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Abstract

The main purposes of this study are (1) to investigate the extent and level of corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices of the 
hotel in Thailand, (2) to test the different level of CSR practices of the hotel between CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process, and  
(3) to examine the effect of CSR practices on hotel’s performance measured by balanced scorecard (BSC). This study employs survey 
data collected from 402 owners and executives of hotels in Thailand. Descriptive analysis, paired sample t-test, correlation matrix, 
and multiple regression were used to analyze the data from the mailed questionnaire. The results show that both CSR-in-process and  
CSR-after-process practices of hotels were at a high level. However, the level of CSR-in-process practice of hotels was significantly 
higher than CSR-after-process practice. Moreover, the study found the positive effect of both CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process 
practices on hotel performance measured by BSC. The results of sensitivity analysis also show the positive effect of CSR-in-process and 
CSR-after-process practices on each of all six perspectives of BSC. The findings of this study can point to the reasonable reason why hotels 
should implement CSR practices into their business strategies. In addition, the study demonstrates that stakeholder theory can explain the 
effect of CSR practices on corporate performance. 
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social expectations as well as stakeholder needs. Moreover, 
they cannot be survived, if they focus on only their economic 
perspective by ignoring social and environmental impacts 
from their actions and activities (Hsu, 2014). Therefore, 
corporations need to balance economic, social, and 
environmental perspectives together. All perspectives can 
make the corporations have sustainable development, which 
is the leading business goal in today’s world (Holcomb 
et al., 2007). CSR practices are mainly divided into two 
practices as CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process. On 
the one hand, CSR-in-process practice is CSR practice 
included in the corporate processes (Li & Chiu, 2010). 
The CSR-in-process practice is included human resource 
management responsibility, well-being, and safety in the 
workplace, an adaptation of economic, social, and policy 
changes, corporate resource and internal environmental 
management, and corporate governance. On the other hand, 
CSR-after-process practice is a CSR practice that is excluded 
by the corporate processes such as supplier and shareholder 
management responsibility, customer responsibility, and 
social and community responsibility (Lev et al., 2008). 
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1. Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been used as 
a management tool of corporations for over a half-century 
(Limroscharoen et al., 2018). Most corporations include 
CSR practices in their strategic planning, vision and mission 
setting, and internal control (Thaipat Institute, 2018). It is 
because the corporations are one of the units in a board of 
society; thus, their actions and activities are done to serve 
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In order to perform CSR practices, the corporations have 
to focus on long-term rather than short-term performance as 
well as emphasizing the maximization of wealth rather than 
profits (Kantabutra, 2010). Further, performance under CSR 
practices is based on the notion that all stakeholders’ demands 
are attended. Therefore, the advantage of applying CSR in 
practice is that it leads enterprises to better financial and 
non-financial performance. The most common performance 
measurement tool by which both financial and non-financial 
performance can be measured is the balanced scorecard 
(BSC) developed by Kaplan and Norton (1992). BSC aims to 
evaluate business performance based on both its financial and 
non-financial aspects, taking into account strategic planning 
and management (Kaplan & Norton, 1996) and the notion of 
sustainable development. Moreover, the BSC can provide an 
excellent platform that is easily enhanced for the firms to focus 
on all stakeholders rather than some groups of stakeholders 
(Deegan, 2001). BSC is divided into six perspectives in 
today’s world: financial, customer, internal process, learning, 
social, and environmental. BSC is thus concerned with the 
social and environmental impacts of the actions and activities 
of business enterprises (Garrison et al., 2015).

Although the advantage of CSR practices was an increase 
in firm performance and most previous related studies found 
that there was a positive effect of CSR practices on corporate 
performance (Kang et al., 2010; Nguyen & Tu, 2019; Somset, 
2011), those studies had focused only financial performance 
(Lee, 2020; Pattanachak, 2011; Raksasuk, 2011; Suttipun, 
2014) rather than non-financial performance (Suttipun & 
Sittidate, 2016). This may be because financial performance is 
easy to calculate and compare and can serve the firm’s main 
stakeholders such as shareholders, investors, and creditors. In 
addition, financial performance is set as a mandatory practice  
by governance organizations. However, there are some 
limitations of financial performance such as lack of future 
prediction, not serving all stakeholders, and not considering 
sustainable development. The other reason that can be 
mentioned as a research problem is that there were mixed results 
of related literatures on CSR outcomes (Kang et al., 2010; Lee 
& Park, 2009; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Somset, 2011; Somset  
et al., 2013). On the one hand, CSR practices can earn more 
reputations and images and serve more and various groups of 
stakeholder demands. The results made the corporations having 
higher performance, value, and sustainability (Rodriguez 
& Cruz, 2007). On the other hand, CSR practices may cost 
corporations in terms of higher costs and expenses. It may result 
in lower performance (Lee & Park, 2009, Kang et al., 2010). 
Moreover, there were fewer pieces of evidence investigating 
the effect of CSR practice on corporate performance measured 
by BSC (Hetthong, 2017; Kang et al., 2015).

There are some important ideas why CSR practices and 
hotels’ management in Thailand need to have belonged 
together (Pattanachak, 2011; Somset et al., 2013). Firstly, 

the tourism and hotel industry is one of the main industries 
in Thailand that provide income distribution and give labor 
jobs (Somset, 2011). Secondly, however, the Thai tourism 
and hotel industry has typically sold for natural resources 
and environment rather than cultural tourism and the way of 
living tourism (Hetthong, 2017). Therefore, society and the 
environment will be influenced by the industry rather than 
the other industries. Third, there are several problems of 
social and environmental impact coming from tourism and 
the hotel industry, such as the changes of living way, foreign 
labor problem, and conflict of interest between local people, 
tourists, and entrepreneurs (Pattanachak, 2011). Finally, the 
Thai government aims the tourism and hotel industry as one 
of the main export product to the world population. 

From the research problems above, this study aimed 
(1) to investigate the extent and level of corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) practices of hotels in Thailand,  
(2) to test the different level of CSR practices of the hotel 
between CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process, and (3) to 
examine the effect of CSR practices on hotel performance 
measured by balanced scorecard (BSC). There were three 
main questions which are (1) What is the extent and level 
of CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices of 
Thai hotels? (2) Is there a different level of CSR practices 
of hotels in Thailand between CSR-in-process and  
CSR-after-process? (3) Which CSR practices can affect 
Thai hotel performance measured by BSC?

The study can be expected to provide several 
contributions. In terms of its theoretical contribution, the 
study can demonstrate that stakeholder theory can explain 
the advantages of businesses putting CSR into practice to 
satisfy their stakeholders’ demands. The study will also 
shed light on hotels using CSR practices in an emerging 
economic nation. In terms of its practical contribution, 
by demonstrating the positive effect of putting CSR into 
practice on both financial and non-financial performance as 
measured by BSC, businesses will be encouraged to pursue 
the goal of sustainable development. 

2. Theoretical Perspective

The theoretical perspective most often adopted to 
explain the motivation for businesses to put CSR into 
practice is stakeholder theory (Islam & Deegan, 2010; 
Suttipun, 2015). This is because stakeholder theory is 
concerned with the ways that businesses manage their 
stakeholders (Gray et al., 1998; Limroscharoen et al., 2018; 
Rattanajongkol et al., 2006) by focusing on the relationship 
of a business’s owners and its top management with its 
diverse stakeholders, and their responsibility towards those 
stakeholders (Cheng & Fan, 2010). A good relationship 
can result in a positive reputation, higher firm value, 
competitive advantage, and better performance. The main 
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reason is that all stakeholders have something at risk in 
a business and have the power to affect that business, its 
actions, activities, decisions, policies, or even management 
practices (Collier, 2008). Stakeholders are defined as those 
who can influence or be influenced by the achievement of 
business policies, goals, and decisions. Each stakeholder 
group has a right to receive information from the business in 
which it is interested, even though stakeholders may not use 
that information or directly influence the business (Deegan, 
2001). Different groups of stakeholders have different 
degrees of power to compel and influence business actions 
and activities and different interests in business practices, 
and a business will tend to satisfy the demands of those 
stakeholders that are most important to its ongoing survival 
(Joshi & Gao, 2009). Therefore, this study was conducted 
under the assumption that CSR is put into practice by Thai 
hotels in order to satisfy stakeholders and to maintain good 
relationships with them.   

The concept of CSR practices in Thailand is accommodated 
by corporate stakeholder theory (Rattanajongkol et al., 2006; 
Limroscharoen et al., 2018) because Thai businesses focus 
not only on the demands of certain stakeholder groups, such 
as investors, shareholders, and creditors, but they also need to 
attend to and satisfy the demands of other stakeholder groups, 
such as customers, employees, suppliers, competitors, society 
and communities, and environmental lobbies. Moreover, 
both CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices 
require different groups of stakeholders who have different 
and various demands. For example, CSR-in-process practice 
is used to serve the internal stakeholder demands such as 
employees and shareholders. In contrast, CSR-after-process 
practice is used to satisfy external stakeholder demands such 
as customers, competitors, society and communities, and 
environmental lobbies. To explain the effect of CSR practices 
on the performance of hotel in this study, once hotels try to 
provide the actions and activities serving their stakeholders’ 
demands in various groups such as employee, environment, 
and society and community, those stakeholders will pay back 
to the hotel with higher performance in both financial and 
non-financial performance (Suttipun, 2014).     

3.  Literature Review and  
Hypothesis Development

There are three sections in this part: corporate social 
responsibility practices in Thailand, performance measured 
by the balanced scorecard, and hypothesis development. 

3.1.  Corporate Social Responsibility  
Practices in Thailand

CSR practices in Thailand are promoted and supported by 
government and government organizations (Suttipun, 2014).  

One important organization run by a government that 
promotes and encourages CSR practices in Thailand is 
Thaipat Institute (2012). The main aim of the institute is 
for corporations to balance their economy, society, and 
environment, and to reach sustainable development (Thaipat 
Institute, 2018). Moreover, Thaipat Institute would like to 
change the corporations from having only CSR-after-process 
practice into CSR-in-process practice. This is because  
CSR-after-process is not included as a corporate management 
tool. It is used for public relations, integrated marketing 
communication, and tax benefit. Examples of CSR-after-
process are included CSR activities and spending, charitable 
and educational donations, and social and community 
foundations. On the other hand, CSR-in-process practice 
is included as a corporate management tool under strategic 
plans and policies (Limroscharoen et al., 2018). Moreover, 
CSR-in-process has focused on long-term performance, 
allowing corporations to reach sustainable development, 
while CSR-after-process has aimed only at corporate short-
term performance and reputation.

Therefore, CSR practices used in this study are divided 
into two practices: CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process. 
On the one hand, CSR-in-process practice is CSR practice 
included in the corporate processes (Li & Chiu, 2010). 
The CSR-in-process practice is included human resource 
management responsibility, well-being, and safety in the 
workplace, an adaptation of economic, social, and policy 
changes, corporate resource and internal environmental 
management, and corporate governance. On the other hand, 
CSR-after-process practice is a CSR practice that is excluded 
by the corporate processes such as supplier and shareholder 
management responsibility, customer responsibility, and 
social and community responsibility (Lev et al., 2008).

3.2.  Performance Measured by  
Balanced Scorecard

In the past, business performance was exclusively 
measured by financial performance because it can be easily 
expressed in monetary units. The results can be compared 
with competitors in the same industry. However, there are 
several limitations of reporting only financial performance, 
including that: (1) it does not take account of competitive 
advantage, (2) it does not focus on long-term performance, 
(3) it cannot be used for business forecasting, and (4) it does 
not encourage sustainable business development (Suttipun 
& Sittidate, 2016). Therefore, non-financial performance 
has become a more common means of measuring corporate 
performance, but it is hard to express because it does not 
use monetary units. It is also hard to compare a company’s 
non-financial performance with that of other enterprises 
because there are many different ways of gauging non-
financial performance. Despite the difficulties in comparing 
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non-financial performance between companies, an effective 
method using both financial and non-financial performance 
is still a must (Truong et al., 2020).

There are a number of performance measurement tools 
currently used to accommodate non-financial performance 
reporting, such as triple bottom line performance and BSC. 
This study used BSC as its performance measurement tool 
because it is a more commonly used measurement tool in 
Thailand than triple bottom line performance. BSC was 
introduced by Kaplan and Norton (1992) as a means of 
measuring both financial and non-financial performance, 
which can support enterprises’ strategic planning and 
management. Within BSC, as originally envisaged, there 
were four perspectives: financial, customer, internal 
process, and learning (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). However, 
to accommodate the concept of sustainable development, 
Garrison et al. (2015) extended the model to incorporate an 
environmental perspective into BSC. Thus, the present study 
used the six perspectives of BSC to assess the reporting of 
corporate performance: financial, customer, internal process, 
learning, social, and environmental.  

3.3. Hypothesis Development

Within three objectives from the research gap in this 
study, there are also three hypotheses that are developed 
and explained. Different levels of CSR practices between 
CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process will be the first 
hypothesis, while the effect of both CSR-in-process and 
CSR-after-process practices will be stated as the second and 
third hypotheses.  

CSR-in-process has focused on long-term performance, 
allowing corporations to reach sustainable development, 
while CSR-after-process has aimed only at corporate short-
term performance and reputation (Holcomb et al., 2007). 
This is because CSR-after-process is not included as a 
corporate management tool. It is used for public relations, 
integrated marketing communication, and tax benefit. 
Examples of CSR-after-process have included CSR activities 
and spending, charitable and educational donations, and 
social and community foundations (Limroscharoen et al., 
2018). Although CSR-after-process was common CSR 
practice in the past, it cannot answer corporate sustainable 
development and long-term performance. Therefore, 
in today’s world, many corporations pay attention to 
CSR-in-process rather than CSR-after-process because 
it can sustain them. In addition, CSR-in-process practice 
can balance their economic, social, and environmental 
perspectives. From this idea, many scholars tested whether 
there was a difference in terms of level and disclosure 
between CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices. 
Most prior related studies found that CSR-in-process 
practice was more common level than CSR-after-process 

practice (Holcomb et al., 2007; Kang et al., 2010; Lee & 
Park, 2009). However, there is no literature on testing the 
different levels of CSR practices between CSR-in-process 
and CSR-after-process of hotels in Thailand. Therefore, the 
study hypothesizes that:    

H1: There is a different level of CSR practices of hotels 
in Thailand between CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process.

The logical reason for the positive effect of CSR 
practices on hotels’ performance measured by BSC is mainly 
because when the hotels try to provide the actions and 
activities to serve stakeholders’ demands and expectations 
in various groups by using CSR practices to their employee, 
environment, and society and community, those stakeholders 
will pay back the firms with higher performance (Suttipun, 
2014). Moreover, the link between CSR practices and 
performance measured by BSC was mentioned by Kang  
et al. (2015) as “the BSC can be leveraged to support the CSR 
view of corporate management.” The BSC can also provide 
an excellent platform easily enhanced for the firms to focus 
on all stakeholders rather than some groups of stakeholders 
(Deegan, 2001). However, fewer evidence examined the 
effect of CSR practices on performance measured by BSC 
(Hetthong, 2017; Kang et al., 2015). This study divides 
CSR practices into two processes as CSR-in-process and  
CSR-after-process.     

The CSR-in-process practice is included as a corporate 
management tool under strategic plans and policies 
(Limroscharoen et al., 2018). Therefore, there is a strong 
and appropriate reason that CSR-in-process practice can 
positively influence corporate performance. Most previous 
studies found a positive effect of CSR-in-process practice 
on corporate performance (Hsu, 2014; Lai & Chiu, 2010; 
Limroscharoen et al., 2018; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007). This 
is because corporate performance under CSR-in-process  
practice is based on the notion that all stakeholders’ 
demands are attended. Therefore, the advantage of applying  
CSR-in-process in practice is that it leads enterprises to 
better financial and non-financial performance (Garrison et 
al., 2015). Therefore, to find out the answer to the research 
question, the study hypothesizes that:

H2: CSR-in-process practice has a positive effect on 
performance measured by BSC.

Although CSR-after-process will not be included as a 
corporate management tool, it is used to serve and satisfy the 
external stakeholders such as customers, government, society, 
and community. Therefore, if CSR-after-process practice 
can satisfy corporate stakeholder needs, the corporations 
will earn better outcomes such as reputation and image, 
competition, and performance (Thaipat Institute, 2018).  
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Moreover, most prior related studies found the positive 
effect of CSR-after-process practice on corporate 
performance (Holcombet et al., 2007; Lev et al., 2008; 
Limroscharoen et al., 2018). Therefore, the study aims to 
hypothesize that:

H3: CSR-after-process practice has a positive effect on 
performance measured by BSC.

4. Methodology

The population was all hotels in Thailand (Ministry of 
Tourism and Sports, 2019). Using simple random sampling 
by lottery method, 402 hotels were selected as the study 
sample (Department of Provincial Administration, 2019). 
Mail questionnaires were used to collect data from each 
sample from January to April 2019. The questionnaire 
was adapted by the previous related studies (Plaisuan, 
2015; Somset, 2011; Suttipun & Nuttaphon, 2014). The 
questionnaire was answered by either owner, CEO (top 
management), CSR manager, human resource manager, or 
general manager. The questionnaire was separated into three 
sections that are (1) general information of hotels such as 
the number of room, age of the hotel, ownership status, and 
accommodation type, (2) the extent and level of CSR-in-
process and CSR-after-process practices, and (3) the extent 
and level of performance measured by BSC which consists 
of financial, customer, internal process, learning, social, and 
environmental perspectives. 

There were three groups of variables used in this 
study which are CSR practices as independent variables, 
corporate performance measured by BSC as the dependent 
variable, and corporate characteristics as control variables. 
In terms of independent variables, CSR practices were 
separated into two variables as CSR-in-process and  
CSR-after-process practices (Holcomb et al., 2007; Hsu, 
2014; Lai & Chiu, 2010; Lev et al., 2008). Corporate 
performance as the dependent variable in this study was 
measured by BSC (Hetthong, 2017; Plaisuan, 2015). 
Moreover, corporate characteristics such as the size 
of the hotel, age of the hotel, ownership status, and 
accommodation type were measured by the prior related 
studies (Limroscharoen et al., 2018; Plaisuan, 2015; 
Suttipun & Nuttaphon, 2014). All variables’ measurement 
used in this study was indicated in Table 1.

The independent variables and dependent variable were 
measured by five Levels of the Likert scale, measuring by 
5 as the highest level, 4 as high level, 3 as moderate level, 
2 as low level, and 1 as lowest level (Srisa-sard, 2010). The 
interpretation of the responses to the second and third parts 
of the mailed questionnaire was based on the mean score 
of the responses to the Likert-scale items interpreted on the 
rating scale shown below (Srisa-ard, 2010). 

The average score of 1.00–1.50 defined as at the 
lowest level

The average score of 1.51–2.50 defined as at a low level.
The average score of 2.51–3.50 defined as at a 

moderate level.
The average score of 3.51–4.50 defined as at a high 

level.
The average score of 4.51–5.00 defined as at the 

highest level.

The draft questionnaire was sent to four experts to 
review its reliability and creditability and to ensure that it 
fully covered all aspects of this study. The questionnaire 
was then revised based on the experts’ suggestions and then 
reviewed by the experts before being finalized and sent to the 
hotels’ sample. In addition, the questionnaire was tested to 
establish the Cronbach (1951) coefficient alpha, which was 
0.842, which is higher than 0.60, indicating the satisfactory 
reliability of the questionnaire.

Within the three main objectives of this study, descriptive 
analysis was used to investigate the extent and level of CSR 
practices as well as performance measured by BSC of hotels 
in Thailand. Next, paired sample t-test was used to test the 
different levels of CSR practices between CSR-in-process 
and CSR-after-process. A correlation matrix was used to test 
for multicollinearity between the variables. Finally, multiple 

Table 1: Variable’s Measurement

Variables Notation Measurement

Independent Variables 
CSR-in-process 
practice

CSRIN Five-point Likert scale

CSR-after-
process 
practice

CSRAF Five-point Likert scale

Dependent Variable
Hotel’s 
performance

BSC Five-point Likert scale

Control Variables
Hotel size SIZE Number of room  

(No. Room)
Hotel age AGE Age of hotel (Year)
Ownership 
status

OWNER Dummy variables as  
1 = family business, and  
0 = otherwise 

Hotel type TYPE Dummy variables as  
1 = hotel, and 0 = otherwise 
such as hostel, service 
apartment, and guesthouse
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regression was used to test for CSR practices on performance 
as measured by BSC of Thai hotels. The regression equation 
used was as follows: 

BSC =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

In addition to the main model, a sensitivity analysis 
was also conducted using each of the perspectives of BSC 
(financial, customer, internal process, learning, social, and 
environmental), and the six additional regression equations 
adopted were as follows:

Finance =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

Custom =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

Internal =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

Learn =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

Social =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

Environ =  a + b1 CSRIN + b2 CSRAF + b3 SIZE  
+ b4 AGE + b4 OWNER + b5 TYPE

5. Results and Discussion

From the 402 samples used in this study, 222 respondents 
(55.22 percent) were hotels, while 180 respondents (44.78 
percent) were the other service accommodations such as 
hostels, service apartments, guesthouses, and apartments. 
Moreover, 115 firms (28.61 percent) were run by the family 
business, and 287 firms (71.39 percent) were organized by 
the non-family business. To investigate the extent and level 
of CSR practices of hotels in Thailand, Table 2 indicates 
that although CSR-in-process practice was the most CSR 
practice common by the hotels in Thailand, both CSR-in-
process and CSR-after-process practices were at a high level. 
In terms of performance measured by BSC of Thai hotels, all 
perspectives of BSC were also at a high level. Besides, the 
most common performance was social perspective following 
by environmental, learning, customer, internal process, and 
financial perspectives.  

To test for a different level of CSR practices between 
CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process, Table 3 indicates a 
significantly different level of CSR practices between CSR-
in-process and CSR-after-process at 0.01 level. Moreover, 
CSR-in-process practice was adopted by Thai hotels 
rather than CSR-after-process practice. This is because 
CSR-in-process has focused on long-term performance, 
which will let corporations reach sustainable development, 

while CSR-after-process has aimed only at corporate 
short-term performance and reputation (Holcombet et al., 
2007). Moreover, in today’s world, many corporations pay 
attention to CSR-in-process rather than CSR-after-process 
because it can sustain them (Limroscharoen et al., 2018). 
In addition, CSR-in-process practice can balance their 
economic, social, and environmental perspectives (Lev  
et al., 2008). Thus, H1 is supported.

Before conducting the multiple regression analysis, the 
assumptions that the data were normally distributed and no 
multicollinearity among the variables included in the analysis 
were first tested. Table 4 shows the correlation matrix used 
to test for multicollinearity between the seven variables 
used in this study, consisting of one dependent variable, two 
independent variables, and four control variables. Based 
on a fixed-effects model for panel testing, the values of 
variance inflation factor (VIF) between the variables were 
under 2, which indicates that there was no multicollinearity, 
which would be indicated by a VIF exceeding 10 (Gunno & 
Penawuthikul, 2018). The low coefficients in the correlation 

Table 2: The Extent and Level of CSR Practices and 
Performance Measured by BSC

Mean SD Min Max Level Rank

CSR Practices
CSR-in-
process

3.987 0.499 2.25 5.00 High 1

CSR-after-
process

3.682 0.602 1.75 5.00 High 2

Balanced Scorecard
Financial 3.681 0.661 1.00 5.00 High 6
Customer 3.866 0.599 1.33 5.00 High 4
Internal 
Process

3.788 0.628 1.67 5.00 High 5

Learning 3.872 0.568 1.67 5.00 High 3
Social 3.948 0.586 1.67 5.00 High 1
Environmental 3.92 0.633 1.67 5.00 High 2
Average BSC 3.848 0.478 1.78 5.00 High –

Table 3: Paired Sample t-Test and Independent  
Sample t-Test

Paired Sample 
t-Test Mean SD t Sig.

CSR-in-process 3.987 0.499 10.523 0.000**
CSR-after-process 3.682 0.602

** is Significant at 0.01 Level, and * is Significant at 0.05 Level.
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matrix between the variables used in the study also indicated 
that multicollinearity was unlikely to be a problem in the 
multiple regression (Vanstraelen et al., 2012). Based on the 
correlation coefficients between the seven variables used 
in this study, there were significant positive correlations 
between BSC, CSRIN, CSRAF, OWNER, and TYPE at 
either 0.01 or 0.05 levels. At the same time, there was a 
negative correlation between BSC and AGE at 0.05 level. 
However, there was no correlation between BSC and SIZE 
at 0.05 level.

To examine the effect of CSR practices on performance 
measured by BSC of hotels in Thailand, Table 5 indicates that 
both CSRIN and CSRAF had a positively significant effect 
on BSC at 0.01 level. However, there was no significant 
relationship between control variables used in this study 
(i.e., SIZE, AGE, OWNER, and TYPE) and BSC at 0.05 
level. The model provided a high level of independent and 

control variables’ ability to forecast dependent variables 
because R square and Adjust R square were 53.50 and 
52.80 percent. The finding of a positive effect of CSR-in-
process practice on corporate performance was consistent 
with (Hsu, 2014; Lai & Chiu, 2010; Limroscharoen et al., 
2018). It is because CSR-in-process practice is included 
as a corporate management tool under strategic plans and 
policies (Limroscharoen et al., 2018). Therefore, there is a 
strong and enough reason that CSR-in-process practice can 
influence corporate performance.

The result of the positive effect of CSR-after-process 
practice in this study was consistent with (Holcombet et al., 
2007; Lev et al., 2008; Limroscharoen et al., 2018). This is 
because although CSR-after-process will not be included in 
corporate management tool, reason on the positive effect of 
CSR practices on hotels’ performance measured by BSC is 
mainly because when the hotels try to provide the actions and 
activities to serve stakeholders’ demands and expectations in 
various groups by using CSR practices to their employee, 
environment, and society and community, those stakeholders 
will pay back the firms with higher performance (Suttipun, 
2014). Thus, both H2 and H3 are supported. 

Table 6 shows the results of the sensitivity analysis 
relating to the effect of CSR practices on performance as 
measured by BSC for each perspective of performance. 
Both CSRIN and CSRAF still had a positive effect on each 
perspective of BSC, which consists of financial, customer, 
internal process, learning, social, and environmental 
perspectives, at 0.01 level.  

6. Conclusion

Within three main questions (1) What is the extent and 
level of CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices of 
Thai hotels? (2) Is there a different level of CSR practices 

Table 4: Correlation Matrix

BSC CSRIN CSRAF SIZE AGE OWNER TYPE

BSC 1 0.620** 0.622** -0.034 -0.109* 0.111* 0.113*
CSRIN 1 0.458** -0.008 -0.119* 0.050 0.119*
CSRAF 1 0.040 -0.078 0.112* 0.117*
SIZE 1 -0.049 0.140** 0.205**
AGE 1 0.019 0.121*
OWNER 1 -0.005
TYPE 1
Mean 3.848 3.987 3.682 79.341 12.933 0.714 0.552
SD 0.478 0.499 0.602 66.579 8.697 0.452 0.497
VIF - 1.291 1.287 1.076 1.044 1.036 1.093

** is Significant at 0.01 Level, and * is Significant at 0.05 Level.

Table 5: Multiple Regression

Variables B Beta t Sig.

–Constant– 1.030 - 6.968 0.000**
CSRIN 0.399 0.416 10.670 0.000**
CSRAF 0.335 0.421 10.825 0.000**
SIZE 0.000 -0.063 -1.782 0.076
AGE -0.002 -0.035 -0.995 0.321
OWNER 0.056 0.053 1.528 0.127
TYPE 0.031 0.032 0.893 0.372
R Square 0.535
Adj. R Square 0.528
F-value (sig.) 75.816 (0.000**)

** is Significant at 0.01 Level, and * is Significant at 0.05 Level.
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Table 6: Sensitivity Analysis

Variables
Financial

Model
Customer 

Model
Internal 

Process Model Learning Model Social Model Environmental 
Model

B t (sig.) B t (sig.) B t (sig.) B t (sig.) B t (sig.) B t (sig.)

Constant 0.892 3.577** 0.589 2.855** 1.378 5.621** 1.147 5.441** 1.447 6.557** 0.722 3.282**
CSRIN 0.277 4.395** 0.499 9.576** 0.378 6.107** 0.452 8.486** 0.335 6.011** 0.450 8.095**
CSRAF 0.447 8.567** 0.329 7.627** 0.274 5.348** 0.243 5.521** 0.330 7.156** 0.388 8.434**
SIZE -0.001 -1.290 0.000 -0.902 -0.001 -1.440 0.000 0.377 0.000 -1.023 -0.001 -2.591**
AGE 0.000 -0.101 0.002 0.613 -0.007 -2.196* -0.002 -0.697 -0.003 -1.106 -0.001 -0.299
OWNER 0.149 2.387* 0.096 1.856 0.070 1.149 0.051 0.962 -0.049 -.897 0.023 0.410
TYPE -0.031 -0.534 0.020 0.413 -0.030 -0.530 0.010 0.195 0.104 2.022* 0.112 2.192*
R Square 0.307 0.422 0.259 0.330 0.310 0.413
Adj. R 0.297 0.414 0.248 0.320 0.300 0.404
F (sig.) 29.202** 48.132** 23.028** 32.472** 29.609** 46.225**

** Is Significant at 0.01 Level, and * Is Significant at 0.05 Level.

of hotels in Thailand between CSR-in-process and CSR-
after-process? and (3) Which CSR practices can affect Thai 
hotel performance measured by BSC, the study found that 
both CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices were 
at a high level? However, CSR-in-process practice was the 
most commonly CSR practice done by hotels in Thailand. 
Moreover, there was a significantly different level of CSR 
practices between CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process. 
The study also found the positive effect of CSR-in-process 
and CSR-after-process practices on hotel performance 
measured by BSC. In addition, using the sensitivity analysis, 
CSR-in-process and CSR-after-process practices still had 
a positive effect on each perspective of BSC, which is 
financial, customer, internal process, learning, social, and 
environmental perspectives.  

The study’s findings provide several contributions and 
implications. First, this is the first study examining the effect 
of CSR practices on corporate performance measured by 
BSC of hotels in the Thai context where there have been no 
previous studies. Second, the study’s findings can explain 
how and why the stakeholder theory can be used to test the 
influences of CSR practices on firm performance measured 
by BSC whether stakeholders have a right to be responded 
by hotels’ actions and activities. The benefit of corporate 
responsibility is a more significant reputation and loyally 
as well as better performance and value. The study results, 
thirdly, can provide the guide for hotels’ key staffs such as 
CEO, marketing manager, human resource manager, and 
general manager to look at the CSR practice as a benefit for 
increasing and improving their performance, especially to 
take more corporate responsibility to employee, environment, 
and society and community because they can provide 

the greater performance and value to the hotels. Fourth, 
the study’s findings also guide the policymakers who can 
regulate the appropriate and specific CSR regal for hotels. 
Finally, the results contribute that the business organizations 
can balance their economic responsibility along with social 
and environmental responsibility as corporate sustainable 
development. 

There are some limitations to this study’s findings. 
Firstly, the use of a mailed questionnaire must be mentioned 
as a limitation because it included only closed-end questions 
and did not include open-end questions. Therefore, in-depth 
interviews are considered as a measurement tool to collect 
data from the open-end questions of BSC practice as well as 
hotels’ performance. Finally, all control variables used in this 
study did not affect hotels’ performance measures by BSC; 
thus, the other control variables from hotel’s characteristics 
such as hotel rating, location, international ownership, CSR 
award and will be used in the future study. 

References

Cheng, L. H., & Fan, H. K. (2010). Drivers of environmental 
disclosure and stakeholder expectation: evidence from Taiwan. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 96(3), 435–451. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10551-010-0476-3

Collier, P. M. (2008). Stakeholder accountability: a field study 
of the implementation of a governance improvement plan. 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(7),  
933–953. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570810907429

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal 
structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16(3), 297–334. https://doi.
org/10.1007/bf02310555



Amornrat TEANPITTHAYAMAS, Muttanachai SUTTIPUN, Pankaewta LAKKANWANIT /  
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 4 (2021) 0777–0786 785

Deegan, C. (2001). Financial Accounting Theory. Roseville, 
Australia: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Department of Provincial Administration. (2019). Hotel statistic. 
Retrieved October 30, 2020 from https://multi.dopa. go.th/
omd3/news/cate6/view13

Gray, R., Collison, D., & Bebbington, J. (1998). Environmental 
and social accounting and reporting, University of Dundee, 
Dundee, UK. Retrieved October 29, 2020 from https://www.
st-andrews.ac.uk/media/csear/discussion-papers/CSEAR_dps-
socenv-socacc.pdf

Garrison, R. H., Noreen, E. W., Brewer, P. C., Cheng, N. S., 
& Yuen, K.C. (2015) Managerial Accounting Asia Global  
(2nd ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Education.

Gunno, P., & Penawuthikul. P. (2018). Factors affecting disclosure 
quality on key audit matters in auditor’s report in Thailand. 
Journal of MCU Nakhondhat, 5(3), 926–942. https://www.
tcithaijo.org/index.php/JMND/article/view/141713/119111

Hetthong, P. (2017). Linking decentralization structure, 
environmental uncertainty, and the use of financial and non-
financial performance measures: A study of hotels located in 
the Andaman Coast of Southern Thailand. (Master’s thesis). 
Unpublished. Prince of Songkla University, Faculty of 
Management Sciences, Accountancy.

Holcomb, J., Upchurch, R., & Okumus, F. (2007). Corporate social 
responsibility: what are the top hotel companies reporting? 
International Journal of Contemporary Hospital Management, 
19(6), 461–475. https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110710775129   

Hsu, K.T. (2014). The advertising effect of corporate social 
responsibility on corporate reputation and brand equity: 
evidence from the life insurance industry in Taiwan. Journal 
of Business Ethics, 109(2), 189–201. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-011-1118-0

Islam, M., & Deegan, C. (2010). Media pressures and corporate 
disclosure of social responsibility performance information: 
a study of two global clothing and sports retail companies. 
Accounting and Business Research, 40(2), 131–148. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2010.9663388

Joshi, P. L., & Gao, S. S. (2009) Multinational corporations’ 
corporate social and environmental disclosures (CSED) on 
web sites. International Journal of Commerce & Management, 
19(1), 27–44. https://doi.org/10.1108/10569210910939654

Kang, J. S., Chiang, C. F., Huangthanapan, K., & Downing, S. 
(2015). Corporate social responsibility and sustainability 
balanced scorecard: The case study of family-owned 
hotels. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 48, 
124–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.05.001

Kang, K. H., Lee, S., & Huh, C. (2010). Impacts of positive and 
negative corporate social responsibility activities on company 
performance in the hospitality industry. International Journal 
of Hospitality Management, 29(1), 72–82. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.05.006

Kantabutra, S. (2010). Suffiency economy philosophy practices in 
business sector for sustainability, Bangkok: National Institute 
of Development Admistration (NIDA).

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1992). The balanced socrecard-
measures that drive performance. Havard Business Review, 
70(1), 72–82. https://hbr.org/1992/01/the-balanced-scorecard-
measures-that-drive-performance-2

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1996). The balanced scorecard: 
translating strategy into action. Boston, MA: Harvard Business 
School Press.

Lai, C., & Chiu, C. (2010). The effects of CSR on brand performance: 
the mediating effect of industrial brand equity and corporate 
reputation. Journal of Business Ethics, 95(2), 457–469. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0433-1

Lee, J. W. (2020). CSR impact on the Firm Market Value: Evidence 
from tour and travel companies listed on Chinese stock market. 
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 7(7),  
159–167. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no7.159

Lee, S., & Park, S. Y. (2009). Do socially responsible activities help 
hotels and casinos achieve their financial goals? International 
Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(1), 105–112. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2008.06.003

Lev, B., Petrovits, C., & Radhakrishnan, S. (2008). Is doing good 
good for you? How corporate charitable contributions enhance 
revenue growth. Strategic Management Journal, 31(1),  
182–200. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.810

Limroscharoen, S., Khongkaew, C., & Suttipun, M. (2018). The 
influence of CSR on organizational performance from the 
balanced scorecard perspectives: A case study of hotels in 
Phuket, Krabi, and Phang Nga provinces. Journal of Business 
Administration, TU Business Scholl, 40(3), 24–46. 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports. (2019). Tourism statistic. Retrieved 
October 20, 2020 from http://www.mots.go.th/more_news. 
php?cid=411

Nguyen, T. H., & Tu, V. B. (2019). Social Responsibility, 
organizational commitment, and organizational performance: 
Food processing enterprises in the Mekong River Delta. 
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 7(2),  
309–316. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no2.309

Pattanachak, S. (2011). The relationship between social 
responsibility and performance of hotel businesses in Thailand. 
(Master’s thesis). Unpublished. Mahasarakham University, 
Faculty of Tourism and Hotel Management. 

Plaisuan, S. (2015). The competitive creation advantage to influence 
the operation balanced scorecard (BSC) of wedding studios in 
the Northeast. (Master’s thesis). Unpublished. Rajabhat Maha 
Sarakham University, Faculty of Graduate Studies, Business 
Administration. 

Raksasuk, M. (2011). The study of the relationship between corporate 
social responsibility and corporate value creation evaluated 
from average market value (AMV) and excess market value 
(EMV) case study: Companies listed in the Stock Exchange of 
Thailand. Journal of Accounting Profession, 7(18), 43–52.

Ratanajongkol, S., Davey, H., & Low, M. (2006). Corporate 
social reporting in Thailand. Qualitative Research in 
Accounting & Management, 3(1), 67–83. https://doi.
org/10.1108/11766090610659751



Amornrat TEANPITTHAYAMAS, Muttanachai SUTTIPUN, Pankaewta LAKKANWANIT /  
Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 4 (2021) 0777–0786786

Rodriguez, F. J. G., & Cruz, Y. D. M. A. (2007). Relation between 
social-environmental responsibility and performance in hotel 
firms. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 26(4), 
824–839. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2006.08.003

Somset, B. (2011). The relationship between corporate social 
responsibility, firm size and financial performance. (Master’s 
independent study). Unpublished. Thammasat University, 
Faculty of Commerce and Accountancy, Accountancy.  

Somset, B., Sanbudda, P., & Phadoongsitthi, M. (2013). The 
relationship between firm size, corporate social responsibility 
and financial performance. Journal of Accounting Profession, 
9(24), 37–58. 

Srisa-ard, B. (2010). Introductory research. (8th Edition). Bangkok: 
Suweeriyasarn. 

Suttipun, M. (2014). Corporate characteristics, social responsibility 
reporting, and financial performance: evidence in Thailand. 
Corporate Ownership & Control, 12, 836–846. https://doi.
org/10.22495/cocv12i1c9p7

Suttipun, M. (2015). Sustainable development reporting: evidence 
from Thailand. Asian Social Science, 11(13), 316–326.  https://
doi.org/10.5539/ass.v11n13p316

Suttipun, M., & Nuttaphon, C. (2014). Corporate social 
responsibility reporting on websites in Thailand. Kasetsart 

Journal (Social Sciences), 35, 536–549. https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/286599023_Corporate_social_
responsibility_reporting_on_websites_in_thailand

Suttipun, M. & Sittidate, N. (2016). Corporate social responsibility 
reporting and operation performance of listed companies in the 
Stock Exchange of Thailand. Songklanakarin Journal of Social 
Sciences and Humanities, 22(1), 269–295.

Thaipat Institute. (2012). Reporting your CSR updated GRI version 
3.1. Retrieved from Retrieved October 20, 2020 from http://
www.thaicsr. com/2011/01/csr-report-services.html  

Thaipat Institute. (2018). What is CSR? Retrieved October 30, 
2020 from http://www.thaicsr.com/ 

Truong, D. D., Nguyen, H., & Duong, T. Q. L. (2020). Factors 
influencing Balanced scorecard application in evaluating 
the performance of tourist firms. Journal of Asian Finance, 
Economics and Business, 7(5), 217–224. https://doi.
org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no5.217

Vanstraelen, A., Schelleman, C., Meuwissen, R., & Hofmann, I.  
(2012). The audit reporting debate: seemingly intractable 
problems and feasible solutions. European Accounting 
Review, 21(2), 193–215. https://doi/10.1080/09638180.2012. 
687506


