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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of partner firms’ corporate social
responsibility (CSR) activities on long-term relationships in business-to-business (B2B) industries.
We developed a research model to capture the correlations between a partner firm’s CSR reputation
(i.e., business practice, CSR reputation, and philanthropic CSR reputation), trust, information sharing,
risk–reward sharing, and long-term relationships. Drawing on the stakeholder and social exchange
theories, we hypothesized that a partner firm’s CSR reputation would affect long-term relationships
through trust, information sharing, and risk–reward sharing. Through empirical analysis, we found
that business practice CSR is positively related to long-term relationships through trust and B2B
partnership. We also present some theoretical and managerial implications of this study.

Keywords: business-to-business market; corporate social responsibility; B2B trust; risk and reward
sharing; information sharing; long-term relationship

1. Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has consistently been discussed as a strategic element for the
sustainable management of firms. In particular, as stakeholder expectations for CSR have increased
recently, the area of business-to-business (B2B) partnerships has been recognized as a significant
strategic factor for long-term B2B relationships [1]. This is because a partner firm’s reputation due to
its CSR activities is a driving force for the formation of long-term relationships, and increases business
value. In other words, the positive reputation of a partner firm may increase a company’s value, but a
negative reputation may undermine brand equity and customer loyalty [1–4].

Thus, in practice, a partner firm’s reputation from CSR is an important issue in B2B relationships.
For example, Nike has ended their 30-year-old relationship with Daewoo International, because
Daewoo International engaged in child exploitation at a cotton factory in Uzbekistan, which led to a
boycott of Nike’s products and seriously affected Nike’s brand value [5]. This example suggests that a
company’s social responsibility activities are a critical factor in building long-term relationships in
B2B industries.

Despite the importance of CSR activities in B2B practice, research on this topic is limited [1].
This is because most previous studies take a business-to-customer (B2C) perspective, focusing on how
various CSR activities affect customer satisfaction, purchase intention, and product evaluation [2–4].
In addition, existing research on B2B industries mostly focuses on CSR activities’ implementation
issues within supply chain management [6].

Therefore, we develop and empirically investigate the effect of a partner firm’s CSR activities on
long-term relationships in B2B industries. Specifically, this research involves the following.
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First, based on the stakeholder theory, this study divides CSR activities into two constituent
concepts—business practice CSR and philanthropic CSR activities—and examines how they affect
trust, a key factor of long-term B2B relationships.

Second, this study investigates how trust, with its reciprocal behaviors, plays a role in B2B
relationships. Previous literature proposes that firms’ reciprocal behaviors, such as information sharing
and risk–reward sharing are core elements of B2B relationships [7]. Therefore, we empirically test how
trust affects B2B relationships in terms of information sharing and risk–reward sharing.

Finally, we investigate the impact of information sharing and risk–reward sharing on long-term
relationships. Through empirical research, we contribute to literature on B2B marketing and firms’
sustainable management by identifying the effect of CSR activities on long-term B2B relationships.
Figure 1 shows our research model.
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Figure 1. Research model. CSR: corporate social responsibility.

2. Theory and Hypotheses

2.1. Busniess-to-Business Corporate Social Responsibility Activities

Although existing research suggests that the concept of CSR activities is extensive [8,9], researchers
mostly agree, with regard to CSR, that “the social responsibility of business encompasses the economic,
legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in
time” [10], and firms expect CSR activities to contribute to the firm’s diverse assets, “congruent with
prevailing social norms, values and expectations of performance” [11]. Therefore, CSR is defined as a
commitment to improve social welfare through the contribution of business practices and corporate
resources for employees and other stakeholders [12–14]. In view of this CSR concept, we differentiate
CSR activities into two aspects, based on the stakeholder theory [1].

According to the stakeholder theory, a group or individual that surrounds a firm may affect or
be affected by that firm’s activities to achieve its purpose [15]. This means that stakeholder-directed
activities are related to corporate performance [16,17]. Thus, based on the stakeholder theory, a firm’s
CSR activities may increase the value of stakeholders [1]. As a key principle, this theory divides
stakeholders into primary and secondary stakeholders [15]. The primary stakeholder is “an entity
that is involved in market exchanges (e.g., consumers, employees, partner firms, etc.) that directly
affect firm performance” [18]. Among the primary stakeholders, consumers and partner firms are very
important entities, as research suggests that these stakeholders have a profound influence on firm
performance [1,9]. In contrast, secondary stakeholders are “those who affect or influence, be affected
or influenced by, the firm, but are not involved in transaction of firms” [18]. Secondary stakeholders
include communities, civil society organizations, and non-profit organizations, among others [19].
Existing research suggests that CSR, because of its nature, refers to a firm’s ethical and philanthropic
obligations [20]; thus, such CSR is focused on secondary stakeholders. Ethical obligations involve
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following the social and ethical norms in the business environment, while philanthropic obligations
refer to activities that increase human welfare and goodwill outside corporate operations [21,22].

Therefore, this study divides CSR activities into two concepts, based on the stakeholder theory.
First, we refer to CSR activities that reflect the characteristics of primary stakeholders as “business
practice CSR activities” [1]. These CSR activities are considered a major factor in corporate management
activities for stakeholders in market exchanges. Thus, business practice CSR activities focus on legal
responsibility and compliance related to social responsibility, ethical obligations, and fair trade.
This concept is in line with the ethical obligations identified by Carroll [21]. Second, we define
“philanthropic CSR activities” as those reflecting the characteristics of secondary stakeholders who do
not participate in transactions with the company, such as communities and non-profit organizations [1].
These activities refer to an entity’s voluntary and altruistic behaviors, rather than the company’s
financial performance, in carrying out CSR activities. Thus, philanthropic CSR activities relate to
community development, social welfare, and community service.

In addition, we use CSR reputation to measure the CSR activities of partner firms. This is because
focal firms cannot evaluate the actual CSR activities of partner firms [1,23]. Hence, we refer to the
perception of partner firms’ CSR activities as “CSR reputation” [23]. Based on these concepts, we
define business practice CSR reputation as the perception of a partner firm’s CSR activities concerning
primary stakeholders, whereas philanthropic CSR reputation is the perception of a partner firm’s CSR
activities concerning secondary stakeholders. Using these concepts of CSR activities, we empirically
test the effect of partner firms’ CSR activities on trust and B2B relationships.

2.2. Busniess-to-Business Corporate Social Responsibility and Trust

Existing research proposes that trust plays a very important role in B2B transactions, because
it reduces problems caused by asymmetries of information and power between two parties [24].
Morgan and Hunt [25] argue that a firm trusts a B2B transaction when the partner firm has credibility
and integrity. Trust constitutes a benefit for the partner firm, through a decrease in exchange
uncertainty and reduction in transaction costs [26,27]. Therefore, trust in B2B transactions reinforces
long-term relationships and improves firm performance [25,28,29]. In line with prior research on B2B
relationships [1,30], we define trust as a firm’s expectation that the partner firm is competent and
has expertise (i.e., credibility or reliability), as well as the belief that the partner firm’s intention is
altruistic behavior (i.e., integrity or benevolence). According to the social exchange theory, long-term
relationships in B2B transactions lead to trust-based results through an instrumental route that promotes
transaction exchanges by reducing uncertainty, and an expressive route that appears when one party
becomes attached to the other party [26].

The core of trust within an exchange relationship is the assumption that it is easier to trust
when the trustee’s behavior is predictable, and the trustor has the ability to predict this behavior [31].
Applied to our context, suppliers can deliver trustworthiness to partner firms by conveying signals
about unobservable organizational attributes to enhance predictability [1,32]. Thus, we suggest that
a strong CSR reputation can serve as a signal for positive firm characteristics. In particular, existing
literature proposes that positive CSR activities impact a firm’s reputation—that is, its credibility and
integrity [2,33], which are essential factors of trust. Accordingly, we propose that from the focal firm’s
perspective, CSR reputation should be an indicator of the partner firm’s trustworthiness. According to
the signaling theory, unobservable signals (in this case, CSR reputation) are important for determining
the effect of information cues [32].

In this context, business practice CSR reputation of partner firms serves as a cue for focal firms’
reliability, because this CSR reputation is related to the partner firms’ credibility in terms of fulfilling
their business promise. Thus, business practice CSR reputation has a positive impact on trust in
B2B partnerships. On the other hand, philanthropic CSR activities refer to the altruistic behavior of
firms [1]. Implementation of these activities increases the benevolence and integrity of firms as it
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benefits non-profit organizations or communities. Therefore, philanthropic CSR reputation signals the
focal firms’ trustworthiness. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are established in this study:

H1a: Business-practice CSR reputation has a positive effect on trust.

H1b: Philanthropic CSR reputation has a positive effect on trust.

2.3. Trust and Information Sharing

According to the relational exchange theory [34,35], information sharing is recognized as
an assurance tool for relationships between partner firms. Interfirm information sharing means
that each firm freely shares and exchanges sensitive strategic and tactical information [36]. In a
business environment, a firm’s information (e.g., product-related information, demand forecasts, and
cost-related information) is a very sensitive element, because such information is directly related to
firm performance [36]. However, there is an imbalance of information among firms, in terms of both
information quantity and quality, because of a disparity among firms in their ability to collect and
process information [37]. Information sharing in a B2B relationship can address this information
imbalance [38]. Therefore, information sharing between partner firms plays a vital role in B2B
relationships [34].

According to previous research, information sharing is possible when trust is built between
partner firms [35]. First, firms in a partnership exchange complementary resources by following the
reciprocity principle [30,35]. This means that a focal firm is willing to share information only if it
believes the partner firm has the necessary capability to do what the partner firm expects. Second,
trust means that the focal firm highly values the altruism of the partner company [39]. Hence, the
firm believes that the partner firm will perform better by leveraging the information provided to the
partner for mutual benefit. In addition, the focal firm would not suspect that the informal and strategic
information provided by the partner firm might be false information [40]. Therefore, we suggest the
following hypothesis:

H2: Trust has a positive effect on B2B information sharing.

2.4. Trust and Risk–Reward Sharing

Risk–reward sharing is one of the most important characteristics of B2B cooperation, because
partner firms share the risk and reward to improve one another [36]. Cooperation between partner
firms also involves inherent risk, such as the rise of opportunistic behavior [41]. In a similar vein,
Xu and Beamon [42] suggest that balancing shared risk and reward is the most important factor in
corporate cooperative behavior. That is, if a focal firm does not receive enough compensation for its
level of contribution to partner firms, it will not take risks related to the partnership. Thus, risk–reward
sharing is a fundamental element of the B2B relationship [41].

Existing research proposes that trust increases risk-reward sharing [36]. Trusted partnerships
not only pursue mutual benefits, but sometimes partner firms also sacrifice themselves for long-term
relationships. In other words, if a particular risk arises in an exchange relationship, a focal firm with
high level of trust from the partner firm will try to maintain the transaction relationship appropriately,
even if it involves sacrifice. Ganesan and Hess [39] argue that partner firms with high levels of trust
are willing to perform risk-tolerant cooperative activities for mutual benefit. Therefore, this study
establishes the following hypothesis:

H3: Trust has a positive impact on B2B risk-reward sharing.

2.5. Information Sharing, Risk–Reward Sharing, and Long-Term Relationships

Information sharing encourages the active cooperation of partner firms [43]. In particular,
sharing information through a cooperative relationship creates valuable information that improves
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the performance of each company and creates long-term relationships between partner firms [44,45].
In addition, risk–reward sharing strengthens partnerships between firms by inducing them to take
risks and make sacrifices in their B2B relationships [39]. Xu and Beamon [42] also argue that high
collaboration mechanisms, based on risk–reward sharing between partner firms, have a positive
impact on the performance of participating firms, such as their marketing performance and interfirm
relationships. Therefore, we establish the following hypotheses:

H4a: B2B information sharing has a positive impact on long-term relationships.

H4b: B2B risk–reward sharing has a positive impact on long-term relationships.

3. Methodology

3.1. Data Collection and Sampling

The unit of analysis in this study is B2B partnership. We collected data on such relationships
by surveying marketing managers and purchasing managers from B2B firms. In particular, we
collaborated with market research institutes to obtain information on marketing and purchasing
managers in various B2B industries in South Korea. We asked them to fill out a self-administered
questionnaire on the constructs of this study, such as partner firm’s CSR activities. We collected
201 complete responses, excluding missing data, out of the 300 questionnaires initially distributed.
We present the characteristics of the samples in Table 1.

Table 1. The characteristics of the sample.

Construct Items Frequency %

Industry

Automotive parts 43 21.4
Electronics 26 12.9

Food and stimulants 60 29.9
Fashion 34 16.9
Sports 11 5.5
Other 27 13.4

Position of respondents
Purchasing manager 91 45.3
Marketing manager 64 31.8

General manager 46 22.9

3.2. Measurement Scales

To develop measurements for research purposes, we used the scales adopted in the previous
study. We applied a reflective measurement approach and five-point Likert scales for all multi-item
constructs (see Appendix A). Business-practice CSR reputation and philanthropic CSR reputation
were measured by three items taken and adapted from the research of Homburg et al. [1]. Trust was
measured by three items taken and adapted from the research of Doney and Cannon [30]. Similarly,
information sharing and risk–reward sharing was measured by three items taken and adapted from
the research of Min et al. [36]. Finally, we measured long-term relationships with four items adapted
from the research of Ganesan [46].

3.3. Control Variable: Firm Size

Previous studies have shown that firm size is often used as a control variable. The reason for
using firm size as a control variable is that large firms may have more resources to implement CSR
programs [14,47,48]. Thus, we controlled firm size in this research. The existing research used total
assets, sales, or the number of employees to measure firm size [47,49]. This study used company sales
in 2018 to measure firm size.
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4. Results

4.1. Reliability, Validity, and Common Method Bias

This study uses the following measures: business practice CSR reputation, philanthropic CSR
reputation, trust, information sharing, risk–reward sharing, and long-term relationships. Following
Anderson and Gerbing [50], Bagozzi and Yi [51], and Fornell and Larcker [52], assessment of the
measures employs a three-step approach: (1) confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the measures, (2)
analysis of validity (convergent and discriminant validity), and (3) test for common method bias.

First, CFA was performed using AMOS 18, to test the fit of the measurement model. The results
indicate that the measurement model showed an acceptable model fit (χ2

(120) = 183.742; Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) = 0.960; Tucker Lewis index (TLI) = 0.949; Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.961; Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.052). Additionally, results for Cronbach’s alpha
greater than 70 show that all constructs exhibit good internal consistency [53] (see Table 2).

Table 2. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Construct Items λ α CR AVE

Business practice CSR reputation
B_CSR_01 0.612 *

0.768 0.766 0.542B_CSR_02 0.755 *
B_CSR_03 0.826 *

Philanthropic
CSR reputation

P_CSR_01 0.787 *
0.794 0.795 0.566P_CSR_02 0.758 *

P_CSR_03 0.710 *

Trust
Trust_1 0.847 *

0.853 0.876 0.662Trust_2 0.776 *
Trust_3 0.817 *

Information sharing
IS_1 0.839 *

0.827 0.844 0.620IS_2 0.772 *
IS_3 0.749 *

Risk-reward sharing
RS_1 0.564 *

0.743 0.733 0.515RS_2 0.782 *
RS_3 0.785 *

Long-term relationship
LO_1 0.682 *

0.817 0.840 0.617LO_2 0.856 *
LO_3 0.809 *

Note: λ = factor loading; α = reliability coefficient; CR: composite reliability; AVE: average variance extracted; CSR:
corporate social responsibility; * p < 0.01.

To further assess the constructs’ convergent and discriminant validity, we followed Fornell and
Larcker’s [52] framework by calculating the average variance for each construct, and a significant
t-statistic was obtained for each path. As shown in Table 2, each item was loaded on its respective
underlying concept, and all loadings were significant. Moreover, each construct had an average
variance extracted (AVE) of over 50 and a composite reliability of over 70, providing evidence of
convergent validity.

In addition, as shown in Table 3, the value of the square root of the AVE for each construct
exceeded the correlations between that construct and others. Hence, it has been confirmed that each
construct in the study has discriminant validity.
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Table 3. Correlation and squared root of the average variance extracted.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Business practice CSR reputation 0.736 †

2. Philanthropic CSR reputation 0.704 ** 0.752 †

3. Trust 0.598 ** 0.506 ** 0.813 †

4. Information sharing 0.399 ** 0.504 ** 0.441 ** 0.787 †

5. Risk–reward sharing 0.261 ** 0.412 ** 0.432 ** 0.518 ** 0.717 †

6. Long-term relationships 0.539 ** 0.671 ** 0.452 ** 0.437 ** 0.471 ** 0.785 †

† Root of average variance extracted; ** correlation; CSR: corporate social responsibility.

Finally, we examined for common method errors using Harman’s single-factor test [54]. Common
method bias was checked with a one-factor analysis, using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify
if only one general factor arises from all of the indicator variables. The EFA results show that six
different factors have Eigenvalues of 1 or higher, and the first factor explains only 13.09% of the
variance. Thus, the problem of common method bias was not found in this study.

4.2. Hypothesis Testing

The study used the structural equation model (SEM) to test the hypotheses. This study applied an
AMOS approach, with maximum likelihood estimation for covariance structure analysis [50]. First of
all, to test the potential endogeneity problem, we use two-stage least-squared methods (2SLS) proposed
by Bollen [55] in our SEM study. This method is meant to remove the influence of mark variables
(such as variables related to the main endogenous variables) on exogenous variables [56]. As a result
of applying customer orientation as mark variable, we found that the fit of the research model was
unacceptable. However, we confirmed that the fit indices of the proposed research model are acceptable
(χ2 (142) = 281.093; p < 0.05; CFI = 0.913; TLI = 0.895; IFI = 0.914; RMSEA = 0.070). We also controlled
firm size for all hypothesis (see Table 4).

H1a and H1b are about the effects of CSR reputation on trust. Examination of these hypotheses
showed that business practice CSR reputation has a positive effect on trust (β = 0.453; t = 3.506; p < 0.01),
while philanthropic CSR reputation has an insignificant effect on trust. Hence, H1a is supported, but
H1b is not supported.

The study hypothesized that trust has a significant positive effect on interfirm information sharing
(H2) and risk–reward sharing (H3). Hypotheses testing showed that trust has a significant positive
effect on both interfirm information sharing (β = 0.504; t = 6.210; p < 0.01) and risk–reward sharing (β =

0.490; t = 4.952; p < 0.01). Therefore, H2 and H3 are also supported.
Finally, we find the positive effect of information sharing on long-term orientation (β = 0.290;

t = 3.498; p < 0.01). We also identified the positive link between risk-reward sharing and long-term
relationships (β = 0.367; t = 3.805; p < 0.01). Thus, H4a and H4b are supported.

Table 4. Results of hypotheses testing.

Hypothesis Path Standard β t-Value

H1a Business practice CSR reputation→ Trust 0.453 ** 3.506
H1b Philanthropic CSR reputation→ Trust 0.229 1.887
H2 Trust→ Information sharing 0.507 ** 6.254
H3 Trust→ Risk–reward sharing 0.489 ** 4.942

H4a Information Sharing→ Long-term relationships 0.295 ** 3.514
H4b Risk-Reward sharing→ Long-term relationships 0.366 ** 3.786

Control
variable

Firm Size→ Trust −0.026 −0.405
Firm Size→ Information Sharing 0.066 0.948
Firm Size→ Risk-reward sharing −0.026 −0.352

Firm Size→ Long-term relationships −0.015 −0.214

Note: ** p < 0.01. CSR: corporate social responsibility.
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5. Discussion

Recently, CSR activity has been considered to be a very important issue for B2B exchange
relationships. Therefore, this study empirically examined the effect of CSR activities on long-term B2B
relationships. The results revealed that business practice CSR reputation has a positive effect on trust,
and it can serve as a cue about the partner company’s credibility with regard to transaction stability and
transparency. However, philanthropic CSR reputation had no significant effect on trust. We argue that
the reason for this result is that B2B transactions are focused on partner firms’ capabilities, compared
to philanthropic CSR reputation, due to the high purchasing risk. On the other hand, we find that
trust has a positive effect on both information sharing and risk–reward sharing. Finally, we show
that information sharing and risk–reward sharing have a positive impact on long-term relationships.
These results indicate that B2B CSR activities have a positive effect on B2B relationships.

5.1. Theoretical Contributions

Our study starts with an existing study of CSR-related outcomes focused on the B2C context.
However, because of the distinctive decision-making characteristics of organizational buyers, the
consequences of CSR’s impact in the B2C context are not easily transferred to the B2B context. Therefore,
this study contributes to understanding how CSR activities affect the long-term relationship between
partner companies in the B2B context. In this regard, the specific theoretical implications of this study
are as follows.

First, although previous studies argue that CSR activities play an important role in B2B
relationships, empirical research on this topic is insufficient. In particular, most previous research
focuses on the effects of CSR activities from a B2C perspective. Therefore, we make an academic
contribution by empirically identifying the role of CSR in B2B exchange relationships. Second, we
provide a theoretical framework for the consequences of CSR activities for long-term B2B relationships,
by integrating the stakeholder and social exchange theories. Finally, this study has contributed to
B2B CSR literature by empirically determining that business practice CSR activities drive long-term
relationships through trust and B2B partnerships (information sharing and risk-reward sharing),
revealing the mechanisms of such long-term relationships.

5.2. Practical Contributions

Our study has several practical implications. First, firms seeking long-term relationships can
strategically exploit the CSR activities of partner firms. For example, if a focal firm prefers a long-term
relationship with a partner firm, it may be possible to select a partner firm with a good business
practice CSR reputation. Although this cannot serve as an absolute criterion for selecting partner firms,
the type of CSR activity they conduct could be used to reduce the risk associated with opportunistic
behavior that may arise in the exchange relationship.

Second, firms can strategically manage their CSR reputation to form long-term relationships with
partner firms. For example, by increasing their reputation through business practice CSR activities
related to compliance, ethical standards, etc., firms would be able to not only sustain their current
relationships with customers, but also have a positive impact on potential customers.

Third, B2B managers should continuously analyze their roles in customer-based CSR activities,
because focus on the principle of socially responsible purchasing is constantly increasing. In particular,
CSR activities are critical in a market where consumers are strongly CSR-oriented, because such
consumers regard both the company that manufactures a product and partner firms that do business
with it as the same overall company. Therefore, B2B managers should have a continuing interest in the
CSR activities of partner firms to ensure a sustainable competitive advantage.

Finally, B2B managers can use CSR as a strategic tool for long-term tactics, not just corporate
ethical aspects. By including the CSR program in the contract terms, a focal firm can have a positive
impact on the long-term relationship between partner companies. In addition, a focal firm may gain a



Sustainability 2019, 11, 5377 9 of 12

first mover advantage by emphasizing CSR in the current market. Therefore, CSR is a key element of
strategic marketing for corporate success, and a vital factor in marketing strategy.

5.3. Limitations and Future Study Directions

Although this study has various implications in terms of the role of CSR in long-term B2B
relationships, there are some limitations, and the need for future research must be addressed.

First, this study used a self-reported survey and measured all the constructs simultaneously,
which is a limitation. Although a problem with common method bias has not been found in this study,
we cannot consider that the problem has been solved completely. Therefore, we suggest that further
research using a longitudinal study design should be conducted to address this issue.

Second, although this study proposed and demonstrated theoretical models of B2B CSR and
long-term relationships, various contingency factors of the business were not considered. According
to the contingency theory, the leverage strength of corporate resources differs depending on market
changes [57]. This means that B2B CSR may have a discriminatory effect on long-term relationships
with partner firms depending on the various business environments, such as in terms of market
dynamics and technical uncertainty. Thus, further research could present implications by identifying
the moderating effects of various business environments on B2B CSR and long-term relationships.

Third, the endogeneity problem was not found in this study, but it was not completely solved.
This is because structural limitations using the questionnaire method and all unobservable variables
cannot be identified. Nevertheless, future research should seek to solve the endogeneity problem
by finding variables that could potentially affect possible business performance. For example, CEO
characteristics can potentially impact CSR and corporate performance [58]. In addition, structural
characteristics of a company, such as corporate governance, can affect performance. Thus, we propose
that future studies will need to consider a variety of unobservable variables, in order to find a more
robust causal relationship.

Finally, although this study approaches the effectiveness of CSR through stakeholder theory and
social exchange theory, other approaches are also possible. For example, because corporate governance
is an important variable for corporate performance [59], future research will identify the effectiveness
of CSR from the structural perspective of the firm. On the other hand, future research needs to identify
the various effectiveness of CSR. For example, future research should examine how CSR activities
affect a company’s risk management [60], or how CSR affects a CEO’s decision making. Therefore, we
suggest that future research should examine useful effects of CSR in various contexts.
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Appendix A

Business Practice CSR Reputation:

1. Our partner firms provide working conditions that safeguard the health and safety of
their employees

2. Our partner firms follow high ethical standards in their business operations.
3. Our partner firms respect customer rights beyond the legal requirements.

Philanthropic CSR Reputation:

1. Our partner firms give back to the communities in which they do business.
2. Our partner firms integrate charitable contributions into their business activities.
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3. Our partner firms are involved in corporate giving.

Trust:

1. We believe the information our partner firms provide us.
2. Our partner firms are trustworthy.
3. When making important decisions, our partner firms consider our welfare as well as their own.

Information sharing:

1. Our partner firms practice electronic data interchange, either via a VAN (value added network)
or the internet.

2. Our partner firms regularly (at least once a quarter) exchange supply and demand forecasts with
each other.

3. Our partner firms frequently (at least once a month) exchange demand change information with
each other, to facilitate operational plans and reduce reliance on second-guesses.

Risk and reward sharing:

1. Our partner firms share risks and rewards.
2. Our partner firms help each other to finance capital equipment.
3. Our partner firms share research, development costs, and results with each other.

Long-term orientation:

1. Maintaining a long-term relationship with our partner firms is important to us.
2. We share our long-term goals with our partner firms.
3. We would like to develop a long-term relationship with our partner firms.
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