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 OE. ALALANTHE (CSR) ZERFMBNELMAANL, 2% B TRM
5%, AXKERAAM G A CSR AR a2 ibH x, Fid LR bF TP ag3io
AR, EME—F XL R FTEAERET CSR AR GH L, HlieP B, BEFHE
EEMNAGBER Y0, FAHARRGARRBEN, RNAFBALRGIRIHFRA,
HF AP BT 69 CSR AF R SR MBFRFH, A BIFE BN RELR
55 T GUATR,

XA DA, ALPMEN, BUsAEE,; TERK

FI 20 t22 60 AEARCLAK, CSR 73245 H 2 AR B S5 55 FLm 6 id . 78 CSR 344
e, BURF L ARBUNFHZ A RS Sh 55 4 05 T T2 R RN, A AR 0
M ERL A R VRIEE . CSR B MR R FE B R TIE B, B AN (U A8 B 2 S 1
FIWFFY, WAZBNATE, AR, HE . EE AR S S GH . CSR 38 F A
JEAL SRR B R R SR B 4 AT . BN, Gottschalk (2016) 4 CSR &
SCh AR AE SRR B AY, AE HA BE 0 2SS R 25 =2 b AR R A Ak AT
N7, HZHMME, Mackey 55 (2007) LAt TATMA R« BAEUGEHL S DA
FA A EAATEN” o 7E CSR J& A K UM 4 b S i I 1, A RS i R TP
WA, —LERFSE AN, CSR &4l & AL AT SC N E I E 2 S (Flammer, 2015;
Wang & Qian, 2011); SRWAFINN, CSR &4-E R, HZE—FARIE R
W (Masulis & Reza, 2014; Wang & Bansal, 2012) . BRI 2 w1 HERAGE B
PRBNAMEZIMNE TGS XA, EARF AL, (E ROk 2 1 4l
ATHER SR R I Xof B R A A 2 Bk R

FEASCH, FRATH e ZAR AR CSR WHAX M BIR S 5 R BR M, JF Aokt 4

H—2edtil, AR5, FATREHEECMCE F E 5T A9 CSR WFFE, X 4 i B 58
_1_
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RSO TE AT S, I xR R A AT 5 e A3t
I

—., tUHSFERARTHIER
il 5 /R

BATHY CSR PS8 T F e i BIE LA, A
IR CSR RTRG R, dHRIE T —2 522 M 0¢
), FERAAT A, Flan, B4 CSR BLIERLA
PIPESHERT, FIZEAHOCHE BIEHE . CSR T LAHS
Bl 5 & TR G AHOCHE -G AR, NI TH
V4 % ( Bansal & Roth, 2000; Flammer &
Bansal, 2017; Jones, 1995; Jones et al., 2018),
GEIRIEAL BN, FE—E AT, CSR AL
R AL TE A AR ZOR R (Barney, 2018;
Frooman, 1999; Kassinis & Vafeas, 2006) . /&M
FRR T 22 M OC T R R S (0, DL
IXBERE BT AN E W 23 AT 52 CSR 4724 ( Chin
et al., 2013; Petrenko et al., 2016; Tang et al.,
2018; Tang et al., 2015) |

5RO, AR B R D B R TR Y A
JZ H RIS LA B3R B X CSR 4T 0 B9 5
(Masulis & Reza, 2014; Petrenko et al., 2016),
il B BRIE R I CSR Ay 52 B Skt ) (B8
JZIME , A TR EE R P EE) SR
( Campbell, 2007; Jeong & Kim, 2018; Luo
et al., 2017; Marquis & Tilesik, 2016) , &5 #ff
FUMGE R 5B & T h Ak, 2 ERT i
A CSR AT MAShAL, LIS CSR 47 R ifE B AN
X FR A AT 52 e £l DA 4R 25 19 B2 BE - ( Barney,
2018; King, 2007; Luo et al., 2015; Wang &

Qian, 2011) . BbAk, HFrifwffss 5L T4t o 3
_2_

W, BRI CSR A7 2R 3004 1A 22 40 o] 52w B J
(4l 4125474 (Nason et al., 2018)

FESEOW A 2 18T, — S0 5 R O 3 2 3
WREEITR T CSR PS5 (LY TR
BUAMZ5EE) B, 19 2 BLS LA v HH
T CSR W5, anhblshe S5itsc it (Bing-
ham et al., 2013; Mueller et al., 2012; Slack et al.,
2015) . LA FHE (Rupp et al., 2013) , 5
BT 2 5EMHEHHIE (Caligiur et al., 2013)
PLK S RET) K SR AIRE 232 2T A G i (Bartel
et al., 2001; Pless et al., 2011), B4, H—
SRS ERIT T 51 TAE S 5 CSR 473l 4 5 B
P9 B £ {5, (Chen & Hung—Baesecke, 2014)
LR (FE—Fh A R B aksh Ty &) 1E
TR 40 3 2 5 CSR 17 ol i 403 36 19 £ £
(Sendlhofer, 2019) . IEUNMLZERY | B HOUJZ H
[ CSR KAl 51 TRYAASCHT SR & ¥, 25 CSR
TAME 10 RS B B T B MR AR 4 4%
(Lee et al., 2013; Lin et al., 2010; Mueller et al.,
2012)

L CSR WFgE 4Rt T i Z B MM, 14
AR Z VT, Bz WPE S Ehe, B
B2 FE0> RN, BE S S SLIEAIE ST A S 4 A3t
FEREAH S (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012), 4G,
VER—AT i 2 e W 98 S, CSR ME LATE
S FHINT SR, CSR BEAT LI A VRl A 15
ARTER—FAT R (RO E4E) , WAl LABOA
R 5 A 55 B ARSE AR R 3 B H b5 o
X SEHS A A R 2ok A Al ST U Bl HoAl
HImA . SR CSR WFI0Hs AR i Pk i R
WFTE R B, AR AN AR S 5T 4 A i e
BT RE R IE R A b 325 CSR s 5, il



SRR 4 il 2 U 1) A% R R R £ 0 B T
AMlgs 2 BRI &SRR, TEEA L
SRR B A ME— B As” W1HIE, H
A—sE il A CSR XA 0G24 Hl £ AH G
MITEEE . AATBCR IR B 20 | S MR
I 25 5 B A2 4L, B[R] I AR X = T A R
AU E PR E TR A (Hilliard, 2019), AT
SR FH I B — A () B E ELAT — 5 1 SR BR A
IR 5 A OCH I B TR X — R, JF &
WA N CSR WG A, (AR 5 AHOC % 3
WA G WA TE R R B, JFH AW T 4N
(Freeman et al., 2004; Laplume et al., 2008;
Sundaram & Inkpen, 2004) . H, B THAH
FIJRIRR , BE R 35 A O BRE N FH T CSR A5 h
AR HA PR, CSR Sk A ik w41 T
FRIE R LRSS

HIR, CSR AHAL R, Jf HAr ke
ZAVRIE SRR ], B RS JRaE
CSR ISR /e R AR A SR, AH 2 X RE i
BEWE, BREZY, CSR KA #AME—
ARy SR BT HEA T R ER R RIS R
I, CSR BFFE& Mg 70 ¢ TE CSR WYL, i
BAT R HESI N CSR AF 5% B9 58 5 i B 4 1
MBS AR, SCBR b, 15 2 RO 2 B
CSR IYJEAT 5 4 W 55 S sk 2 1] 14 2% 2 0 Ji 5
WEAES: (Margolis & Walsh, 2001 ; Orlitzky et al.
2003; Rowley & Berman, 2000), H: 3% H#Y 2
PP, A B SR UL, T R 1
DU, R, PR PN
BH, AW RA 80 K )2
BLHIRIA A 5, B 2 58 2 30 SE Rl RTHE S 19
SRR T E A SR R, 2 3k 1 B 1 R
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X, BN, RS C 4TI E T R4E, CSR
I 55 2530 22 1) 1) 56 38 7827 3 TR SR A7 AE 6 T
FIR4+8 (Flammer, 2015; Ferrell et al., 2016;
Wang & Bansal, 2012; Wang et al., 2008) .

I, R4 CSR A B AR A SE B m, (H
ELGTME DL SRR AL . REEW
85,

—. &K CSR xR

FEATR AT, FAVIEAE 553 & 22 1 I iR T
FOELAE EEFTH R (Wang et al., 2016; Wang
et al., 2020), MEFEMEHLEE 1 —28 CSR AFFE Y
AKAFFETT ], FATE B4R T ILA AT HE N CSR
WFFETT ] — M PE A BT (455 BV 145 0 A S I
W), HEE R TEIE R RS, Rk
/- 5 B R NS S D U= S B B v 2

. HHEREMHIGE; B EE HE AR5,
H AL R, WA frll— 205t

F 46 A OCH BER M AH AR O R, % F
CSR 54k 22 F1l 25 AH G35 BB ARG, Il 25 40 56
HHIWC AR CSR MR F 2, HAK
#e3h T CSR TR & (Agle et al., 2008;
Flammer, 2015; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001) ,

CSR AFFEAE SR 43 BT FEE L 43 B7 1) 33 7 v
IR ZE ARG BEIE, BB A ERAR
AR SR AH O 0 g — 2, B AW A A A £
FHOCHE A TC o X, (ARHRA % RN
[ 5 AH DG Z IR OQHE, R, 7E CSR 43k
IOz R 23 AH OG5 BB B, AR BF 98 % S8R R
AR AR5 A O (46 51 T, B, fh)r

R ARBURAZL, BUF AL A XK
_3_
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ANAREE) Z I AR SE LA RS HAl A 45 40
RATERARLL, FoA R 19 ) £ A OC 3 BERTE
TR AN ) Aol AR 2 AT B, 257 A B AN W)
MORNE . SEBR b, SCHERY CSR BUBIETE &2y %
SR, W BT, XS W M
il AH OG5 6 VR SR 2 TE b 5 2% 1 AH ELAR
KA,

Pk, FATS IO E HEBR I (45 %
e g AR DG BRI — D RIR ik, LA
Kz < HOGHERRE M CSR 4R X 5
FHEOGR™ WG], KPP R R 45 A E UF
SR ESCER . X T 2 06 T IR AR 5 H AR £
HHEF K AMIMAE S (Flammer, 2013; Go-
mulya & Boeker, 2014; Kang, 2008), ‘B {1 #
BT AR T HAL R 53 ARG BRI,
AR BYRFFE AT LAGEX — i (BRI 47
Z L7 ORI KPS RAR S AR g5 AH R
ME S, LR A Al gl iz g ehas, 3
ARTIRAGMA L (Almandoz, 2012; Elsbach &
Sutton, 1992; Pache & Santos, 2013) FlIEE{KFT
HEIBFSE (Howard—Grenville et al., 2014) #5 &
A AR VR B Z A AR, X LEF 5T 8%
TR 2 X5 ) i A G 3 T AR AR B AR OC 2R AR 4
SRS

UL, BRI ST AR
YRR YO AN I 25 R G AR AT 2 50 X
TR, AR 2 FRATT AT UL R 14 ) 25 AH G R IR
JEGESZ ) T HRRE Y X R I, 3X S £ A O
K fetb angar s g2 AN, AE — > ) £ AH G 38 4
BE L AR arT S s w4 AL YE T S
CYCETAPO I I81<p o T B (ol B W (R (RES SO <]

25 T A X B 2 0 CSR AT M A0 T AR R
_4_

Mo GE Z, AT B A L A Ak b B
ZAF s A E BRI TR, RRMIFRTE
PRV AR L5 4 (1) s 22 [R] A R [0 A

(—) CSR {3k 25 3%m

CSR A I 18 1] 4 23 F0 A AR 22 5 L R 1
o, SRR ATy Ik, A R ERAET
CSR IATE ), ZM T HIEwW Z 2w F iyt
22540 . Margolis FI1 Walsh (2003) #E3F CSR 45
WM T CSR Bt 52m . ZAL 7 At 5
ST Z 8] TS AE SR T o AT, ROk
NN A 56 CSR 1 T EME, Mz
PR N CSR H 32 45 SRR B AT
SRR, XIFR T YRI5 BRI, OGTE
JEHTIAENE  (non—market strategies) & F 5 4
(Barnett, 2019; Ballesteros et al., 2017; Kaul &
Luo, 2018; De Bettignies & Robinson, 2018) , LI
MAERGHAL (HEABZELERINE ., K
At AR A R E HAR) HET, SHEEE
A # i & B ( Almandoz, 2012; Elsbach &
Sutton, 1992; Pache & Santos, 2013) ,

L AR, AT TG 24
N4>, CSR WSCIENE B EM T £ o, #iHm
[ R 8 28 T A e 4 LE A T I 1) A5 Al Pk L it
Hb, SCERULIN <Al 75 N % 2 S Pk
ARG Sy < AE X AR H BT Pk (A
H O, AR REURAIRAEEAE) BF, RIXAE
LRI AL S ik . A, BA
Tk B IRATHRIR R RBAR 4F b B % CSR
gt 252, oK BE X Ak (9 CSR 474 $2 4t
=L

PRI, FRATTIE A8 5 O TE CSR AR 55
S, AN, SE IR A Al anfef SE PR 2 5 CSR



Skl 2 HERPERF 7T WU, SRJE X Ak i i
25 4730 M TELF A R, IR 4
At 25 47 sh i B YE M B e & R BT E 3L A
(Hendry, 2001; Laplume et al., 2008; Margolis &
Walsh, 2003),

() L2470 e LR RS pL

25 CSR f ZMEiL, B, HENE
FLME 5K (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Marquis &
Qian, 2014) . FFJREME CSR 170 LIE R B K1)
FIE  (Porter & Kramer, 2002; Kaul & Luo,
2018; Flammer, 2018) | #EATA PN (E UK B B L
25474 (Petrenko et al., 2016; Masulis & Reza,
2014) , SR WIS AE G CSR %l B 4L
AURZIRE , 2 F AT DU s AR ST AR
B, /0 A I LR EA ST AT S B,
AT LUR R, RATRA 02 KX 17
R G LT RIS LT RGEMTIR AR 34T

TG, CSR 17 M H X PE (authenticity )
SO (sincerity) R HEZ X CSR AYRLR = &
LYW, fE—E R I, CSR 4k it 57
T AHOCE B R AR S SRR BE M, A
b A 2 AH 5C X CSR AT Ry (002 G o
(o AR DG BN 23 52 B Al AL 2547 3)
FIIENE B (perceived sincerity ) [RFE I
USRI — BT 98 C 2T IR 38 CSR 755 1Y 30
BL. W& 5 0] {5 B (credibility ) B9 5 2 M
(Cuypers et al., 2015; Hawn & loannou, 2016;
Makov & Newman, 2016) , 7EX—4&Ug 1) HIEH
FARKA TR KK P A] LU & H AT
HEEELOIAE IS, IR AP PR A% CSR S 1Y
i, LIRIESHBWEE CSR I BT &R 14t 2
FLOFE A (Gibson, 2011, 2019) . [&] B AT
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IR, QTR Al 4k 2347 2h 4% 31K 45 1) 25 40 06
FIA AR B OCTEE N, 5055 FITA 8 A Y
P RIREXT CSR 40Uk i 30 R e KA #L 45

HK, 4 CSR MBIHLAS Ik —Fl i, A
L2 A P Re 23 AH EAE T, AT ™= A AR 3
MER, B, B TADERZ ARG
JET7, H A E KR LR Ak X CSR 1 3
HEATHEE, A1ZURT Al £ SR IO [R] fr 5 s 58 2
EEFEATH CSR G2, XA CSR 48 HL AT
RESXIE MU RLZ AN S5 2R, B, Al kb2
fEAE ML B, DAE T R A
PSS EABR . AFG Al i i oA 350 H
Zrhy BT E M E R AR, kst e B
BRI H B, R TS U IS T R
Fi, “fKIH (quiet)” CSR 4T MAIM{ESIHL
AT REYE AT 2 ol M S K S AL S AR < B
L, —kInE, A2UF R CSR M G L
TE2 RBAEE A TIT BAT FISE A5 X 2% s 2 v
XEEHL . 8% Ty RILE G R AR g Al %

TR,

=. PEIFETH CSR %

() W
TERt B4, PER ST Y CSR UK
ZHZ B T %5 R M AEAR B EE (Wang &
Qian, 2011; Zhang et al., 2019; Chang et al.,
2020) , FHENRE TP EERE NS,
1B Wang 55 (2016) Frdg iy, “ Bk H 3
2011 4, P ETEEE T CSR R A JF 4 B AE
AMJ) b, BFRZ)E, ENTE S T AM) k%
SCEER 1/5,7 FEXAERSY, BT A ) — 28
5
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T CSR BIFFE Iy A 8, 43 Sl A BEAE G
T O E SRS, @ E 4l i Buh
ek ; @ E CSR EF R A THAR

B, HEARZ U E L, BB R AT
AW R0 ( Wang & Qian, 2011; Jia et al.,
2019; Chau, 2008; Du, 2013; Du et al., 2014;
Huang, 1971), W& LINER | P Z 0N HRA,
BN AMTLAZEAE s B ERTFHAIN; H
KU A7 AOERE, SRR CEMA
B, Fi, XfE8 5 CSR LS —3
M, F AR, RS X5 b E SO fe ik
GEx) CSR W52 MR GG H, N, A7 —LERF5E
AT I HE LA BT 7 1 XA < R T S 1
EFEE (Du et al., 2014) H5EMEM ST
Xt CSR AT RHAUFEM (Jia et al., 2019), SRt
SRBURIE XS 28 AR G ) B, A BT AR
WA AR AT S g B R RE
FRTF” (Li & Liang, 2015; 594) F1 “ k)3
TFRF” SEEAEFTREM (Liu et al., 2020: 1),

F, AT, b EBUR AT RLE o 35l
(FIFRRHIBER ) CSR 47 Mok w2, h T
B2 S8 H AN T A E A [Fk, E
T B BOA W K M)A R IR A FEAT  (Nee,
1992) | W/ BUIG SBUR 9N 1 2 M (Peng &
Heath, 1996) . 7% X 4L 8 P%, X 4L CSR 5
M —A LT TR T CSR Wil 5 B Al 31 45
H BURTHE i R4 T Y B SRR R, S B Al AR A
B LAGE v EGA B E Y (Dickson, 2003
Bai et al., 2006; Ma & Parish, 2006) , [ T #f
FEA L AN fal 38 1 CSR 25 3K A% BURF A 5 B9 1l 35
WFIE R A DG T BUR SR Aa] DL S >k 5%
M CSR B AR 4, 40, Jia Fl Zhang (2010)
6 —

WFFE AL AR B 52 S5 1 2835 00 3, A Al
BURRHRAE i T M M Z& AT R, 73k, —ik
FHPAT T MBS, AN BOAR S 4
BMAEAEILEZ T E S (Sun et al., 2012;
Zhang et al., 2016), {41, Zhang 55 (2016)
KOG IR, KB TR S 45 0 A 5 15
%% (bureaucratic connections) Y 4>l M 75,
EATTIT AR I B i AT AR MRS X TR
WA BUAFRZR (political connections) AV 1
W, BT RAR S S 0 T RE R TR, A,
AT —LEBIF ST R I, 2 T I T SBT3 B
FREAZUR) [ H 38 A 8] i B8 g I, 3R A5
BUA SRR AT BE 2 e B2 5 CSR 173
(Luo & Wang, 2019) ., ##5l/&, Luo Flliy&1F
BRI, WHBUARKRAFASEZMS 500
BB, MBRDS 50T, BoRHREETT
SXTHZUH EAL (Ws E A ) i
T BRI

WA, 2000 AEAR LIK, TRAC I E 3 BT 6
Jl A BT A R EE A S SRR A, IR —
Si R T R 43 2 S ) il B B8 CSR .
CSR i@ MBI AT i B b4, XTEZ
AT AR PE T A 56 CSR A5 14 5% i 14 40 & F
5%, —LBHESEERTT CSR s i sgm,  ane Xt vt
SR BRI ( Wang et al., 2018) Fl1H:
K P 5 X T3 BN B R I (Wang & Li,
2016) , WAL, BOREEZ BB CSR 4,
RV B CSR 4 45 & G AE M 1 38 2 52 5 1
[y, BN, Marquis F1 Qian (2014) BFFEHE H,
YER—Fpiim T H, e T2 B -
FAEVEH 5 SEBR CSR A7 4 W4, AT R T
ISR KUK, Luo 4% (2017) 2 T —ME



28, 4 CSR e i g ALAEXS (1A e 5 b Ty
HURF ARG 7 A2 ) ) BE 52 A ) — Tl A
el i, VE# KB, Aolh 2 P Y
CSR 251 A XoF il BE w52 B [T 7

() BRI

A op [ 2 X CSRRIF T 1 2% 35 4R
Ft, TG b b O 1 3C 3 R R A IEAE 1Y
I, AR SRR A AR K23 (6], Ak,
IR G CSR IR AR B am Pk, oo
B 13 ZARARWEFE 7 Il AR T P G B
BEREAEPEEET, RAFEADE CSR MK
AR I BIF O, B T ok, FRATTH AR AL — sk
HEN I BE T CSR ASRIFSE 5 I I, A2
T T A EAH N [ TP 5 B A 5 ok
FETHRIHITE CSR HY# AR KR, (5] I35 Bl o ] ol
by G Rl AT g i 1 X 552 e ) 45 i
PRk

1. ¥ B a4 eh AL 35 CSR

TG 25T P E AL AT CEO N & 1AL 52
WEWL, DLCEATM CSR YR, SR, iXet
WFFEAELE HOR sy, 1258 SCIB Al CEO
(EDULIE 358 52 ) CEO 1A M 2 4 23 51 1) >F 52 i
CSR ATy, TMiBEAT e AR 75 BRIS LA DRI,
AR BFFE AT DA S A B i e, TR A
HbARZ MR 19 SCAL T S B D ] 52 el £ ol A
SATR, NI SO EE R i CEO M AH4
SUFRE R I A7, filan, CSR MR e N
Marquis Al Qiao (2018) HUHF5E P3RS AR, 45
A EMR ST R (R 3 CEPUER)
FENCHS LT “Elid—f&Z 3 P2 (imprint—
transfer process) " BYRGLHT, WFFR LW
e e =AY Al 1 E PR, AR IX I 58 0F A

%ﬂ%?ﬂ%
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JEENXS CSR A5, (H 2B ] Lok 5 i EF 5 A
REIA FIRZE Ak, KA T fif 4l 4
SATHIBIAL, MM CSR 2 HR LR

UEA, RARHETE AT AFRGE £ 0, g iy o
F bk CEO M E I M BAEH, Zi# CEO
WAL o] 5 HoAt CSR ShALAH B4R . il 4w,
H LA 1] 4 B AL AN BUIA S5 1 1 S Al 1 2
PUEEAR AL, TUPK 2 itk 247380, Jf
PR I, AH AR WA S AL IR] I A 7E A
BT, AT CEO i1 CSR Pe3idT Mk
SRR Z B, MeAh, FERFSOMARR Y E SO B
WA AR B, DX 433G 28 N A BB S A
HPRIITRG ST, Bt A B (Frey &
Oberholzer— Gee, 1997; Hewelt & Leroy, 2019;
Shi et al., 2017),

2. PEAESES CSR

5 CSR A Y2 FIAHR ) BUAS B i A
e, BB HESE (Friedman, 1970) Ak CSR
SRR WS RE A R ACIRAT R, XS
KRB CEO 23 A~ N 2 1 495 FH Al B 3. 467
U1, Masulis Al Reza (2014) & ¥, 4 CEO 52
FEHA S LS FHA FAKCEAR R, Al % 5
S MIBM AR S T, SR, XA A
MIEC B RAE T2, TH WM, KA
A BRRTE A AL 247 S o i A 25 S B b —
B, BRI, PSR Z 8] 43 R AR A TE
XL TR E EREE T, 2 Al
ZRNE KWW 55 s g sy, DR
WA HA A IR (Petrenko et al., 2016; Tang
et al., 2015),

fEPEmT g HE T, AR AESR S

25 ML e A% G - i s i BE R (Anglo — Saxon
7
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model) AN[FIVEF——G0LE i A2, &My
A% B~ MR SR I 28 TG S b ) M Bl
WSCFHBURT T K P 22 T BRI, A8 b R
TN FNA B 1 s - R A S 2 T
B — B 4, AR A RDA A Bk
R EE R, SR R 5
A I e R o/A e B i S B i DR (V|
(E RIS ARy . S5 A 5 8 RRE
B A A K45 ) o AN, B —LErp
AIEHE WA A FA R, B, hdk (2013)
18 53¢ ( (ORTHE— LIS B0 T EBAE Al
L (FEH) AR E WYY ) (Hope et al.,
2019; Long et al., 2016) F&Hi. Frf 56 B4 S
TR (AL FE =4 P9 FEHR SR R 1 58 B S T
i), ARLERAE (R, sl (f2
FEEAMARER) SUBUEATIE R, it
Sh, TEFEHF S FRMO L, Pl ih
FARZES (Krause et al., 2019), fE7577, CEO
AR, R, ERS TR EE
oo EF, B —BAS S5 B FE
P (Lorsch & Zelleke, 2005) ., 52Z2Ml, i
IR, EE CEO fAuifEERESH S, b
B 0 A R B AT A T8 /Y AR R R g
(Spencer Stuart, 2017) , M/, FEMEFST
JE 2w A A R R R AR, AT S A
PR, I HA A CEO, A fiTAfESH
HE RIS (Krause et al., 2019), 22,
Hh ] Y 23 D YA B R RURT I 98 S LU P
Gy 38 5 A8 2> w6 B b & #E 5 2AE H
QZAE AR Z 5= BIaf g SRR PRt

XS [R] 1Y 23 ) R BLAE F % CSR A7 2y 1Y 52 Wi
SN, WIE R, RSk A B g R BT
BL2 B O 7 28 W3R B X [ CSR BF 58 19
S

3. REVHET CSR #97%  Ae £ 5

AR TEESR TS (eI EE
RN G & HLAERE ), CSR Xl i 52 1
AT FURBIE 1o 2 R i AF G R AR 52 I K ]
FEM %L (Surroca et al., 2010; Flammer & Luo,
2017; Flammer, 2018; Wang & Qian, 2011), 7
i AHOCE X CSR A7 A R A2 X CSR &
VEISZ R, AN 2 i T 5 AR Al i AR 4k,
B R AR, 7EEE % R R E A,
AR T CSR 1 F % IETE T 2 ( Flammer,
2013; loannou & Serafeim, 2015); 5 I [F AT,
rhEWIE R AEE T RS, Flan, BEE
IHE] B HERS , R0 2008 4F )1 KL 22 )
TR A T A AR O EBUR NS
TRy CSR ik ; QBEE AREALTE CSR,
FE] i R IR F CSR A7 A TR A
(Y IE TR RN, 33X AT BE 23 X ik lk 7= A B AR R
M, Ti2EHGE SR (Biswas, 2019; Biswas &
Tortajada, 2020; McGinnis et al., 2009), I4h,
Hh IV R AE AR Y A T CSR.

A2, XTrE CSR WA, B ARZE
R R T, Bilan, hIE CSR MHAE 2
5 %2 3R I R A ——1R 38 8 5% 1 1 T %
FIREARDCE M AT %) CSR 1 3 1F i Y A

J (Toannou & Serafeim, 2015) e I H

@ WRKRIR ., http: //www. nhe. gov. en/renshi/jdgw/201503/124¢1eea3b0d463588d49073152092¢3. shtml.
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TR B SCA RTR BE AR B T AR AN TR 2 )1 Ml
FHT IR 5 56 5 S I 15 23 BELAS./ 4 5l 33 16
AFPERE (Tilesik & Marquis, 2013 ; Zhang & Luo,
2013) 7 MEEH AL MM H 55 8%, L
Bt 25 B A8k Ak H 25 R, AS TR B 1 4%
T CSR MR A G —, T8 UR 1
7 WeAh, W TR AL S A E S,
Al JIr S A A 23 3 sh Al 5 Ho At 4 T iR
JRANTE o A, 3k B R0 Aol A A 7 P 3
KB A SR I8 T AT ( George et al.,
2015) , TP EMNEC) TSk EBRR,
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