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The role of corporate social responsibility for the development of fundamental basis of social-economic
interaction on sustainable development basis is significant for the existing corporate relations in the global economy.
Corporate social responsibility means a voluntary initiative of separate corporations to implement a system social policy
in the interests of society in general through the implementation of socially significant obligations established by laws,
ethical standards, adopted rules of behaviour. In this regard the importance to study the corporate social responsibility
phenomenon is that corporations with their socially significant behaviour predetermine social values in society in
general and determine the vector of its socio-economic development. Considering the fact that the system of corporate
social responsibility is based on labour relations incorporated into social-economic mechanism of a corporation and the
mechanism in its turn is based on a company’s organizational structure the impact of an organizational structure on the
corporate social responsibility practice is investigated in the research. The purpose of the article is to assess the impact of
organizational structures of a company on the development of the systems of corporate social responsibility and to reveal
differences in the corporate social responsibility systems of companies with different types of organizational structures.
To achieve the aim of the study a theoretical review of approaches to understanding the essence of organizational
structures and models of corporate social responsibility has been made. To analyse organizational structures we have
used a synthetic approach that differentiates the structures into two types: mechanistic (with a high level of hierarchy and
division of labour) and organic (flexible and better adapted to the rapid change of external conditions, including the
emergence of new technologies). The hypothesis of the research is the assumption that companies with organic
organizational structures are more progressive in the development of corporate social responsibility systems and the
introduction of the principles of corporate social responsibility into their business practices. The study is based on social
and ecological reports of Romanian companies that have more than 249 employees. The case-study method,
interviewing, the tools of economic-mathematical analysis of data have been used in the research. While analyzing the
contemporary status of the corporate social responsibility in Romania and 87 results of the questioning of the
representatives of the Romanian companies we have come to the conclusion that despite the type of the organizational
structure the key factors of the development of the system of corporate social structure are a company image and its
reputation at the market, practice of purchasing (e.g. the compliance of the ethical code of a company by business
partners and suppliers), the assessment of human rights in the company by business partners and industry trends of
sustainable development. At that, the hypothesis that companies with mechanistic and organic organizational structures
differently assess the role of the factors of corporate social responsibility. Thus, for companies with mechanistic
organizational structures, image and reputation at the market, assessment of human rights by business partners,
procurement practices, motivation and competence of personnel, and the absence of discrimination in remuneration of
men and women are of fundamental importance in the development of corporate social responsibility systems.
Companies with the organic type of organizational structure significantly appreciate the image and reputation at the
market, as well as the level of internationalization of a company, the use of ECO labels, industry trends of sustainable
development and production efficiency. As regards the advantages of the introduction of corporate social responsibility
principles in the activities of companies, we have discovered that the differences are mainly observed in the average
estimates of the analyzed factors in favour of companies with organic organizational structures. Results obtained in the
investigation allow us to construct a profile of corporate social responsibility of companies with different types of
organizational structures, to identify the advantages of the development of the system of corporate social responsibility
and to make strategic priorities of socially oriented activity of a company more detailed. And further studies will be
devoted to this aspect.
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B PYMBIHCKHUX KOMIITAHUAX
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B crnoxuBIIMXCS HA COBPEMEHHOM 3Tarle KOPIIOPATUBHBIX OTHOIIECHUSIX B ITI00AIBHOM 9KOHOMUKE CIIOMKHO
MEPEOLICHUTh POJIb KOPHOPAaTUBHOW COLMANBPHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B CO3JAaHUM (yHIAaMEHTaIbHBIX OCHOB
COLHUATBHO-?)KOHOMHYECKOTO B3aMMOAEHCTBUS Ha IPUHIUIIAX yCTOWNYUBOTrO pa3BuTHs. KoprnopatusHas conyaibHas
OTBETCTBCHHOCTh MPEJCTaBISIET COOOH HOOPOBOJBHYIO WHHIMATHBY OTACIBHBIX KOPIOpALMHA IO pean3alliy
CHCTEMHOW COIMAJbHON TOMHTHKH B MHTEPEcax OOINECTBA B IIEJIOM YEpPE3 BBHIMOJHEHHE COLMATBHO 3HAYMMBIX
00513aTETbCTB, YCTAHOBJICHHBIX 3aKOHAMH, HOPMaMH 3THKH, IPHHATHIMH NPaBHIAMH MOBEACHUS. B cBsi3H ¢ aTIM
aKTyaJIbHOCTh MCCJIE/IOBaHUS ()eHOMEHa KOPIIOPaTUBHOW COIMAILHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, YTO
KOPIIOpALMK CBOUM COLMAIBLHO 3HAYMMBIM ITOBEACHHEM IIPEIONPEACISIOT COLMAIbHbIE IIEHHOCTH B OOIIECTBE M
OIIPENIEIISIIOT BEKTOP €r0 COLHAaNIbHO-9KOHOMUYECKOTo pa3BuTHs. [IpMHUMas BO BHUMaHHE TOT (DaKT, 4YTO Oa3ucoM
CUCTEMBbl KOPIIOPATUBHOM COLMAIBHONM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH BBICTYIIAIOT TPYAOBBIC OTHOIIEHUS, BCTPOCHHBIC B
COLIMAJIBHO-D)KOHOMMUYECKUII MEXAaHU3M KOPIIOpalMy, OCHOBY KOTOPOIO COCTABJIIET OPraHM3aLIMOHHAS CTPYKTypa
KOMIIAHHUU, MBI HCCIIEAYEM BIIUSHUE OPIaHU3ALUOHHONW CTPYKTYpbl Ha INPAKTUKY KOPIOPAaTHMBHOM COLMAIbHOMI
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH C LENBI0 BBIABICHUs PAa3IMUUil B CHCTEMaX KOPHOPAaTHBHOW COLUAIBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH
KOMIAHMH C pa3sHbBIMH THIIAMH OPTaHMW3alMOHHBIX CTPYKTyp. CraemaH TeopeTHYecKHid 0030p MOAXOMOB K
HNOHNMAHHIO CYITHOCTH OPraHU3allHOHHBIX CTPYKTYpP U MOJeIel KOPIOPaTHBHON COLMAIbHOI OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. B
aHaJIM3e OPraHU3ALMOHHBIX CTPYKTYpP HCIOJB30BAH CUHTETHYECKHI MOAXOJ, OCHOBAHHBIA Ha UX PA3JECIICHUU Ha
JIBa TUIAa — MEXaHHUCTHYECKHE (C BBICOKUM YPOBHEM HEPapXWH U CTENEHH pa3/eNiCHUs TPyAa) M OpPraHUYEeCKUe
(rmbkxwe W Jydie NPHUCIOCOOJICHHBIE K OBICTpOH CMEHE BHEUIHMX YCJIOBHH, BKIIIOYas ITOSBICHHE HOBBIX
TEXHOJIOTHil) OpraHM3allMOHHBIE CTPYKTYphl. ['HIoTe3oi uccienoBaHUS SBISETCS TNPEAIONIOXKEHHE O TOM, YTO
KOMITAaHUH C OPTaHMYECKUMH OpPraHM3aLMOHHBIMHU CTPYKTYpPaMH SBILIIOTCS Oojee MPOrpecCUBHBIMU B Pa3BUTHU
CUCTEM KOPIIOPATUBHOW COLMAIBLHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U BHEAPEHUM IPUHIMIIOB KOPIIOPATUBHOM COLMAIbHOMN
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B CBOIO XO3SMCTBEHHYIO NpakTUKy. HWH(popManmoHHOW 0a30if HcciemoBaHHs BBICTYIHIIA
COIMATbHAS M JKOJIOTMYECKass OTYETHOCTh PYMBIHCKMX KOMIIAHHMH C YHCIEHHOCTBIO COTPYIHHKOB Oosiee 249
4enmoBek. Meronsl  MccrienoBaHMs  — - Case-Study, HMHTEPBHIOMPOBaHHME, HMHCTPYMEHTapHil 3KOHOMMKO-
MaTeMaTUYECKOr0 aHaln3a JaHHBIX. B XoJe aHamu3a COBPEMEHHOIO COCTOSIHUSI KOPIOPATUBHON COLMAIBLHOMN
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B PyMbIHMM U pe3ynbTaToB 87 ONPOCOB NPEACTABUTENECH PYMBIHCKHX KOMIIAHUM YCTAHOBIIEHO,
YTO BHE 3aBHCHMOCTH OT THNA OPraHU3ALMOHHON CTPYKTYphl BaXHEHIIMMH (DaKkTOpamMu pPa3BUTHS CHCTEMBI
KOpPIOPaTUBHON COLIMAIbHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH SIBIITIOTCS UMUK KOMITAHWU U €€ PEIyTalys Ha PhIHKE, IPAKTHKA
3aKynoK (HampuMep, coONIOAeHHE IETOBBIMH MAapTHEPAaMHM M IIOCTABIIMKAMH 3THYECKOTO KOJIEKca KOMIIAHHH),
OlleHKa OHM3HecC-MapTHEpaMH COONIONCHUS TpaB 4eloBeKa B KOMIIAHMH, OTPACIICBBIC TEHIEHIUH YCTOWYMBOIO
pasButusl. IIpy 5TOM NOATBEPKAAETCS TMIIOTE3a O TOM, YTO KOMIIAHUU C MEXAHUCTUUYECKUMM U OPraHUYECKUMU
OpraHU3alMOHHBIMH CTPYKTYpamH I10-Pa3HOMY OILIGHMBAIOT pOJIb (PAKTOPOB KOPIOPATUBHOW COLMAILHON
OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU. TakK, Uil KOMIIAHUI ¢ MEXAaHUCTUYECKUMU OPraHU3alMOHHBIMU CTPYKTYypaMH IIPUHIUIINAIBHOE
3HAYCHUE B PA3BUTUU CHUCTEM KOPIIOPATUBHOM COLUAILHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH MMEIOT UMMJDK U peEIlyTalus Ha
PBIHKE, OIleHKa OM3HEc-TIapTHepaMu COOMIOJCHUS MPaB YesIoBeKa, MPAKTHKA 3aKyMOK, MOTHBAIMA M KOMIICTEHIIUN
HEepPCOHANa, OTCYTCTBUE NUCKPHMHUHALMKM B OIUIATE TPyAa MYXKUYMH U KCHIIWH. B KOMIAHMSAX C OpraHM4ecKUM
THIIOM OpPTaHW3alMOHHON CTPYKTYPBHI HMHIK M PEIyTalysl Ha PhIHKE MMeeT OOJIBIINK BEC, TaK e KaKk M YPOBEHb
MHTEPHAIMOHAIIM3AIMY KOMITaHUH, HcTioib3oBaHue 3THkeTok ECO, oTpaciieBble TEHICHIIMN YCTOHYMBOTO Pa3BUTHS
Y NIpon3BoACTBEeHHAs 3P deKTHBHOCTD. UTO KacaeTcst BBITO/] OT BHEIPEHHMS! IPUHIIUIIOB KOPIIOPATHBHOM COLMAILHON
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B JIEATENHHOCTh KOMIIAHWH, YCTAHOBJICHO, YTO PA3IMYMsl NMPEHMYIIECTBEHHO HaOIIONAlOTCA B
CPeIHHX OIIEHKaX aHAIM3HPYEeMbIX (PaKTOpOB B TOJIL3Yy KOMIIAHMM C OpPraHMYECKHMMH OpraHU3alMOHHBIMU
cTpykTypamu. IlomydeHHbBIE pe3ysbTaThl JAAIOT BO3MOXHOCTH IIOCTPOHUTH MPOMMIN KOPIOPATUBHON CONMAIBHOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH KOMITAaHHH C Pa3HBIMHU THIIAMH OPTAaHU3AIIHOHHBIX CTPYKTYP, HACHTU(DHUINPOBATH IPEHMYIIIECTBA
Pa3BUTHsI CUCTEM KOPIIOPATHBHOM COLMAIBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTU M JIETAIM3UPOBATH CTPATETMUECKUE NIPUOPUTETHI
COIIMATBFHO OPHEHTHPOBAHHON MESTEIIFHOCTH KOMIIAHUM, YTO COCTABISIET MEPCHEKTUBHI OYIYIINX HCCIICTOBAHUI
aBTOpA.

Kniouesvle cnosa: kopnopamusHnas coyuanvras OmMEeMCMEEHHOCMb, OP2AHUSAYUOHHAS CMPYKMYpa,
Op2aHU4ecKas Op2aHU3AYUOHHASL CMPYKMYpPd, MeXaHUCMUYECcKas OpeaHU3ayUOHHAs CMPYKmMypd, @akmopol
Pazsumusl KOpNOPAmuBHOU COYUAIbHOU OMEEMCMBEHHOCU, YCMOUYUBOe pazsumue, P HexmusHocmb.
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Introduction

he restructuring of the economic

systems of the Eastern European

countries in the 1990s and their
integration into the world economic space
determined the urgent need for the rapid
implementation of corporate management
principles, which had not existed before. From
the point of view of the world trends the
economy demonstrates the enormous need for
investment, primarily to achieve the goals of
sustainable development. One of the factors
contributing to this objective is the recognition
and improvement of corporate management
principles. On the one hand it involves
guaranteeing the protection of investors'
interests, and on the other hand, ensuring
mutually beneficial economic cooperation of
all stakeholders — investors, top management,
labour collectives, the state — and other
stakeholders, as well as effective and stable
development of a company in general.

In the implementation of social-
economic function in the activities of modern
companies, particular attention is paid to the
introduction of corporate social responsibility
(hereinafter CSR) that arouses intense interest
in the theory and practice of modern
management of the “new” economic systems
of Eastern Europe. This is a long process as it
requires  understanding and  absolute
recognition of both guarantees of protection
of investors’ interests and integration of
economic interests of individual corporations
into the system of the society values. In
addition, a deep study of the factors that
influence the successful implementation of
CSR is required.

CSR is known to include a number of
elements that directly or indirectly contribute
to the creation of material opportunities to
maintain modern quality life standards of the
society and the development of human capital
as a key condition for intensive economic
growth  and  sustainable  development.
Accordingly, an approach to the identification
of opportunities and promising factors of CSR
development through the organizational
mechanism of company management is
suggested in the article. In other words,
considering the fact that the system of CSR is

based on labour relationships incorporated into
a social-economic mechanism of a corporation
that, in its turn is based on an organisational
structure of a company, it is necessary to
analyze the impact of the formed
organizational structure on the CSR practice.
Respectively, the purpose of the study is to
assess the influence of organizational
structures of companies on the development of
CSR systems and to identify differences in the
systems of CSR of companies with different
types of organizational structures. To achieve
the purpose of the research we suggest using a
synthetic approach in the analysis of
organizational  structures. The approach
differentiates the structures into two types:
mechanistic (with a high level of hierarchy and
division of labour) and organic (flexible and
better adapted to the rapid change of external
conditions, including the emergence of new
technologies) organizational structures.

Literature review implies that this
approach is generally consistent with the
modern view of the relationship between the
organizational structure of a company and its
CSR system.

Thus, nowadays CSR is a strategic
management task in the departments and
management structures of the companies.
Reporting relationships, the grouping of
organizational members, and the systems for
coordination, communication, and integration
across the organization inherently impacts the
practices companies’ way of implementing a
sustainable strategy. Taking into
consideration the degree of complexity,
formalization, and centralization in CSR will
determine  the  relationship  between
organizational structure and the management
approach towards practices implemented, in
terms of complexity and impact [1].

T. Burns and G.M. Stalker [2]
identified two types of organizational
structures the: organic and mechanistic
structures, enabling different approaches and
priorities leading to different results and
impact. The mechanistic organization is
hierarchical and bureaucratic, is characterized
by a highly centralized authority, formalized
procedures, and practices, and specialized
functions. These structures demonstrate great
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complexity, a high degree of formalization,
and are highly centralized. It is relatively
easier and simpler to organize, and difficult to
implement change but it enables competition
among the managerial ranks which often
leads to conflict [3].

Organic structures are characterized
by homogeneity, the horizontal interactions
low degree of specialization, decentralized
decision-making and direct supervision. The
few layers of management make the structures
more dynamic providing employees a greater
freedom to act. According to D.A. Morand
[4], an organic organization is a dynamic
network of multi-talented individuals who
perform a variety of tasks. In organic systems,
centers of control and authority and
communication are problem specific [5].
Because there is not a designed top
management in an organic structure, the top
management is defined by task-relevant
specialized knowledge with a great autonomy
and control [6; 7]. The team self-management
is used a participatory management where
team members have a high level of decisional
autonomy and control in daily activities [8].

While organic structures provide more
advantageous conditions for creative and
innovative responses to emerging challenges
[9; 10] mechanistic structures restrict
organizational potential to generate innovative
solutions [11].

Undeniably, it is necessary to consider
the fact that the current trends in the global
economy (digitalization, globalization and
development of artificial intelligence systems,
the transition of public administration to
electronic space), forcing corporations to
improve organizational efficiency and search
of new types of organizational structures,
involving the modernization of traditional
principles of organization, such as hierarchy
and unity of command. The emergence of
design, matrix, network or conglomerate types
of organizational structures proves this fact.

In project groups, for example, all
team members and resources allocated to a
specific task are fully subordinate to the
project manager. Matrix structures combine
operational and project activities to ensure the
integration of all activities and resources of

project managers, who may be below line
managers in the functional structure. Network
structures involve the elimination of hierarchy
and the construction of self-organizing systems
based on the recognition of environmental
influences and the preparation of the response
of the control object. The response is based on
the analysis of huge amount of data. At the
same time, conglomerate or integrated
approach allows us to combine all possible
types of organizational structures within one
corporation.

Since the development of these
particular types of organizational structures is
due to the high level of development of the
corporate management system in the country
in general, for the purposes of the study,
which is based only on Romanian companies,
it is appropriate to assess the impact of
organizational structures on the development
of CSR systems of companies on the basis of
their division into mechanistic and organic
organizational structures.

This article is meant to present the
main differences in companies CSR approach
taking into consideration the structures
responsible within the organization. They
were considered the two types of structures
and a set of practices used to apply CSR. The
article is structured as follows: the first
section presents the CSR trend in Romania by
making a brief review of the main studies
used, in the second section is presented the
research methodology describing the data and
methods. The article continues with the main
findings and the interpretation of the
statistical analyses and the last part is
assigned to research conclusions.

CSR in Romania: the review of
studies

he entry into the E.U. amplified
the use of CSR practices in the
Romanian business environment.
Moreover, the opportunities provided by the
access to European funds played a major role in
shaping companies perspectives towards CSR.
Currently, in Romania, we can talk about
“responsible industries” as sustainable businesses

LCSR in Romania. 2018. Available at: http:/undp.ro/
libraries/projects/CSR/deliverables/Analiza%20Situatiei%20R
SC%20in%20Romania%20ENG.pdf (accessed 08.03.2016).
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that were able to make social and environmental
activities and become core components of their
business model. According to the research
developed in the field [12-14], Romanian CSR is
still in an early stage of development due to the
lack of complex and continuous supportive
measures.

Due to the market liberalization, the
main promoters of these responsible business
practices are the multinationals, that often
transfer headquarter CSR perspectives and
practices, to subsidiaries. Nevertheless,
relevant to consider that the Western-style of
CSR is spreading to the developing world,
and the institutional forces play a major role
in sustaining or obstructing such diffusion
[13; 15].

Considering the national academic
studies, we can refer to some relevant
researches that approached CSR. According
to I.E. lamandi [12], in Romania, there can be
identified two CSR models: a model based on
reciprocal strategy and a model based on
shareholder strategy. D. Dobrescu and
G. Vintila [16] analyzed CSR practices
focusing on environmental practices and their
implications at the level of large companies
operating in Romania. D.M. Lut [17]
identified three main priorities when it comes
to measuring CSR impact: environmental
impact, companies’ relation with human
resources, and the companies' relation with
the local community.

There were studies that observed the
impact of CSR on listed companies,
considering that these organizations are more
likely to pay attention to their notoriety and
trustworthiness on the market. Thus, L. Brad
et al. [18] weighed up how Romanian listed
companies  report  their  social and
environmental indicators and how these
practices do not always lead to beneficial
when it comes to financial performance.
According to S.C. Gherghina and G. Vintila
[19], most of the CSR practices have a
positive impact on the companies listed value,
except for environmental protection practices.
D. Dumitrescu and L. Simionescu [20] did not
observe significant differences in the case of
CSR companies and non-CSR companies in
terms of financial performance.

C. Crisan-Mitra and A. Borza [21]
through their study underline companies’
perceptions of the CSR on the business key
components, identifying three typologies of
companies: one that recognizes CSR major
influence on the overall business activity,
once the sustainable practices are embodied in
companies organizational culture; one having
a more cost-benefit perspective based on the
quantified inputs and outputs that can be
clearly measured; and one that considers CSR
as providing credibility and legitimacy to the
company, with a major influence on investors
decision to direct their money in socially
responsible companies.

According to A.D.Serban [22],
companies would rather respond to
shareholders' questions or inquiries than
having a proactive attitude towards people
and the environment. O.l. Moisescu [23]
examined the extent to which customers'
loyalty to certain brands is influenced by the
approach taken towards CSR, observing that
these initiatives exert a significant positive
influence on customers purchasing decision.
C. Crisan-Mitra et al. [24] detected an
inconsistency between customers' perceptions
with respect to the company's environmental
actions and what the company actually does
to protect the environment. C. Stoian and
R.M. Zacharia [25] studied how CSR affects
employees and how they can actually become
important players in the proliferation of CSR
practices. Also, G.F. Grigore and A. Stancu
[26] underlined the way employees and the
community tend to associate responsible
companies to those that behave in accordance
with their rights, paying fair salaries and
providing safe condition, and do not
necessarily rely on complex CSR practices.
According to C. Stoian and R.M. Zacharia
[27] employees that had the experience of the
socialist system, but are familiarized with
CSR tend to act as channels for “hybrid
CSR”.

These results demonstrate an increased
concern for companies' responsible behavior
even if there is still much to say about the
practices consistency and durability. Also, the
relation between CSR, the company's
economic performance and the impact
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created, is still not yet very clearly stated.
Following this, the research meant to provide
a perspective of the way CSR practices can be
evaluated and measured in  emerging
countries.

As a developing country, Romania
was taken into consideration for this study for
three important reasons. First, there are very
few studies made in developing countries in
Europe and mostly if we refer to ex-
communist countries. Second, being among
one of the latest countries that joined EU, it is
still a country that faces major challenges
when it comes to sustainability being
exploited for the raw materials and cheap
labour force, due to higher levels of energy
consumption, imports, air, and water pollution
and greater risks to the country's environment.
Thus, without clear measures meant to
institutionalize social and environmental
development, Romania will remain in a
vulnerable position in relation not only to
other E.U. member states but also with other
developed countries. Third, the case of
Romania can be a relevant one for many
developing countries that are committed to
becoming EU members, being a relevant case
to increasing measures and  ensure
sustainability.

Research methodology and results
he authors have resorted to
conducting an empirical
research, based on investigation

technique and the instrument used was the
questionnaire. Multiple-choice questions using
the Likert Scale, where 1 — “strongly disagree”
and 5 — “totally agree”. Data evaluation is
based on the theoretical framework and the
response processing was performed by
applying mathematical models and statistical
methods using MS Office Excel 2007, SPSS
17.0 and Statistical 7.0.

This study is designed to highlight
how large companies’ operating in Romania,
approach CSR by identifying the existing
differences in terms of practices used
considering the organizational structures.

The respondent companies were CSR
representatives from large companies (more
than 249 employees) that operate on
Romanian  market (headquarters  and

subsidiaries). The companies that have agreed
to participate in the study received from us a
package that included a cover letter, an online
questionnaire, and the credentials. 94 valid
answers were obtained. Out of the total
75.86% were having a CSR organic structure
while be rest declared that we're having a
mechanical CSR structure. Also, 32.2 of the
respondents were listed companies while 67.8
were non-listed companies, 64.4 were
subsidiaries in Romania and the rest were
headquarters

The limits of this study are given by
the small number of respondents, which stems
from the method used to disseminate the
research instrument, the low availability the
respondents to fill in the questionnaire, the
lack of readiness and of social awareness, and
the difficulty of finding suitable respondents
to provide reliable answers.

The analyses started by evaluating the
relation between companies CSR approach
and CSR impact assessment. The use of
external auditors enables a higher degree of
commitment due to the indicators that must be
accomplished reinforcing companies
approach towards sustainable and reliable
CSR practices. The McNewman test was
applied to test the null hypothesis according
to which there is no match between the
companies pro-activeness towards CSR
activities and the external audit practice. The
test result rejects the null hypothesis and
supports the alternative hypothesis p=0.008,
according to which companies that consider
themselves to be proactive in term of CSR are
assessed by external auditors. The
homogeneity of the answers obtained was
evaluated by testing how many of the
managers that positively answer to the first
question, use external audit for CSR practices.
According to  Marginal Homogeneity
Test=2.828, p=0.005 respondents who
considered the companies they work for as
being CSR proactive are assessed by external
auditors. It was further investigated the extent
to which Global Reporting Initiative standards
are considered relevant in assessing the
degree of sustainability of the analysis. The
test result validates the null hypothesis and
rejects the alternative hypothesis p=0.235, so
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there is no significant match between the two
dimensions. This states that companies that
are using external audit fail to implement a
sustainability plan in line with the rigor
imposed by GRI standards.

The study continued with the test of
the hypothesis considering the structures
accountable (mechanistic or organic). Thus, it
has been noticed that having an organic CSR
structure, influences CSR practices used. The
Kruskal Wallis test (Chi-Square=12.75,
p=0.005) shows that the alternative
hypothesis is accepted. Having a mechanistic
structure typically implies additional resource
and highlights the strategic role of
sustainability policies in the company's core
business. To evaluate the differences among
companies with mechanistic and organic
structure concerning the indicators/factors
considered in the implementation of CSR
practices was used the Kruskal Wallis test.
According to the null hypothesis, it has been
considered that no differences can be
observed among both types. Kruskal Wallis
test (Chi-Square=192,159, p=0,000) rejects
the null hypothesis and the alternative is

accepted, highlighting that the mechanistic or
organic structure have different approaches in
terms of items /factors of the CSR. To
determine the cause of the differences
between the two types of respondents, Mann
Whitney U-test was wused. The result
(U=440692, p=0.000), rejects the null
hypothesis and the alternative is accepted,
according to which the two groups of
respondents appreciate the CSR factors
differently.

The most important indicators/factors
used due to the CSR implementation,
regardless of the category they belong to —
mechanistic/organic structure are: “companies’
image and reputation on the market”,
“procurement practices”, “business partners
human rights assessment”, “industry trend on
sustainable development”. Not so important
were considered to be, “customer pressure on
social and environmental  protection”,
“environmental grievance mechanisms”, “the
consumer-educated  consumer  education
process”, ‘“committees, forums, departments
involved in CSR”.

Table 1
Factors/indicators relevant to evaluate the company’s CSR performance
Ne Factors/Indicators Mean Mann-Whitney p-value
U-test
1 | Companies’ image and reputation on the market 3.95 636 0.717
2 Procurement p_ractic_es (ex. complian‘ce of busines_s 371 374 0.002
partners/suppliers with the company's code of ethics)
3 | The use of ECO labels (ex. Fair Trade). 3.49 558 0.43
4 | Business partners human rights assessment. 3.49 208 0
5 | Industry trend regarding sustainable development 3.49 574 0.538
6 | Motivating and retaining talented employees 3.44 624 0.947
7 | Equal remuneration for women and men 3.44 398 0.01
8 Marke'g presence (ex. market share, sales gained in the social 340 666 0.967
campaign)
9 | Fraud and false advertising 3.26 464 0.066
10 | The degree of companies’ internationalization 3.24 584 0.615
11 | Training programs on codes of ethics of the employees 3.24 240 0
12 | Board independence 3.24 388 0.008
13 | Past anti-corruption/bribery policies 3.23 522 0.238
14 | Certification schemes (ex. 1ISO14000, EMAS, CERES, etc.) 3.18 628 0.982
15 | External economic conditions 3.15 580 0.573
16 !Economic performance (ex. turnover, profitability, level of 314 444 0.019
indebtedness)
17 | Governmental/NGO’s pressure 3.14 392 0.008
Social Practices (company's contributions to the local community,
18 community rights, jobs creation etc.) 3.08 644 0.785
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The End of Table

Ne Factors/Indicators Mean Mann-Whitney p-value
U-test

19 FS)cf:;a;rcteiz;)Ider satisfaction towards the social impact of CSR 294 554 0.397

20 | Supplier environmental assessment 2.86 618 0.895

21 The de_gr_ee to which er_nployee is involved in the available forms 280 444 0.04
of participation to profits

29 Rgturn of Socially Responsible Investments — SRI (ex. Financial 274 612 0548
Times Stock Exchange Index)

23 Repqrtm_g method used for CSR performance (format and 268 508 0.18
verification)

24 | Committees, forums, panels, departments, etc. involved in CSR 2.64 404 0.012

25 | Consumer education process promoted by the company 2.63 328 0.001

26 | Environmental grievance mechanisms. 2.40 508 0.182

27 | Customer pressure (environment and social protection) 2.33 480 0.102

Evaluating comparatively the
mechanistic and organic structures responsible
with the CSR practices, several differences
were observed between the two typologies
considering the following items: “company
performance”, “acquisitions practices”, “the
consumer education process promoted by the
company”, “the extent to which employees are
involved in the available forms of profit
participation”, “pressure exerted by state
bodies/NGOs”, “employee training on
company code of ethics”, “equal pay for
women and men”, “evaluation of business
partners regarding respect for human rights”,
“committees, forums, departments involved in
CSR”, “independence of the board of directors
in the decision-making process” (Table 2). In
order to have a more detailed picture of the

differences between the CSR approach from
the perspective of the indicators/factors
considered relevant to the CSR performance
assessment, taking into account the responsible
structures, we have noticed that the differences
in the group’s appreciation of the items: At the
level of the companies that have a mechanistic
CSR structure, the most important indicators in
the implementation of CSR practices are:
“company image and reputation on the
market” (M=3.94), “business partners
assessment of human rights” (M=3.82),
“acquisition  practice”, “motivation  and
employee competence” (M=3.63). The highest
value registered in the case of respondents
having an organic structure was also related to
the company's image but the value highlights a
greater relevance.

Table 2
Evaluating CSR practices considering the organizational structure used
Mechanistic structure Organic structure
Ne Factors/indicators Mean Std. Std. m | M | Mean Std. Std. m | M
Dev. Err. Dev. Err.
1 g‘;ﬁgi‘meg’ image and reputationonthe | 54, | 4166 | 0142 | 1| 5| 42 | 041 | 0092 | 4|5
o | Business partners human rights 382 | 1313 | 016 | 1|5 | 24 | 0503|0112 | 1| 4
assessment
Procurement practices (ex.compliance of
3 | business partners/suppliers with the 375 | 1223 | 0149 | 1 | 5 3.6 1392 | 0311 | 2 | 5
company's code of ethics)
4 | Motivating and retaining talented 363 | 1423 | 0174 | 1| 5| 28 | 1.361 | 0304 | 1 | 5
employees
5 | Equal remuneration for womenand men | 3.63 | 1423 | 0.174 | 1 | 5 2.8 1361 | 0304 [ 1 | 5
6 | The use of ECO labels (ex. Fair Trade) 346 | 1396 | 0171 | 1 | 5 3.6 1231 | 0255 | 2 | 5
g | UrelE Ty el iEgEe g Sr ol 346 | 1491 | 0182 | 1| 5| 36 | 0821 | 0184 | 3 | 5
development
g | The degree of independence of theboard | 5 ) | 4379 | 9169 | 1 | 5 | 26 | 1392 | 0311 | 1| 5
of directors in decisions making
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The End of Table

Mechanistic structure Organic structure
Ne Factors/indicators Mean Std. Std. m | M | Mean Std. Std. mlm
Dev. Err. Dev. Err.

o | Market presence (ex. market share, | 5, | 4303 | 9159 | 1 | 5| 34 | 1046 | 0234 | 2 | 5
sales gained in the social campaign)

10 | Anti-corruption or bribery policies 33 | 1404 | 0172 | 1| 5| 3 | 1451|0324 |15
implemented within the past

11 | Shareholder satisfaction towards the | 555 | 433 | 0169 | 1 | 5 | 1.8 | 0.768 | 0172 | 1 | 3
social impact of CSR policies
The use of certification schemes (ex.

12 1S014000, EMAS, CERES.) 3.24 | 1.394 | 0.17 1|5 3 1124 | 0251 | 2 | 5

13 | Disputes arising from fraud and false | 355 | 4 493 | 0174 | 1| 5 | 3.4 | 1.046 | 0234 | 2 | 5
advertising

14 | Training programs on codes of ethics | 514 | 4384 | 0169 | 1 | 5 | 3.4 | 1.046 | 0234 | 2 | 5
of the employees

15 | Governmental/NGO’s pressure 3.18 | 1.381 | 0.169 | 1 | 5 3 1451 | 0324 | 1 | 5

16 | External economic conditions 313 | 1192 | 0.146 | 1 | 5 3.2 041 | 0.092 | 3 | 4
Company contributions to the local

17 | community, community rights, jobs 3.1 1416 | 0173 | 1 | 5 3 1298 | 029 |1 | 5
creation etc.

1g | The degree of companies 206 | 1375 | 0168 | 1 | 5 | 42 | 041 | 0092 |4 |5
internationalization

19 | Company performance (ex. turmover, | , o, | 4369 | 0167 |1 | 5 | 38 | 0.768 | 0.072 | 3 | 5
profitability, level of indebtedness)
The degree to which employee is

20 | involved in the available forms of 293 | 1521 | 018 | 1 | 5 2.4 1392 | 0311 |1 | 4
participation to profits

21 | Supplier environmental assessment 2.88 | 1451 | 0.177 | 1 | 5 2.8 0.768 | 0.172 | 2 | 4
Committees, forums, panels,

22 departments, etc. involved in CSR 278 | 1216 | 0.149 |1 | 5 2.2 0.768 | 0.172 | 1 | 3

o3 | Report type, format, and verification | ;26 | 1357 | 9162 |1 |5 | 24 | 0503 | 0112 | 2 | 3
of CSR performance
Return of Socially Responsible

24 | Investments — SRI (ex. Financial 272 | 1289 | 0.157 [ 1 | 5 2.8 1.005 | 0225 | 1 | 4
Times Stock Exchange Index)
Consumer education process

25 elma 5y o ey 252 | 1.341 | 0164 | 1 | 5 3 1124 | 0251 | 2 | 5

06 | Environmental grievance 252 | 1106 | 0135 | 1 | 5| 2 | 1124 | 0251 |1 | 4
mechanisms

g7 | Customer pressure (environmentand | 5 g | 4095 | 0133 |1 |5 | 1.8 | 0768 | 0172 | 1 | 3
social protection)

Another aspect was to analyze the benefits
of respondents included in the study and analyze
the differences between the structures used. Thus,
the benefits perceived by companies with
mechanistic structure tend to be higher, but these
differences are not significant: companies with a
mechanistic  (Mean=3.63, Std. Dev.=1.172),
compared to those with the organic structure (Mean
3.39, Std. Dev.=1.344).

The statistical analysis continued with the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (p=0.000) that show a
normal distribution, and the Kruskal Wallis test
was applied. To evaluate the correlation between

the two typologies related to the perceived positive
effects associated with the CSR practices and the
organizational structures the following null
hypothesis HO was created. There are no
differences in the appreciation of items — H1. There
are differences in the appreciation of the items. The
result of the Kruskal Wallis test is Chi-
Square=7.336, p=0.001, therefore, the null
hypothesis is rejected. The results demonstrate that
the two groups of respondents appreciate
differently the CSR positive effects. To determine
the difference between the typologies considered
the U. Mann Whitney test was calculated (Table 3).
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Table 3
Centralized identifiers — beneficial effects of CSR according to the structures used
Percentiles
Organizational Structure Mean Std. Dev. m M o5th 50t_h 75th
(Median)
Mechanistic 3.63 1.172 1 5 3.00 4.00 5.00
Organic 3.39 1.344 1 5 3.00 4.00 4.75

The mechanistic structure perceives as
the main CSR benefits: “the increase company

awareness to reach social legitimation”,
“improving the image and companies
reputation”, “strengthening companies’

organizational culture”. In the case of an
organic structure, the main advantages were
considered to be “increase company awareness

to reach social legitimation”, “improving the

image and the reputation of the company as
external perception”. Not so important were
considered in both cases the advantages:
“easier access to European repayable funds”,
“obtaining tax incentives provided by the

state/local institutions” and “attract new
potential shareholders in the company”
(Table 4).

Table 4

CSR Benefits according to the organizational structure

Mechanistic structure Organic structure
Ne CSR Benefits Mean Std. Std. m | M | Mean Std. Std. mlm
Dev. Err. Dev. Err.
Strengthen the company's overall strategy 360 |[1.256 [0.153 |1 3.80 0.764 0.172 |3
2 Improving the image and the rep_utatlon of 434 1095 |013a |1 440 |os21 |o1sa |1
the company as external perception
g | Increase company awareness to reach social | 4 a3 | 673 10107 1 |5 |410 |1411 |0308 |1 |5
legitimation.
4 | Increase sales 365 |1.088 [0.134 |1 |5 [324 |1221 0266 |1 |5
5 | Raise market share 356 |1125 [0.138 |1 |5 [3.14 |1276 (0278 |1 |5
g | \mproved ability to attract adequate 385 | 1026 |0126 |1 |5 |352 |1.289 |0281 |1 |5
qualified human resources
Enh_ance the ability to attract, motivate and 376 | 1266 | 0156 |1 352 | 1401 |0306 |1
retain talented employees
Reduce operational costs 311 1229 |0151 |1 271 1309 |0.286 |1
9 Attract new potential shareholders in the 279 | 1103 |o0136 |1 243 | 1248 | 0272 |1
company
10 | Reduces resistance to change in 344 1069 0132 |1 |5 [324 |1.338 | 0292 |1 |5
organizational transformation
11 | Expanding relations with public authorities |3.80 |1.084 |0.133 |1 |5 (357 |1434 |0313 |1 |5
12 | Expanding relations with civil society 395 |1.087 |0134 (1 |5 |376 |1300 |0.284 |1 |5
13 | Obtaining tax incentives provided by the | 553 | o756 | 0120 |1 |4 |310 |1.221 |0266 |1 |4
state/local institutions
14 | Easier access to European repayable funds | 2.42 | .824 0101 (1 (5 |219 |0.873 |019 |1 |5
15 ffjrlfﬂghe”'”g companies organizational | 415 | 920 0113 [1 |5 |405 |1.39 |0305 |1 |5
16 Ensure the sustainable development of the 388 | 903 0111 |1 |5 1367 11300 |0303 |1 |5
company
17 | Enable the owners to have a more profound | , 5 | 969 | 0118 |1 |5 |343 |1.287 |0281 |1 |5
sense of accomplishment
1g | ENsure companies continuity across 368 [1.166 (0143 |1 |5 [314 |1276 |0278 |1 |5
generations
The mechanistic structure perceives as reputation”, “strengthening companies'

the main CSR benefits: “the increase company
awareness to reach social legitimation”,
“improving the image and companies

organizational culture”. In the case of the
organic structure, the main advantages were
considered to be “increase company awareness
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to reach social legitimation”, “improving the
image and the reputation of the company as
external perception”. Not so important were
considered in both cases the advantages:
“easier access to European repayable funds”,
“obtaining tax incentives provided by the
state/local institutions” and “attract new
potential shareholders in the company”.

The author used the assessment of the
item's centrality indicators in each responsible

CSR group/type: HO. There are no differences
between the appreciation of the beneficial
effects between the type of respondents; H1.
There are differences of positive effects
perceptions in both cases. The data are not
normally distributed, so the Mann-Whitney
test (U=203667; p-value 0.007) was decided
based on the result of this test, and the
alternative is accepted (Table 5).

Table 5
CSR Benefits according to the organizational structure
Ne CSR Benefits Mann-Whitney p-value
U-test
1 | Strengthen the company's overall strategy 644 0.784
2 | Improving the image and the reputation of the company as external perception 650 0.814
3 | Increase company awareness to reach social legitimation 594 0.386
4 | Increase sales 612 0.538
5 | Raise market share 626 0.644
6 | Improved ability to attract adequate qualified human resources 496 0.065
7 | Enhance the ability to attract, motivate and retain talented employees 668 0.983
8 | Reduce operational costs 558 0.244
9 | Attract new potential shareholders in the company 560 0.253
10 | Reduces resistance to change in organizational transformation 504 0.081
11 | Expanding relations with public authorities 392 0.004
12 | Expanding relations with civil society 584 0.353
13 | Obtaining tax incentives provided by the state/local institutions 252 0.000
14 | Easier access to European repayable funds 538 0.154
15 | Strengthening companies organizational culture 448 0.016
16 | Ensure the sustainable development of the company 502 0.074
17 | Enable the owners to have a more profound sense of accomplishment 638 0.735
18 | Ensure companies continuity across generations 660 0.916

Thus it has been performed a
determination of the items that registered
differences, observing that the only differences
in terms of the advantages identified are
observed in the items “expanding relations with
public authorities” (Mann-Whitney U=392,
p=0.004), “strengthening organizational
culture” (Mann-Whitney U=448 p=0.016),
obtaining tax facilities (Mann-Whitney U=252,
p=0.000).

Conclusions

his research reveals that the
greatest majority of the companies
included in the study have
organic CSR structure. The decentralized
decision-making, the dynamic structure, the
freedom to perform a variety of tasks besides
those with CSR specific, leads to less defined

CSR practices in the company’s decision-
making process being implemented especially
for presentation, not as a part of a complex
sustainability program. The economic, social
and environmental strategies do not require
complex measures, to justify the need for a
mechanistic structure.

Moreover, GRI implementation is not
considered as a priority, which further
demonstrates that CSR is not considered to be
a relevant indicator in influencing investors
and increasing the performance of the
company. However, it is noticed that the
respondent’s perception of the company's
CSR strategy is constantly manifested,
resulting in an encouraging immersion, based
on significant and proactive initiatives, not
required by current legislation, and relying
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more on companies willing to get involved in
the economic, social and environmental
development of the community in which they
operate. Following the typology of the
pursued standards with a focus on the social
and environmental component, we noted an
overwhelming majority respect a certain
standard. Nevertheless, the GRI standard was
not recognized by the respondents of being
relevant for the assessment of CSR practices.

With  regards to the specific
differences in the impact of the type of
organizational structure on the development
of CSR, the following results have been
obtained:

— participation of external auditors
contributes to the fact that companies are
more eager to achieve CSR indicators;

— regardless of belonging to a
particular organizational structure, the most
important factors that allow implementing
CSR are: the company's image and its
reputation at the market (3.95), procurement
practice (3.71), business partners' assessment
of human rights in the company, trends of
sustainable development of the industry.

During the study the hypothesis that
companies with mechanistic and organic
organizational structures have different
assessments of the role of factors of CSR has
been confirmed. Thus, for companies with
mechanistic structures, the most important
factors contributing to the implementation of
CSR are the company's image and reputation
in the market (the average value is 3.9),
business partners' assessment of human rights,
procurement  practices, motivation and
competence of personnel. In organic structures

the factor of “company image and reputation at
the market” is also the most significant, but
with a much larger average value (4.2).

From the view point of two
organizational structures, the positive effect of
CSR implementation is described mainly by
the same set of factors, but they have different
average  significance  assessment.  For
mechanistic structures it is raising awareness
of a company to achieve social legitimation
(4.38), improving the image and reputation of
the company in the external perception (4.34),
and strengthening the organizational culture
(4.12). For organic structures it is primarily an
improvement of the company's image and
reputation in the external perception (4.40), as
well as raising awareness of the company to
achieve social legitimation (4.10).

In general, many times, CSR practices
aim to remedy the harmful impact of the
company's actions on the society, which
cannot be avoided. Nevertheless, the
organizations did not consider that performing
CSR practices leads to obtaining tax
incentives. Therefore, creating a clear and
concise framework is more than necessary to
promote both responsible behaviors, but also
to provide remedies and sanctions in the event
of non-compliance with the required
framework. However, there is a growing
tendency to raise awareness of the need for
regulation not only at a macro level, but also
at an organizational level, by establishing
codes of conduct, human rights regulations,
and core values and practices on CSR actions.
Sometimes the introduction of sanctions can
be both a stimulating factor for CSR actions,
thereby diminishing social irresponsibility.
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