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ABSTRACT

Using an empirical large-scale survey, our reseacdmines the influences on
commitment of 135 Tunisian companies in sustainaddeelopment (SD). It
confirms the explanatory power of the size, agefaid of activity of the firms on
their commitment in SD. The most important motigas for SD commitment are
the search for differentiation and enhancemenheflirand image in congruence
with leadership values. The pressures of law aada tlesser extent, of close
stakeholders are also discriminating elements. CitbeunTunisian firms are, thus,
in search of visibility and legitimacy; adhere teetphilosophy of SD if they are
convinced of its usefulness for the company frostrategic point of view. The
study confirms some previous results obtained weliged countries but enables
to identify some Tunisian specificities that weaaunend be taken into account in
future public authorities’ actions to further invel Tunisian companies in CSR.
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Introduction

Sustainable Development (SD) has been, for seyeals, a pervasive issue in
professional publications and public policies iffedient countries, worldwide.
Regarded as a "Chameleon Concept" (Boiral, 2008] ander “ongoing
construction” (Pasquero, 2008), it is also strorglgsent in academic literature
where it is often associated to the concept of Gaie Social Responsibility
(CSR).

This framework has been prolific and allowed theedepment of theoretically
supported empirical research. These studies haxeséal mainly on the types of
behavior of companies while undertaking SD and fdetors influencing these
behaviors. At this stage of maturity of the fieldsearch hypotheses can be set and
tested for the companies’ commitment patterns inaBD their explaining factors.
On the other hand, focused for a long time on tt&dental large-size company,
SD literature endures a geographical prejudicedring the construction of a solid
theory on SD. Not taking into account the realitfy “oountries-of-the-south”
precludes an acceptable generalization of the masoas required by the global
aspect of the SD issue (Russo and Perrini, 201€n&pet al., 2011).

In a globalized world where national cultures antversal values meet, or oppose
(Scholtens and Dam 2007, Westerman et al. 2007keto the experience of

countries-of-the-South and especially those imgiteoon appears paramount to
assess the conditions for a successful disseminafithe sustainability movement
(Luetkenhorst, 2004). In order to help further engbathe research to those
countries, we shall position our investigatiorTumisia, an emerging country that
had launched, in 2011 a political transition condeido changes in behavior and
aspirations of the whole population towards a njosg equitable and sustainable
living environment (Koleva and Gherib, 2012). Lodalsinesses participating

strongly in the country’s growth are often suppdrby the Tunisian Authorities to

incorporate the SD principles, required for an Imement into global chain values
(Roberts et al., 2006, Spence 2007).

We will seek, taking as a suppadfita analysis from a survey by means of
guestionnaire collected from of a sample of 135 ijian companies, to
comprehend the behavioral specificities of thesmpamies facing SD issue. Our
analysis will focus precisely on their knowledge tbé concept of SD and the
challenges as well as the factors explaining ttgrede of their commitment to a
socially liable approach. The location of the inigetion in Tunisia may confirm
certain previous conclusions as well as give risedrtain characteristics of the
companies’ commitment to SD that are specific &t ttontext by dint of culture or

other national attributes. By analyzing the chamastics of Tunisian companies
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and comparing them with those of other countries seek to reduce the
geographical prejudice of prior outcome and to pripassess their scale and
scope. Furthermore, the outcome of this researdhtla®m comparison with prior

results, should also offer practical recommendatifor Tunisian managers in
charge of implementing the commitment of their camips in SD, as well as
public authorities and supra-national institutioms charge of supporting,

encouraging and controlling social partners inrtheiolvement.

In this paper we will clarify the conceptual an@dhetical framework adopted (1)
before presenting methodology in this research R®sults will be detailed and
discussed regarding the general trends of the coment of Tunisian companies
in SD (3) and the influences on this commitment (4)

Conceptual framework

The conceptual framework informing our investigatiocludes motivational and

organisational explanatory variables that have lidénterest to many researchers
in the field of CSR and have been the subject ebtétical interest and/or

empirical support in developed as well as develpmountries. Some qualitative
exploratory investigations on commitment of Tunisizompanies in SD or CSR
have been reported (Koleva and Gherib, 2012, Glemib Berger-Douce, 2012,
Gherib and Ghozzi-Nekhili, 2012, Ben Boubaker et28i09, Spence et al. 2011,
2007). Enriched by studies in other countries, ghessearches in the Tunisian
context, helped clarify concepts and develop messwas well as assist the
development of hypotheses and expose practicallggmabin carrying out the

present research.

Concept definition

The definition of CSR by the European Commission"th& contribution of
business to sustainable development" (European Gssion, 2002, n.4, p. 7) is
widely used in research management. Even if their@mwental dimension
(respect for nature) has often been favoured warebers in measuring CSR, two
additional dimensions are associated to the conoggtrationalization while
measuring commitment of companies in SD: the ecanaide (to do business in
accordance with the competition rules) and sodds §respect for human beings
and their rights in the workplace and in the comityfynThe EC definition has
been clarified and expanded later as "the commitmerdertaken in close
collaboration with their stakeholders in a procéssintegrate social concerns,
environmental ethics, human rights and consumetiseiin business operations and
their basic strategy "(EC, 2011). The commitmen$ih presumes a strategic and
voluntary approach while implementing the concept iong term perspective and
reporting and controlling it (Spence et al. 2011).
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Commitment of Tunisian companies in SD

Public concerns for CSR is not a new phenomendruimsia (Koleva and Gherib
2012). In line with the global trend, the governminkas increased its actions for a
global awareness of SD among citizens and compaflesse last actions have
accompanied theetonomic upgrade progrdndevoted to Tunisian companies that
began in 1996 in preparation for the full openifidporders in 2008 as part of the
free trade of industrial products agreement with .

Tunisian companies, however, remain mostly small family owned. The weight
of the State is still significant and in additiamthe coding of the investment and
labour, it is the controller and incentive actor fbe modernization and resource
development of the economic field (Zghal, 2002)e ®ocial and environmental
policies in Tunisia, were aligned with that of Epean countries, mainly France,
which is its major trading partner. Financial inte@s and tax systems have also
been proposed to encourage companies to invesilis development, employee
training and environmental commitment. Manufactgriimms, representing a total
of 5756 companies in 2009, achieving 79% of totgloets and with 2740 totally
exporting and 1941 of foreign participation (APQ1D) have been particularly
targeted by these efforts.

Influences on commitment of companies in SD thrditeyature

A certain consensus seems to emerge around the gmesipull motivations for
commitment of Western companies in the SD (Reyn2006). Pull motivations
are either economic, coercive or ethical factoeg #ncourage companies commit
in SD. Economic motivations include search for cetitfwveness through
differentiation from competitors, reduction of bars to entry and improvement of
brand image. Search for cost and organizationias rieduction (Lally 1998, Hanna
et al. 2000 Reynaud 2006, Zutshi and Sohal 2004) @or experience and
similarity with the quality management standardsr{fett and Culter, 2000) can be
considered as part of this economic motivation. r€iwe relational motivations
include quest for legitimacy and response to stakisln pressures that come from
regulatory partners (state), organizational pastnécustomers, suppliers) or
community partners (ecological associations, medithical motivations are
posited on individual level and translate visiom&l avalues of the company top
management (Hanna et al. 2000, Boiral and Jolly21®#ansal and Roth 2000,
Spence et al. 2007).

Push motivations or difficulties of integrating S@rinciples in business are
managerial, cognitive or attitudinal. Manageridfidilties include lack of human
and financial resources necessary for the procBssgér-Douce 2007, Tilley
2000). Cognitive factors include lack of informatiaShrivastava 1995) or
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ignorance of SD issues (Berger-Douce 2007). Atiitald factors concerns
scepticism towards the expected benefits of suotnamitment (Zutshi and Sohal,
2004, Tilley 1999).

If a consensus is emerging around the types ofvatidins (pull and push) for the
involvement of companies in SD, the empirical resutgarding the influences of
organisational determinants on these types of comemt are more controversial.
Many researchers have argued that company sizaffest the strategic decision-
making processes (e.g. Snyman and Drew, 2003), thathlarger firms will
employ more formal and rational processes. Buthinvery case of the influence
of company size on its commitment in SD, empiriegults differ. Although this
relationship has been confirmed and consideredtip@sin the vast majority of
research (Gonzales and Gonzales, 2006) some eatsilence refute it (Russo
and Fouts, 1997, Klassen and Whybark, 1999). Whieresults concerning the
influence of the nature of ownership of the companyits commitment in SD
remains controversial, the influence of other inéércharacteristics (nature of
activity and its proximity to the end consumer, thiernational orientation of the
firm) has been tested and confirmed in some studi@®nzales and Gonzales,
2005).

Methodology
Data collection

The objective of the research is to test a modehfidiences on commitment of
Tunisian companies in SD. The target populations viianited to private
(manufacturing and services) Tunisian companieatétin the greater cities of
the country (Tunis, Sfax, Sousse, Bizerte, Nabeithout size restrictions.

Data collection lasted from May to December 2008ulgh e-mail or face to face.
Because the quality of the information collectegeteds on the type of informant,
the data for this study were collected from exe@giwho were closely involved in
making the CSR related decisions. To avoid the Ipmbof perception in the
interpretation of the commitment of the firm, ttengpany was selected as our unit
of analysis and the number of informants was miiggbwithin each firm before
aggregation of the responses.

Data was collected using a questionnaire includirgarts aiming to measure 1 -
knowledge of the concepts of CSR and SD 2 - peiaepf the commitment of the

company in SD practices, 3 — pull motivations focts commitment and 4 - push
motivations for an additional commitment. This dimmaire was reviewed

independently by 3 academics, 5 Phd Students, affldiddsian executives at

several stages of its development.

89



EAST-WEST Journal of ECONOMICS AND BUSINESS

However, due to the perceptual nature of the measemployed (a 5-point Likert
scale) and in order to increase reliability, fowegqautions were took to reduce
response bias 1 / scales anchors were reversefieredt places. 2 / items related
to other constructs were introduced 3 / data seuf@eestionnaires, interviews and
documentary research) and number of informantcpempany were multiplied to

ensure triangulation of evidence (Avolio et al.,91p and 4 / anonymity and

confidentiality in data processing were assuregtgpondents.

Four hundred and fifty questionnaires were droppédat a first stage. Each
respondent was asked to give a name of at leashemmespondent in the same
company. The total number of replies was 318 (myeetal6 per company with a
maximum of 11 and a minimum of one per companyg &halysis of correlations
between respondents from the same company hasifieiéreand concluded to
exclude four respondents who had negative coroglatwith the other respondents
from the same company. The number of usable questices is 297 completed by
respondents belonging to 135 companies.

Respondents are mostly male (72.6%) general andrseranagers (55.4%) and
with an age between 30 and 40 years for 47.4%eotéses. 36.9% of respondents
have over 10 years of work experience and 80.7% lawmaster's degree while
29.6% have a postgraduate cycle. The administrédivetion (30.1%) ranked first
followed by 22% for the technical and sales funttamd 18.4% for the financial
function. 12.5% of respondents are responsible doality and 4% for the
Environment.

The 135 companies of this sample are in 31.9% sé<darge employing more
than 200 employees and 69.1% of SMEs. 24 of thewe f@ined the incentive
program (NEAP), 17 of these companies are certlf&f 14001 and 8 have joined
the Global Compact, while 24 have benefited froma#ional incentive program
for environment. The firms are located as folloWw®.6% belong to the food
industry, 6.7% to the construction materials, 8.8%electrical and electronics,
14.8% to chemistry, 8.1% to textiles, 5.9% to fture, 3.7% to leather and shoes.
6.7% operate in trade, 3.7% in tourism and hote2862in transportation, 7.4% in
telecommunications, 8.9% in advertising and 5.2%mniancial services.

These companies show a variance in terms of adge50iB% of the cases with less
than 20 years of existence. They have in 48.9%asés Tunisian owners, 14.8%
have a mixed ownership structure with a Tunisiarjonity, and 27.4% with a
foreign majority. The 135 companies are also 33#8%lly exporting, 26.7%
achieving less than 10% of their turnover on expartd 29.3% achieving between
11 and 30% export.
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Operationalisation of variables

Because it is always problematic to transfer mameage concepts from one
country to another (Elbanna and Child, 2007), thelys variables were derived
from a review of previous literature and reopersdized on the basis of previous
exploratory researches made in Tunisia to better iato account the specificities
of the context. Several analyzes were conducteénsure the reliability and

validity of the 3 constructs of the research: 1fmddtment of companies in SD
(COSD), 2/ Perception and understanding of the ephof SD (PUSD), 3/

Motivations for commitment in SD (MOSD).

The normality test of Kolmogorov-Smirnov has notnclaided to the normal

distribution of the variables used, which is qudemmon with Likert scales.

However, we have not seen nor a ceiling effectqBr floor effect (1) in the

averages. The kurtosis and skewness tests aresiglsificant because they are
close to zero and the values are between - 2 ad(Bentler 1983 cited in

Vallerand and Senecal, 1998, p.265). This allowskaling that the variables can
undergo various multivariate analyses (Mendenhal.t998).

These results of non-standardized Cronbach Alphgerérom 0.8044 (PUSD) and
0.8896 (COSD) for all scales suggesting a satisfgctdegree of internal
consistency.

We collected data from more than one respondentgrapany in 47.07% of cases.
Only four of the 64 companies with more than twepa@nses showed weak
correlations (or even negative in 2 cases) amosgoredents. Secondary data and
interviews with the leaders of these four compaalémved us to exclude 4 of the
20 existing responses in these four companies. fHs¢ of the correlation
coefficients are above 0.7 at the one percent l@vbetter suggesting a respectable
level of interrater reliability (Clark-Carter 1997)

We tested the "common method bias" using Harmamesfactor test (Podsakoff et
al. 2003). A principal component factors analysis the 49 items measured
allowed retaining 14 factors with eigenvalues geedihan 1.0 and accounting for
87.667% of the total variance. Since many factaneheen identified and that the
first does not represent a significant portion loé wariance (23.109%), we can
conclude that common method bias is a minor proliteaur research.

Construct validity was tested by examining the @gent and discriminant

validity using factor analysis (Campbell and Figle59 El benna and Child, 2007).

However, due to the large number of items (49) ueeaur research, which does

not fulfil the recommended six-to-one ratio to enresstable factor solutions (Bauer

et al. 2001), we ran four sets of factors analysimg the method of principal

components extraction method and an oblique ratatith Kaiser criterion of
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eigenvalues over one. This analysis suggests thatneasurement instrument
meets the criteria of convergent and discriminaitéica of validity.

Data analysis

We began the analysis with a description of the ptanon the basis of a
classification of averages for each item. We thendacted an exploratory factor
analysis to extract the dimensions using the poaicicomponents extraction
method analysis. This factor analysis concludedhto unidimensionality of the
variable " Commitment of companies in SD (COSD)"thwia single factor
explaining 51.301% of the variance and aggregaitengs largely related to the
activities of reporting, integration of SD into lnmsss strategy and search for
information and membership in incentive prograrf®r the two other constructs,
the use of varimax oblique rotation with Kaisertenion of eigenvalues over one
were employed and Normalization was used. Peraeptiml understanding of the
concept of SD (PUSD) allowed retaining four distifectors explaining 65.603%
of the variance. Motivations for commitment in $MOSD) allowed retaining
seven dimensions explaining 67.292% of the variance

The third step was a regression model of commitrme®D. With an adjusted R-
squared of 0.633, regressing COSD on the 4 facoP3JSD and the 7 factors of
MOSD as well as contingencies variables of the eph@l model (size,
international orientation, the identity of the owsethe age of the company and its
industry) indicates that these variables explaif3@&3of the variance of COSD.

Descriptive results: general trends observed

How companies perceive and commit in SD

The analysis of the commitment of companies in EID$D), (see appendix)
shows that the most important responsible actiamapanies do are punctual
actions toward environment, such as reduction efgnconsumption, waste and
emissions of harmful products. Involvement in aioratl program to improve the
competitiveness of the company and the integraifahese actions to the strategy
are considered very important and rank just betbesefforts to improve social
dialogue inside the company. The concern of laeglional and national priorities
has a middle position in the ranking of items. Tke of external advice in order to
improve its social and environmental performancevel as reporting practices to
realize just how formalized, also in mid-table. Tlkgstematic search for
information on incentives or obligations is relaliy moderate. The last two
actions in the ranking are the integration of noor®mic criteria (social and
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environmental) in the selection of suppliers andyutarity of corporate
philanthropy and sponsorship.

The ranking of the average of the 12 items fornRtSD construct show that the
respondents are more familiar with the conceptlobaization that with that of

SD. Familiarization with quality certifications ambrms exceeds that with the
tools to implement CSR also. This may be due toré¢fetive youth of the concept
of CSR compared to others (Crocis 2007, Dupuis.e2@07, Berger-Douce 2007).

Although respondents are moderately or weakly familith the concept of SD,
they give it a wide international dimension becatse vast majority refute the
idea that the responsibility of SD depends on #well of development. However,
the lack of familiarity of executives with the camt implies a partial vision of it
and a prevalence of the environmental dimensiorod@d by the social
dimension. The scores obtained by the degree ofeawgnt to consider the
economic dimension as important while defining C8&nes, meanwhile, in
seventh position reflecting a dissociation or ojpms for respondents between the
economic goals and social or environmental objestivPromoting CSR in
companies is not assumed by a great majority qforedents as a manager's role.
This result goes against the French results winésegdle seems assumed by 91.5%
of respondents (Dupuis et al. 2007). Indeed, thaislan executives, without
linking SD concerns to the level of developmenttled country, express greater
unease about their translation at their job ohairtindividual actions as citizens.
They explain this mainly by a lack of informatiomdalack of knowledge of
existing tools in this area compared to those deuldor years to help companies
improve their customer orientation in a global eotit The availability of
information on incentives for SD in Tunisia hasoalseen criticized by a large
majority of respondents.

Why companies commit in SD

Compliance to law and regulation ranks first in thell motivations for the

commitment of Tunisian firms of our sample in SDondpanies surveyed have
reactive behaviours which confirm Canadian finditigeg "voluntary initiatives are

almost always motivated by the law and anticipati@endron et al., 2004, p.78).
The desire to improve the brand image of the comp#sia-vis the public and the
personal values of top managers are ranked thirdrider of importance by
respondents. The search for cost reduction andsé¢faech of a differentiation
strategy are in mid-table followed by continuitythvithe quality approach and
adherence to a government incentive program omattiipation of a change in
regulation. All the pressures (group, customens| society, financial partners and
providers) are low and count for less than or etu&l
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Companies often don’t want to exceed laws and @xpeget more involved, more
restricting laws or at least a more serious apfiinaof the existing ones. The lack
of commitment of competitors operating in the sasrganizational field, is cited

as a relatively large brake in the commitment ohi$ian companies in SD.

Respondents feel, however, and unlike their Frezmimterparts (Berger-Douce
2007, Dupuis. & al. 2007, Crocis 2007), very lifieessure from the organizational
and community stakeholders to go beyond these latwsse results confirm and
extend those of previous work in Tunisia (Turki 30HHamdoun 2008, Social
Consult 2005, Zeribi and Boussora 2007) and coldd eome from the low level

of awareness of SD concerns for citizens in dewetpgountries (Rice 2006,

Mirshak and Jamali, 2007).

The analysis of reasons that prevent the comparfyrtber integrate activities
respecting the principles of SD into its strateggws that these reasons begin to
lower averages and are closer to each other, ppssitecting a lack of reflection
made by managers around the order of importantleest reasons, which in turn
implies a lack of discrimination between them. Tleeus on the economic
sustainability of the business is ranked first daléd by a feeling of lack of
obligations, a lack of commitment by competitorsl @yovernment support. This
confirms that the economic dimension occupies ailpged position in the
business objectives and reaches the French rastlitshe importance of focusing
on economic sustainability in our sample (Dupuisakt 2007). The lack of
customer awareness, lack of information and lackxgfected benefits of a more
responsible approach do arrive in mid-table folldveg the lack of skills, financial
resources and time. The distance with the issughasfeeling of a lack of
importance of the social and the environmental dsien to the company's
business ranks last with an average significangipw the value 3. Unlike some
respondents in the French samples (Paradas 20@&j<et al. 2007, Crocis 2007)
Tunisian executives advance the economic critddeué on sustainability of the
company, lack of resources, lack of assistancesapdort from the government) as
preventing them from pursuing more socially ambisi@ctions and, despite efforts
by the government and part ambitious incentivel@ce.

94



EAST-WEST Journal of ECONOMICS AND BUSINESS

Influences on commitment of companies in SD: regre®n results
Cognitive and motivational factors

Factor analysi$ of the construct Perception and Understandinchefconcept of

SD (PUSD), gives rise to four cognitive factorsaclg differentiating between

social and ecological challenges of SD (factor id aconomic issues (factor 4).
The degree of familiarity with the concepts of gbbation and its standards
(factor 3) is separated from that of the familiatian with the tools and

information on CSR and SD (factor 2).

The PUSD factors that differentiate between congsmaiccording to their degree
of commitment in SD are factors 2 and 3. This aomdi the results detailed in the
section above, and noting that the general trefielcte a separation or opposition
for respondents between the economic goals of th&inéss and social or
environmental objectives. The results show thatrantbe dimensions of SD, it is
the actions at the interface of economic and edcddgvhich are most followed by
companies. This may be a consequence of the comation campaign developed
in the country and specifically designed to encgarthe business case through
environment protection.

However, the integration of environmental conceimghe companies surveyed
does not seem to have led to a radical change e tiehaviour. Suppliers’
selection criteria do not include environmental tpetion and social equity
concerns. Economic criteria are still widely favedirin partnership relations with
suppliers as opposed to French companies (Dupuas @007). Actions towards
the community are limited and corporate philantgrgmd sponsorship are still
non-institutionalized, occasional and isolated fretrategy. They are probably
dependent on the goodwill of the leaders and thedial networks (Jamali and
Mirshak , 2007, Zghal 2002).

The second result concerns the predominance oérki#onmental dimension in

both the understanding of the concept of SD andatiteons of the companies
surveyed. This result is also observed in the Hremyvironment where companies
prioritize environmental concerns (Crocis 2007, Disget al. 2007).

Our results also confirm that what really makes difeerence between levels of
commitment in SD is the information they have oa ithcentives and specific SD
management tools and their previous experienceddemm quality management
norms (Roy and Lagace 2000, Hamdoun 2008, Ben Beulend Berger-Douce
2008).

14 Additional details about statistic results carabked to the author.
95



EAST-WEST Journal of ECONOMICS AND BUSINESS

Factor analysis of the motivations for commitmesftJ unisian firms in SD gives

rise to 3 pull factors and 4 push factors. The finstivational factor (11.113% of
the variance) is strategic and includes items edldb the brand image of the
company and a search for a differentiation strategygruent with the values of
decision makers. The second motivational factorelational (11.026% of the

variance) and includes the stakeholder pressurel as financial, suppliers,
customers and the group. The third motivationaltdiads institutional and

regulatory (10.643% of the variance) includes retet with the government either
by respect or anticipation of laws and incentivegoams.

The fourth motivational factor (10.060% of the warte) resumes mimetic
conditions and summarizes the feeling of lack ohpetitors’ commitment, lack of

obligation and information. The fifth motivationtactor (9.401% of the variance)
is the lack of interest and a certain distance ftbenproblem considered irrelevant
to the company's business. The sixth factor (7.7&8f%he variance) is about

operation and concerns the lack of financial anthdnu resources to implement this
type of SD strategy. The seventh and final motorsdl factor (7.266% of the

variance) resumes the lack of time and focus offiuttuge of the company.

The regression analysis shows that companies geesihmitted in the SD are
primarily motivated by strategic reasons (differation and image supported by
congruent values of the leaders (factor 1). Theyndb declare their company
detached from the issues of SD (factor 2). Thislte®nfirms that companies that
multiply responsible actions, formalize and inteégrahem into the business
strategy have a modern vision of CSR (Quazi andri€B 2000, Jamali et al.
2009) and capture their possible impacts on thetesiy of the company and its
long-term. The effectiveness of these actions, ewelepends on the support of
the top management. This result confirms the ingmme of leadership and the
existence of very proactive approaches implemehtedisionary leaders in some
companies strongly committed in SD as stated bytHumuster (1990). This
conclusion seems to go in the same direction a& stiadies in Tunisia (Hamdoun,
2008; Spence et al. 2011; Gherib and Berger-Do0&2)2

The results show that although the general trendhefsample reported more
reactive behaviours, some other factors such adategy compliance, relations
with the government either through respect or giton of laws or membership
in incentive programs are important motivationaneénts explaining a significant
part of the degree of commitment of companies in SD

The analysis shows that stakeholder pressures,atfeaiow for the sample in
general, are important factors explaining the leafatommitment in SD. The lack
of time, human and financial resources are notidensd as serious obstacles by
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respondents belonging to these companies conigastith those that are more
weakly committed.

The only motivational factor not considered as ingat explanatory factor in the
regression analysis is the mimetic factor that sanmas the feeling of lack of
commitment of competitors, lack of obligation aretk of information. This
confirms previous findings in Tunisia showing thébsence of mimetic
isomorphism pushing companies to imitate the engage of their peers (Ben
Boubaker et al. 2008).

Organisational factors

The multivariate analysis shows that the Tunisiamganies of our sample that are
most involved in SD are large firms, belonging e industrial sector and older
than other firms in the sample. Unlike Russo andt§¢1997) and Klassen and
Whybark (1999) and similar to Alvarez et al. (200fhis study confirms the
influence of company size on the commitment of tbenpany in the SD. The
factor “Commitment of companies in SD (COSD)” isinta formed by reporting
proactive search of information and integration SID in the strategy of the
company. This result confirms that large firms amere likely to engage in a
formal and strategic perspective of SD. To analysier this result we compared
the motivations of firms in the sample based on #ee factor. The real
differentiating factors include three types of pusbtivation factors. Relatively
small companies feel more distant from the issu&Bfand cite more often the
lack of financial and human resources as well ak taf time and focus on the
sustainability of the company to explain their lawk commitment in SD. This
result confirms that SMEs perceive SD and act #lgcia a different and less
formalized way than big firms.

Our research also confirms the importance of thpetyf activity to the
commitment in SD and shows a clear difference betwadustrial companies and
those of services in tHeowandwhy of for this commitment.

The experience and the age of the company are caeirmed as important
variables, unlike the international orientation dinel identity of owners that do not
appear as discriminating factors. This contrastesaolts obtained by Alvarez et al.
(2001) who find a positive link and Daly (1994) adrmebnard (1988) establishing a
negative relationship.
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Conclusion

The goal of our research is to examine the expountiictors of the commitment
of Tunisian companies in SD by using an empiriaadé-scale survey by means of
a questionnaire submitted to 297 respondents fr@ncbmpanies. The size of the
sample and the psychometric quality of the creatades can be considered as the
strengths of this research. The obtained result® lovided some theoretical
contributions. It has come out that the compang®mwing proactively liable
practices integrated into the company’s strategy fanmally quantified, are large
industrial firms exceeding ten years of existen@ur research shows the
explanatory power of the size of the company, agkfeeld of activity. This result
seems to be a first theoretical contribution likedyconsolidate the results obtained
in other geographical, cultural and political cottéeand contribute to the creation
of a strong theory of SD.

Our research enables also to state that compeas@geusly committed in SD, are
familiar with the concepts of globalization and ithearious tools and do not
consider the lack of time or resources and infoiznads a significant hindrance to
their commitment in SD. The implication of the caanpg’s experiment and their
up-to-date management methods and tools can, theisconsidered as key
influencing factors.

Our results also show that the large Tunisian itrdaiscompanies, formally and
strategically mature and committed, follow the CSRistribution pattern driven
by the tandem market-state applied in developedtcdes. The most important
motivations for SD commitment are the search foe tfifferentiation and
enhancement of the brand image in congruence veiludrship values. The
pressures of law and, to a lesser extent, of clsskeholders are also
discriminating elements. Committed Tunisian firms,ahus, in search of visibility
and legitimacy, adhere to the philosophy of SD tioey are convinced of its
usefulness for the company from a strategic paointi@v. This end result which
confirms the nature of the profoundly-involved-iD-Sompanies’ motivations
seems to be a second theoretical contribution flesresearch.

The study also enables to identify some Tunisiarulrities that should be taken
into account in future public authorities’ actio@hservation shows, therefore that
this field is not sufficiently mature and that iserphism phenomena are not yet
effective at this stage of changing SD practice$unisia. More precisely, SMEs,
and particularly service providers show less resjida practices than their larger
counterparts. In order to further involve this Imesis category representing the
majority of the Tunisian economic structure, pub#athorities should target
industrial SMEs with more than 10 years of age &issastep. The experiences of
the already-committed companies should be more krtowhe public. Presenting
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them as "success stories" could make reluctant aomep engage and should
persuade them to consider the strategic potentitthese actions and pass on to
occasional intuitive actions towards more formaliznd integrated actions into
the business strategy.

However, this very study has both methodologicad &meoretical limitations.
Thus, the choice of the sample was not random la@dneasurement scale of SD
commitment has favored the formal aspect of thetmes. Without any doubt, this
must have had an impact on the results that we hatveliscussed enough. The
conceptual model of the research is unfinished ite#s assets. Some essentials
such as the company’s performance have not beersumeeh and thus their
influence has not been tested in this study. Tlag affer a future line of research.

This very survey has also used questionnairesatetlebefore the political change
in 2011 which had made Tunisian firms take moreaasibilities vis-a-vis the
community and had altered the nature of the relatigps between the economic
and the political spheres. One comparative studythef motivations for SD
commitment of Tunisian companies prior and afteruday, 14th 2011 should be
very informative. Comparative analysis with othe@veloped and less developed
countries is another avenue of research that cm Unederstand better some
conclusions and build a solid theory of sustainaleieelopment.
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Appendix
Table 1: Descriptive statistics
N Mean [Std. |Std. [95% Conf Inter [Skewness Kurtosis
Dev  [Error [for Mean
Lower |Upper [Stat |Std. EfStat | Std.
Bound |[Bound Er
Perception and Understanding of SD : PUSD

Perception of SD scope 135 [4.1284 | .86909] .074§R9804 [4.2763] -1.092] .209 1.031) .41
« SD concerns developed as well as
developing countries »
Perception of a link SD-CSR 132 |3.9414 | .93845| .081¢B7798 |4.1030( -.928 | .211 751 41
« A SD engaged company is
socially responsible »
Knowledge of environmental 130 |3.9354 | .85452| .0749%7871 |4.0837| -1.229| .212 2.004 .42p
dimension of SD
SD means respect of environmerjt
Knowledge of Social dimension d129 (3.8232 | .87875| .0773.6701 |3.9763| -.859 | .213 1.074| .42
ISD
ISD means a respect of individuals
land communities
Knowledge of globalization 133 |3.7626 | .87705| .076(&%6121 |3.9130( -.800 | .210 .937 41
« | am familiar with globalization
Perception of a link managementf133 |3.6661 | .97891| .084§B4982 |3.8340| -.710 | .210 423 41
ISD« SD is a stake for
management »
Knowledge of Economic 129 |3.5279 | .94064| .082823641 3.6918| -.148 .213 -.638 42
dimension of SD

« SD means searching for profits|»
Knowledge of certifications 134 |3.4157 | 1.0109(08733(3.2430 |3.5885| -.445 | .209 -021 .41
« | am familiar with certifications
land norms quality “

Knowledge of SD concept 135 |3.4073 | .97497| .0839.2413 |3.5732( -.407 | .209 .033 41

« | am familiar with SD concept p>
Perception of individual actions (133 |3.2694 | .90892| .078%.1135 |3.4253| -.369 | .210 .219 41
« | have a filling to be individually|
responsible »

Knowledge of SD tools 135 |2.6402 | .97128| .083%R4748 |2.8055| .128 .209 -255( .41
« | am familiar with Tools to
implement SD in the company »

Knowledge of SD opportunities (135 [2.5289 | .89065| .076¢63773 |2.6805| .238 .209 .077 41
« | am familiar withSD informatio
land incentives »

Commitment of companies in SD : COSD
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N Mean [Std. |Std. [95% Conf Inter [Skewness Kurtosis
Dev  [Error [for Mean
Lower |Upper [Stat |Std. EfStat |Std.
Bound |[Bound Er
Energy consumption saving and (133 (3.5252 | 1.1392509879[3.3298 |3.7206| -.581 | .210 -456| .41
astes and harmfull products
reduction
ISupport and membership of an (130 (3.2447 | 1.3353611712[3.0130 3.4764| -.467 212 -.957 422
incentive program
ISupport of internal social dialogug,31 (3.1316 | 1.0957p09573[2.9422 |3.3210| -.083 | .212 -.830| .42
Climate, etc.
Integration of environmental and {133 |3.1253 | 1.1455[109933[2.9288 |3.3217| -.261 | .210 -779| 41
lsocial concerns in strategy
Integration of local and regional (133 (2.9117 | .97527| .084%%.7444 |3.0790| -.145 | .210 -236| 41
development concerns in strateg
External board to implement SD 133 2.9086 1.284 36/2.6853 3.1259| -.117 .210 -1.078 .41
Reporting for SD performance 131 2.90585 1.10[08620[2.7152 3.0959| -.125 212 -.719 42
ISystematic search for information132 (2.8259 | .99724( .086§n6542 |2.9976| -.235 | .211 =377 41
land incentives
[Search for Environmental or socigl33 (2.7589 | 1.3403p11623[2.5290 |2.9888| .220 .210 -1.147 41
certification
ISD criteria to choose suppliers (132 [2.6873 | 1.1585510084{2.4878 |2.8868| .067 211 -.892| .41
Regular sponsoring and 133 |2.6454 | 1.0467409076|2.4658 2.8249| .138 .210 -.639 41
philanthropic actions
Motivations for Commitment in SD : MOSD
Pull dimensions
Respect of regulation 135 |3.6665 | .88778| .076435154 3.8176| -.357 .209 -.024 41
Improving public image 135 3.517Q0 .86706 .07{8%3694 |3.6646| -.803 | .209 1.063] .41
Personal values of leaders 135 |3.5005 | 1.00844086793.3289 3.6722| -512 .209 .030 41
ICosts reduction 135 |3.4731 | .98784| .085(R3050 |3.6413| -.426 | .209 -073| 41
IStrategy of differentiation 134 |3.4603 | 1.0161508778|3.2866 3.6339| -.535 .209 .199 41
Quality certification follow up ~ [135 [3.4158 | 1.0872809358[3.2307 |3.6009| -.688 | .209 -190( 41
Public policy supporting program(135 |3.2771 | .99482| .085¢21078 |3.4464| -.694 | .209 .155 41
IAnticipation of regulations changq135 |3.1627 | .92485 .0791{&10052 3.3201| -.248 | .209 -189| 41
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N Mean [Std. |Std. [95% Conf Inter [Skewness Kurtosis
Dev  [Error ffor Mean
Lower |Upper [Stat |Std. EfStat |Std.
Bound |[Bound Er
ICorporate pressure 135 (3.0692 | 1.2447p107132.8573 |3.2811| -.128 | .209 -750| .41
ICustomers pressure 135 |2.9896 | 1.1599[099832.7922 3.1871| -.116 .209 -.718 A1
Civil society pressure 135 (2.7748 | 1.0125R08714[2.6024 |2.9471| .145 .209 -416| .41
Financial partners pressure 134 |2.7167 | 1.2104510457|2.5099 2.9235| .161 .209 -.859 41
ISuppliers pressure 134 (2.3376 | 1.0951[109460[2.1505 |2.5247| .523 .209 -550| .41
Motivations for commitment in SD : MOSD
Push dimensions

Focus on economic survival 132 3.5847 .95486310{8.4223 [3.7511 -526 | .211 .210 41
Lack of obligations 134 (3.3717 | .98981| .08553.2026 |3.5408| -.294 | .209 -023| .41
Lack of concurrent commitment (133 |3.2361 | .98426| .0853%50673 |3.4049| -.399 | .210 -045| 41
Lack of public support 133 |3.1636 | .93613| .08113.0030 3.3242| 171 .210 -.135 41
Lack of customers interest 134 (3.1587 | 1.00218086582.9874 |3.3299| -.106 | .209 -933| 41
Lack of information 134 |3.1534 | 1.0009508647|2.9824 3.3245| -.111 .209 -.023 41
No expected benef 133 (3.0724 | 1.0386[109006[2.8943 |3.2506| .118 .210 -195| .41
Lack of human resources 134 |3.0616 | 1.0579509139|2.8809 3.2424| .022 .209 -.212 41
Lack of financial resources 134 |3.0591 | 1.2287010614[2.8492 |3.2691| -.127 | .209 -435( .41
Lack of time 133| 2.9026| 1.160%80064[2.7035 |3.1016| .044 .210 -699| .41
ISocial dimension is not important131 [2.7318 | 1.0650209305[2.5477 |2.9159| .318 212 -441| .42
for the activity of the company

Environmental dimension is not (129 |2.6991 | 1.0198p089802.5214 |2.8767| .458 .213 -272| .42
important for the activity
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