04
holidays with pay 2 Bulgaria 4.48 0.69
Total 4.35 0.89
Endorsement of human rights
1. The work of human rights organisations 5 Russia 5.70 1.37 9.29 .00
worth being supported without qualification2 Bulgaria 6.12 1.45
Total
5.82 141
2. Personally affected when reminded of 1 Russia 4.86 1.45 0.02 .89
violations of human rights 2 Bulgaria 4.84 1.61
Total 4.85 1.49
3. There are more important topics than th&é Russia 3.72 1.67 3.69 .06
question of human rights (Reverse coded) 2 Bulgaria 3.40 1.61
Total
3.63 1.66
4. Human rights are of concern to all, so 1 Russia 5.37 1.20 40.04 .00
everyone should consider how he or she can Bulgaria 6.10 113
be committed to the adherence of human 1, ' '
rights.
5.58 1.22
5. Personal engagement for human rights 1 Russia 4.41 1.66 0.48 A8
not essential (Reverse coded) 2 Bulgaria 453 1.91
Total
4.44 1.73
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Table 4: Factor analysis of human rights (a)

Factors 1 2 3
1. Civil rights

Life and liberty .87

Equality before the law .82

Protection against discrimination .66 31
Protection against torture and cruel treatment | .63

Freedom of opinion .56 .32
2. Economic rights

Equal payment for equal work 73
Limitation of working hours and holidays with p 73

Free elementary education 72
Social security .70
Food, clothing, housing and medical care 40 .51

3. Political rights

Freedom of assembly .89
Seek asylum from persecution 72
Form trade unions 31 .66
Freedom of religion .36 57
Participate in cultural life .36 .45
Eigenvalue % of variance 39.7 10.6 8.01
Reliability alpha 81 .79 .79

a— Only cross-correlations above .3 level arentegl in the table
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Table 5: Bi-variate correlations of study variables

M SD |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Had a full time job for] 1.41| .543
over a year (1=no;
2=yes)
2. Gender (1=Femalq 1.27 | .445
2=Male) -.01
3. Age 174 | 1.03 | g+ Qg+
4. Employment Status - - .50 01 Bt
5. Occupational level - - -.02 06 -04 06
6. Education level - - -12* 06 24* 05 .13
7. Income categories - - -10* .03 24 12% -20% .44
8. Country: 0=Bulgaria
1=Russia; i T | e 04 .06 SA3% 168%™ 40% 46
9. Idealism 6.97 | 135 |._15% _12% 21%  13%* .07 .08 10* .07
10. Relativism 584 169 |-.04 -01 -03 .02 .04 01 01 .00 19%
11. CSR_Purchase 355 |0.95 |-14% -12% 05 .07 .02 16* .08 .07 23 05
12. CSR_Work 403 .79 |-.05  -17* .03 .02 .05 .08 .06 A2% 23" .06 .49
13. CSR_Invest 359 |1.02 |-12* -11* -01 .04 .06 .05 -02 .02 25% 1% B4% 55wk
14. CSR_Neighbor 369 |[.90 |-18= -09 .00 07 .02 07 .00 .00 A6* .03 A4% 43% BB
15. Economic rights 4.48 |0.60 | 03 -20% -04  -06 .03 -07  -15* -05  .31% .05 8% 187 230 3w
16. Civil rights 460 |054 |.01 -10* .04 .02 -03 .04 .06 -02  27% .05 AB%  25% 1% 20%  5g
17. Political rights 394 074 | 01 -12%= .08 -07 -03 .03 -11*  -.07 20% .07 21%  26%  20% 28k BBk 53wk
18. Endorsement c491 0.89
human rights ' ' -08  -10* -07  -09* .01 -06 -8 -10% 27 -04 20  21% 1% 23% 3G 38 35wk

Note: *p<.05; **p<.01, CSR-purchase — decisioptochase from a socially responsible company; CSiRKW decision to work for socially responsible

company, CSR-Invest — decision to invest in sogiabponsible company; CSR-Neighbour — decisigufiport the operations of a company in the neighimmd

38




Table 6: Regression results

Variables B t-value P value
DV: CSR-purchase

Ethical Idealist -.020 2.501 .013*
Ethical Relativist -.011 -.437 .662
Economic rights -.056 =179 .858
Civil rights 191 -.972 .331
Political rights .100 3.327 .001p
Endorsement of human rights -.105 1.970 .050
Gender A7 -2.316 .021%
Full Time Job 0=no 1=yes; 14 3.537 .000*
Education Highest Academic Qualification .0p9 B70 .007*

R? = .156; Adjusted R=.136,

DV: CSR-work

Ethical Idealism 137 2.91y .004*
Ethical Relativism -.007 =171 .864
Economic rights -.074 -1.381 .168
Civil rights 113 2.051 .0417
Political rights 197 3.636 .000*
Endorsement of human rights .0y4 1.510 132
Gender -.152 -3.476 .001%
Country 0=Bulgaria; 1=Russia; 115 2.647 .008*
R? = .153; Adjusted R=.138

DV: CSR-Invest

Idealism 124 2.460 .014%
Relativism .060 1.293 19y
Economic rights .043 719 472
Civil rights -.071 -1.188 236
Political rights .269 4.689 .000*
Endorsement of human rights .081 .605 546
Gender -.085 -1.834 .067
Full_Time_Job 1=yes; 0=no .150 3.162 .002*
Country 1=Russia; 0=Bulgaria .066 1.3pB5 164
R? = .154; Adjusted R=.136

DV: CSR-neighbour

Idealism .018 .358 720
Relativism -.012 -.253 .800
Economic rights .044 .72p A71
Civil rights -.016 -.261 794
Political rights 224 3.853 .000*
Endorsement of human rights 118 2.255 .0p5*
Full_Time_Job 0=no 1=yes; .198 4.148 .0Q0*
Country 1=Russia; 0=Bulgaria .054 1.1p7 .260

R? = .138; Adjusted R=.121

Note: *p>.05
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