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Abstract

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) reflects the commitrhasinesses
voluntarily undertake to integrate ethical behaviors and societal matters within
thar operating contexts, decisionaking processes, strategies and corporate
values while simultaneously maximizing economic objectives.

As large firms embrace amategrate the principles of CSR into their
business practices, company personnel will likely be expected to show actions
that are linked to conveyed corporate values and related policies. Thisterords
action progression, an inevitability when mainstreagra concept, will heighten
credibility and perceived CSR commitment amongst the relevant stakeholders of
the corporation. It also presents the firm with an opportunity to heighten the
alignment between corporate values and personal attitudes of its eagloy
which can be beneficial from an attraction and retention point of view.

To enhance the likelihood that employees at the frontline level will accept
these principles and become engaged with these values, it is important to quantify
and understand theattitudes towards the social responsibility construct itself. It
is also relevant to examine whether certain workplace factors and individual
characteristics may impact their viewpoints.

Thisresearctstudy evaluated whether the variables of work climate
perception, education | evel, and age direc
responsibility perspective. The research method selected to gather data was the

survey approach, which used a structured questionnaire. The developed survey



was based to a lagextent on existing instruments available in literature. One

type of survey was used for workplace climate perceptions and a second type was
used for CSR attitudes (orientation). Demographic information was also collected
within the survey.

A case studys presented, which is based on a survey of frontline
personnel employed by a North American energy transportation company
(Enbridge Inc.). Survey development is described, analysis methods are
explained, and results are presented with statistical medsuwresfy hypotheses
related to the CSR attitudes of employees.

The implications of the findings are discussed from a business strategy
perspective, along with the limitations of the study and suggestions for future

research.



Acknowledgements

An odysseylike this does not happen in isolation. Many individuals and groups
played a significant role in the creation of this dissertation and need to be properly
recognized.

The overall stewardship, assistance, and unwavering support of my4wo co
supervisorsDr. Michael Lipsett and Dr. Peter Flynn, was unfathomable and
paramount in realizing an end product of this magnitude. Our academic relationships
have morphed into very special friendships, ones | truly treasure and appreciate.
Simply put, you are both parclassThank you for everything, gentlemebthas

meant the world to me.

Staying within academia, special thanks need to be conveyed to Dr. Bruce Dick and
Dr. George Georgiou for their invaluable guidance, insights, and assistance with the
statisticalanalysis portions of the research. Your wizardry and skill with SPSS was
magical, to say the least. Lastly, a special note of thanks to my dear friend and former
teacher, Dr. Tom Tavouktsoglou, foelieving in me and my journey from the start.

The supprt and encouragement of Enbridge Inc., Engmidiquids Pipelineand
Enbridgelnternationalinc. also needs to be recognized. Many individuals were
exposed to the research proposition and endorsed its execution within the company.
For this, | thank all byou immensely. However, had it not been for the

understanding, compassion, kindness, accommodation, and inspirational presence of
Mr. Bill Trefanenko, none of this would have been remotely possible. Bill, you are a
blessed individual who afforded me eyepportunity to ensure | reached the finish

line. I will never forget all you have don€hank you savery much, and remember

€ stay thirsty my friend!

To my siblings, Sotos and Olga, thank you for your support and encouragement along
the way. Your contiued belief in me was bBomotivational and comfortind.o my

mother, Evangelia, a very special thank you for everything you have done during all
my adventures. You were with me every step of the way, during the good times and
the bad. You are my candletime wind, always burning bright by my side for
reassurance and comfort. | will never forget your sacrifices

Last, but definitely not least, | must thank my beautiful and beloved wife, Linda.
Standing beside me throughout this arduous quest, sheedresverything ran

smoothly and efficiently at home while | pursued my dream. Never one to complain,
she encouraged, supported, and inspired me in her unique and special ways. She is
my Queen of Sparta, whom | truly admire, respect, and deeply appréaialz, you

are my rock. | am eternally grateful for all you have endured, provided, and dealt with
on several fronts while | was away at Thermopylae. | love you with all my heart.
Know full well that this milestone would not have been reached withoubyany

side. Thank you, ancemember t@ave me a seat on the starship when it arrives



Table of Contents

Dedication

Abstract

Acknowledgements

Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem.............ccoviiiiiiiiiiiceeiee 1
Yoo (8ot o] o FA PP PPPPPPPPPPPPP 1
StUAY ODJECHIVE ... 6
StUAY APPIOACK......coi i 6
Study Focus and HYPOthESES...........uuiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiieee e 7

Chapter 2: Literature REVIEW............ooviieiiiiiii e 10
INEFOAUCTION ...ttt 10
BaCKground....... ..o 11
Business and Stakeholders..............oevviiiiiiceciiiiiii e 20
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)..........cooovviiiiiiiiicccees 26
Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation (CSRQ)...................... 29
SeltDetermination Theory (SDT) and AUtONOMY...........cceevvriiiiiineee 31

Chapter 3: MethodOology.........coouiiiiiiiieeee e 36
INEFOAUCTION ...ttt 36
Research ApProach............ooooiiieeen e 40
TeSt POPUALION.......cuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieceeiiiieieeeete e A3

STUAY DESIGIL. ...ttt ettt e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e s 48



StUAY INSTIUMENT. ...t 52

EthiCal REVIEW. .....ceiiiiiiiiiieeee e 59
Corporate APProVal.........ooooiiiiiiiiieeee e 61
Data COlELON ........ooiiiiii e 62
Data ANAIYSIS......coooiiiiiii e 67
Chapter 4: RESUIS........ooviiiiieiee e 74
Survey Instrument ASSESSMENTS........ccoviviiviiiiiiieeeeee e 14
REIADINTY......eeeeeeiee e 74
Construct Validity.........coooiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 76
Inter-ltem Correlations (CSR DImensions).............ooevvveies 81
DeSCriPtiVe STALISHICS .. .uvvviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 83
LP DenographiCs.........ooooiiiiiiiiiieees e 83

LP Work Climate (WC) Perception.............cccocecvvvvimmnnennnnns 89

LP CSR Orientation (CSRQ)........ccoovieiiiiiiiiiiicee e 91
CSRO Profiles Based on WC Perception (FA3).................... 97
Hypothesis TeStiNg (RP3)........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeieieeeee e 100
Hypothesis TeStiNg (R4P5).........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeieeeeeee e 105
EXxtended ANAIYSES.......oviiiiiiiiiiiii e 111
DISCUSSION. ....uuttiiiiiteiieee ettt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s e e e e e e e e e e e e 116
Work Climate Peareption and Education Level.................... 118

The Millennial Generation.............coooovviiiiiiicce e 124
General IMPlICAtIONS...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 132

Limitations of the Study...........ccccuuviiiiiiiiieereeeeeeeee 135



Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations for Future Work............. 142

SUMIMIAIY ..ottt e e ettt e e e e e e et mmme e e e e e e eesn e e eaeennns 142

Potential Future Research DirectiQnS.........cccoeeeeeieivieeeiieee e 144

CONIDULION.....eeiee e e 148

(@] o 1od 11810 o NSRS 150
RETEIENCES. ... it eer e 154
AppendiX A: FiNAl SUINVEY........coiiiiiiiiiie e 179
Appendix B: Ethics Review Proposal...........cccccovviiiiiiceeciiiiiiiie e 195
Appendix C: Presentation to Enbridge Management................cccuvvieenn. 224
Appendix D: Survey Introduction Email.............cccooovviiiiiiieee e, 234
Appendix E:  Survey Invitation Email...........cccooooiiiiiiiian, 236
Appendix F:  Survey Reminder Email.............cccooovvviiiiieee e 237
Appendix G:  Survey Closure Email..........ccccuvveiiiiiiieeciiiiiiiiiiiieicccceeeeees 238
Appendix H: Survey Reply Summary Analysis...........ccccevvvvvvvvviemmeenennne. 239
Appendix I:  Principal Component Analysis & Scree Plot (Work Climat230
Appendix J:  N-factor Scree Plot (CSRQ)...........uvvveiiiiiiiisieeerveiieeeennns 242
Appendix K:  3-factor Rotated ComponeMatrix (CSRO)...........ccvvvveeee. 243
Appendix L: Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Variables............... 244
Appendix M:  SPSS Output (CSRO Profiles)........ccccccvviiiiiiiicceeeeeeeee 247
Appendix N:  SPSS Output (HypothesesiPPB).........cccceevveeeiieeeeieiieeeeeens 252
Appendix O: SPSS Output (HypotheSesi®®)...........ccvveeeeiiiiiiiiccceeeennn. 268



List of Tables

Table 1. Test Population LANdSCape.........ccvvviiiiiiiiiieeniiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 47
Table 2. Survey Launch Activities and Timelines............cccccvvvvvicceeeeeennnns 63
Tabl e 3. Reliabil i.t.i.es..(.Cronba.ch@5s Al phas)
Table 4. Reliabilities (Original vs. Current Instruments)..............ccccevvvvveen. 76
Table 5. Inte-ltem Correlations (CSR DIMENSIONS).........ccoovvvveeviiivimnnneeennnnd 81
Table 6. Variables of Interest and Response Frequencies.............ccc........ 88
Table 7. CSRO Profiles for PR5...........oooiviiiiiiiiiiimreeeeeiiess e eeeeees 96
Table 8. CSRO Profiles for Nedypothesis Variables..............cc.ccoooiiieeeis 97
Table 9. CSRO Profiles Based on WC PerceptiofiRPBL...........ccooevvriiiinnnnn 99
Table 10. ANOVA ReSUItS (RP3).....uuuciiiiiiiiieeeeiiiiieieeei e eeeeeeaeee 103
Table 11. ANOVA ReSUILS (R4P5).....cuuiiiiiiiiieeeiiiieetieeee e 107

Table 12. Additional CSRO Profiles and Comparisons............cccceevvvveeen.. 112


file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045583

List of Figures

Figure 1. Marz Research Design/Model.............ccccuviiiimmmnniiiiiiiiiiieeeee 8
Figure 2. Business and Select Stakeholder Relationships....................c... 15
Figure 3. Carrol |l 06sori&a.c..a.l..Res.p.0B8ibility
Figure4. Enbridge Liquids Pipelines Network.............cccoeeeeiivieeeeiiiii e 45
Figure 5. Example Survey Questions (Workplace Climate Perception).....55
Figure 6. Example Survey Questions (CSR Orientation).............ccccceevvee.. 56
Figure 7. Example Survey Questions (Engagement)..........ccccceviiviccceennnnnnd 57
Figure 8. Total Participant Flow Diagram.........cccccceeeeeeiiiieeeiiiieee e, 68
Figure 9. Work Climate Perceptiond.P Business Unit...............ccccevvvierennne. 90
Figure 10. CSRO (Economi€)LP Business Unit..............ccoevvvvivivieeeeceeneee, 92
Figure 11. CSRO (Legal) LP BuSINess UNit.............cccuvvmmmiimimmmiiiiiiiiineeess 93
Figure 12. CSRO (Ethical) LP BusSinNess UNit...........cccceeeeiiiieisceeciiieieeeennn. 93
Figure 13. CSRO (Philanthropit)LP Business Unit..............ccccvvviiiiieennnnnne 94
Figure 14. Engagement LevieLP Business Unit..............ccccevvvvviieemeenneee. 116

Figure 15. Carroll 6s (1.99.1). .. .Ry.r.agd d

of

CSR


file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045591
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045592
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045593
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045594
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045595
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045596
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045597
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045598
file:///F:/PHD%20FOLDER%20-%20Everything/r%20-%20THESIS%20(FINAL)/Michailides_Theophilos_Spring%202014.docx%23_Toc375045605

Chapter 1: Introdu ction to the Problem

Introduction
ASuccessful corporations need a healthy
creates expanding demand for business, as more human needs are met and
aspirations grow. Any business that pursues its ends at the expenseocfdhe s
in which it operates will find its success to be illusory and ultimately temporary.
At the same time, a healthy society needs
NGOs, and other participants in civil society weaken the ability of business to
operde productively, they may win battles but will labe war, as corporate and
regional competitiveness fade, wages stagnate, jobs disappear, and the wealth that
pays taxes and supports nonprofit contributions evapabdkster and Kramer,
2006)
T o d acgrposations need to move beyond the historiealbtivated and
nearsightedprimarygoal of satisfying shareholder expectatiohgpraising,
understandingand strategially respomlingto the interests of relevant
stakeholderareactivities that are nowqually cruciaif afirm is to remain
competitive, sustainahland profitableTo the same extenstakeholders need to
deeply reflect upon the issues they are advocating, the tactics employed to bring
attention to them, and the expectations they andrsgef corporationsin order
to ensure they do not.or Assarébmstmhgft hé@i Ban
dependencbetweercorporationsand societysuggestshat businesdecisions

and social policieshouldbenefit both parties (Porter akdamer, 2006).



Corporate social responsibility (CSR) can act as the ideological force
behind the pursuit of finding wiwin solutions when corporate and societal
interests overlap in a contradictory manner. CSR is genenadlgrstood to be the
ways firms integrate social, environmentaihd economic concerns into their
values, culturs, decisionmaking, strateigs,and operations in a transparent and
accountable mannghereby establishg better practices within the firm, ctazy
wealth and improwng society (Industry Canada, 2012). Such types of
commitments undertaken by the company are often viewed as exceeding legal
and/or regulatory requirementnd can address a variety of subjects, including
but not limited to:

9 corporate governance and ethics

1 health and safety;

1 environmental stewardship;

1 human rightgincluding core labor rights);

1 human resource management;

1 community involverent, developmenand investment;

1 involvement of andespect for Aboriginal people;

1 corporate philatiropy and employeeolunteersm

1 customer satisfaction and adherencpriociples of fair competition;

1 antibribery and anticorruption measures;

1 accountability, transparencgnd peformance reportingand

91 supplier relationgindustry Canada, 2012)



Asis the casevith mostconceptualizationsarguments against the idea
and practicef CSRalsoreside withinthe business landscape. More often than
not, the opinions of Milton Friedman (1970)ywe as the starting point dfis
opposition Friedman proclaimed that the solep@ssibility of a corporatioms to
maximize shareholder profitghile complying withthe basic rules of society (i.e.
legal and ethical). Societal concerns, as per Friedarabgest left to govemment
and legislation foaddressal and resolutid®acrifidng profits to enhance social
welfare is like imposing a tax on the shareholder, which goes completely counter
to what executives were hired to do (i.e., to maximize profits) (Karnani, 2010).
Carroll and Shabana (2010) summarize offzsitionsthatareoftentaken against
thenotionof CSR which include: (apusinesses are not suited to addtksese
types ofissues as most of thdinow-how lies within operations and business
supportactivities, not socialhoriented practices and/or decision makjbgwvs,
1973), (b) CSRnadpulpasdasitplacdstheecorfporatiomist@a
areathat is not directly related o t ceré business objective (Hayek, 198),
corporations already hojadentyof power, so giving them an opportunitytiave
even more by inviting them into the socggherds a riskyproposition(Davis,
1973), and (d), the pursuit of CSR will reduce the competitiveness of the firm
when competing on the global stage. As Carroll and Shabana (2010) note, these
explanations were fmed many years ago and reflect tetivenewness and
narrowness ofhe CSRconcepfat that time Theseviewpointsl i k e | relatel o n 6 t
asmuchntoda y 6 s bsettng asteoth business aritie CSRideologyhave

mutuallyevolvedand progressesincethen



Corporations should be cautious in relysalelyupon boardroom
developed CSR policies and platforms, communicated pledgédfr corporate
philanthropic acts as means of displaying their commitment tadeyesse@€ SR
matter Many o f eholdeds arg likedy tosirttegptet such positioning as
rhetoric and/ or publdbcwhethtiensymhwt othawi d
general mistrust and | ack of confidence ab
society relati ons hexppctand dematchnyoesef st akehol der
corporationsand are holding them accountable to their publocdynmitted and
implied socieeconomic responsibilities. Realizing this, any actitagcan
endorse stated CSRinciples will undeniably elevate the integrity oéth f i r md s
citizenship platform, along with its reputation. Additionally, evidence of
observable CSR, along with quantification of the positive societal impact it may
have, also has the potential to enhance an
stakeholder relanships.

Instilling CSR aspectsintaf i r mds everyday operations,
practicesand decisiormaking processes is akin to the embedment of quality and
safety principles withinvorkplacecultures from years past. It is not an overnight
journey, and executive level commitment is imperative for its successful
integration into the fabric of the organization at every level. Employees of the
organization will need to understafidm a corporate perspectiwy the
commitment is being made, the exmethet benefits to the firm as well as its

employees, and the expectations of each employee in his/her respective role. Buy



in is critical at all organizational levels if the desired values are to evolve into
norms within the organization.

Committingtote CSR i deol ogy and the visi

on of

motiondé within all | ayers of the workpl ace

alignment. That is, the personal beliefeeathemployee and the social
responsibility platform of the compamyust matclor at least overlagEach
member of an organization has a particular perspective of how a corporation
should act and conduct its affairs within the environmeitt(g)eratsin and
impacs. Knowing this, any CSR mainstreaming effort should seek a better
understanding of these individual outlooks and how they maysvaoy only
individually, but collectively across distinct employee clusters. These insights can
help foster the development and implementation of unique, corperately
sponsored, valualignedopp r t uni ti es (programs) for
connect and engage with. A process saglhis carmelp ensure that the CSR
actions undertaken by the employee can achieve a higher synchronization to the
CSR policies of the organization. As such, tkellhood of authentic CSR
ambassadorship emerges, as employees will be undertaking actions that matter to
them as well as the company. Further, the bond between employee and employer
is strengthened from a workforce attraction and retention perspective.

As companiesnove to integratéhe principles ofCSRinto their
organizational DNAthe need to have frontline personnel formally champion and
enact upon communicated corporate values will ultimately akisthat time,

evidence of actionable and/or obsdaeaCSR will become an expectation of

empl c



employmentand will be molded within the performance management system of

the company. This is inevitable if the philosophy and practice of CSR is to be

legitimized and realized across all layers of the corporafiorenhance the

likelihood ofgenuine adoption of such effort, itisinaf i r mds best interes

understand and quantify individual, frontlititudestowards the CSR construct

Study Obijective

The principalpurposeof this dissertation is to extendreent knowledge
related to CSR attitudesd., orientations) by investigating a set of corporate and
individual characteristichathave the potential to impact individual CSR
mindsets at the frontline level of a corporation

Specifically,this researcinvestigatesvhether work climate perceptions,
education levelandor age (.e.,a generational perspective) can directly influence
CSR attitudes. These notions will be explored across the frontline level of a North
American energy transportation compahgth amongst supervisors and

employees, as well as in the field and office sesting

Study Approach

A thorough literature review of the pertinent academic domains is done
first to establish the setting of the study. Following this, the methodology
employed to conduct the study and collect a data set for evaluation is described.
The study utilizesanupdated survey tool and method for polling a sample

population.Survey development is described, analysis methods are explained, and



results are presented with statistical measures to verify hypotheses related to
frontline employeanclinationstowardsCSR.A discussion of the findings is then
undertaken, which includes sometential implications for corporate straies)
Limitations d the study, along with proposed future research directameslso

offered forreflection and consideration

Study Focusand Hypotheses

The attitude of an individual towards corporate social responsibility can be
influenced by both workplaeeelated factors and individuatlyased
characteristics (O6Neill et al ., 1989; Mar
studyseekdgo contribute tahis body of knowledge by focusing on and
investigatingwhether the variables of work climate percepfjiog., autonomy
supportng versus controlling)education level, and age directiin f | uence oneds
social responsibility perspectivewaork. In doing 8, it seeks to extend the Marz
et al.(2003) corporaténdividual modelto furtherunderstand what masnpact
CSR orientations at the frontline level of a sample organizatigare 1depicts
Ma r redearch desigfmodel)thatthis studyis built upon It illustrates the
corporateindividual structurghat wasproposed andtudied by Marz, as well as

the specific variablewithin hisresearch setting.€.,the managerial level within

a large, international accounting and consulting firm locat&enin, Germany)
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Figure 1. Marz Research Design/Model

Source: Marz, J. W., Powers, T. L., & Queisser2d03. Corporate and Individual Influences on
Manager sd® S o coumal of BusinessEthigs (iL)plrll.

Two keyfocus areas were identified for assessment usstatistical

survey.The primary focusCSRO and the Workplacievestigates whether a

relationship exists between an indivi
work (i.e.,as per 8lf-DetermirationTheory[SDT]) and his/her expressed
preference t owa{@Ws 1991Fcurtelentehtadi@ansions | | 6 s

(obligations)of CSR economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropicdoing so, lhe

studyproposes to addorkplace climate perception as a corporate characteristic

to the modepresentedy Marzet al.(2003)(albeit in a different industry and

organizational layer)

The secondarfocus CSRO and the Individuagéxplores whether frontline

education levels anaige fr rathergeneration) have an impact on fersonal

8

dual

0



connection to theamefour CSR dimensies upon which tis study isfounded.
By doing so, it examines whether these two specific demographables have
an effect on the CSR orientationstioése same frontlinpersonnel. The
objectivesbehind this second element of the stadgto establish whether these
individualbased variables can be added to the Magd.(2003) modelggain, in
adifferent industry and froma frontline perspective), amabllaterally,to extend

t he f i ndi regas(1989) by &a@rmirgng WHether these individbaked,
backgroundctharacteristics are as influential CSR perspectivest the frontline
level of a company as they were ohsel to be at the boardroom level.

Both of the noted researébcus areawvill be investigated amongst
frontline personnel of a North American energy transportation compaunig, of
whom are physically situated in an office or field settingCanadaor the USA In
addition to this, the primarfpcus areavill also be differentially explored from a
peoplemanagement responsibility perspective.(between those individuals
operationalized as frontline supervisors and frontline employ€ee)geneal
appoach taken in thistudy is to use an updated version of a survey tool
developed and used by others for CSR attitude evaluations, with a clear
description of the survey method, astdtistical analyseto quantify the
relationships amongst variables ofiwvidual and corporate characteristics in a

verifiable way.



Chapter 2: Literature Review”

~Note: Some prtsof this chapter were transcribed from the followjagrnal article:
Michailides, T.P., andipsett, M.G. (2012). Surveying Employee AttitudesGorporate
Social Responsibility at theréntlineLevel of an Energy Transportatioro@pany.
Corparate Social Responsibility anchiZironmental Management

Introduction

This chaptepffers a detaile@nd pragmaticeview of thefundamental
academic concepthat wereexploredin the development of this research study
along with the mostelevantreflectionswithin eachdomain(state of the arthat
shapedhe directiont took.

Firstly, the interaction between business and society is explored through
the prisnms of corporate social responsibility (CSR) aheé stakeholder model.

The embracement of CSR within the corporation, as well as the motivators
driving the interest itaking upthe ideologyareelaborated upohe
stakeholdedialoguenarrows in on thgroupof interest in this studyrontline
employes. Thenotion of usingCSRfor strategic purposes then presenteevith
an emphasis on its use in the attraction and retention of employees.

Later in the chapterhé evolutionary busess concept of CSR is exployed
beginning with adiscussion of aecentmetaanalysishatstudiedmodernera
definitions of CSR. The key dimensions associated with the construct are then
offered followed by a detailed discussion and analysiteffourdational CSR
definition used in the researatudy.Operationalizing the chosen definition to
effectively capture oneds soci al responsib
reviewed in the section entitlé€orporate Social Responsibility Orientation

(CSRO)0 This part of the literature reviewot only goes over the development of
10



an instrumenfquestionnaire) to achievpiantificationof the selectedefinition,
but also discusses its use in other past relevanCSRO studies.
The human motivation and genality model of SelDetermination
Theory (SDT) is then explored, with an emphasis on one of the three basic,
psychological needsis founded upon: autonomyh@& tieoeticalbackground is
explainedirst, followed by a review of the five stdbnceptghat are leveraged
upon to rationalize motivations and behaviesthe SDT lensFromthere, the
basic psychological needs of the model are discussed, with aut@sotime
primary focus Thepositivebenefits of experiencing a sense of autonomy,
especially in the woklace completeghe SDT literature review and segueto
theexaminatiorof whether a relationship exists betwesnautonomysupportive
contextatworkand an i ndi vitdthedCSRnstouct.i ent at i on
Through thigeview processhe researcher was able to formulate
hypotheses that not only linked these niche academic domairextbntkdthe
current literature o€ SROandthe circumstancethatcouldimpact attitudes
toward the onstruct The literature review also ensured that the proposed research

wasnovel and uniquén terms ofmakeup and direction taken

Background

Companies are incorporating and attempting to mainstream the concept of
corporate social responsibility (CSR) within their policies, strategies, and business
practices. CSR6s gener al premise that

societal issuewithin their decisioamaking processes, while simultaneously
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maximizing economic objectives in an ethical and transparent manner, continues
to gain momentum and grow in importance for many firms. Over 80% of a
random sampling of Fortune 500 companies @ CSR on their corporate
website (Esrock and Leichty, 1998), an indicator of the extensiveness of the
subject and importance given to it by business leaders. Further, 70% of TSX
listed companies generate reports describing their CSR commitments and
performance, a twofold increase from five years prior (Kielburger and Kielburger,
2008).

The business case for CSR leverages upon an assortment of arguments for
its embracement and advancem&ume of these general pBSRstances, as
offered by Carroll and I&bana (2010), include ensuring a healthy climate (i.e.,
stakeholdemise) in which to function currently and in the future, forestalling
future government intervention and responding proactively to the strong support
of the concept amongst the public.

However,andmore often than not, positive impattsthe bottordine of
the company still remain at the heart of most decision making associated with the
CSR agenda and investments in its ideological premtgs.emphasis on the
effectsCSRhason corporatdinancial performance reflects the new thinking of
business. That is, doing well financially by doing good socially. Overall, the link
between corporate social performance and corporate financial performance seems
to exhibit a somewhat positive relationsGriffin and Mahon, 1997; Margolis
and Walsh, 2003; Waddock and Graves, 1997; Mahon and Griffin, 1999; Orlitzky

et al., 2003; BusinessGreen, 2008). Yet, some doubts of this relationship persist,
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which may be attributed to methodological differeneéhkin conducted studies
and researcltbiases due to inconsistent interpretations, as well gsotwble
existence of mediating variables and situational contingencies (Carroll and
Shabana, 2010). Carroll and Shabana (2010) go on to describe detailed cases
which support the rationalnd modebf Kurucz et al. (2008), who state that the
businesscase for the practice of CSR can be organized into four digtiecefit
arguments: cost and risk reduction, competitive advantage, elevated legitimacy
and reputatin and the creation of wawin situations through synergistic value
creation.

The initial development and subsequent growth of CSR portfolios over the
past two decades has typically been driven by demands and circumstances outside
of companies, althoughtalistic desires and proactive behaviors originating
inside organizations cannot be completely disregarded (Kanungo and Conger,
1993; Veiga and Dechant, 199Becent corporate wrongdoings, irregularities,
and performance shortcomings across a multitude of industry sectors (Patsuris,
2002; Tedesco, 2008; Keith, 2009), has eroded the traditionally high confidence
and trust levels granted to business by societlyestains to conducting their
daily affairs. Subsequently, todayds corpo
being called upon to play a leading role in corporate reputation and risk
management for firms (Brown and Dacin, 1997; Sen and Bhattaclz@@4;

Kytle and Ruggie, 2005; Brammer and Pavelin, 2006; Vanhamme and Grobben,
2009), although the skeptical light of stakeholders shines bright on many efforts.

Other notable dynamics influencing the interest in (and uptake of) CSR in the

13



boardroom inclde the heightened and targeted interests ofgosernmental
organizations (Winston, 2002; Guay et al., 2004; Doh and Guay, 2006; Aguilera
et al., 2007), eveincreasing regulatory requirements and legislations (Porter and
Kramer, 2006), and the rise ofrore engaged and conscientious populace who
are equipped with the latest technologies, digital media, intelligence, and social
networking capabilities (i.e., connectivity) offered by the internet.
Formal requests to disclose, discuss, and improve upcfinancial
performance metrics (i.e., environmental, social, and governance) also continue to
grow within the investment community (Guay et al., 2004; Sparkes and Cowton,
2004; loannou and Serafeim, 2010), further emphasizing the importance of
corporate dizenship, ethics, and transparency platforms. Lastly, CSR portfolios
of corporations are now also being scrutinized by the workforce (i.e., potential
recruits and current staff members), as the desire to be associated with a virtuous
firm seemstobeomte ri se i n todayds society (Aguil e
et al., 2008; Coldwell et al., 2008). As companies aggressively compete to attract
and retain employees, this specific realization is of prime importance to human
resource departments fromwastined competitiveness point of view.
Figure2accur ately r epr espoetylamiscapelifay 6 s busi ne
succinctly illustrating the previousiyoted interactions between a corporation and

some of its key stakeholders.
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= General Public

= Environmental Groups
= Aboriginals
" NGO's

= Municipal, County
= Provincial, State
* Federal

= Unions, JIC's
= Older Employees
" Women

® Private Citizens

® |nstitutional Investors
» Mergers/Acquisitions
= Divestitures

" Minorities
®* Human Rights Activists

Consumers

® Consumer Activists
= Product Liability Threats
" Competitors

Figure 2. Business and Select Stakeholder Relationships

Adapted fronKarakowsky L., Carroll, A. B., & Buchholtz, A. K. 2005. Business and Society:
Ethics and Stakeholder Management. Scarborough, ON: Nelson Education.

Attending to societalhbased concerns amterests, which can originate
from a variety of relevant stakeholders, appears to now be comparable in
importance as the traditional industry pursuits of shortAengp profit
maximization, operational excellence, quality and safety management, product
innovation, and market competitiveness (i.e., especially for larger, highly visible
firms). I f overlooked, consequences t
can likely be anticipated. Furthermore, legal and social contracts (i.e., those
agreements tich are granted both formally and informally to businesses by
stakeholders to conduct their operations) may become more onerous and costly to
obtain and/or sustain if key matters are not tended to satisfactorily and in

mutually-beneficial ways. As a resuboth shareholders and stakeholders risk
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being impacted (albeit differently) if management fails in its responsibility to
equitably address their oftaonflicting viewpoints. However, succeeding in
locating the sweet spot between a business decisioa socletallybased issue

has the real potential for a corporation to realize gains (financial and non
financial) and bring credibility to its citizenship practices. CSR initiatives should
strive to increase the probability of realizing this wiim outcone, even though
precise impact measurements can still remain difficult to quantify. The focus
clearly needs to be positioned at the intersection of conflicting interests.

As societybs expectations of business
busily adjust the CSR mandates to ensure they can respond to the latest
concerns. Despite the existence of this reactionary change management approach
with risk mitigation at its core, there will likely be a point in time when
boardroomdeveloped CSR policies and/or coitmrents will need to transform
themselves into proactive, observable actions if CSR is to be mainstreamed within
the fabric of a business. If a firm proclaims its CSR principles are inherent within
its business model, decisiomaking processes, and cultre., organizational
values), this directly implies that those principles are embraced and enacted upon
by its employees in datp-day affairs in the workplace. Therefore, the need will
arise to support proclaimed commitments with noticeable proof. &mands of
affected stakeholders, along with their current skepticism, will necessitate this
practi cethet@W&lok isthgppul d be evident amongst
be seen across all business functions and operating environments to truly claim

CSRembedment within the company. The legitimacy of any CSR platform, as it
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progresses from compliant@ased to fullyintegrated, is otherwise at risk. As
companies move towards the ambitious goal ofttelpottom CSR

mainstreaming (Carlisle and Faulkner, 250 an idea which is still very much in
its infancy amongst larger, more established féntise onus to connect to,
embody, and enact upon core CSR principles will eventually land in the laps of
frontline-level employees of the company.

The transformation dfoardroomdeveloped CSR policies into actionable,
guasimeasurable objectives at the coffeem level will ultimately prompt a
migration through each departmental layer of the organization. That being the
case, individual roles and responsibilities witktiie organizational hierarchy may
differ in relation to the CSR mandate and its execution. Expectations of personnel
at the executive and senior management levels will likely include the creation of
the fundamental vision and principles of CSR that thipamation will value,
adhere to, and publicly proclaim. Connection to the established mandate should
occur quite readily for individuals at this organizational level as a result of
continued and increased exposure to macro induskayed issues, globalSR
trends, company stakeholder expectations, busingsact discussions, and
strategic policy development. As for middle management, a key function will
include the responsibilities that come with being identified as the change
management agent associaigth such an initiative. Middle managers will be
called upon to firstly comprehend and rationalize thematlompassing CSR
principles crafted by executive/senior management, and then, transform them into

guantifiable, executable and (hopefully) measwations within their
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respective busineamits (i.e., as well as for each businassvity). These CSR
based actions can come in a variety of shapes, forms, sizes and amounts
depending on the business unit, the activities undertaken within it angéseatfy
professions of the individuals it employs. Adding the CSR mandate to the
alreadyexisting suite of middienanagement responsibilities (i.e., budget
management, legal and regulatory compliance, audits, human resource
management, training, career dieygnent, etc.) highlights the potential
prioritization and integration struggle the initiative may encounter. The realization
and management of C&Retions at the frontline of a company could very easily
hinge upon the importance middle managers placbemitiative, positively or
negatively. Further, CS®Bmbracement is also likely to be influenced by the
weighting given to the program within an
which typically houses welllefined, actionable and measureable objecfes
both managers and employees; a riuaste consideration if CSR mainstreaming
is to gain traction and acceptance within all departments of an organization. That
being said, and in the context of this r
is to act a the bridge between policy and action, ensuring the CSR mandate is
understood and undertaken via specific actions which are seen to dovetail into the
higherorder commitments/values crafted in thes@te of the firm.

Obser vanolt e omidn C SR eanlly Withesskdeandsensed by
affected stakeholders at the frontline levels of a corporation, even though the
expectation will be placed across all layers of the organization. Such a scenario

entails executing oneos fsbaalresponsbdity i vi ti es
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(both corporate and personal) naturally ingrained within the action itself. More
illustrative and measurable than some of the corporate principles they sprang forth
from, CSR at the frontline employee/supervisor level will carrptitnore
weight, impact and assessmémendly endresults which are more immediately
felt by impacted stakeholders (i.e., those external to the company as well as the
employees undertaking the actions themselves).

The migration of CSR to the frontlinelwndoubtedly have more chance
of success (i.e., embracement by the masses) if the undertaken actions are
steadfastly endorsed, supported and recognized by executive, senior and middle
management. Only then can sustainable benefits such as increasegeempl
motivation and wetbeing, heightened engagement, elevated brand appeal and
connection and lower staff turnover rates be potentially realized. Operational
efficiencies and enhanced product innovation and development are also likely to
follow suit viaheightened organizational commitment and an elevated state of
creativity driven by the positive frameg-mind of employees. With this in mind,
frontline staff occupying a multitude of roles in the office and field setting will be
encouraged to perform tinectivities in a manner which is highly synchronized
with the economic and social responsibilities the company has committed to
within their CSR agenda. The potential net gains for employees, the corporation,
and societat t a k e hpoomptsethis@isseation to further explore CSR at the
frontline, departmental level of an organization, at a time when companies seek to
evolve and transform their CSR portfolios from compliabased to mainstream

in CSRleading organizations.
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Endeavoring to achieve agtee of synchronization between an
i ndividual 6s personal valwues and the firmo
understanding of the personal preferences employees have towards the elements
comprising the CSR construct. It is in the best interestetorporation to
recognize and quantify any substantial differences that may exist amongst
frontline employees in a variety of situations. These noted differences may be a
result of workplaceelated factors and/or individuatlyased characteristics,
which merits a deeper understanding of both. This dissertation will investigate
this notion further and in a more explicit manner. In doing so, it will extend the
current literature on corporate social responsibility orientation and circumstances

that may impat attitudes toward CSR at the frontline level of an organization.

Business and Stakeholders
Large companies continue to embrace and incorporate the concept of
corporate social responsibility (CSR) within their communicated strategies,
policies, and praates. The general premise of CSR is that businesses voluntarily
consider societal and environmental issues within their operating frameworks and
decision making processes, while simultaneously maximizing shareholder
objectives. This notion has become msignificant in business due to the
increasing influence arattions of relevant stakeholders (Frooman, 1999;
O6bRour ke, 2003; Rowl ey and Mol doveanu, 200

2008).
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Although it can be difficult to gauge the effectiveness, degree of
commitment and bottordine impact of any CSR program, the increased presence
of CSRrelated commentaries on corporate websites provides some evidence of
boardroom attention to tlemncept (Esrock and Leichty, 1998; Maignan and
Ralston, 2002). Similar mounty trends are also observed within the domain of
formalized, norfinancial based reporting related to CSR and/or sustainability
(Hooghiemstra, 2000; Kolk, 2003; Lefebvre and Gans, 2005; Bebbington et al.,
2008).

Ditlev-Simonsen and Midttun (2011) identifiseveral motivators that
influence managers edoptcorporate responsibility initiativesuch as branding,
profit/value maximization, sustainable development, and advancing innovation.
Additionally, the personal values, morals, and altruistic desirde@$ion
making personnedannot be discounted as potential reasons for introducing CSR
within an organization (Kanungo and Conger, 1993; Veiga and Dechant, 1993;
Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004). However, riieed to respond to pressures
emanating from a wlie assortment of societal actors reflects the more widespread
justification behind embracing CSR principlgghin the firm (Wood, 1991;
Clarkson, 1995; Aguilera et al., 2007).

A significant, wunderlying contributor
on caporations appears to be the increasing number of media reports related to
corporatdransgressions, financial irregularities, and ethical shortcomings
(Patsuris, 2002; Taylor, 2003). Thesesnts have contributed to an erosion of the

typically highlevels of confidence and trust that society bestows upon industry to
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conduct its affairs (Adler, 2002; Kochan, 2003; Taylor, 2003). Consequently
todayos ci t whethenrdactiye, reactivepor defensiye) regularly

play a prominent role in cporate reputation and risk management efforts (Brown
and Dacin, 1997; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; Kytle and Ruggie, 2005; Brammer
and Pavelin, 2006; Bebbington et al., 2008; Vanhamme and Grobben, 2009). The
findings of Melo and Garriddorgado (2012) illusate thiseffect by showing

how five distinct CSR dimensioés employee relations, diversity issues, product
issues, community relationsnd environmental issu@scan impact corporate
reputation across various industries.

The stakeholder model, rationadéend recommended practice is routinely
called upon as eompass when CSR is introduced within an organization
(Freeman, 1984; Waxenberger and Spence, 2003; Freeman, 2004; Garriga and
Melé, 2004; Valor, 2005; Fassin, 2009). A stakeholder of an organization,
defined by Fr eema orinfividdadwhd can dffectofiimny gr oup
affected by the achievemaebixtternalf the organiz
stakeholder groups that influence corporations to act upon CSR principles include
governments, negovermmental organizations, industry regulators, investors,
capital markets, customers, andighly-engaged and aware public (Winston,

2002; Guay et al., 2004; Spas and Cowton, 2004; Lefebvre a@dns, 2005;
Doh and Guay, 2006; Porter and Kramer, 2006; Agaikt al., 2007; loannou
and Serafeim, 2010). Internsthkeholde® who are just as influential itneir
advocacy of CSRvithin the organizatiod include employees, managers, labor

union representatives, and joint industrial committee members. An appooach
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identify and prioritize a firmbak stakehol d
(1997),anduses the vaaibles of power, legitimacy, and urgency as factors for

managerial attention. THandings of Agleet al.(1999) supporthe concept that

stakehol@rs in positions of strength in each of the three factors will matter more

to management, and will be given higher priority in the landscape of competing

stakeholder interests. Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011) take this thinking further as

they discuss an amgment of stakeholder strategibsit a corporation can call

upon as it engages (or manages) particular stakeholder groups.

Corporate social responsibilt€ SRY and more specificallygf i r md s
performance on its not€dSR commitments can be leveraged for
strategic/competitive purposes (McWilliams et al., 2006; Porter and Kramer,
2006; Smith, 2007). Guadamill&bdmez and Donatl®lanzanares (2011)sea
case studyo describe how the integratiaf ethical values and CSR principles
within corporate strategscan positively impact the reputationafirm,
knowledge management efforts, technological innovation, and human
developmenti(e., employee motivation and behavior). As tactics for competitive
advantage continue to becessiaadsdapemogeni zed i
corporations are turning to naraditional platforms and metriéssuch as
corporate social performaniedo stoke differentiation, and ultimately,
organizational success.

Il n t oday 6-basel aconermye aldggnézational success is directly
influenced by the attraction and retention guality workforce (Turban and

Greening, 1996; Greening and Turban, 2000). As ftéctive and progressive
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human resource (HR) management practices are critical if organizations are to

meet their operationalbjectives, growth strategies, and sustainability goals. A

particular theme of | mpor t arelated atfitor t odayos

andthe predicted increase in industry activity, particularly within the Canadian
petroleum industry (PHRCC, 20 T hisretire-andhire setting, together with the
everchanging soci@emographic profile of the modeworker (Ciocirlan and
Pettersson, 2012), will not only increase the competition for human capital
(Chambers et al., 1998; Bartlett and Ghoshal, 206i#)it will also make the
management and engagement of employees amesencomplex task, due to
heightened workplace diversity issues.

Given this context in which human capital willdmene increasingly
valued for strategic and sustainability reasons, management attention needs to be
cast towards further understanding the expectations, desires, and motivations of
its diverse employee domain. Frontline employees, a unique subgroup that
directly influenceghe longterm prosperity of the firm, are of particular interest
and importance.

A frontline employee, in the context of this study, is an individual who has
direct or indirect interactions with a company stakeholder as he/she performs
his/herrespectivébusinesgelated tasks to generate revenues for the organization.
As HR departments develop, implement, and adjust a wide array of strategies
related to the attraction and retention of employees to meet changing business
needs, it is important to recognizen at a f i r més portfolio of

and initiatives are now beirgosely scrutinized by the workforce, that is, by
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potential recruits as well as current staff (Turban and Greening, 1996;

Bhattacharya et al., 2008). The findings of Greening andaru¢2000) suggest

that job applicants are attracted to organizations with solid corporate social

performance reputationand will pursue employment with these firms. The basis

of this comes from the belief that these organizations have values and forms o

i mportance to the individual, and in turn,
self. The samaleacan be extended to recentlyred personnel. Consequently,

CSR has become an important instrument in the competition for, and the

management of, humanptal.

The desire to bassociated with a virtuous firm seems to be on the rise in

todaydés society (Aguilera et al., 2007; Bh
2008). An individual 6s desire to be connec
job/carer has become increasingly appealing in

(Bhattacharya et al., 2008). Individuaant to identify witld and align
themselvesidt he firmés social values and commitn
best interest of managementto asses®ancap i nt o6 t hese yearning:
company competitiveness (and sustainability) going forward. Doing so will
positively impact an empl oyeeds organi zat.
satisfaction, citizenship behaviors, gmmdductivity (Bhattacharyatel., 2008;
Chong, 2009).

Along with these insights, and to ensure publmbynmunicated CSR
mission statements/initiatives are not viewed as public relations rhetoric, evidence

of O wthedSRng!l kdé6 will be insisted upon by rel
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includingemployee3as t hey seek the opportunity to 6
(Collier andEsteban, 2007; Bartkus and Glassman, 2008; Bhattacharya et al.,

2008; Chong, 2009 he ntegrationof these considerations presents the firm

with a potential wirwin scenao: the display of observable,-motion CSR (for

external stakeholders to experience, gauge, and ultimately benefit from) by

tapping into the expressed high@der psychesocial desires of frontline

employees who want to experience a purgirseen worlday.

Achievement of this goal rests upon the degree of alignment between an
individual 6s pédresdmalmésalcoensnuanad ated CSR v
turn impacte mp | o gommaitsnént to the caug€ollier andEsteban, 2007,

Bhattacharya et al., 20Q8)herefore, it is worthwhile to hawa understanding of

the personal attitudes that frontline employees have towards the CSR concept. In

this study thequantified valuef these attitudearelabeleda s oneds CSR

orientation (CSRO) (Aupperle, 1982; Aupperle et al., 1983) }lzaud

guantification iSounded upon a highigited representation of the CSR construct

(Carroll, 1979; Carroll, 1991).On@i ndi vi dual 6s CSRO is estab
differences betweeclusters of frontline employees can be assessed with respect

to corporate and/or individudlased variables that potentially affect variability in

CSR orientation amongst employees.

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
Corporate socialesponsibility CSR) can be viewed as an evolutionary

business concept (Carroll, 1999; Moir, 2001; Dahlsrud, 2008). Ddkpite

26



attention that has been directed towards the development ofencalhpassing
and unbiased definition, general agreement on a definition merehisive.

Nonetheless, Dahlsrud (2008) showed that, for the most part, rmexdern
definitions of CSR (198®003) are congruent and tend to describe a
6phenomenond more than an explicit definit
business should be.

The definitions studied by Dahlsrud (2008) consistentytified five
important dimensions that are often associated with the CSR construct:
stakeholder, social, economic, voluntariness, and environmental. Of particular
interest is the observation thaetexamined definitions overwhelmingly referred
to the stakeholder, social, economic, and voluntariness dimensions within their
characterizations. This apparent connection supports the idea that any CSR
undertaking must address the economic and sociatomof relevant
stakeholders in a voluntary wahat is,engaging in CSR must be doneaway
that can be construed as going above merely meeting regulatory requirements
(Dahlsrud, 2008).

This proposed connection can be invest:i
dimensional construct (Carroll, 1979; Carroll, 1991) to form the foundational
definition of CSR for the purpose of quantitative surveying. Carroll (1979; 1991)
integrates several perspectives into a singlenelusive, easilyunderstood
framework. He onsiders CSR tbe comprisel of four distinct accountabilities
that the firm owes to society: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary (also

labeled as philanthropic). This interpretation goes on to state that each of these
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responsibilities is nanutudly exclusive, cumulative, or additive, and that they

are not part of a continuum (Carroll, 197Bigure3 illustrateshow Carroll

conceptualizethe categorizationfd usi ness o soci ¢ehither esponsi bi |l
proportionsn the diagranreflecting theenvisionedrelative magnitude of each

responsibilityat that time

Discretionary
Responsibilities
Ethical
Responsibilities
Legal
Responsibilities

TOTAL

S0CIAL

RESFONSIBILITIES R ——
Economic
Responsibilities

Figure3. Carrol |l 6s Soci al Respor

SourceCarroll, A. B. 1979. A Thre®imensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Performance.
Academy of Management Revié): 497 505.

Carroll ordered the dimensions hierarchically, with economic concerns at
the base, followed by legal, ethicahd phianthropicconcernsrespectively. This
ordering merely reflects the evolution of business and its priorities, with emphasis
and attention being placed on economic matters above all else, followed by legal

complianceand then by concerns related to etharad discretionary
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(philanthropic) affairs (Carroll, 1979). Econonmasponsibilitiesi(e., being
profitable) are the foundation upon which all other responsibilities rest, followed
by obeying the lawi ., legalresponsibilities)doing what is rightjust, and fair

(i.e., ethical responsibilitiesand being a good corporate citizee
philanthropicresponsibilities) (Carroll, 1991).

Attention to all dimensions is necessary, but likely in different amounts at
different times, because a firm miagve changing (and potentiattpnflicting)
stakeholderssues to address and deal with at any one time.

In the end, the working definition of CSR tlthé present workises as a
framework for analysig as followsfiThe social responsibility of business
encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that

society has of organizations atagivenpoimt t i me. o (Carrol |l , 1979

Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation (CSRO)
The relative importance that one assigns to eachedbtir CSR
dimensions proposed by Carroll is not fixed: the importance ranking is dynamic in
nature and can vary based on whose perspective is depicted, in what setting, and
when the opinion was polled. This, in effe
respnsibility preference (attitude), which is labeled as corporate social
responsibility orientation (CSRO) in the study.
Quantifying an individual 6s expressed p
dimensions (i.e., economic, legal, ethical, and discretiomargquired for proper

comparative analyses amongst groups. This means that some operationalization of
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Carroll 6s CSR model i's necessarthat Thi s was
culminated in the development of a formatrument (Aupperle, 1982; Apprle
et al., 1983): an empiricalitested and statisticalyalidated questionnairinat
guantifies an individual 6s corporate soci a
The tool that was developed was aitesn, 60statement, forcedhoice
guestionnaire, Wch verified the existence of the four components and the
hypothesized differences in assigned weightings proposed by Carroll at the
executive level of a compahat is, agested amongst active CEOs in the
survey. The instrument has been used by otsgarchers and subsequently re
validated (Aupperle et al., 1985; OO6Neill
al., 2001)hrough the exploration &&SROs in different settings and amongst
different groups. It hagrovento be a reliable tool iI€SROinvestigationsand
has been called upon in this study to captaspondentsattitudes towardthe
CSR concept.
Research within the CSRO landscape has focused on assessing and
comparing, through this questionnaire, the impact that specific variablelsanay
towards oneds perceived social orientation
career background, organizational hierarchy, gender, political system origin, and
sociaeconomic background haypeeviouslybeen explored as potential
determinants o€ SRO ( O6 Nei || et al ., 1989; I brahim
Ibrahim et al., 2000; Marz et al., 2003; Angelidis and Ibrahim, 2004; Ibrahim and

Parsa, 2005; Angelidis et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2008).
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Several of the influencing variables appear to be selgairgb two
distinct clusters when looking at CSRO in the weekting: corporate variables
and individual variables. Theonceptual framework that both corporate and
i ndividual characteristics can influence o
tested, ad empirically verified (Marz, 2000; Marz et al., 2003), and so both

variable types should be part of any survey tool.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) and Autonomy

Individual variables related to CSRO can be put in the context of Self
Determination TheorySDT), which is a model of human motivation and
personality. SDT considers the external and internal forces acting on an individual
and how they impact motivation, functioning, and weding. Optimality from a
SDT perspective is succinctly depicted bg thunders of the theory (E.L.€Di
and R.M. Ryan), as follow¢iTo besefid et er mi ned i s t o endorse o
the highest level of reflection. When sditermined, people experience a sense
of freedom to do what is interesting, personally impdrtand vitalizing ( De c i
and Ryan, 2011)

SDT has been researched across many settings, where extbasaity
influences ihcludingrewards and penalties) continue to compete directly with
intrinsic desires to impact motivation, and consequertiiservedehaviors
(Ryan and Deci, 2000; Deci et al., 2001a; Gagné et al., 2003; Vansteenkiste et al.,
2004; Ryan et al., 2006; Ryan et al., 2008; Ryan et al., 2009; Ryan et al., 2011).

For an employee, external influences include the workplace (Deci et al., 1989;
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llardi et al., 1993; Deci et al., 2001b; Baard et al., 2004; Meyer and Gagné, 2008;
Stone et al., 2009).

Five foundational sutheories are used to rationalize motivation and
personality through SDTCognitive Evaluation Theory, Organismic Integration
Theay, Causality Orientations Theory, Basic Psychological Needs Theory, and
Goal Contents Theory (Vansteenkiste et al., 20I8¢.Basic Psychological
Needs Theory was explored in the present work, based on the recotjration
ethical and privacy constrainiguld be placed on the study when it was time to
poll participants in an organizational setting. As such, the focus was directed
towards a sutheoryof SDT that was deemed to have a higher probability of
acceptance in the workplace.

Competence, relatedsse and autonomgre the three basic psychological
needs upon which Seldetermination Theory is founded. Stosieal.(2009)
define competence as believing that you have the ability to influence important
outcomes. They define relatedness as the experi#rtaving satisfying and
supportive social relationships. In a work context, mastery of an activity is
competence; and feeling connected to sungpborted by people perceived to be
important (such as a manager) is relatedness (Gagné, 2003). Autisraimed
as the experience of actimgth a sense of choice, volition, and se#ftermination
(Stone et al., 2009), or freely choosing to pursue an activity (Gagné, 2003).

deCharms (1968) and Deci (1975) define the rieedutonomy as experiencing

choiceand eel i ng | i ke tMwWwnactonmi ti ator of oneds
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Basic needs, as depicted in SDT, are viewed as innate for all people and
are evident across all cultusgttings (Chirkov et al., 2003). They are deemed a
Omulsaved i f one i s t lebeimpan paak effettvenesss st at e of
As stated by Deci and Vansteenkiste (2004), basic psychologieds
satisfaction is considered the means through which optimal development and
authentic functioning can be understood, as people interact with their social
environments. This in turn creates sustainadheluring motivation within the
individual, leading to a range of positive outcomes (Stone et al.,.2009)

Anticipated behavioral outcomes, when these basic needs have been
realized within the work setting, inale effective performance, job satisfaction,
positive workrelated attitudes, organizational citizenship {pocial) behaviors,
and psychological weleing (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Although competemce
relatedness are essential components for inditiadnighest levels of functioning

and motivation in an individuagnly the concept of autonomy is explored further

in this study.
Experiencing a sense of autonomy, and a
actions, is crit ifunadning (®oenensetple20PNh O6s opti ma

furthersuggests that both individual differences (autonomy orientation) and
contextual factors (autonomy support) can influence intdnsexd satisfaction
(Gagne, 2003). Amdividual may exhibit a controlled orientatianthe personal
level, with a preference for structure, process, definiaon directionbut such

an individual caralsorealize positivébenefits when their elemental need for
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autonomy is respected and fulfilled (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Sheldon €1G8a;2
Sheldon et al., 2003b).

The autonomysupport construct, exclusively, provides an intuitive
appreciation for how a work setting can influence whether or not a sense of
autonomy is perceived and felt by the individi#tudies have shown that the
geneal ambi ence of a situation such as
intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2008). Baatdl.(2004) define and expand
upon the concept of autonomy suppairwork in the following way:

fAutonomy support involves treipervisor understanding and

a

wWor

acknowledging the subordinatebds perspec

information in a normanipulative manner, offering opportunities for
choice, and encouragingselfni t i at i on ( D#]ceferspot al
so much to alwaracteristic of the job itself as to an interpersonal climate
created by the manager in relating to subordinates and carrying out
managerial functions, such as goal setting, decision making, and work
planningo
SDT further claims that, because autononpypsut is initiated by the
managerial embrace of employee perspectives, one can expect autonomy
supportive managers to facilitate wegisfaction of all three intrinsic needs:
competence, relatednessid autonomy (Deci et al., 2001b; Baard et al., 2004).
An autonomysupportive context can have positive impacts on
psychological welbeing and functioningand this working atmosphere brings

accompanying benefite corporationgrom a workforce engagement perspective.
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These relationships lead to the questbwhether a connection exists between
these noted outcomes in the context of C&Rlspecifically, whether employee
workplace climate perception (autonomsypportive or controlling), on its own,
directly impacts orientation to the CSR construct, asduiantified by the
operationalized model put forth by Aupperle (1982) and Aup@tidd (1983). In
exploring this possibility, tis study seeks to add workplace climate perception as
a corporate variable of interest in the conceptual framework of 8g0j and

Marz et al.(2003).
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Introduction

The following chapter outlines and describes the methodology employed
to gatherandevaluate a relevant data set to statistically validate or refute the
research hypotheses. A discussion concerning the selected research approach is
presentedirst, followed by an overview of the test population of the study. The
focus then shifts to theurvey instrument itself, as design and development
considerations are discussed and elaborated upon. From there, academic and
corporate approvals that were secured prior to survey laungnesented. The
chapter concludes with an overview of survey adstiation, data collectigmlata
reduction andanalysis techniques performed in preparation for hypotheses
testing.

To ensure thetudywasperformedn a valid and appropriate manner,
elements of the research survey process were taken intde@tgn. As per
Schonlawet al (2006),a formalsurvey process should addredisof the following
tasks, ach of which igouched upoin this chapter:

1 defining the survey lgjectives;

1 determining who will be sapled;

1 creating and testing thastrument;

1 contactng respondentsand

1 collecting, redudng, and analyzing data
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A re-examination of the theme of the research rev@alsprominent
focus area$or asseswent at the frontline level ofsample organizatiowhichis
based on the following premiséet attitude of an individual towards corporate
social responsibility can be influenced by both workplestated factors and
individually-b ased characteristics (OO6Neill et al

Thefirst focus aredACSRO and the Workplaoginvestigates whether a
relationship exists between an individual 0
work (asperBT) and hi s/ her expressed preference
four dimensions of CSR: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthrdp&second
focus aredACSRO and the Individudl explores whethahe education levels
and agedr rathergenerationpf frontline employeekave an impact on the
connection to each of tteamefour CSR dimensionspon which the study is
built. From this a set offive hypothesesvereestablishd to evaluate whethemn
individual 6s attitude ttheseaaedspor&t&dRd can be i
individually-based characteristicas similarly conceptualized and explored
within the research of MarHowe\er, hefollowing dissertation seeks ad to
the Marzmodelthe variable of workplace climate percept{@ontrolling versus
autonomysupportng) as acorporate characteristiandeducation level and age
variablesasindividuatbasedcharacteristicgo further understand what may
influence CSR attitude$he noted positive impacts on wéking and
functioningfor individuals as well as the accompanying benefits a corporation
realizes from an autononsupportive working environmefs per SDT,)

justifies the examination of whetheiis relationship is somehow connected
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and/or extendable to the CSR constaigt d a n e qoqméction ® gThes
justification behind the examination pbssibldinkages betweereducation level
and age (generain) to the CSR construgioes beyond simply determining
whetherthesespecificindividualbased variables can be added to the Marz et al.
(2003) modelltalsoseeks 0 ext end t he f i(IO8)bygs of OONei
examining whether these individdadse background characteristics are as
influential to CSR perspectives at the frontline level of a company as they were
observed to be at the boardroom level O6 Nei I | et al . (1989) <cl e
there was a positive corrrespeciieCS3Rn bet ween o
orientation at thagpositionof the organization. The same result was noted when
education level was assessed. Examining the possible intactness of these
relationships at the frontline level of a company affordstbagossibility of
patially explainingthe connectioto the CSR construttased on these individual
traits which in turn helprationalize motivationsexpectationand behaviorsvith
respect to the CSR ideology
The research isonductedn a different industry setting, wéh employs
distinctskill sets and professior&ross a alternativelayer in the organizational
hierarchywhen comparetb the researcbf Marz(i.e.,energy transportation and
frontline-level employees ianada and the USA, as compared to a German
basel international accounting/consulting firm and its junior and senior
management staff of auditaaadtax and management consultants). As such, the
exploration of new variabledearly extends and adds to the Marz model. At the

same time, this researchalaysthe groundwork for the development of a
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similar framework in a different industry, at a different level in the organization
and acros$wo different countries.

To assess thagropositiors put forth they hado be restated as one or more
falsifiable statementhatcould betestedempirically.As such, he following five
hypotheseswhich evolved out of two focus arédaé CSROs and t he
and ACSROs an @& werddevelbpedifastatisticalevallaion and

analysiswithin the research study

CSRO and the Workplace
Hypothesis P1The attitude of frontline personnel towards CSR is related to their
perception of the workplace climate.
Hypothesis P2A difference exists in the CSR attitude of frontlswgervisors as
compared to frontline employees, which is driven by their respective workplace
climate perception.
Hypothesis P3A difference exists in the CSR attitude of offisesed personnel
as compared to fieldased personnel, which is driven by threspective work

climate perception.

CSRO and the Individual

HypothesisP4 The CSR attitude of frontline

respective level of education.

HypothesisP5 The CSR attitude of frontline

respective ge (.e., generational demographic).
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Research Approach

Research can follow one of two paths based on the reasoning approach
taken: deductive or inductive. The deductive research approach calls upon proven
principles or theories to develop a hypothasisich isa speculative statement
outlining a proposed relationship between two or more variables. A relevant data
set, which is acquired to test the hypothesis put forth, can either support or reject
the particular relationship being examinadd can leatb the formulation of
generalizedonclusions. Conversely, the inductive research approach starts off
with the dataalreadyresidng in a particular sphere of interest, and aspires to
develop a theory vids analysis. The research approach followed in this
dissertation was deductive in nature, and the following establispeesentations
helpedformulate the hypotheses beiegamined: corporate social responsibility
(CSR) as theorized by Carroll and operaiaized by Aupperleworkplace
climate characterization and autonqrayg depicted by SeMetermination Theory
(SDT); and the corporatadividual CSR orientation framework of Marz.

Irrespectiveof theresearch approadhken a data set is required to pel
validate or refut@roposedypotheses. Data sets candaptured in a qualitative
or quantitative manneor a hybrid of bothQualitative data setse mostly non
numeric in nature. Utilizing such techniques as observation, interviews,
discussionsiole-playing andfocus groupsthe goal is to rationalize opinions,

behaviors, observed actigrd their drivers by analyzinbemes angatterns
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within the collected data set, which primarignsists ofvords. This then leads to
the development of broadgeneralizations and theories.

Quantitative data, on the other haatgnumerical h nature. @en
associated with deductiMeased researchuantitative dataanrely uponthe use
of specific, unbiased questions administered to a test population reSiate a
means of collecting a data satthough not done in this research study,
guantitative data can also be gathered foamefully-developedab and/or field
experimentsThe collectechumerical results atatisticallyanalyzedo establish
whethe the hypotheses of note aralid or not across the test population of
interest.Generalizations from the results can then be applied (or not) to a larger
population when using this approach. Tthis s s e r fiveshypotleesedvere
statistically confirmed and/or refuted via tealysis of a quantitia&e data set
collected from aniche,test populatiorof interestwithin the North American
energy industry

The researckechnique and accompanying instrumeimbsen to gather a
relevant quantitativedata sefor this researclwasthe survey approach usiag
structured questionnaire. This apgch was chosen over alternative, qualitative
methods fodata collection (e.ginterviews observationsand discussions)
because a survey wasnsidered to be more administratively practiedfective
and efficient forgatheringthe requisite datagiven the geographic dispersiand
sizeof the test populatioof interest Structured survey replies, especially those
collectedelectronically anan-line, are also simpler to storegdify, and analyze

compared t@ommentaries and observations from qualitative-dathering
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techniquesFurther, the potential to introduce the biases of the researcher into the
study, whether in a conscious or una@ags manner, are lessened using the
structured survey approagte., whereall of the variables of interest are
identified for the respondent to answer in a-geéined and closednded
manney. Care still needs to be takengmperlyarticulatethe questionsetto
ensure the appropriateformation for hypothesigestingis collected while
minimizing the possibility ofeadingandbr prompting theestparticipants.
However, thossubtle cues that may emerge during feeéace interactions
betweertheresearcher antthetest subject are eliminated by the use of a
structured survey delivered electronicathg was the case with thissearch
study
In the end, theguestionnaireleveloped for this research stustydeavored
to meetthe followinggoalsto enhancaets chances of capturingsizeableand
suitabledata set, which coujah turn, be analyzed statistically:
1 Efficiently obtain acollecion of pertinentdata from a test population,
at a spcific moment in timethatcouldbe considered repregative
of the domains and relationships being explored in the hypotheses
1 Ensure the created survey effectively captures opinions, perceptions
and facts related to the theoretical and demographical elements of the
hypothesessoas to allow for proper dtatical testing taccur,
1 Ensure the concepts of individual and group privacy, confidentiality
and ethicality have been adhered to and embedded imakeup of

thedevelopedsurvey;
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1 Develop launch and administean online, easyo-use and clearly
articulated survey instrument to bolster respoases from the test

population of interest.

Test Population
Theresearch hypotheses were statisticidbtedagainsta dataset
acquiredfrom aniche tespopulationwithin the North American energy indug.
The pipeline sector, which is currentdgntending with intense public scrutiny
and ageelated employee attrition challenges (PHRCC, 20EDresentthe
domainof interest within this study.
Theenergycompany affiliated with theesearch is Enbrge Inc.
(Enbridge) a large North Americabased corporatiothattransports, generates
and distributes energy across the continen
includes crude oil and liquidsransportation systesnnatural gasransmission and
distribution,midstream businesses, poviiamsmissiontenewable and green
energy technologies including wind and solar energgthggmal investments
and hybrid fuel cells. Headquartered in Calgary, Alberta, Canada, Enbridge
currently employs approximatelydQ0 people across Canada and the United
Statesand has received numerous awards and recognitions relatetumis
resource (HR) practices a@@BR commitments, such as:
f Canadads Greenest Employers (2010, 201
T Canadads Top 100 Employers (2010, 2011

T Cmadads Top Employers for Young Peopl €
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1 Corporate Knights Best 50 Corporate Citizens in Canada (2010, 2011)
1 Corporate Knights Global 100 List of the Most Sustainable Large
Corporations in the World (2010, 2011)
1 Dow Jones Sustainability Index (North &nica) (2010).
Further, detailethformation with respect to Enbridge Irandits suite of
companiesgorporatevision, value propositiongand CSRpositioningand
accoladegan be found on the Enbridge Inc. corporate wepsite

www.enbridge.contEnbridge Inc., 2012

Strictly from a liquidsmovemenperspectiveEn br i dge i s Canadads
largest transporter of crude oil, and currently deliversgverage) more than 2.2
million barrels of liquid lydrocarbons on a daily basis (Enbridge Inc., 2011a). A
complex and vast pipeline network of roughly 25,800meters (Enbridge Inc.,
2011a), strategically located across North America, is called topaeliver these
volumes (Enbridge Inc., 2011b) (seigured). The test populatioassociated
with this research residesx c | usi vely within Enbridgeds Li
business unitLP employees are responsible the daily management, operation
and maintenance of the pipeline network showRigure4, and aredispersed

across field and office settings Canada and the U.S.A.
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http://www.enbridge.com/

Figure 4. Enbridge Liquids Pipelines Network

Souce: Enbridge Inc. \Wbsite Liquids pipeline networkRetrieved online at
http://www.enbridge.com/AboutEnbridge/InteractiveMap.aspx
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The LP business unit was selected as the test populadiarwithin
Enbridge Inc. for a few reasons. Firstly, it is the largest of all Enbridge business
units in terms of number of employees thus enhancing the opportunity to gather
more, as well as more diverse, CSR perspectives. It also has the largest
geographicdotprint than any of the other business units, which fositerseceipt
of more varied, regionalipased perspectives than any other group could have
provided. The LP business unit is also the most matureaoguired, business
unit within Enbridge Incand thus is very well established with respect to its core
corporate values, culture and social responsibilities and expectations. Lastly, close
proximity to LP executive management made it convenient for the study when it
came time to seedorporatesuppat aroundthe collection of a data set linked to
the research.

Only full-time, frontlineEnbridge LP personnel aged 18 years of age or
older,located in the field and/or office setting across North Amervieaaginvited
to participate. Executive, senioncdamiddle management of the parent company
(Enbridgelnc.) and the LP business unit were excluded from the study, along
with parttime staff, temporary employeesjmmer studentgand contractors.
Additionally, all other Enbridge business units and thespective employees
were excluded from participation. This approach ensured that the gathered
perspectives were exclusively from ftilne employees at the frontline level of
the LP business unit, which the study was exclusively centered upon.

All participants resideadnd workedn one of the followinghinefunctional

departments within the LP business unit:
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9 Business Development 1 Information Technology

1 Customer Servige 1 Law and Regulatory Affairs

1 Engineering and System Integrity  Operationspr

1 Finance 1 Public and Governmental Affairs.
1 Human Resources

LP, field-based perspectives were those offered by persarorking in
the Operations department, exclusively. The summation of perspectives put forth
by the other eight functional departments reflected the LP efiés®d opinions
of this study. Opinions of LP supervisors and LP employees at the frontline level
are also differentiated and reflectedon within this researclas the dailyand
organizationatesponsibilities of each of these cohatiff vary. Once again, a
frontline employee, in the context of this stutyan individual who has direct or
indired interactions with a comparsfakeholder as he/she perforhs/her
respectivebusinesselated taskso generateevenuedor the organization

Tablel summarizes thtest population landscape of the study and
highlights those employees includednd excluded from the research effort
undertaken here

Table 1. Test Population Landscape
GENERAL SETTING

INDUSTRY Energy

SECTOR EnergyTransportation (Pipelirgg
COMPANY Enbridge Inc.

BUSINESS UNIT (BU) Liquids Pipelines (LP)
COUNTRIES Canada, U.S.A.

SPECIFIC SETTING &FUNCTIONAL DEPARTMENTS

LP FIELD PERSONNEL = LP Operations

LP OFFICE PERSONNEL = LP Business Development +

LP Customer Service +

LP Engineering & System Integrity +
LP Finance +

LP Human Resources +
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LP Information Technology +
LP Law & Regulatory Affairs +
LP Public and Governmental Affairs

INCLUSIONS & EXCLUSIONS

INCLUDED IN TEST
POPULATION

- Full-time, LP,Frontline Employees (Field)

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Supervisors (Field)

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Employees (Office)

- Full-time, LP, Frontline Supervisors (Office)

EXCLUDED FROM TEST
POPULATION

- Enbridge Inc. Executive Leadership Team
- Enbridge Inc Corporate Leadership Team
- Enbridge LP Senior Leadership Team

- Enbridge LP Senior Management Team

- Corporate Finance (BU)

- Corporate Development (BU)

- Gas Transportation & International (BU)

- Major Projects (BU)

- Corporate, Public& Governmental Affairs (BU)

- Corporate Information Technology (BU)

- Corporate Law (BU)

- Corporate Human Resources & Administration (BU

- LP Parttime Personnel

- LP Temporary Personnel
- LP Summer Students

- LP Consultants

Study Design

A conscious dasion wasmadewhenthis researclstudy was being

designedo call uponexisting oftenrutilized survey instrumentand their

respectivedatacaptureand manipulatiompproachesAdopting such an approach

would not only enhancthe credibility of the resech studythrough association

with these proven instrumentsutit would furtherensurehatthe developed

guestionnaire@ccurately portragd andcapturedndividual perspectivetinked to

the variables of interest within the hypothedeshe endone type of survey was

used for workplace climatgerception evaluationand asecond folassessing

individual CSR orientations (CSRQ3othrely upon existing statisticallyvalid

and reliablanstrumentswithin their respectivacademiacomains Thecollection

48



of pertinentdemographiénformationwas also required tcompletethe design of
the questionnaire.

To capitalize on thérthcomingdata collection opportunity third
survey wadactored intahe design of the study.e.,from aresearcltontingency
perspective Employee engagementcamprehensivehgtudiedhumanresource
conceptwith potentialconnectivity toworkplace climate perceptions dad
CSRQ wasalsodeemed wrthy of measurement in the evénattheseanecdotal
linkages wereto beexplored furtherAs such, a statisticalyalid and reliable
instrumenthatmeasueso n e 6 s eagagementrielvel at wovkas also
includedwithin theframeworkof thedevelopedjuestionnaire.

A background discussiarf the threedomainspecificinstruments
(focusing orworkplace climate perceptions, CSREDd engagementhat were
selected for usm theresearch studig presented in the sectientitlediStudy
Instrumend furtheron within this chapterThe set olemographiquestiors
createcandaskedo the test population is alsiiscussedn the samesection of
this dissertation

Anotherdesign consideration was decidingw the test population in
guestion would be contact@dorderto inform them of the researgbrojectand
thedesireto have them participate a voluntary mannefFrom a sinplicity, cost,
time managemenand efectiveness perspective, massadl notifications were
usedas the primary communication tool for the research projécs. approach
was especially useful considering threadthof contact required, as test

participantswithin the functionablepartmentsf interestwere located across
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severalprovinces and states in Canadal theU.S.A. A set offour emailswas
developd and used for communication purpoaéslifferent stages of treirvey
processand thesare elaborated upon further in the seceaftitledfiData
Collectioro furtheronwithin this chapterThe developed email set includége
Survey IntroductiorfApperdix D), Survey InvitationAppendix E),Survey
Reminder(Appendix F),and Survey Closur@ppendix G)

To ensure the correct test population wastactedn the studyi(e.,
frontline personnel of the LP business uhgpersed across nine functional
depatments), a massmail distribution lisconnectedo the entireEnbridgeLP
business unit wafirstly called upon. Thisraail list of all full-time LP personnel
was manually modified by removikgnownexecutive as well asenior and
middle managergrom its makeup. An organizatioal chart of the LP business
unit at thatmoment intime wasalsoreferenced as part of this exerciseensure
thoroughnessAlthough the scrubbed distribution list varied daily due to new
hires and departures from thasness unifastested and monitored several times
prior to survey launghthe compilation oemailaddresses that was developed on
the day the first email notification was sent represented the same list that was
carried forth for the duration of tleudy This ensuredhatthe sameroup of
individuals wascontacted during the data collection phase of the pr@adthat
the test population size remained st#timughout the survey procegs:cess to
and awareness tiis studyspecificemail distribuion list wasstrictly limited to

the researcher of this dissertation
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The next consigrationinvolveddetermining the most optimal way to
administer thedevelopedjuestionnair@nd the results received fromfrom a
cost, time management, breadth of eshiand eas@f-useperspectiveit was
decided thathe questionnairerould beadministerednline via a third party
survey software provideSpecifically, SurveyMonkey" wasused to housand
launch the questionnaire, as welltagollect the datsubmittel by respondents.
Very basic, demographibasedcanalyss of the dataverealsoperformedusing
the functionalities offered bgurveyMonkey at the completion of the data
gathering phasemostly for quality assuran@ad verificatiorpurposesResearch
participantshad been given the opportunitydomplete the online swey either at
theirwork location(approved by Enbridgepr & home during nomworking
hours Furthermore, thegouldfinish it in stagesas the software had the
functionality tore-enter the survey from the point of last departure.

The enhanced security optidre(, SSL encryption) offered by
SurveyMonkey" wasappliedthroughout thentire processf polling to ensure
that privacy and confidentiality of every submittedpeasefrom each participant
wasupheld.Further to thisaresponderis nameor anyother personal
informationwasneversolicited at any time within the SurveyMonK&yplatform,
aspatrticipationand provided dateverefounded uporthe premissof anonymity
andconfidentiality, respectivelyParticipantsverealsocontinuously assured
within the survey that their responsesainedcompletely confidentialand that
no onewithin Enbridge Incor theaffiliated universitywould seandividual

replies and/ofull surveysetsassociated with any one individud@b enhance and
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ensuredata security even further, the researcherisfdissertation was the only
individual with access to the online survey andgsociated repliesia a lggin
identification and passwdithat was only known bigim. In the end, he

informaion requested in the survey was structuaed collected in such a manner
thatthe identification of any individuglarticipantandhis/herrespective replies
could not be made.

The final consideratiom designng the studywas deciding \Wwere the
surveyitself would bephysicallyadministeredrom. Thecommunication emails,
online surveyand gathered responsgere managednd analyzed ithe
researcher s Enbr i thepdnitheEnbridgelncfowerem, whi ch w
Edmonton, Alberta, Canad&ll data {.e.,whether in electroniformat stored on
a memory storage devioar, hardcopypaperformai wouldremain locled in an
assigned drawer ithis dfice for the duration of the researeffort. The
researcher sought, and was grantetha@rizationfrom his immediate workplace
supervisoito use the aboveoted office(refer toAppendix B Attachment A.

The fact that the researcher was also an employee of Enbridge Inc. was publicly
disclosed within the@pening commentaryf the survey itself, as well as within
eachemail sent to the test populatitas part of the closing signatuering the

survey praess

Study Instrument
The following section providegeneraldetails and relevant insights tre

structureof the final survey, as well @&ach of the three alrea@xisting
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instruments that weleverageduponwithin its makeup. An overview of the
assembled question set related to demographics is also presented. The final survey
instrumenthat was prepared and launchedjaher the opinions dhe test
population can be found ippendix A

The assembled questiaaire, complete witlall questionscommentaries,
andopening and closing remarlennded upevolvinginto a sixteerpage, 47
guestion instrument he first three pages were introductory in natare
featured the discussion and elaboratiogerieral information related to the
research, th research tearthepurpose of the studgnd itsbackground
foundation thetest populatiorof interest the questionnairéormat estimated
completion timegconfidentiality and voluntary participatiorm he fourth page,
reflective ofa decision pointvithin the survey procesformally asked the
participant whethelne/shewould like to proceed or depart from the research study
in questionDeparture at this point took the participant directly to the last page of
the surveyi(e., theclosing remarksrad gratitude page)t should be noted that if
a participant decided to proceeth the survey at this junctyrandthenlater
changed his mindhe could easily exit th@rocesdy simply closing the Survey
Monkey™ web-browser pagée wascurrentlyon. Partial data sets, indicative of
anearlyexit fromthe survey processvere not included in the final data set that
was used for hypothesis testifddne next three sectioms the survey captured
current, personaipinions and perspectivesgardingvorkplaceclimate (3 pages,
15 questions), CSR orientatiof jages15 questions)and engagement level at

work (2 pages8 questions)The fourth and final dataollection section

53



comprised demographic questio@spages8 questions). The final page of the

survey was a closeut pagdhatacknowledgeir e s pondent 6 s participa
and/or interest in the stugwhethehe/shecompleted the questionnaire in its

entirety or not.

As mentioneckarlier, threeessentiakections of the survesapitalizel on
existing questionnaires fdineir data collection approaes Eachreferenced
instruments statistically valid reliable and usedrequentlyin its respective
research domain/ery minor adjustments to the texithin the original
instrumentgif any at all) had to be undertakdn ensureghatthe languag&vas
modern understandabland relevantor the proposed test population, frwotha
social evolution andnindustry contexperspectiveEach instrument and its
makeup are briefly discussed next

Workplace climate perceptions were quantified through the use of a
guestionnairdi.e., Perceived Autonomy Support: The Work Climate
Questionnairejnade available for research purposes by the found&slif
Determination TheorySeltDeterminationTheory, 2012 This questionnaire
uses fifteerconstructspecificstatementso gauge the climate of the workplace
alonga severpoint Likertscale. A Likert scale is adpolar, psychometriscaling
method thabffers a range of positive and negative ealtomeasure a
respondent thestatenseapresentegdusuatlyavith a neutral reaction at
the midpoint on the scale. The questi¢misstatements) were sep so that a
higher score onrgy givenquestionwould reflect arautonomysupportivework

environmenta lower scoravould indicatea responsassociated with enore
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controlling workplace A mean (average) score is calculated from the individual
responses to thdteen questionghat were posedA higher mean score is
reflective of gpercepton of aworkplace climate that is more autonomy
supportngthan controlling. The advantage of this method is that mean scores
from Likert-type scales can be compared between different individnal®r
groups of individuals An example ofwo workplace amate questions found

within the final surveyan be seeim Figure 5

2. I feel that my immediate supervisor provides me choices and options at
work

strongl Slightl Slightl Strongl
9y Disagree antly Neutral i Agree 7 v
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating:

3. I feel understood by my immediate supervisor

Strongl Slightl Slightl Strongl
9y Disagree antly Neutral i Agree i v
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating:

Figure 5. Example Survey Questions (Workplace Climate Perception)

An individual 6s corporate soci al
CSR attitude, was meas wchacd questionnaisei n g
(Aupperle, 1982; Aupperle et al., 1983). A foragtbice instrument requires the

selection of a particular dph amongst a set of choices. This specific fiftdem

guestionnaire required respondents to allocate a full ten points (in whole amounts)

to four distinct statements associated with epadstionposed. The four

statementgssociated with each questi@presergdthe corporateresponsibilities

(i.e.,economic, legal, ethicahnd philanthropic) dent i f i ed wi t hi

1991) fourpart CSR construct. An average score is calculated for each of the four
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CSR dimensions from the individual respans® these questions. The use of a
forced-choice instrumen this setting wasriven by the desire to minimize
social desirability bias, a concethmat arisesvhen suctconcepts are being
researchedAn example otwo CSRO questionfound within the final survey,
complete with the opening text used to explainfteedallocation procedure to

participants, can be seenkigure 6

* INSTRUCTIONS

Based on its importance to YOU, allocate up to, but NOT MORE THAN, TEN (10) TOTAL POINTS to each
set of four statements. Ensure you ONLY USE WHOLE NUMBERS between 0 and 10 (i.e. no
fraction/decimal amounts, as rounding errors will be introduced). Also note that each statement requires
a weighting be assigned to it (i.e. from 0 to 10).

For example, you might allocate points as such:

oOm>»
nonowon
- W

10 pts (Total) - or -

OO ®>X
wnonon
NON =

10 pts (Total) - or -

OO®>
nuwnon
O OO

o

10 pts (Total) ... etc

17. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with:
A. the expectations of maximizing financial performance
B. the expectations of government and the law

C. the charitable and philanthropic expectations of society

D. the values and ethical standards of society

18. It is important to be committed to:
A. being as profitable as possible

B. charitable and voluntary activities

C. abiding by laws and regulations

D. moral and ethical behavior

OO0 HOEd

Figure 6. Example Survey Questions (CSR Orientation)
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The setofquestts concerning oneb6s | evel of

courtesyof arecentlyreleasedesearch report commissioned by The Conference
Board (Gibbons and Schutt, 200%heir findings concludedhat employee
engagement coulde robustly measureth any cultural setting or industry, with
eightsimply-phrasedjuestions. ie posed questios®ughtoute mp | oy e e s 6
currentemotional, rationaland behavioradtatesn the workplaceThe

aggregatd measurement dheresponses frora participanshowcaedhis/her
respective engagement lewatiwork Like the Work Clim&e Questionnaire

which measuregerceived autonomy support, the engagement questionnaire used
asevenpointLikert-scalet o0 me as ur e degraedEptiverod ent 6s
negative reactioto each of the eight questioms mean (average) score is

calculated from the individual responses toglghtquestionsAn example of

two questions related to engagement, as found within the final survey, can be seen
in Figure 7

32. I am proud to work for Enbridge

Strongl Slightl Slightl Strongl
a o Disagree sy Neutral WAED. Agree g
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

33. Overall, I enjoy working for my immediate supervisor

Strongl Slightl Slightl Strongl
t il Disagree kg Neutral gty Agree ol
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

Figure 7. Example Survey Questions (Engagement)

The coredataset collectedrom a participant of the survey concluded with
an array of demograplatly-based question$he question set, which astk
respondents to provide information abthenselvesand their corporate

involvement wasdevelopedn such a way that the researcher could easily
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segmentand aggregateesponsemto requisiteclusterswhen statistical analysis
of the hypotheses was toaut. For each of the eight questions posed, the
respondent simply had to select the answer that best fit his/her circumstance at the
time the survey was being completed. In some cases, more than two answers were
available for selection by the participaAdditionally, explanationsr
elaboratios of concep#/variables were offered to minimize potential
misunderstandirgof what was being asked. Thee key demographic variables,
from a hypothesigesting perspective, includedork location(i.e., office versus
field), people responsibility (to demarcate frontline supervisors and frontline
employees), job function (to demarcate frontline supervisors and frontline
employees in a different manner), education lemvel, pasic, technicabr
academic)and @e (.e., birth year, which allows for clustering of responses by
generation). Capitalizing on the forthcoming survey opportunity, three additional
demographidased variables wesdso gatherece a ¢ h  p a rcountryaf pant 6 s
employmenttenure with EnbrideInc., and gender. Although not required for
hypothesigesting, these variables were collected from a contingency point of
view if the research necessitatédtdifferent variables be exnired and/or
incorporated intahe frameworls being explored

Oneathe envisioned structuend layoubf the surveyhad been
establishegdincluding the specific questions to be asked, the resedrahsposed
theraw component®ver tothe SurveyMonkey platformto create the end

productfor eventual rollout to theest populationOnceall of theinformationhad

been enterenhto the software platformraend t he surveydés | ayout
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been completedsecurity permissions aridnctionality settings related to data
administration were appropriately toggled witSinrveyMonkey". The
researchethenfunctiontested the end produahd corrected any noted
operational deficiencies.

One finalassessmemf the SurveyMonkey! endproduct was then
conductedThe survey was fuctiontested by an independent, thjpertygroup
to gaugats operability,applicability, andease ofinderstandig beforebeing
launchedto the test populatioflhis was a valuable exercigéth respect to fine
tuning the engbroduct Feedback from the group led to slight alterations to the
strucure and overall functionality of thestrument Generally, response was
positive with respect to ease of use, understandilagatedime to complete,
and intentThe members of the tegtoup were employees of different business

units within Enbridgeas well as individuals who had no affiliation with

Enbridge. None of the tegtoup members participated in the research study itself.

Ethical Review

Any research involving humaseingsmust be performed with the utmost
regard for ethical standards andhdact. To ensure that the basis of this research
study, along with the developed survey instrument and its execution, complied
with and adhered to the ethical requirements ofithiersityof Albertg a formal
review and approval process was initiated t hi n t he Facul ty

Research Ethics Board (REB).
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Executedbefore the research itselbuldbegin, the ethics approval
process required that a standprdposabe completed and submitted the REB
for review and assessmeiihethirty quesionsassociated witkhe proposal
soughtot only tounderstandhe scope, intepand execution methodology
associated witthe research, but more importantipw the studyintended to
manage andddressll aspectdinked to participanprivacy, configentiality,
anonymity and participant engagement during the survey process. Proposed data
collectionand handlingdatamanagement and control processes, as well as
anticipated benefits, cos@nd risks to participantslidbrmed part of the REB
guestionset.Appendix Bshows the completed proposat this research study,
with its detailed responsesdsupporting attachments, that was submitted to the
REB for review and approval.

The REB determined that the proposesearclandits accompanying
suvey muld be conductegyrovidedthat two minomodificationswere made to
the submitted proposal. Firstly, the principal investigator of the projast
required tareveal that he is also an employee of Enbridge Inc. in the prepared
Participantnformation Leter (refer toAppendix B Attachment B, and
secondlythe survey was required tormally mention that all data associated
with the studywould remain locked in an assigned drawety at the principal
i nvestigator 6s i dentApperdieBQuestidn#ice | ocati on

After theprinciple researcheagreedo and incorporated th@oposed
recommendationshe proposalvasre-submittedand the REB grantegthics

approval for the research study.
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Corporate Approval

Equally as important and sighifc ant as the universityodos e
review/approval process was the prasuentof formal, corporate support prior
to executing the research epracdssoh Enbri dgebo
obtaining thissoughtafter approvakvolved into two distincénceavors.

Firstly, a presentatiotnatoutlined the background and objectives of the
proposed researahas developedlhe established framework to &eamined,
generalities arounthe developed research instrument to be deployed, the test
population of inteest, and & envisionedexecution plan were also included in the
presentation, which can be foundAppendix C A meeting with the vice
presidents of LP Operations and LP Human Resources was then scheduled
orderto reviewthe prepared material in an effort to secure their support for the
envisioned research project. Support for the research was offered by the two
executives, with the condition that the scope be expanded to include the entire LP
business unit(The originaly-proposed test population was only intended to be
the Operations group of the LP business unit, as reflected in the material seen in
Appendix C) A second condition was thahother, brief oral presentation be
made to the remaining members of the LPcekge management team to secure
their support for the initiatiyeas they were now all impacted by the change in
scope proposedhe researcher agreed toth conditions.

As such, the second undertaking en route to sectornggl, corporate

approval was questiorandanswer session witthe executive leadership teah
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theLP business uniiThe discussion sessi@novidedgeneral high-level insights
into theproposed research and the logistics associatedautith of the survey
andits accompanying da collection anagnanagemet processes. Also discussed
werethe conceptsf individual and group privacgssurancesonfidentiality
measures, anonymitgnd ethics. The intent of the dialogue was to enthatethe
researchmetand respectedll internalethical and legal requiremeri=.,
policies)that Enbridge Inc. adheres to whiepolls its employees in a similar
manner. To ensure compliance with these and other related miadters (
intellectual property, data retention, data destruction), diyeganding
confidentiality agreement was prepared between Enbridge Inc. and the researcher.
The confidentiality agreement included and referenced, where need be, certain
sectionf the ethics review proposal that was previously accepted by the Faculty
ofEngi neeringds Resea.e.,dformédtalpartofsheBoar d ( REB)
confidentialityagreement assupportingschedule).
After execution of the confidentiality agreemémettween both parties
approval to proceed withthee s ear ch study within Enbri dgecd

was granted by theP executive team.

Data Collection
After formal approvals were secured to launch the survey, attention shifted
to the data collection phase of the research study. Specifitedlgurvg

instrument wasaunchedand administredto the test population of interest.
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To assist with the logistics of this undertaking, a list of activihes

requiredattention, along with thassociated timetiesset and/or observedas

developed for guidare purposesTable 2summarizes the critical tasks associated

with the launch and administration of the sun@gneral preandpostlaunch

activities are alsshownto clearlydepict the sequence of evetitat impacted, or

were impactedby, the data cééction phase of the research study.

Table 2. Survey Launch Activities and Timelines

PRELAUNCH SURVEY ACTIVITIES TIMELINES

Finalize Surveystructure & Question Sets By May 9, 2010

Transferinformation b SurveyMonke}" Website By May 16,
2010

Executive Management Review and Final Approval (Enbrig
LP)

May 13, 2010

Test andTweakDeveloped SurveyMonkeY Instrument
(Researcher)

(Email Survey Invitation to Test Population)
(Estimatedlime to Complete @vey: 15 20 minutes)

Functionalityand Time-Trial Test of SurveyMonkéy' ggll\cll)ay 2L,
Instrument

(Test Group)

Ethics Review anéinal Approval

(University of Alberta) PP May 25, 2010
SendEmail Notification of Upcoming Survelp EnbridgeLP | May 27, 2010
Executive Management

Sign Off onConfidentiality Agreement May 31, 2010
(BetweenEnbridge LPand Researchgr

SURVEY LAUNCH & ADMINISTRATION TIMELINES
SendSurvey Introductioremailto Test Population June 12010
Launch @iline Survey June 7, 2010

SendSurveyReminder Emaito Test Population

June 14, 2010

SendSurvey Closuré&emailto Test Population

June 21, 2010

POSTLAUNCH SURVEY ACTIVITIES TIMELINES
ConductPreliminary Analysis of Survey Data Julyi Sept, 2010
ConductDetailed Analysisand Hypothesis Testimgf Survey | Q4, 2010

Data

PresentGeneral Findingso Enbridge LP ExedManagement | Q1, 2011
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It should be noted that every effort was taken to launch the survey and
gather data before July 1, 2010 for two particular reasons: firstly, to ensure that
the majority of LP employees were still at work prior to the {atfkof summer
vacations, and secondly, to avoid having to directly compete with an annual
engagement suey administered to all Enbridge Inc. employees every autumn.
These realities were taken into consideration to help ensure the test population
and, by default, the survey participation rate, were given every chance to be
maximized.

Survey launch, subsequentrvey administration, and data gathering
within SurveyMonke}™ occurred between June 1 and June 21, 2010. As
discussed earlier in this chapter, email was used as the sole communication tool to
connect with the frontline employees of the LP business Tim&.manually
scrubbed email distribution list that was assembled and called upon the morning
of June 01, 201Was the same list of frontline employees that was used at each
communicatiormilestone (e.,June 7, 14 and June 21, 2010). Feeparate and
distinct emails were prepared for the research swidly,eachhavinga unique
purpose. The communication emails crafted vestitlediiSurvey Introductior
fiSurvey Invitation) ASuivey Reminder andiSurvey Closur@ They are
included in this dissertativasAppendix D Appendix E Appendix F and
Appendix G respectively.

The Survey Itroductionemail provided general background information

on the academic researdnd introduced the researcher to ltRetest population
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(i.e.,asboth an academic and an employee of Enbridgapribuncedhe
commitments taken by the researcher tow#rdsonfidentialityof responseand
theanonymityof participantsas well as affirming that participation was
completely voluntarynd thapartidpantscould deparfrom the survey at any

time along the wayThe email also stated that this was a stapde academic
research study that was not connected to any other Enbridge initiative and/or
survey. An explanation of how tlerthcomingsurvey wold bemade available

to participants waslso providedIt should be noted that any potential participant
could simply delete this, and all other subsequent emails, if he/she was not
interested in engaging with the research study.

The Survey Invitation emawas sent on June 7, 2010, marking &dcéual
launch of the surveylhis email to theéest population included a web litikat
would directly reroutethe participant to the online survagsted by
SurveyMonkey™. Two different approaches to launch the online survey were
provided, as well as a brief introduction as to what one could expect to see when
he/she first arrivedtthe online survey siteThe closing date and time of the
survey, as well as a request toyoobmplete one survey from one computeere
also communicated in the Survey Invitation emHfleinitial Survey htroducton
emailthathad previously beesentwasalsoattachedo the end of tts email for
those participants who ha@rhapsiot seeror read it and were unsure of the
premise behind theequest to participate in an online survey.

The Survey Reminder email, sent one week after the launch of the survey,

began by providing some positigemmentaryon the participation rates seep
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until thatdate. This was intentionalfommunicatedo the test populatioat the

beginning of this emaihs it washopel it would stimulate others to also

participate, thus increasirsgirveyresponse rates even furth€heclosing date

and time werehen reierated in the email, followed by instructions on how to

access the online surveye(, via the Survey Invitation email, which was attached

at the endor referral and access purposéd)e emailclosed witha statement

thatre-emphasiedthe importancef e mp | o padi@pstidn in the research

study and extended the researcherdos apprecia
One final opportunity to participate in the research study was

communicatedo the test populatiothe Survey Closure emailas sent othe

morningof June 21, 201ahe lastfull day the survey would be made available. If

still interested, individuals had until 5:00 p.m. M.D.T. to access and complete the

online survey. The Survey Invitation email, which outlined how to connect

directlyto SurveyMonlkey™, was attachedtthe end oftie email for quick and

easy referral to the online websith e Survey Closure email, th

final communication with the tepbpulation closed with amcknowledgement of

thanks to those who participatedthe study,
At precisely 5:00 p.m. M.D.TonJune 21, 2010, SurveyMonk&y

automatically stopped receiving replies to the online research sinateyas

launchecat 8:00amon June 7, 2010 to frontline per s

business unit
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Data Analysis

The first data analysis activityndertakennvolveddetermining the size of
the test population that was reached via the email communigatoass
previously describedrigure 8visually depicts the methodology employed and
the dynamicshatinfluen@dthe final tally.

Firstly, the researcher called upon aniatllusive email distribution list
whose members were all fitlme Enbridge LP employees, regardless of
organizational rank. The total size of the LP business unit was 2,264 employees,
as d the morning of June 01, 2010. With the aid of organization charts, the
researcher removed 65 executive and/or senior manager email addresses from the
compilation. This scrubbed email distribution list, which then included only
frontline LP personnel, ha?]199 email addressg@she estimated, total number of
frontline personnel within the business unit at that time. The Survey Introduction
email was sent to the members of this distribution list at noon on June 1, 2010 to
kick off the research survey process

The email distribution list was continually-essessed and reduced
accordingly four more times after the Survey Introduction email was sent. The
email distribution list was reduced in total by 54 individuals between the release
of the Survey Introductimemail and the conclusion of the data collection process.
Figure 8shows the breakdowns of these reductions. This accounted for the
removal of 3 general managers, as requested by the VP of Operations; 1 self
withdrawal; and 50 employees whose automatteadioffice email replies were

individually reviewed to determine whether the duration of their absence would
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June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

(60) CDN Exec/Sr Mgmt <.

Manually Removed from
Email Distribution List

June 01, 2010 (p.m.)

(1) CDN Frontline <

Employee Requested
Exclusion from the Study

June 01, 2010 (p.m.)

June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

Gross Size of LP Business Ut
as per an All-Inclusive Email

Distribution List(n = 2,264)

CANADA USA

1,686 578

June 01, 2010 (a.m.)

June 01, 2010 (noon)

(5) USA Exec/Sr Mgmt
Manually Removed from

Email Distribution List

Survey Introduction Email

Sent to Frontline Enbridge

LP Employeegn = 2,199)

CANADA USA

1,626 573

June 07,2010 (a.m.)

June 01, 2010 (p.m.)

(3) USA Gen Mgrs were
Removed from the Email

Distrib List (VP Directive)

June 01, 2010 (p.m.)

(22)* of 125 Out-of-Officq
Notifications Received

Impact Test Population Si
Due to Length* of Absenc

June 07,2010 (a.m.)

(9)* of 111 Out-of-Office
Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si

Survey Invitation Email
Sent to Frontline Enbridge

LP Employeegn = 2,172)

CANADA USA

1,603 569

June 14, 2010 (a.m.)

Due to Length* of Absenc

June 14,2010 (a.m.)

Survey Reminder Email
Sent to Frontline Enbridge
LP Employeegn = 2,161)

CANADA USA

(10)* of 149 Out-of-Officq
Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si

1,594 567

Due to Length* of Absenc

June 21, 2010 (a.m.)

June 21,2010 (a.m.)

Survey Closure Email
Sent to Frontline Enbridge
LP Employeegn = 2,145)

(1)* of 30 Out-of-Office
Notifications Received

Impact Test Population Si
Due to Length* of Absenc

June 07,2010 (a.m.)

(2)* of 16 Out-of-Office
Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si
Due to Length* of Absenc

June 14, 2010 (a.m.)

(6)* of 31 Out-of-Office
Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si
Due to Length* of Absenc

June 21, 2010 (a.m.)

(0)* of 129 Out-of-Office

Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si
Due to Length* of Absenc

CANADA USA

1,584 561

* - Types of absences noted: maternity leave, illness, vacation, leave of absence, project absence, retired, €
** - Each communicated length of absence was reviewed and assessed to determine likelihood of survey pg

June 21, 2010 (end of workda

(0)* of 26 Out-of-Office
Notifications Received
Impact Test Population Si

Due to Length* of Absenc

Final Size of Test Population

(Frontline Enbridge
LP Employees) n = 2,145

CANADA USA

1,584 561

Figure 8. Total Participant Flow Diagram
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preventthem from participating. (A total of 617 automatic -aiHoffice replies
were received by the researcher during the two week period allotted for data
collection.) Longterm absence notifications included maternity leaves, extended
medical leaves, vacatieprecent retirements, project absences, and other general
leaves ofabsence. Shoterm absences, which were assumed to not impact
participation, included offsite meetings, field visits, business meetings, training
shortterm vacationsanddays off.Each outof-office notification, specifically the
duration of the absence communicateds carefully scrutinized by the
researcher to determitiee likelihood ofthe individual to participate in the
survey Interestingly) and as expectédnoneof the 155 absee notifications
received after the Survey Closure email was sent impacted tipopesation
size becausehey were alreadgiccounted for in earligyut-of-office notification
reviews

After the survey closed, detailed participant asislsevealedan overall
test population size of 2,14Bdividuals (.e., 1,584 Canadian employees and 561
American employees). This figure representstéiti@ number of frontlind.P
personnel who wereontactedy email andwerepresentat workover the twe
week datacollection periodwhich qualified thento participate in the study if
theydesirel.

Fromthere, the focus shifted towards determining how many survey
replies were received.€., netresponse rate). This was done in two stages. Firstly,
the researcher wead todeterminehow manytotal data setsif., fully- or

partially-completed)wvere received on a daily basis, and how this coincided with
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therelease of each of the four emails that@sent to the test populatiofhis
total reflectedthe total viewerkip of the online survey.gé.,how many
individuals of the test population actualientto theonline survey). After this, a
net response rate to the survey was calculdgetbrensic trackingnd analysi®f
response countsn a questiofby-question Bbsis.

Appendix Hquantifies and graphically depicts the number of re(ffids
or partial data setsgceived on a daily basis while the survey was available for
participant useOf the 2,145 individuals in the test populati®48visited the
online resarch survey. This represents a total viewership rat&.682 Most of
the visits to the survey.€., 387 hits[70.6%]) occurredat the start of the work
week {.e.,onMonday), which coincided exactly with the dates the researcher
sent emails to the test population. Viewership rates steadily declined during the
week and were the lowest on weekends. The Survey Closure email, sent on the
last day the survey wamsadeavailable to the test population, prompted 80 more
visits to the online instrument. The effectiveness of the developed emalil
communication strategy is clearly evident based onl#ilg and cumulative
viewershipprofiles shownin Appendix H The results o& nmultivariate analysis
of variancg(i.e., MANOVA) with figroupd as thefixed factor (.e., those who
responded bgubmiting complete data sets on the dayeamal reminderwas
sentby the researcheversus all othecomplete data seepliesthat were
submited) and all four CSR components (j.ealculatedcaverage scoreper
respondentielated to the economical, legal, ethical, and philanthropic

dimensions) as dependent variables indicated no significant effidgtonfp (i.e.
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Wilks6Lambda = 0.986; 4,415) = 1.2, ns). Thus, it can beoncludel that
there was nevidence otemporal response biasthin the research study

Net response rate was then determined. SurveyMdMkess able to
produce a summary repdahathighlightedhow many people answered each
guestion of the survegtarting off with the 548 individuals wrasrivedon the
first page of the survey. T was a decisioipoint page where an individual could
choose to start the survey,exit andnot participate. Offte 548personneiho
arrivedatthis page, 528 continued with the sur{eg., 20 exited) From this
point forward, a participant had the option to exit the survey at any time by simply
closing his/her web browser. An incomplete data set, on a per indi\bdsis,
was indicative of such an exit from the survey.

Theset ofquestios connectedo workplace climate perceptiongs fully
completed by 514 individuals, reflecting a departurg4ainorepeoplefrom the
study Thenextset of questions related @SR orientatioé solelyby their nature
andtherequestedorcedchoiceformatof the replied required more thought,
effort, and time to completé\s such, the researcher filat participation rates
would be most at risk of decline at this point becaigbe effort, timeand
thought required of the respondenthis assumptiorwas confirmed by the
number of indivduals whoexited the survey at the CSRO question set, indicating
their decsionto not completeghe section91 individuals departed the survaty
this phase, leaving 428ho hadprovided responses to all questidings far The

engagement question gkat followedwas answered by 422 respondents, (1
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departure from the survey). The last eight demografijiibased questions were
wholly answered by 420 responderits.(2 incompletedata setsvere noted).

Overall of the2,145 members within tHeP test population548were
curiousand willingenough tgroceed tdhe online surveygiving a 25.6%
surveyviewershiprate). From there420(19.6%)provided responses to all of the
guestiondi.e., fully-completed data setsyhich is reflective of the net response
rate of the research survéhis response rate, which is consistent with other
research undertaken this domainywasthus deemed acceptalbte statistical
analysis purposegurther confidence around the adequacy of the study sample
size was bolstered by the analysis of a provided table for determining minimum
returned sample size for continuousiam categorical data (Bartlett et al., 2001).
Referencinghe continuous dataolumnand population size of 2,000 within the
notedtableof Bartlett et al. (2001)a sample size between 83 and 189 would have
been deemed acceptable &studyof this magnitudé€i.e.,assuminga margin of
error = 0.03 and al phaodos beneralguelance0. 10 and
from Comrey and Lee (1992) also strengthen the adequacy of the collected
sample size, as 300 to d0@Gveayegoadeé, deeme
respectively, for factor analysiShereplies from these 420 individualsere
carried forward athe primay data set for detaileghalysis andeventual
hypothesis testing, as replies to each question of the survey were provided.

At this point, the 420data setérom SurveyMonke} were transferred
over toamaster MicrosofExcel spreadsheéomplete with password

protection) for backup reasonsnd ease of transferability other software
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prograns. Thespreadsheatata waghen transfered andaccordinglyformatted
within thestatistical analysis softwareqgramchosen for this study8PSSA
formal qualityassurance review wassodoneto ensure the datetwaswholly
transferred angroperlyformattedwithin SPSS
Prior to theformal assessmeift.e., descriptive statistics and inferential
analysespf the data set, twgeneralevaluationsvere undertaken. The first
involveddeterminingwhich statistical technique.€., approachshould beused
for hypothesis testing. A metaalysis of otler similar CSRO research studies,
along with the understanding that differences between two or more groups were to
be assessed, led the studyiteoneway and tweway (.e., betweenrsubjects)
analysis of variance (ANOVAechnique. Thisecmique alongwith a
description ofwhereeach of the two notethethodologiesvasappliedon a
hypothesis by hypothesis bassdiscussed further ichapter 4 fiResults).
Thesecond evaluatiomvolved the raw survey data, and encompasised
use ofthreespecifictests The first test of the survey data was its reliability, also
referred to as internal consistency. Reliability determines the extent to which a
developed set of questions can collectively measure the variable being studied, on
a repeatettasis.The second test had to do with construct validiynstruct
validity is the degree to which a devised measurement scale correlates to the
variable that it is intending to measufa inter-item correlatiorreviewof the
CSRO elements.€.,economic, legal, ethicaand philanthropic) was also
undertakenpand represents the thiekaminatiordone. Each of these assessments

of thedevelopedsurveyinstruments discussed further ichapter 4 fiResult®).
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Chapter 4: Result¢

~Note: Some pas of this chapter were transcribed from the following journal article:
Michailides, T.P., and Lipsett, M.G. 2012. Surveying Employee Attitudes on Corporate
Social Responsibility at the Frontline Level of an Energy Transportation Company.
Corporate Social Bsponsibility and Environmental Management

Survey Instrument Assessmergt

Prior to conduchg detailed statistical analys&sections within theurvey
instrumenttself werejudged on lireefronts. The first testvas reliability, also
referred to as internal consistentyre second test evaluated construct validity
The third evaluation looked at the iniegm correlation®f the CSRO elements
and compared the findings to those of the original CSRO instrumeribpetdy
Aupperle.Although the engagement instrument is also mentioned and partially
assessed within this section of the study,,(strictly for avarenessnd general
interes}, it is not a central (core) construct of interest with respect to the

hypotheses being examined.

Reliability

The items within the survey that measupedceived degree of autonomy
support (.e.,via work climate perceptionsf;SR orientationife., preference
assigned to theconomic, legal, ethical, and philanthrogimension} and
engagement levelere assessdtbm a reliability perspectivaReliability
determines the extent to which a developeatgtiestions can collectively
measure the variable being studied, on a repeated lmastherwords, a reliable
set of questins gives consistent answers to questions that axg alsingle

underlying thingThis is an important consideration when the results from the
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guestion sét) are usedor hypothesis testin@s one igeassuredqto a degree)
thatthe samegeneral respongeemesvould beproducedf the samequestiors
wererepeatedhyansweredy the sameespondents.
Cronbachos al pha (tdeintemnalsongiseercylort o det er m
average correlation, of the assembled items to gealigdility (Saros, 1999). A
Cr o n b daf M70 er greateis generally considered acceptable from an
instrument reliability perspective (Nunnally, 1978; Bland and Altman, 1997,
Sant os, 1999) . Th elphasfarleachudf tadteycdnst@etso n bac h 6 s

examined irthe utilized researclguestionnaire are summarizedTiable 3

Table3. Reliabilities (Cronbachods Al pl

VARIABLE EXAMINED # OF ITEMS CRONBACHGS

(CONSTRUCT) (QUESTIONS) ALPHA (0)

Work Climate 15 0.972

CSR OrientationEEconomig 15 0.893

CSR Orientationl{egal 15 0.834

CSR OrientationEthical) 15 0.815

CSR OrientationFhilanthropi} 15 0.892

Engagement 8 0.898

Each variable of interest in thissearclstudy exceeded the lower
threshold of 0.70, and thus confirmed the reliabilityhef threenstrumentghat
were assembled

Further, the note@ r o n b @phdviese compared against those
calculated for the original instruments they were based on. All noted variables in
the study compared very favorably, from a reliability perspediv/geir

ancestral instrumerisalculatedeliability (refer toTable 4.
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Table 4. Reliabilities (Original vs. Current Instruments)

ORIGINAL CURRENT
VARIABLE (CONSTRUCT) INSTRUMENT INSTRUMENT
ALPHA (U) |[ALPHA (U)
Work Climate >0.90@ 0.972
CSR Orientation (Economic) 0.90® 0.893
CSR OrientatiorfLegal) 0.86® 0.834
CSR Orientation (Ethical) 0.87® 0.815
CSR Orientation (Philanthropic) 0.84® 0.892
Engagement 0.85© 0.898

@ Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 2015eltdetermination theory: An approach to human motivation and
personality http://selfdeterminationtheory.org/questionnairesjli@stionnaires/47

® Aupperle, K. E., Hatfield, J. D., & Carroll, A. B. 1983. Instrument development and application in
corporate social responsibiligicademy of Management Proceedirg@9 373.

© Gibbons, J., & Schutt, R. R009.A global barometer for measuring employee engagerRasearch
Working Group Report 14609-RR, The Conference Board, Inc.

Construct Validity

The instruments used to measpegceptions of anutonomy suppaste
work climate,andindividual CSR orientationsvere also evaluated from a
construct validity prspectiveConstruct validity is the degree to which a devised
measurement scale correlates to the variable thanhieisding to measure (Cook
and Campbell, 197®Bagozzi et al., 1991).

Principal component analysis (PCA) ahe scree test werehoserno
gaugethe construct validityof thefifteen questiongonnected to wrk climate
perceptionPCA is a regression technigti@tconstructs a set of vectors from the
data space, with the largest principal components representing the most heavily
weighted vector, to represent the important attributes of the data with a small
number of components. The data themselves have features, and each vector
assigns weighting facte to each featur®CA thus reduces the number of
variables to only what is important, using correlation to combine data that are

related, and also reveals structure in the data.
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The scree teshenranks the principal components, and rejects any that do
not contribute much to the structure of the data. This is equivalent to saying that
the set of basis vectors for the data set are the principal comparehtmny basis
vector that has a smaligenvalue should not be used. The scree procedure
involves pbtting the eigenvalues {gxis) againstheir respective factei(x-axis),
and looking for the natural bend or break poir. (where the data points begin
to flatten out) (Costello and Osborne, 2008)e numbepof data points above the
break point idetifies the number of factors to retakurther factors with
eigenvalue®1.00 are considered significant for retentiand relevant for
analysisas they account for a large amounthavariability in the data

For the work climate question set, PCA revedleripresence aine
significant componen(factor (seeAppendix ). Of the 15 components found
usingPCA, thissingle componenivas the onlynewith an eigenvalu©1.00
(i.e.,10845), andaccounted for oer 724 of the variacein the data.

Examination of the scree ploisually reconfirmedthe presence of only one
componentFactor loadings were then examingdctor loadingseflect the

individual correlation coefficient between the variable being asskisseach
questionand the componeiiself. Factorloadings©0.40were considered toe

highly correlated with the componentquestionRaubenheimer, 2004y he

fifteen factor loadings observed for this component ranged from 0.739 tq 0.921
and werghusdeemed highly correlated to the component. In the end, the results
from this analysis confirmed the existence of one componenfpgrceived

autonomy support in the workplaa gauged by th@DT question setised in
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the studyThat is, thedevis&l measurement scale correlates to the variable that it
is intending to measure

Four factors were noted via a similar, yet modifieA andscree
evaluation of the sixty questions used to assess CER®Otime,CSRO
instrument validity was tested usiractor analysis, based on principal component
analysiswith Varimaxrotation and Kaisemormalization

Varimaxrotation changes the coordinate system for the principal
components. This adjustment is done so that each individual variable can be
described by linear combination of only a few of the possible vectors in the set
of basis functions. This &kin todeciding to use latitude and longitude to
describdocation on anapof a countryjnstead ofusinga set of astronomical
coordinates. Both sets of @alinate frames will correctly describe positibatin
the region that ware interested inn the map, latitudand longitude make more
senseln a survey, the Varimarotation allows us to examine how well groupings
of questions (items) measure the satoncept. Using the map analogy again, it
makes more sense to line amap to the magnetic north line whee are using a
compass.

Kaisernormalization relies on eigenvalues that are greater than one,
meaning that the factor has to contribute as mut¢heasquivalent of one of the
original variablesotherwisegit is not worth keepingiHigh loading means that
the factors have high correlations, and so only a few factors are responsible for

most of what the data represent.
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In this study, an Nactorprincipal componentinalysis complete with
Varimaxrotation and Kaisemormalization wasconductedn the sixtyitem
CSRO question set get an initial sense of bw many significant components
would be extracted. This PCA effort extracted 16 significamonentgi.e.,
componentswita n e i g e n v thdtacauntdd fdr over®@) of the
variance in the dat&.et, nost of thecalculatedactor loadinggi.e., 920 of the
960 loadingsjor these16 components were well below tbet0.40 thresholdo
beconsidered hidly correlated Thisprompedfurther refinement and analysis of
theresultsvia the scree test.

Examination of the\-factorscree plot (seAppendix J reveals that there
should likely onlybe 3, 4, or potentially even5 components aflevanceAs
such, 3factor, 4-factor,and 5factorPCAscomplete with Varimax Rotations and
Kaiser Normalizations were performed to determineniost explanatorand
logicalfactor structureThis was accomplished through an exhaustive reweav
compaisonof the rotated facteloading tableshat were generatedespectively
In the end, the-BactorPCA produced the least convincing findings of the three
scenarios. The-factorand the Jactorloadings were then compared against each
other, withthe 3-factormodel proving to bslightlyé t i di rmore6 a n d
representative of the number of components reflected within the posed CSRO
guestion setAn overview of the Factorcomponent representation is discussed
next.

Appendix Kcontains the SPS§eneratedotated component matrix for

the 3factor PCAthat wasperformed Once again, fom the ranking of factors,
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three dominantomponentsvere identified. Loadings@® 0. 40 wer e found

forty of the fortyfive questionsonnected to thsethree components (refer to
Appendix K). The highly positive loadings.€., correlations) associated with
factorsl, 2, and3 synchronized very well with the economic, philanthropic, and
legalquestions of the CSRO instrument, respectively.

Elevenquestions related to the ethical dimension pr@dately aligned
with factor 1(economic)and four questions aligned marginally with facdor
(legal), althouglbothcase represented inverse relationships (i.e., an increase in
ethical considerations resedl in a decrease in economic succeldsgse inverse
rel ati ons hi peagatigerc®s$oading von aansdicéteta megative
correlation, which means that the factors relate to each other, but an increase in
one factor corresponds to a decraaghe other. In the case of economic and
legal factors, it means that people will trade off priofibrder torespect the layw
and vice versaSignificant negativédased croskading was also evident in three
of the fifteenethicsbasedjuestiongi.e., across factot [economi¢ and factor
three[legal).

Thee xi st ence of r@sgponsillities wasonfirmed r CSR
through these evaluations, even though one fédadosedwo CSRcomponents

(economic and ethicallJltimately, hedevisedmeasurement scale correlated to

the four variables it was inteadto quantify. Additionally, Aupper | eds (1982)

original finding of a dual, yet inverse, loading between the economietaical

components was once agaircanfirmed to a large degree indfstudy.That is,
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most peopld at least, in this study will trade off profitfor ethics,or the other

way around

Inter-ltem Correlations (CSR Dimensions)

Table5 summarizes the correlations amadhg four CSR components in
thisstudy. The average scqmean)of each CSR dimensip based on the replies
provided by the respondents, was used in this assesdrhergurpose of thigask
is to illustrateand discusghe notedrelationships between the four CSR

respnsibilities

Table 5. Inter -Iltem Correlations (CSR Dimensions)

ECO_avg | LEG_avg | ETH_avg | PHIl_avg

ECO_avg Pearson Correlation 1 -168" -.609” -.389"

Sig. (2-tailed) 001 000 000

N 420 420 420 420

LEG avg Pearson Correlation -168" 1 -279” -488"

Sig. (2-tailed) 001 000 000

N 420 420 420 420

ETH avg Pearson Correlation -609” -279" 1 -.053

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 280

N 420 420 420 420

PHI_avg Pearson Correlation -.389" -488" -.053 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 280

N 420 420 420 420

**_ Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).
There was a statistically significant negative (inverse) correlation noted
between the economic dimension and each of the (egabD.168 p = 0.00],

ethical(r =-0.609 p = 0.000, and philanthropi¢r =-0.389 p = 0.000
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dimensions. This supports thetion thata Gshareholdedrivenbperspective
(economic)oes indeed placevery different emphasis and importance on
corporate responsibility, as compared to perspectives alignedstaiteholder
drivendnoneconomié baseddeologieq(i.e., legal, ethical, and philanthropic).
Simply, it seems apparefrom the correlationghat concerns for profit are in
tension ¢r conflict) with concerns for society.

The most significant inverse cetation waseenbetween the economic
and ethical dimensions (r-8.609, p = 0.000). Thisverserelationshipfinding
mirrors theresuls of the factor analysisgsformed earlieras well as thinter-
correlation resu#treported by Aupperlet al.(1985 (i.e., theireconomic
component correlateaegatively with althree of its counterparts, with the
strongest correlatiojr =-0.710, p = 0.00[Llseerbetween the economic and
ethical componentsPnce again, this suggsshat individuals (irthis study)
would trade off profit for ethics, and vice versa.

Together, the conducted assessmg@rds factor analysis and correlations)
re-confirmedthe existence of four different, yeiterconnectedoncepts within
the survey instrument measuring CSRO. Timisurn, validatedCar r ol | 6s (197 9;
1991) original four-dimensioml representation of CSRAdditionally, it followed
the same oper at i o noatlby Augpérledunngldist oot st eps 6 | a
development of a Carrebased instrumenEinally, an overall degre of comfort
was also realized in that the two key questionnaires adopted for this study (work
climate perceptions and CSR orientations) were in fact valid and reliable

instrumentghat would accuratelgharacterizéheir respective construct
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Descriptive Statistics

This section summarizes the descripsvatistics associated with the
study. Firstly, frequency tables are showcased for each categodgal (
demographic) variable collected from the test population. Although five of the
eight demographic vableswere called upon for hypothesis testing, all variables
were summarized tprovidea clearimageof themakeup of thetest population
that was polled

Following this, overall perspectives of the LP business unit are presented.
Collective reply summaries of thparticipantswith regards to theicurrent
perceptions arounperceivedvork climate CSR preferences.€., orientation)
and engagement leadt work, are highlightedHistogramswith normal
distributioncurvesare also utilizedo further illustrate the observémhdscape.

In preparation for hypothesis testing, the demographic groupgeoést to
be compareavere extracted from the collectidata setand were accordingly
summarizedy their respective CSRO8hese summaries conclude the

ADescriptive Statisticso section.

LP Demographics

Eight different demographic variables were collected in the survey. Of
these, five were directlgssociatedavith the hypotheses difie study: people
responsibility, job function, worksite location, educatievel, and ageCountry,
tenure and gendecomprisedhe other variables collected, although they were

not used in any evaluatien
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The variables opeople responsibility and job function wersed to
separate the respondents, via two distinct wiays frontline supervisors and
frontineemployeesTh e r at i on al epromgeth i anpdpwasiod csh 6t wo
determine whethaherelationshipdbetween wdk climate perceptions and CSRO
significantly differ when the personnel being assessed are examined in two
different, yet relevant ways.

People responsibilitidentified respondents who performed at least one
annualperformance review of a futlme companyemployeé avery
recognizable responsibility of frontline supervisaighin Enbridge The question
was seup in a true/false manner, where true responses were indicative of
frontline supervisory personnel. False replies classified respondents asédrontlin
employeeslt wasclearly articulated within the survey that all pane,
temporary, contractpor co-op student employees were not considereetifui
in this studylt was alscexplainecthat if the responderwas in @ organizational
role Wwhichwaslikely newly-created) where atlirectreport positions were
currentlyvacant, butvereexpected to be filled by fulime employees, then they
were to identify themselves as supervis@isother participants in the study
were characterized as frihine employees.

Job function, on the other hardifferentiated respondents by generalized
roles in the companyhe four available job function clusters to select from
included administrative/clerical, frontline employee, professional/specialigt
supevisory. Example titles were shown for the frontline and supervisory options,

as many differing titles existed within the compaayhoughjob functiors and
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associated responsibilitiesder various titles were often quite similar
Administrative frontling, and professional (specialist) personnel vwtaen
grouped togetheand identified agrontline employees this study Frontline
supervisors were easily identified, because this job function was explicitly
provided as one of the selections within sievey.

Worksite location established whether the frontline employee worked at a
field or office location, depending on where they spent most of their daily work
hours.Relevant, Enbridgeelated examples of each type of worksite were
provided alongsidehe posed gestion to minimize confusion.

Education levels were partitioned into three groups: basi¢high school
level, or lowe}, technical (.e.,tradespersonand academid.g., postsecondary
graduatefrom either a college or universjtyfhis tiered structure synchronized
with the labeling used in other studies within Enbridge,amnsuch, was assumed
to befamiliar to participantsThe study did notequire participants tolarify
whethertheycompleted their studies at the educatioreléley associated
themselves withnor did it inquire abouthedisciplineof theeducation that was
pursued (e.gengineering, business, law, etc.).

The age variable was sgb in a pulldown, selectiostype manner in the
survey. Individual years from9B5 to 1993 were offered in the pdibwn list for
selection As such, the range of ages offered at the time the study was launched
was from T to 75 years oldT'he replies were then clustered into 3 distinct
generational groups: Baby Boomer (192865), Gn-X (1966 1980) and

Millennial (1981 1993.
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The Oextr eimildog, @ndpryearpsor tband including
1945) were intentionally offered from a data quahiigwpoint. The study was set
up to only evaluate those 18 years of age or older. ©ottirerendof the
spectrum, it was generally assumed that anyone over the age of 65 was likely
retired.Repliesreceivedoutside of these bounds were to be assessed on-a case
by-case basidNo replies were noted with tH®93 (17yearold) birth yearThat
is, every participant was 18 years of age or older. However, two data sets fell
out side the 0seniie,théyedrioidentifled themBelvéslae st udy (
havinga birth year of 1935 review oftheir submittedsurvey data set showed
nothing out of the ordinaryin consideration of this, these two data sets were
rolled into the Baby Boomer stdroup, which was then #lebelediBaby Boomer
or Earlier( O 1®65)

Respondents also characterized themselves as working in Canada or the
U.S.A. (counry), asmale or female (gende@nd by the number of years of
service at Enbridge (tenure). Tenure wasntuallyclustered into 5 distinct
groups: < 2 years,iB years, 610 years, 112 0 year s and O 20 years.
also be notethaté ¢ o u aceday &proxy for nationalitygventhough a very
smalllikelihood existed wher€anadian citizens coultave beenvorking in the
U.S.A.locations of Enbridge LP, and vice versa.

Descriptive statistics for all of the demographic variablesaranarized
in Appendix L The results showhatmostof the participants of the studyere
frontline employees (62.40%46.2%) as opposed to frontline supervisors (23.8%

37.6%). Theenotedranges reflect the dual classification approach that was used
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to demarcate the tegopulation {.e., by people responsibility and by job
function).Just under half of these frontline employees (42.X%)sidered
themselves to bprofessionals and/or specialistsing the jobfunction
methodologyNearly twothirds of the participants §62%) worked in an office
setting whichaligns withthe professional/specialist identification just notElde
education level of most individuails the studywas either academic or technical
(63.1% and 29.3%espectively. Additionally, the test populin was
predominately of the birth years associated with the Baby Boomer anrl Gen
generations (42.4% and 41.9%spectively. In addition to this, 72.6% of the
respondents worked for Enbridge LP in Canada,raostwererelativelynew
employee®f the @mpany {.e.,60.3% had tenure of 5 years or legshally, an
overwhelming majority of the participants were male (68.8%).

Thebreakdown andationale associated wigach variable of interest
carried forth into hypothesis testings well as their respve response

frequencies, are summarizedTiable6.
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Table 6. Variables of Interest and Response Frequencies
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LP Work Climate (WC) Perception
Perception of the work climate was operationalized through the use of the
Workplace Climat&€uestionnaire, which was made available for use by
researchers connected to Se#termination Theory (SDT).
Each respondent was asked to select a rétetdpestreflectedhis current
opinion as it related thisinteractions witthisimmediate supervisor at work.
Each question had seven ratirysilable for selection, from Strongly Disagree to
Strongly Agree. Each available rating was assigned a scergom 1 to 7,
respectively, with a score of 4 assigned to the centiadigted rating identifieds
O6Neutral 6). Fifteen questions in total wer
The o6wor k cl i maadfaregpandeavasgdlculated by s cor e
averaging all of the ratings receivadrh the fifteen questions. Before this was
done, one of the recorded responses had to be reyasséslassociated question
had been phrased in a negative manner. In the end, the higher the calculated mean
score, the higher the perceived level of autopsopportat work Conversely,
lower scores indicatea controlling environment at work. Tleetoff point to
differentiate between a controlling versus an autonreapportng environment
was set to an avage score of 4.00 in this study. That is, calcdliateans <4.00
were reflective of a controlling environme
was classified agutonomysupportive Thiscalculation methodology was carried
forth and applied to the entire data set received from the 420 respondents. This
established the overall perception of the work climate within the LP business unit,

as viewed by its frontline employeesd offered a glimpse into the generally
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perceived style of management that is exercised at théevekwithin the
organization (e., middle management).

Figure 9summarizes the results of the aggregate analysis. It indicates that
the frontline LP test population mostly views their working environment as
autonomysupportive (M = 5.48, SD = 1.24). Agvaluation of the detailed
frequerty table revealethat 12.9% of the respondents (i.e., 54 of 420) had a
meanwork climate score < 4.00 (indicating a controlling environment), whereas
87.1% (i.e., 366 of 420) felt it wasore autononmysupportive As visually
confirmed by the histogram figure 9 along with the SPS8alculated skewness
of the data-1.33), the distribution of responses was negatively skeweeddft-
tailed). The lowest calculated mean score for work climate perception was 1.20,

and the highest was 7.00.

Statistics WC avg Histogram

N 420
Mean 5.4835 s
Std. Error of Mean 06051 — Mo
Median 5.8700 501
Mode 6.00
Std. Deviation 1.24001 ]
Variance 1.538 - |
Skewness -1.326 § 40 M
Std. Error of Skewness 119 g’ _IN|
Kurtosis 1.357 w NN |
Std. Error of Kurtosis .238
Range 5.80 204
Minimum 1.20 A
Maximum 7.00 M
Sum 2303.09 mD:D:PH*

25 5.0700 o , | ,
Percentiles 50 5.8700 200 o0 f00 800

75 6.3300 We-ave

Figure 9. Work Climate Perceptionsi LP Business Unit
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LP CSR Orientation (CSRO)

The CSR orientation (CSRO) of egaéirticipant was measured using the
forcedchoice format questionnaire developed by Auppetrial.(1983) This
instrumentguantiiedkone 6s atti tude towards each
i n Carr ol | QSR répteSent&tigie.liie @cbrjomic, legal, ethigal
and philanthropidimensions)In essence, it operationalizéte beliefs of the
individual with regard to how a corporation should prioritize its responsibilities
within society.

Each respondembuldassignup to10 pointswithin a set offour
statementsA higher number of points allotted to a statement indicated a higher
level of agreemenEachstatement represented 1 of thdichensions proposed by
Carroll in hisportrayalof CSR The respondents repeatédstprocess 15 times on
different sets of statements that were laid oatsimilar fashion Allocation of
points was strictly restricted tehole amountsvithin the surveyThe respondent
also had the option to allocate all 10 pointsnestatementif he/she felt that
was the most accurateflection ofhis/heropinion

The mean scerwas calculatedor each CSR dimensipon a per
respondent basishis quantifiedthe e s p o n €®Rnattitddgas average
weightingswere established faach of the 4limensiongroposed byCarroll.
Valuableinsighsintop a r t i @titpdes iowasdiCSRwere thus garnered
Thesamecalculation méhodology was carried forth and applied to the entire data
set received from the 420 respondents. dffsred auniqueperspectiven the

CSR orientation otheentireLP business unéitits frontline level.
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Figure 10 Figure 11, Figure 1andFigure 13summarize th€ SRO

results of the LP business unit (per each dimenseaomplete with respective

histogramghatillustrate noted distributions of the findings

On an overall basis, frontline employaeshe LPbusiness unibhadthe

following mean CSRurientation scorgsvhose total adds up id® points

CS ROEconomic
CS ROLegaI

CSROkethical

CSRO Philanthropic

M =2.64 (SD = 0.7}
M =2.96 (SD = 0.58
M = 2.82(SD = 063)

M = 1.58 (SD = 0.59

Statistics ECO avg

N 420
Mean 2.6377
Std. Error of Mean .03470
Median 2.6000
Mode 2.67
Std. Deviation 71113
Variance 506
Skewness 516
Std. Error of Skewness 119
Kurtosis 1.990
Std. Error of Kurtosis .238
Range 5.34
Minimum 13
Maximum 5.47
Sum 1107.82
Percentiles 25 2.2000

50 2.6000

75 3.0000

Frequency

1007

80

601

40

Histogram

Mean = 264
Std. Dev.=0.711
N=420

s _.

T T T T T
0.00 1.00 200 3.00 400 500 8.00
ECO_avg

Figure 10. CSRO (Economic)i LP Business Unit
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= Statistics LEiBa"g Histogram
Mean 2.9586 - o2
Std. Error of Mean 02852 H=s
Median 2.9300 507
Mode 2.93 g
Std. Deviation .58453 L
Variance 342 -
Skewness 455 E 40
Std. Error of Skewness 119 ;','
Kurtosis 1.672 -
Std. Error of Kurtosis 238
Range 3.94 20
Minimum 1.13
Maximum 5.07
Sum 1242.63
Percentiles 25 2.6700 o ! ! I -

50 29300 100 200 300 4.00 500 5.00

75 3.2525 LEGavg

Figure 11. CSRO (Legal)i LP Business Unit

— Statistics ETi-I;Oavg Histogram
Mean 28231 o s
Std. Error of Mean 03062 Mo
Median 2.8000 607 r
Mode 2.93 A
Std. Deviation 62753
Variance 394 -
Skewness 523 § 40
Std. Error of Skewness 119 ;‘,’
Kurtosis 2.012 w
Std. Error of Kurtosis .238 H
Range 5.20 204
Minimum 27
Maximum 5.47
Sum 1185.72
Percentiles 25 2.4700 o : } } -

50 5.8000 0.00 1.00 200 300 400 500 6.00

75 3.1300 ETH.ave

Figure 12. CSRO (Ethical)1 LP Business Unit
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Statistics

PHI avg

Histogram

N 420
Mean 15804 i
Std. Error of Mean 02902 — Ho
Median 1.6000 507
Mode 1.53
Std. Deviation .59470 .
Variance 354 - —/
Skewness 313 § 40 /L
Std. Error of Skewness 119 z','
Kurtosis 1.109 * L YT
Std. Error of Kurtosis 238
Range 3.87 20
Minimum .00
Maximum 3.87
Sum 663.76
Percentiles 25 1.2000 o= } !

50 1.6000 0.00 1.00 2,00 3.00 4.00

75 1.9300 PHlave

Figure 13. CSRO (Philanthropic) i LP Business Uit
Looking at the dimensions indi

Vi

dual

frontline LP employees consider the legal responsibilities of the corporation to be

the most important dimension to manage (M = 2.96, SD = 0.58). Nearly as
important were the peragd ethical responsibilities the firm had to society (M =

2.82, SD = 0.63). Interestingly, the economic responsibilities of the firm, as

viewed by this clusteof frontline personnel, were ranked third (M = 2.64, SD =

0.71).The final dimension, lplanthropicbased responsibilitieg/eregiven the

least amount of emphasis by the LP test population (M = 1.58, SD = 0.59).

Although not a part of the scope of thesearchit would be interestg to

compare these findisgrankings)with other frontlne personnescattered across

different Enbridge Incbusiness units, as well asother frontlineemployees

activewithin the same indstry, or even acrogstifferentextracton-based

industries
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The results can also lexaminedn aslightly differentmanner, as
described by Aupperlet al.(1985).Firstly, theeconomiccomponent can be
looked at on its owandcangenerallybe connectedo a concernwith increasing
profits andreturns(i.e.,theshareholder perspectieer ficoncern f or econoil
p er f o r)n#ennatigely,emphasizingheficoncerns osociety (i.e.,the
stakeholder perspectivean bequantifiedby thesummatiorofCa r r moh- | 0 s
economic dimensions.€., legal, ethicaland philanthropiz Assessment of the
resultsin this mannedepics anemphasis toward$e societaly-baseddimension
(i.e.,7.360f the available 10 pointshn Carrollo §.979) original representation,
this samesocialy-based proportiowas 6.00 pointsi.€., 4 points conomig¢ vs.

3 points[legal + 2 points[ethica] + 1 point [philanthropid). Thefindings from
the Aupperleet al.(1985) study, reflectie ofa sampling ofCEO opinions
towardsCSRin 1981,approximatectach ofC a r r relativedvsightings, with a
Aconcer n f oenf696ma of&dpyingi.cs,8.50Dpoints[economi¢
vs. 2.54points[legal + 2.22points[ethical] + 1.30points[philanthropig).
Although the current study confirmed the existence efstimedur
interconnectednverselycorrelated CSR dimensions proposed by Caamdl
guantified by Aupperle, iippears that thexpressed opinions of this test
population areonsiderablynore interestedith e fAconcer groupimgr soci ety
with a moreelevatecethical and philanthropiemphasisas compared to thevo
founding representations.

This calculation approach waarried forth anditilized todeterminethe

CSRO profiles ofdentified employeesub-groupsto be examinedwithin each of
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the fivehypothese®f the studyTable 7summarizeshese descriptive statistics

and organizes them basedapplicablenypothesisHypotheses RP3 needdto

be O6broken downé furt hersoffeaedleydheon wor k cl
employee sulgroups shown. Thigasdone inthe upcoming sectioof this

chapter CSROprofiles were then compared against each citaistically as

defined withinthe context okach hypothesis, to establish whethenot

significantdifferences exigdamongsthenoted employee sufproups It should

be noted that BanCSROscoresalone {.e.,from the forcedchoice

guestionnaireyvere not directly compared across groups of subjects

Table 7. CSRO Profiles forP1i P5

CSRO and the Workplace

Study Demographic CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)
Hypothesis Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic
P1 All Frontline Personnel 420 2.64 (0.71) 2.96 (0.58) 2.82 (0.63) 1.58 (0.59)
P2(a) Frontline Supervisors 158 2.65 (0.65) 3.02 (0.56) 2.78 (0.58) 1.55 (0.56)
Performance Frontline Employees 262 2.63 (0.75) 2.92 (0.60) 2.85 (0.65) 1.60 (0.61)
Review Approach 420
P2(b) Frontline Supervisors 100 2.73(0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73(0.57) 1.45(0.52)
Job Function Frontline Employee$ 320 2.61(0.74) 2.92 (0.59) 2.85(0.64) 1.62 (0.61)
Approach 420
P3 Office Personnel 274 2.59 (0.74) 2.92 (0.58) 2.89 (0.64) 1.60 (0.60)
Field Personnel 146 2.72 (0.65) 3.04 (0.59) 2.70(0.58) 1.54 (0.59)
420

CSRO and the Individual

P4 Basic Education 32 2.60 (0.58) 3.16 (0.58) 2.76 (0.56) 1.49 (0.51)
Technical Education 123 2.65 (0.70) 2.91(0.57) 2.82(0.69) 1.63(0.57)
Academic Education 265 2.64 (0.73) 2.96 (0.59) 2.83(0.61) 1.57(0.62)

420
P5 Baby Boomer or Earlier 178 2.65 (0.69) 3.01 (0.57) 2.78 (0.55) 1.56 (0.60)
Gen-X 176 2.70(0.71) 2.97 (0.61) 2.80(0.72) 1.53(0.57)
Millennial 66 2.45(0.73) 2.78 (0.51) 3.00 (0.51) 1.77 (0.63)

420

L Collective survey replies of all administrative/clerical, professional/specialist and production/service team (frontline) personnel

Table 8summarizes the CSRO profilé<., key descriptive statistics)

connectedo theremaining demographic variables that were collediatinot
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referencedn the hypothesis tests of the stud@ipgether,Table 7andTable 8

paint avivid picture ofthediverse andoftencontrastingp er specti ves

LP frontline personnel hawegardinghe CSR construct.€.,as it was

operationalized in this research studie relevanSPSSgenerateautput, used

to assembléoth Table 7andTable 8 has been included ippendix Mfor

referral purposes.

Table 8. CSRO Profiles for NonHypothesis Variables

Additional CSRO Profiles

Study Demographic CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)
Hypothesis Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic
Country
n/a Canada 305 2.59(0.72) 2.95 (0.58) 2.87 (0.64) 1.60 (0.58)
USA| 115 2.76 (0.67) 2.99 (0.60) 2.71(0.57) 1.54 (0.63)
420
Job Function
Administrative/Clerica] 37 2.22 (0.55) 2.86 (0.64) 3.03 (0.63) 1.88 (0.65)
n/a Frontline Employee 106 2.67 (0.69) 2.86 (0.56) 2.84 (0.71) 1.63 (0.60)
Professional/Specialist 177 2.65 (0.79) 2.96 (0.59) 2.82 (0.60) 1.56 (0.60)
Supervisory 100 2.73 (0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73(0.57) 1.45 (0.52)
420
Tenure
<2years 62 2.48 (0.62) 2.81(0.52) 2.89 (0.48) 1.82 (0.61)
2-5years 191 2.59 (0.72) 2.94 (0.56) 2.91 (0.67) 1.56 (0.58)
n/a 6-10years 55 2.78 (0.69) 2.99 (0.59) 2.76 (0.58) 1.47 (0.62)
11-20years 59 2.77 (0.77) 2.97 (0.63) 2.61 (0.59) 1.65 (0.61)
O 21 |ysal s2.70 (0.71) 3.16 (0.66) 2.74 (0.65) 1.40 (0.52)
420
Gender
n/a Femalg 131 2.39 (0.58) 2.94 (0.56) 2.94 (0.55) 1.73 (0.55)
Male| 289 2.75(0.74) 2.97 (0.59) 2.77 (0.65) 1.51 (0.60)
420

CSROProfiles Based on WC Perception (R1P3)
Forhypothess P1, P2and P3 to be properly assessed, the employee sub

groups (.e.,thedemographic group of interest) connecteddchhypothesidad

to be furthedifferentiated based amted perceptions of the work climgi&/C).

That is,the number oindividualswho viewed the workplacaseithercontrolling

or autcnomy-supportng had to be establishefissociated CSR@escriptive
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statistics weré¢hen calculatedor each newlyestablishedluster(i.e.,based on

WC perception)CSRO profilef these clusteraere then ompared against

each other, as defined within the context of each hypothesis, to establish whether
or not significant statistical differences existed amongshthe

As discused earligramean scoréor WC that was< 4.00 in this study
was reflective of @ontrolling environment at work. A calculatedC average of
O 4. 00 wa sanautoromysupportieworkglase Thisdemarcation
was once again usghbr consistency purposes, differentiate the employs@to
AN C-basedsub-groups within eachypothesis.

The CSRO replies of the entire LP business (i, all frontline
personnel)demarcated by work climapeerceptionarecalled uporin assessing
the first hypothesis (P1The CSRCQreplies of supervisors amimployees, as they
are uniquehdifferentiated in P2(a) and P2(landasdemarcated by ark climate
perception, are referred o assessing the secoset of hypothese&imilarly, the
CSRO replies of officeand fieldbased personnel, delineated by work climate
perceptionare used foP3.Table 9depicts thee noted breakdowns and their

accompanyin@SRO descriptig statistics

98



Table 9. CSRO Profiles Based on WC Perception (RP3)
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HypothesisTesting (Pl P3)

Hypotheses P1, R2), P2(b) and PJi.e., those e | a tGSKEO andtheii
Workplace®) are founded upon the idea that a direct relationship exists between
an i ndi vi du ahistherwok elimatefanindepemdenbvariablegnd
his/herrespective CSR@adependent variable)

The atire frontline test population of the LP business was assessed in
the first hypothesisR1). A oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried
out to determine whether CSROs were significantly different betivertline
personneliewing the workphce as controlling/ersusthose viewing it as
autonomysupportng.

An analysis of variance tests whether the means of different groups are the
same €.9., whether the means of G&ROs in the autonorsupportng group
are the same as thasethe contrding group), and determines how observed
variance in a variable can be attributed to other variable=e are three
assumptions witthe analysis of variana@pproachthe samples.€., groups) are
normally distributedi.e., finormalityd), the individudobservationsre
independent of one anothée(, independena® and the variance of el sample
(i.e.,group) is the same.¢., fthomogeneity of arianc®). Normality and
independence tests were not performedmy ofthetestdatain any of the
hypahesesHomogeneity of varianaef the test data, per hypothesisgs
confirmedusingL e v e Test®heBrown-Forsythe Testor both SPSS results
from these tests confirmed thédr the most parthe homogeneityf variance

assumptiorwas not violatedn all of the hypotheses being assessed &t t h e
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= 0.05ggnificance level). In those limiteitistances where the assumptieas
violated no subsequent statistical testing (e.g. weighted least squares, variance
stabilizing transformation®yr theapplication of other testsyas performed

Hypotheses P2(a), P2(land P3 furthedemarcated the frontline test
populationfrom hypothesisP1 into distincthypothesigelevantsub-groups to test
the same proposed relationsfiie., that a direct relatiosship exists between work
climateperception and CSRO)he following splits of the test population were
necessaryor proper comparative analysebeconducted

1 P2(a) ComparingSupervisors vs. EmployeeBerformance Review
Approach
o Controlling(Frontline Supervisors)
o Controlling (Frontline Employees)
0 AutonomySupportive (Frontline Supervisors)
0 AutonomySupportive (Frontline Employees)

1 P2(b) ComparingSupervisors vs. Employee3ob Function
Approach
o Controlling (Frontline Supervisors)
o Controling (Frontline Employees)
o0 AutonomySupportive (Frontline Supervisors)
0 AutonomySupportive (Frontline Employees)

1 P3 Comparing Personnel Based Wvorksite Location
o Controlling (Office Personnel)
o Controlling (Field Personnel)
0 AutonomySupportive (Office Psonnel)
0 AutonomySupportive (Field Personnel)
As aresulbfthesee e st p o p ul a,beadh of thésé hypothésdso wn s
wasappropriatelyassessed using a twmay (2x2) betweersubjectsamalysis of
variance ANOVA) approach.

A summaryanalysisof thecomparisons of meansd., ANOVA findings)

for hypotheses P1, P2(a), P2(ahd P3an be foundn Table 10 along with
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respectivestatistical interpretatian That is the analysis showshether the
ANOVA findings were seen to be statistically significém support the proposed
hypothesis (or not)Statistical significance simply means that there is a big
enough difference between tbemparediistributions to indicate that the result
was probably due to a real efO0f0®(iet and not
the significance level that was established for this resederiotes that the
likelihood is the result was due to chance is less than 5%. If a significance test
yieldsapval ue that is | ower than the significa
hypothesis that there is no relationship betweem tveasured factors is rejected.
Conversely, if p > U, t hetmtthereismos wi t hi n th
relationship between the factors. For each hypothesisatbelatedp-value is
folowed byte not ati on finso i f thReaeeanti s no stati
SPSSgeneratedtatisticsfor P1 to P3complete withANOVA results are
included inAppendixN for refeence

Analysis and interpretation of the summarized resulfinle 10prompts
theconclwsionthat there is no statistical significance to support any of the
hypothesesig.,P1, P2a], Pqbl,and P3) at U = 0.05. This fir
and applicable to each CSRO dimension that was assessggtnomic, legal,
ethical or phianthropic) within eaclof the hypothese

To completethe observed results this section, each hypothesis is re
stated along withits noted statistical (ANOVA) findingandassociated

interpretation.
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Table 10. ANOVA Results (P1i P3)

|2uuosiad (auljpuoy) weal adinas/uononpoad pue isijeloads/euolssajold ‘|eola|od/aAlieasiuiwpe ||e jo saljdal ASAINS 3AN03||10D e
aireuuonsand arewl|D IO/ DYl UO 00 7 @PO0os abeiane ue uo pasegq ,
aJreuuonsand arewl|D MIOAA Yl UO Q0 > 24100s abreliane ue uo paseg T

su su su su
€9o0=d zro=d oco=d syro=d
LAERCIn e 290 = (9T D)4 S9OT = (9T D)4 950 = (9T¥'T)d S1INS3H VAONY S10309NS-NERAMIT g (2X2) AVM-OML
99¢€
(85°0) VST (150 692 (85°0) TO'E (90 9s2 1z49 |2uuosiad piald onuoddng-Awouoiny
(090 19T (2z90) 982 (ss0) 262 (€20) 09¢ zve Isuuosiad 92l0O snoddns-Awouoiny
S
(69°0) 95T (990)s22 (s90) 2T€ (s90)ese zz |Isuuosiad plaid Buygonuoo
(LS 0) vS'T (920) 80°E (6,L0) 982 (eg0)zse zce |2uuosiIad 92O L Bugjonuoo €d
su su su su
ogo=d ggo=d z90=d oro=d
200 = QT D)4 o0 = (T D)4 Gz'0 = (Tr'nd S0 = 9TV T)d S1INS3E VAONY S103r0aNS-NERAMIT g (2X2) AVM-OML
99¢€
(T90) €91 (290)egz (9s°0) 162 (92°0) €92 vZe soaAojdwz auluoiy Pnvoddns-Awouoiny
(zZso)svrt (1s0)ere (€s°0) 60'E (csozrz 26 siosInI@dNS Buljluoi Pnuoddns-Awouoiny
1451 yoeouddy
9°0) LS'T (9L0) 862 (€L0) 862 (€9°0) V2 ov so92Aojdwz auluoi L Buonuoo uonoung qor
(8v7°0) S¥'T (6s°0)2L2 (2z8'0) so'e (zz1) 222 8 siosinuadns aulpuoly Buyonuod (Dzd
su su su su
Tzo=d 680=d oco=d T6'0=d
T9T = 9T+ D)4 200 = (9T D)4 90T = (9T )4 TO0 = (9T )4 S1INS3H VAONY S10309NS-N=RAMIT g (2X2) AVM-OML
99¢€
(090 zoT (z90) ege (95°0) T6°C (92°0) 592 sze s@aAojdw3 aunuoid pnoddns-Awouoiny
(LS 0)vS'T (650) 222 #Ss'0) eo’e (29°0) 992 VT siosini@dng auljuolH PAnHoddns-Awouoiny
1 4°] yoeouddy mainay
(19°0) 05T (c80) L6 (920) TO'E (290)zse VA s@aAojdw3 aupuoiy L Bugonuoo aouewuouad
(L1'0)S9'T (zs0)esz (€L 0 vez (06°0) 152 LT siosiInI@dNS Buljluoi L Buonuoo (e)zd
su su su su
/90=d eTo=d oLo0=d 6T0=d
8T 0 = 8T+ D) ogez =@Tvr'nd ST0=(@8Tr'Dd €2 T =@Tv'1)d S1TINS3H VAONY AVM-INO
ozv
(65°0) 65T (T90) 182 (95°0) s6°'2 (T2 0) 992 99¢€ |2uuosiad auljpuold ||Iv Pnuoddns-Awouoiny
(t9o)ss'T (€L 0) v6'C (w2 0)e6c (s20)ese vs Isuuosiad aupuold Iv Buygonuoo d
odoiyiue|iyd [CEI=] reba J1uIou0og u 1saJayy| jo dnoio uondasiad arewl|D si1saylodAH
oiydeabowaq aoed>Ionn Apms

(suonenaq plepuels 7» suesN) OdSD

a2oe|d>IoNN BYl pue OHSD

103



CSRO and the Workplace Statistical Results
Hypothesis P1The attitude of frontline personnel towards CSR is related to their

percgotion of the workplace climate.

Findings: CSROgconomic F(1,418)=1.73,p=0.19, ns
CSRO¢ethical F (1,418) =2.30,p=0.13, ns

CSROPh”anthropic F (1,418) = 018, p = 067, nS
Interpretation: There isno statistical significancéo supportP1d=0. 05, f or

each CSRO dimensiond.,P1 is not supported).

HypothesisP2: A difference exists in the CSR attitude of frontline supervisors as
compared to frontline employees, which is driven by their respective workplace
climate perception.

(a) Performance Review Approach

Findings: CSROgconomic F (1,416)=0.01,p=0.91, ns
CSROegal F (1,416) =1.06, p = 0.30, ns
CSROkthical F (1,416) =0.02, p=0.89, ns

CSROPh”anthropiC F (1,416) = 161, p = 021, nS
Interpretation: There isno statistical significanceo support P2(a)di=0. 05 f or

each CSRO dimensiond.,PZa] is not supported).
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(b) Job Function Approach

Findings: CSROgconomic F (1,416) =0.54, p = 0.46, ns
CSROegal F (1,416) =0.25, p=0.62, ns
CSROgthical F (1,416) =0.40, p=0.53, ns

CSROPhiIamthropic F (1$416) =0.07, p= 0.80, ns
Interpretation: There isno statistical significanceo support P2(b)dd=0. 05, f or

each CSRO dimensiond., PZb] is not supported).

Hypothesis P3A difference exists in the CSR attitude of offisesed personnel
as compared to fieldased personnekhich is driven by their regetive work

climate perception.

CSROkEthical F (1,416) =0.67,p=0.42, ns

CSROPhilanthropic F (1,416) = 0.24,p=0.63, ns
Interpretation: There isno statistical significancdo supportP3d=0. 05 f or

each CSRO dimensiond.,P3 is not supported).

Hypothesis Testing P4i P5)

Hypothese®4 and P%i . e. , t h oGSRO anédthedndiedld t o i
explored whethereducatiorievel (.e., basic, technical, or academic) and aae (
categorzed into the Baby Boomer, Gefy or Millennial generational groups)

impacedindividual CSRorientationsat the frontline levebf the LP business unit
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at Enbridge The independent variablesere education level and agehile noted
CSROswerereflective of the dependent variable ingbaproposedelationships.

As can be inferredhe entire frontline test population of the LP business
unit was assessed in both P4 and P5. Aveag analysis bvariance (ANOVA)
was called upoonce agairio determine whether noted CSROs were significantly
different amongst the education levbetang examined i4, as well as between
thegenerationsbeingassessenh P5.

Like the analyses of RPP3, ANOVA rormality and independence
confirmationtests were not performddr P4 or P5SHowever, lomogeneity of
variance of thedst datafpr eachhypothesisyvas teste@nd evaluatedsing
L e v e n e énd théBreverorsythe Tesin each caseéSPSS results frorhese
tests confirmed thator the most part, the homogeneity of variance assumption
was not violated iritherassessetlypothess (.e.,at U inthdse Mfiances
where the assumption whseachegdonce againno subsequentatistical testing
(e.g., weighted least squares, variance stabilizing transformations, or the
application ofother testsyvas undertaken

A summary analysis of the comparisons of meaas the ANOVA
findings) forhypothess P4 and P6an befound inTable 11, along with
respective, statistical interpretations. Thatle summary showshether the
ANOVA findings were seen to be statistically significant to support the proposed
hypothesis or not. For each hypothesis, the calculatedye is followed by the
notation fAnso i f there is ngenemtedat i stical s

statisticsfor P4 and P%nd their ANOVA resultareshownin AppendixO.
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Table 11. ANOVA Results (P4 P5)
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Thesummarized results ifable 11leadto the conclusiorthat there is no
statistical significance to support hypothesisathe set significance level( =
0.05. This finding was consistent and applicable to each CSRO dimension that
was assessed (i.economic, legal, ethicabr philanthropic) within hypothesis
P4.

Conversely, the statistical results (Jexdble 1) assaiated with
hypothesis P5 show thdtere isamples t at i st i cal signi=ficance t ¢
0.05 for each CSRO dimensidrhat is, frontline personnel of different
generational cohorts (at least, in this test population) seem to place a different
emplasis (i.e., importance) on each of the four CSR aspects a corporation is
deemed responsible for. Baby Boomers and-&%exrs regarded the legal
dimension as the most important in their respective weightings, whereas
Millennials considered the ethical dimemsito be the most vital. Further, the
economic responsibilities of the firm were emphasized more byXeenand
Baby Boomers than their Millennial counterparts. The opposite emphasis was
observed regarding perceived philanthropic responsibilities, asrviflls placed
far more importance on this dimension than Gens and Baby Boomers. The
mean scores associated with the philanthropic dimension were the most varied,
statistically, of the weightings within each of the four CSR dimensions examined
(p = 0.Q). This was followed closely by the differences in opinion connected to
the legal responsibilities of the firm (p = 0.02).

To better understanghich generatioal groupswvere driving the

differenceswithin each CSR dimension,msthoc analysis on the findings of
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hypothesis P5 was conducted using Bonferroni correction. This correction allows
multiple hypotheses to be tested on a single set of data.lfy@otheses with a
desired overall significance level for the whole grolpot est s not greater
the Bonferroni correction approach is to conduct each of the individual tests at a
signi fi camdle cdrectioa Wasio én edadtht CSRO dimension in P5,
wi t h0.08 to establish which sugroup means were significy different

from each othemDetailed poshoc testesults (using Bonferroni correctiofgr

each CSR dimension of hypothesis P5 are incldoleeferencein Appendix Q

Table 11goes on tsummarizeéhe posthocanalysesand specifically identifies
which generational mean scoresre driving the differences within the ANOVA
findings. The following generational group megiv) varied the mosagainst

each otheron a CSR dimensiahbasisand from a poshoc analysis perspective

CSROkEconomic (p =0.04) Millennial (2.45)vs GenX (2.70)
CSRO\egal (p=0.02) Millennial (2.78)vs Baby Boome(3.01)
CSROkgthical (p=0.04) Millennial (3.00)vs Baby Boome(2.78)

CSROphilanthropic (p=0.04) Millennial (1.77)vs Baby Boome(1.56)

CSROphilanthropic (p=0.01) Millennial (1.77)vs GenX (1.53)

It is readily apparent that Millenniais this test populatiohave a
different opinion than theiGenX and Baby Boomecoworkersregardingwhere
Enbridgeshouldbefocusng its currentCSR efforts Alongwith this, GerXers
and Baby Boomers in this test population seeta reveala fairly consistent

position with respect to the social responsibilities of the corporation.
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To concludethe observed results in this section, each hypothesis is re
stated alongvith its noted statistical (ANOVA) findings and associated

interpretation.

CSRO and the Individual: Statistical Results
HypothesisP4 The CSR attitude of frontline pers.

respective level of education.

CSROgtical F (2,417) = 0.22, p = 0.80, ns

CSROPh”anthropic F (2,417) = 080, p = 045, ns
Interpretation: There isno statistical significanceo support P4 di)= 0.05 for

each CS® dimensioni(e.,P4 is not supported).

HypothesisP5 The CSR attitude of frontline pers:

respective age.€., generational demographic).

Findings: CSROkgconomic F (2,417) = 3.07, p = 0.0Significant
CSRO¢egal F (2,417) = 3.84, p = 0.08{gnificant
CSROgthical F (2,417) = 3.15, p = 0.04ignificant

Interpretation: There is statistical significancéo support P5 di)= 0.05, for each

CSRO dimensioni.g., P5 is supported).
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Extended Analyses

The firg extended analysis involved the evaluatdnhe various CSR
orientationgesidentwithin the test population, as differentiateglthe
demographic variabldbat werecollected The intent was to furthemderstand
what other independent variablesd thepotential todirectlyimpactan
i ndi v CSROdhe andependent variableginterest in this assessmeawvgre
all of the demographic variables collected, excluding educkdie and ageas
these weraddresed in P4 and P5, respectivelhe demographic variables
utilized in P1 to P3 were included in this exercise to establish if they themselves
(as stanehlone variablesgould influence CSRQ.€., without factoring inthe
influence work climate perceptions may have on the proposed relatiaaship
CSRO.

A oneway analysis of variance (ANOVAWith U 0=05 wasperformed
to determine whethehe observedCSROs were significantly different amongst
thesubgroupswithin eady demographic variable collecta¥here merited, a
posthoc analysis on the findings was conducted using Bonferroni corrgctior=
0.05 to determine which sufroups were driving the observed differences

Table 12summarizes the findings of this extend28ROanalysis.
Statistically significant differencdsetween sulgroups, as per the ANOVA
findingsfor each CSR dimension, aneghlighted within the table. Pekibc
analysis resultdpr situationsvhere more than two stgroups are present, are
also summarized ad highlighted within the table to distinguish where the

variability in opiniondies
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Table 12. Additional CSRO Profiles and Comparisons

Addi tional

CSRO Profiles

(c/w ANOVA Resul t{

Demographic CSRO (Means & Standard Deviations)
Group of Interest n Economic Legal Ethical Philanthropic
Country
Canada 305 2.59 (0.72) 2.95 (0.58) 2.87 (0.64) 1.60 (0.58)
USA/| 115 2.76 (0.67) 2.99 (0.60) 2.71 (0.57) 154(0.63)
F(1,418) = 4.92 F(1,418) =0.49 F(1,418) =5.20 F(1,418) =0.88
p=0.03 p =0.48 (ns) p =0.02 p =0.35 (ns)
Worksite
Office Personngl 274 2.59 (0.74) 2.92 (0.58) 2.89 (0.64) 1.60 (0.60)
Field Personngl 146 2.72 (0.65) 3.04 (0.59) 2.70 (0.58) 1.54 (0.59)
F(1,418) =3.29 F(1,418) = 3.96 F(1,418) =8.93 F(1,418) = 0.96
p =0.07 (ns) p =0.05 p =0.00 p =0.33 (ns)
People Leadership
Frontline Supervisofs 158 2.65 (0.65) 3.02 (0.56) 2.78 (0.58) 1.55 (0.56)
Frontline Employeefs 262 2.63(0.75) 2.92 (0.60) 2.85 (0.65) 1.60(0.61)
F(1,418) = 0.03 F(1,418) = 2.87 F(1,418) = 0.95 F(1,418) =0.71
(based on Perf. Reviews) p =0.87 (ns) p =0.09(ns) p =0.33 (ns) p =0.40 (ns)
Job Function
Administrative/Clericgl 37 Y 2.22 (|0. 558064 3.03(0.63) Y 1.88 (
Frontline Employeg 106 2.67 (0./69Y .86 (|0o. 588071 1.63 (0.60)
Professional/Specialist 177 2.65 (0.|79) 29059 2.82 (0.60) 1.56 (0.
Supervisory 100 2.73 (0.]1603. 9 (0.|56) 27%(057) 1.45 (0.
F(3,416) = 5.01 F(3,416) = 3.11 F(3,416) = 2.13 F(3,416) = 5.27
p =0.00 p=0.03 p =0.10 (ns) p =0.00
Admin v FLE (p = 0.01) FLE v Supv (p = 0.03) Admin v P/S (p = 0.01)
Admin v P/S (p = 0.00) Admin v Supv (p = 0.00)
Admin v Supv (p = 0.00)
People Leadership
Frontline Supervisors 100 2.73 (0.60) 3.09 (0.56) 2.73(0.57) 1.45 (0.52)
Frontline Employees 320 2.61(0.74) 2.92 (0.59) 2.85 (0.64) 1.62 (0.61)
F(1,418) =2.04 F(1,418) =6.75 F(1,418) = 2.87 F(1,418) =6.16
(based on Job Funtion) p =0.15 (ns) p=0.01 p =0.09 (ns) p=0.01
Tenure at Enbridge
<2year§ 62 2.48 (0.62) Y 2.81 (|0o. 528049 Y 1.82 (
2-5year$ 191 2.59(0.72) 2.94 (0.56) Y 2.91 (lo.8756 (0.
6-10year§ 55 2.78 (0.69) 2.99 (0.59) 2.76 (0.58) 1.47 (0.
11-20years 59 2.77 (0.77) 2.97 (0.63) 2.61 (0.]|59) 16%(0.61)
O 21 |ysears 270(0.71) 3.16 (0.]66) 27065 1.40 (0.
F(4,415) = 2.12 F(4,415) = 2.73 F(4,415) = 3.18 F(4,415) = 4.56
p =0.08 (ns) p=0.03 p=0.01 p =0.00
< 2 v O 21| (25v£1-20(p9a0L) <2v 25 (p =0.04)
<2v 6-10 (p = 0.01)
< 2 v O 21
Gender
Femalg 131 2.39 (0.58) 2.94 (0.56) 2.94 (0.55) 1.73 (0.55)
Male| 289 2.75 (0.74) 2.97 (0.59) 2.77 (0.65) 1.51 (0.60)
F(1,418) = 24.13 F(1,418) =0.30 F(1,418) = 7.01 F(1,418) = 12.50
p =0.00 p = 0.58 (ns) p=0.01 p =0.00

The results clearly show a frontline test population with a kaleidoscope of

perspectiveregardingheresponsibilities of businesalthough possible

explanations weraot exploredurther in this studythe identification and

guantification of thesdifferenceswas interesting nonethele€3f notewasthe

substantially contrastg emphases expressedfegnale and male personnel

which is similar tdfindings fromother CSRO studiesbfrahim and Angelidis,
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1994;Burton and Hegarty, 1998mith et al., 20011 Observed dferences
between Canadian and Amerielasedmployeesvasalsointriguing,
consideringhateveryrespondenivorkedfor the same compangnd residd
within the same business unjet emphasizéeconomic and ethical
responsibilities differentlyFurther it seemsasthoughdaily work setting(i.e.,
office vs.field), job function (i.e.the type ofwork perforned),andor tenure (i.e.,
the length of time an employee has workadEnlridge) canall directly
influencepersonalCSRattitudes.

Thenextextendedanalysisexerciseied directly into thdive investigated
hypotheses themselvdsrstly, P1 to P3 were all rassessed with differemtork
cl i mat e pueoffed€hedriginalanalgsesvere all based on a4-7
demarcatiorof thecollectedmean work climate perception scofes.,a score of
1 to 4indicateda controlling environment, whereas a scord o 7indicated an
autonomysupportng environment Different classification limitsverecreatedo
determine if theriginal P1 to P3 findingd.€., with 1-4-7 cutoff points) remained
the sameor changedA neutral zone wamtroducedfirst, and assessed under the
following scenarios: (.55.57), (1-3-5-7), and (£3.54.5-7). The findings did
not change in any of these cases. (theyall remainedhon-significant for P1 to
P3). This was notsprising considering the heavilgkeweddatafrom the test
population(ie.,36 6 of 420 respondents had a
This awarenespromptedan analysis of the autonorrgupportive zone,
exclusively, to gauge the stability of thedingsin this region This zone was

firstly segmented ito a 45-6-7 arrangement, to see if varying degrees of
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autonomysupportivenesdow, mediumand highy mpact ed onedés CSRO.
differences were noted€., the original P1 to P3 findings remained Hane) A

5-6-7 scenario, where the bulk of autonoisiypportive means resided, was also

run. No differences in the conclusions wer@edonce againln the end,lte P1 to

P3 findingsremained stable across a variety of scale segmenta@narios

HypothesesP1 (regardingall frontline personne])P4(regardingeducation
level), and PYregardingagefienerationyvere then reevaluated byurther
breaking down the select sgiboups in eachypothesidy the other demographic
variableghat were gathered ihe study Theintent was to determine if trether
variables had the potential to impact the findings alresehlizedin these
hypotheses. There were some partial observatiomsuttivariste impacs within
each reexamined hypothesis, but all findinggredeemed statistical anomaljes
assignificanteffect size and power impacts wenadentin eachof the noted
casa. No impacts on the conclusioakeady established in P1, ,Réd P5 were
thusseenvia hi s 6 d e medgorwanpdh iecx edrrciilsle .

P2 and B were drilleddown in aslightly different manneras they were
already setip to e examined in a multivariate fashiare(,work climate
perceptions of frontline employdeapervisorand office/field personnel,
respectively. The work climateperceptions of frontline supervisors was
examined, using both the performance review approach and the job function
approach, to see if differences in CSROs were noted by those supervisors viewing
the workplace differentlyie., controlling versus aut@mmy-supportng). The

same logic and approach was applied to the frontline employee ,shlesetfice
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personnesubsetand the fieldoersonnekubset Effect size and power issues

dominated the statisticahalyses in atasa, and consequentlyhe ANOVA

results could not be calculatetls such, no impacts on the conclusions already
established in P2 and P3 were dowsdbseen vi
exercise.

The additional CSRO profiles seenTiable 12were then similarly re
examined to gage their stability. Each highlighted cellTable 12reflects a
statistically significant difference of opinioandwa s o6dowhbetdy each of
the other demographic variables that were gathered. Vergliearvations of
multivariate impactsarose. Thse that did surfacgereonce agaireemed
statistical anomaliesis significant effect size and power impacts veident in
each of thee-examinations.

The final extended anadis that was undertaken had to do viitintline
employeeengagementl hestudy hadcollected a data set that quantified the test
popul ati onds | evdeployed engagemgrd guevayeasimade T h e
available by The Conference Board (Gibbons and Schutt, 2009). @ut of
maximum score of 7.00, the frontline test population appeared to be fairly highly
engagedM = 5.87, SD = 0.93 (referto Figure 14. Further astatistically
significant correlabn wasnoted between work climate perception and
engagemenevel of theLP test populatiorfr = 0.66, n = 420, p = 0.00) his
insightconnectsrerywell to the premiseutlinedin SelfDetermination Theory

that positive behavioral outcomg@s., such as employee engagemexat) be
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realized when one is exposed tmareautoromy-supportive environmentvhich

was thecircumstancavithin this researcktudy

= Statistics ENﬁBa"g Histogram
Mean 5.8703 ST
Std. Error of Mean 04559 = H=s
Median 6.0000
Mode 6.00 o —
Std. Deviation .93441
Variance .873 -
Skewness -1.279 E
Std. Error of Skewness 119 ;‘,’ 4071 M
Kurtosis 1.781 - 0
Std. Error of Kurtosis 238
Range 4.62 I L
Minimum 2.38 1
Maximum 7.00
Sum 2465.52
Percentiles 25 5.5000 P I ! -
50 6.0000 200 3.00 400 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00
75 6.5000 ENG_avg

Figure 14. Engagement Level LP Business Unit

Discussion
Two key objectives were identified for assessment at the frontline level of
a sampleorganization using a statistical survé@¥ye firstobjective, ACSRO and
the Workplace investigated whether a relationship exidtetiveen an
individual 6s perceived | evel of autonomy s
his/her expressed preference towardska of Carr ol |l 6s four di men
economic, legl, ethical, and philanthropi@his conceptualizationvas firstly
examined ira collective fashion across the entire test population, and then
incrementallybased on splits of the sample populationgrganizational role

and worksite location.
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The second objectiv6CSRO and the Individugl explored whether
frontline education levels and ag® ¢(athergenerationpf the respondentsad
an impact on the connection to each ofghmefour CSR dimensins upon
which the study wabuilt.

From these overarchirggms a set of hypothesegasdeveloped and
testedto statistically gauge whethern eafiitside towards CSR coule
influenced by both corporate and individuatigsed characteristics, as was
corceptualized and explored within the research desidwarz et al.(2003).In
doing sq the presentvork soughto add workplace climate perceptias a
corporde characteristic to the Mamzodel, and education level and age as
individually-based variables, when frontlieenployeeperspective (opinions)are
desired.

Thefindingsof the study ardiscusse@nd rationalizeavithin the
upcomingsection The approach taken was a collectiverexetion Frstly, the
statisticallynoni significant findingsof hypothese®1i P4 (i.e., regardingwvork
climate perception and education lewiejointly discussedcomplete with
possible explanatiortbat may be drivinghe outcomes that were observédis
is then followed up with a discussion of the statisticaibnificant findingsof
hypothesi®5 (regardingagg, with anemphasis on the generatiocaisterwhich
vastly differed in its CSRpinions(i.e., the Millennials). Lastly,a dialogue
centered upon the implications of théiselings along with thdimitations of the

study, are then presented ¢tosethis section of the dissertation.
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Work Climate Perceptiorand Education Level

Differing perceptions of the work climate, as expressed by frontline
Enbridge LPpersonnel in this segment of the energy industppearo not
directly i mpact oneds attitude towards the
statisticallyrelevant preference wahown to any one of the four CSR
dimensiongi.e.,economic, legal, ethical, philanthropio)this study, regardless
of whether the work environment was viewed as controlling or autohomy
supportng. This finding héd true whethethe frontline test popation was
assessed as an entire business unit, by two different representations of
organizational role, or by worksite location. Additionally, this result remained
intact even when the two work climate zomese further sugivided and re
evaluated baseah demographic differences of the test populati@n, based on
theextended analysis findings of the study

Similarly, CSR orientations of frontline personnel in this industry appear
to not be influenced by their respective education level. intesestingfinding
remained unchanged even when education levels were further segmented and re
assessed by the demographic variables acquired within the seugynce again,
as petheextended analysis findings the study.

Onepossibleexplanatiorfor this result maye connected tthe
effectiveness oE n b r i @S eonsunication strategyd efforts whichmay
stimulatesome degree of alignmeand/orconnectiorbetweenndividual values
andcorporate purpogelentity, regardless of perceived vkoclimates and

education levels at the frontlinkappearE n b r i d g med3sage G Been
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heard, processednd accepte(l.e.,internalized}o some degree khis set of
frontline employeesAlong the way, thi€ o0 n n e ¢ t inessagéhasperhbps 6
even overcome thexpected influence@ositive or negative) of workplace
climateperception@snde ducati on | evel on oneds authenti
The corporate values, CSR poli¢ySRannual reportsupporting policies,
and related practices that geyond increasing shareholder value are easilydoun
and cl ear |l y ar t cocparateahdanternalmebsiEerfds r i dge 0 s
stakeholder reflectiormhese readihavailable statements convey what the
company stands fobeyondmeeting its economic respsibilities, in a single
place towhich any employee can reféfndoubtedly endorsed at the highest
levels, he CSR policy goes on to outline expectations of employees within every
layer of the organizatigrwhich includesadoptng CSR policy elements with
day-to-day work activities, decisiemaking processes, and organizational
structuresThe dsseminatiorand adoptiorof CSR principles and expectations
throughouthe Enbridge fabric, and consequently iakpectedccorporate culture,
is undeniableFurther, here is anecdotal evidence that a similar level of emphasis
is placed on othdorms of communication within the company to reinforce these
corporate values and expectatidns., videos, town haltliscussionsbriefings
and webinarsvignettesformal announcementand CSRologs).
Du et al.(2010) discuss the role of communicati@ssit pertains to
maximizing CSR returndothfinancialand norfinancial. They state that a
stakehol der 0 s,and skepticssw towagla cormpag GER

activities are criticabbstacles that must be overcotoenaximize business
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benefits from CSR investmeniBheir conceptual framework not only emphasizes

message content and communication chara=elafluencerso overcome these

obstaclesbut alsahe mediating effects of compa(s.g, corporate reputation,

industry)and stakeholdespecific(e g., stakeholder type, social value orientation,

issue suppor@haracteristicdt is likely,t hen, i n this | ight, that
communication effortbave beemuite successfyldiligent and efficientin

getting the appropriate message out teingployees, regardless of

channelmedium usedyhile also leveragin@ff of corporatereputational capital

to bolster the employeeompanyconnectiorwithin the CSR arenal'aking this

argument further, the case could be méde the resultaotedhereinalso provie

evidence ofrontline employeesgin this business unibecoming somewhat
Ovadalegnedd wi t, lwhetelperhapsymchiorozedeptinplesare

e v eondisplaypand naturally embeddedthin their daily work routines

Althoughproof ofthis detail was not examinexa verifiedin this researcht

couldbe explord further toconfirmits existenceas well as tquantify the

degree of CR mainstreamingyithin theorganizationPerhaps this is a direct

result of Liquids Pipelineasoveb@iyegarg Enbr i dge
old), and as sucltould befurther along the CSR continuum as compared to other

internal business units a@for industry peers. In turn, this may be encouraging

buy-i n of the CSR ideology as it is viewed m
Enbridgedas opposed tafleetingmanagement fadn the endconnections to

Enbr i dgwlaesandps&icemayhave beesignificantenough thathey

overcanea n d O t any pofeia inpastthat work climate perceptions
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and/or education levelsay havehadonf r ont | i netrueCBR | oyees 6
orientatiors. That is, these variables may be rendered immaterial whegrae of
congruence in CSRalues is felt by frontline employees.

Another possible explanation of the neignificantfindings related to
work climate and education may be connected to the energy industry itself, in that
the nature and structure of thigsiness has be@rand will continue to b& one
where direct contact with a variety of stakeholders and their often conflicting
needs is ever present. This holds true in different settingstions and
responsibilitiesvithin the energy industrye(g.,field, office, management,
operations, engineering, projegbsiblic relations, human resourcasd business
development), and is a direct result of the large geographic footprint marked out
by the businesg.e., through its assets, personrahd daily ieractions) This
distribution of assets and people across many regions prompts many stakeholder
interactions to occur on a daily badisth inside and outside company wallsjs
continuallyengaging the frontline employesath other stakeholdeiduring
regular ongoing business activities. As a result, it is conceivable that frontline
employeesinthisseti ng hav e e s tmabdrof-facht endappesaiime nt al 0
andconnectionto stakeholders in their daily work routines. Whether this
consciousness is attained through sinmpfeetitiveawareness, tenure, or continual
reinforcement amongst colleagues and superviperbaps its embedment into
daily routiness enough to neutralizke impact of work climate perception
and/ or education | evel on oneds authentic

as an element of mainstreaming, but one influenced more so by the routines of
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industry and organizationable, as opposed to companyltave and/or personal
values

Another possibleeasorfor thenotedwork climate/education findings
emergegrom theattention the energy industiy currently receivingand in
particular the North Americampipeline industry. Eevated public awareness of
global and regional supply/demand mattérgh-profile capital projects (planned
or alreadyconstucted) to address thesencernsand therecentsocial
environmentgland reputationatonsequences resulting from operational mishaps
across the continéare just a few of the dynamics currently at plaghis
domain As such, it is conceivable that frontline employees in this landscape are
now more aware of their dual association with the company, not only as internal
stakeholdes (asfrontline employes), but also as external stakehokl@rs
membess of the community) who may be directly affected by the actaonts
eventsof the companyor industry)they areemployed byPublic opinions and
perceptions of the industgnd pipeline companies themselve®stly as
conveyedn the mediahavebeen amplified over the past few yeansd are
therefore likely factors itmow frontline employegevaluatetheir connectios to
the company from a social responsibiligrgpective These dynamicand the
potentidideological struggles they can prommpaybebiasng (positively or
negatively)le mp | o gerues addnnecti@to the CSReonstruct, overriding the
impact that work climate perception and/or education level may have on the

proposedelationshipbeing stdlied
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Education leveand work climate perceptiomsayhavealsobeen
competing againstrother, moreinfluential condition which in turn negatetheir
impacs on CSRO in this studyainly, one 6 s soci al responsi bil it
have beeilfor continue tdbe) morenurtured shapedand influencedy forces
outsideof thei n d i v watkuaad/opasteducational settine.g, family
dynamig religiousbackground anteliefs, cultural influenceand norms
regionalcustomsand practicesandmajorsocicpdlitical eventg, thus limitingthe
impactof thesetwo variablesowardsCSR orientationn this study Simply put,

0 n value systenmay be mostlynherent within the individual by the time
he/sheentes the workforceas a fulltime employee Support of this argument is
bolstered by the definition of valuéself, whereCoffey et al.(1994)definethem
asnstable, enduring beliefs about what is w
behaviord Whenvalues arénternalizedby the individual they transform into
personal standargahich arethencalled upon to guidéhoughts and actionés
such, the gneralizationshat were made to quantify and classifgrk climate
perceptiorand education levein this study along with the clustering of
paticipantsthereafterdid not in any way embodgndor take into accourthe
diversity ofvaluesystens of theindividualsbeing polled Theseassorted/alues

are likelythe driverdbehind many of the different CSR orientations that were
seenn the extended analgsundertaken in this research (Sedle 12 across
varying demographicdf the variables of work climate perception and education
level in this studyhadsubtlyintegrated more of theffects of externahfluences

on theself within theirmakeup, the researcmayhave yielded different findings
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This is perhaps why thegevariablein hypothesidP5,which may beindirectly
capturingmany of thesexternallybasedstimuli whenlooked atfrom a
generationaperspectiveproduced sth significant and thoughgrovoking

results.

The Millennial Generation

The Millennial generation (post981 birth year) appears to view CSR
differently than the two previous generations.( theso-called Baby Boomers
and GeneratioiX). Results of ths researclsupport the conjecture that
Millennials place less importance tremore traditiondfoundationadimensions
of CSR(i.e.,economic and leggsee Figure 15]than their generational
counterparts, and emphasize the ethical and philanthregponsibilities of
business towards society more so than older workées CSR orientations of
Baby Boomers and GeXersseento besimilar across all four CSR dimensions

studied.

PHILANTHROPIC
Responsibilities
Be a good corporate citizen.
Contribute resources
to the community;
improve quality of life.

ETHICAL
Responsibilities
Be ethical.
Obligation to do what is right, just,
and fair. Avoid harm.

LEGAL
Responsibilities
Obey the law.
Law is society’s codification of right and wrong.
Play by the rules of the game.

ECONOMIC
Responsibilities

Be profitable.
The foundation upon which all others rest.

Figure 15. Carroll 6s (19 9rénsioRyy r
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TheseMillennial resultsare very muclalignedwith current research
findings A 2011studyof this generational cohortpnducted by Deloitte Touche
TohmatsuLimited (Hancock and Searle, 2018vealedhat 92% of Millennials
belevala companydés success is def iwhend
asked tcelaborate bydentifying termsthatbestreflectedthe purpose of business,
51%felt it wasfisocietal developmentwhile only39%believed it wasiprofit.0
Lastly, rot onlydo Millennials believe in the societal purpoaad responsibility
of businesshutthe Deloitte study alstoundthatmostMillennials (over 50%)
think busines® as opposed to governments, communities, charéres NGO$§
is best suited ttackle thebigges chalengessocietyhas The expectations of, and
the faith in, the business communityaddress societal issues bagnechoed B
the MillennialgenerationThey are clearly expressing their beliefs regarding the
larger role business can playdaddressingocietalconcernsThis could somehow
be connected to the collective inner values of this cohort, as shapieeldwents
and influences of their timélowever, his was not explored or verified in the
research study

In trying to understand whanay be motivating the CSR preferences of
Millennials, one cannot discoutite notion oflife stagein the workplaces a
partialreasonThis expressed affinity to higherder CSR dimensiortsy
Millennials maybe partly attributed to youthful enthusiagne.,idealisn),
nai vety and a desire to O6changedalhe
of which arevery muchanalogous to previous generations at the samesinint

their lives.Along with this, one must consider thdtllennialsin the wokplace
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(within large organizationgremostcertainlyat a different stage in their carser
compared to their older peers, and so differenc&SRperspectivegperceived
responsibilitiesand exjectations are likelyo be witnessedsenX (1966 to
1980) and Baby Boomer (1946 to 1965) employeesilaly to bein positions of
elevated responsibilitgnd leadershipt the frontlines (.e., if they have not
already moved up the corporate ladder to middle manageordrgyongl, where
the dhily pressures of the jalbould includerevenue generatigrost contrg|
budget managemerdperating efficiencigandothersimilar mattersthatcan
impact the bottom lineTheir direct lines of communication, interaction and
feedback are with middle magement, whose emphasis is maitenthan not
attached to execution, efficien@nd goal attainment. Asieh, this reinforced
message from above is internalized and focused upbntbye 6 0l d ein 6
more senior rolesyhich assists ifocusng on achieving these operational
objectives Assuming a standard performance assessment model is in @gce, k
performance indicators directly linkéd theseesponsibilities probably forea
significant part of the total compensation arrangement for Baloyners and
GenXers both at the frontline and middle management layére samealegree
of emphasis and responsibility is also likely present with respect to legal
complianceand adherenceithin the performance assessment mpdelritical
reality in theheavily-regulatecenergy industryn North America As much as the
ecanomicandlegal responsibilities aemphasized by the older generations
their respective CSRO profilés this studypecause oflaily exposure and

scorecard significandgvhich iscoupledto short and longerm incentivesike
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yearend bonuses and company optiohdilennials areperhapgplacing less
importance on these twanreCSR responsibilitiebecause (a) theaypaynot yet
clearly see and/or understand how they can directhaanfinancial
objectives/targeter regulatory compliance in their current enlieyel roles; (b)
they may be leswell-versedthan senior personngl the financial and legal
requirements thatirectthe industry, includingxpectations and consequences
that comewith eachdimension or (c) they ardikely not asfinancially vested
(i.e.,from a total compnsatiorpoint of view) as the oldegenerationsand as
such, simply place less emphasistiveseperceivedorporatéy-drivend
responsibilitiesi(e.,economidegal)and more orthose that agin withtheir inner
set ofcorevalues (.e., ethicalphilanthropic).PerhapdMillennials would cast
moreconsideratioriowards the economic and legal domainsemior personnel
spentmore time and attentiocommunicatinghe economic and legal significance
of their daily roles angerformedasks along with expectations and performance
feedback This assumption ties into anecdotal evidence that Millennials are a
generation that igterested irfrequentandinstantaneouteedback especially
related taheir performanceEffective feedback shoulde clear, concisendlaid
out in a manner that limits it beimgisunderstood byounger members afe
workforce.

Building upon the lifestage argumergvenfurther, one can also consider
the social contextutside of work as possible determinant behitice noted
emphasi®onfinancial and regulatory accountabiliby older generationgersus

their youngerolleaguesEmployees who are nearing retiremére., Baby
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Boomers) have a personfihancial stake in corporate performance in the near to
medium term. Pension plan and retirement savings performance, via a healthy
company share price, is likefpuiteimportant to these individualsleeting legal
obligaions in parallelill only help to maintain the fancial health of the firm

as bottordine impacts attributed toorporatepenalties, lawsuitsand teightened
insurance costare avoidedThis does not even take into account the direct and
indirect finarcial hit that comesvith the loss of reputationaghpital when one has
stepped out of favor in the eyes of the l&ading to thisframeworkis the
realizationthat many Babyoomers are now delaying retiremgpartly to help
recoupsomeof the financialossesncurredfrom the globalrecession. Delayed
retirementof theBabyBoomers may also be motivated thg need to provide
continued financial suppofor eldety parents and evesdult childrenThe
connection to the economic and legal dimensions of CSR [BabgBoomer
generatiorwill likely exist in the workplace for many more years to cpeither
because of these currently seen reasons, or because of other prior generationally
based externahfluencesand eventshathave helped cast their mindset on these
two core areagConversely suchthinkingis unlikely to be on the minds of
Millennials simply because of theaurrentlocation on the human age spectrum
The bulk ofthese concerns/isssiare norexistent forthetypical Millennial as

they are simply too youni® beconsumedvith retirementrelated matteraNork-

life balance idikely far moreof a concerrand at the forefront of thougfar this
generationatluster As for mid-career erployees, their heightened connection to

shareholderife.,economic) concerns is again connected to maintaining a healthy
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share price, but falightly different personal reasons than BebyBoomers
GenXers, aged approximately 345, are at a poinh their liveswhere

personal financial health is critical in addressing current choices and
responsibilities, such as managing personal debt, raising children, dealing with
aging parents, planning for retirement, and sustaining a preferred liféstyle.
such, tis generationagroupwill likely place more of a premium d@hefinancial
healthof the organizatiofimuchlike their Baby Boomer brethretf)anthe
Millennials would.

Millennials have also had a different set of life experiencesttieolder
age groups, havingad more opportunities toavelto far-flung places around the
globe, and havingeen exposed to more information in their youth (during the
digital/internet age) than thedabyBoomer and GeiX counterpartsThey have
alsobeenexposed tdhe uncovering of manlyigh-profile corporate scandals that
haveimpactedthe North American business landscapeluding the associated
consequences to innocent stakeholdsw#) prior to and during their own
participation in the workforcéAs suchMillennialsi n En b r unitigagyldes L P
reflecting their feelings and sensitivities towarsgariety ofsocial shortcomings
by placing more emphasis on the ethical and philanthropic responsibilities of a
corporation thathe GenXers and Baby Booers surveyed in this studyhese
three generational events and/or circumstances, whictparéiglly explain their
strongerbondto the highorder CSRorientationdimensiongi.e., ethical and
philanthropic, shown previously in Figure 6an Boomers an@enXers, are

briefly discussed next.
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The first of theséMillennial-based influences is online connectivity.
Millennials have had access to the intethebughout most, if not all, of their
youthd the onlycurrentworkplace generation vacan claim thisAs such, they
have had the opportunity to become manareof the multitude oSocic
environmental concerfausescattered across the glodée researcher of this
study suggests that, based on a recent widening of focus within the energy
industry,Millennials in this test population are likely to im@reawarethan the
older generationsf the concernf variousstakeholder grouphataredirectly
connected toheactivities of the energy industtilatemployees themWhether
these interest groupseain tension with the industry at@cal, regionalor global
level is immaterialThis reattime enlightenment of the external stakeholder
landscape, througteadily-accessiblaligital means, has grantaillennials more
opportunitesto developan assdment of perspectives with respect to the
interface between business and society; perspechaeserelikely notas
readilyformulated byprevious generatiortsecause of their limited exposure to
similar information This has likely prompted a more tstic appraisal of the
impacts business has on society, whicbvislentin the slantowards the ethical
and philanthropic layensithin Mi | | e mespeciaVeCSR orientatiorprofiles.

The secon@xternalstimulusthatmayhave impactethe opinions of
Millennials in this study was the profusion of corporate scandals this generation
witnessed firsthand while growing up. The unethical behavior of many senior
executives across many industries has critically damaged the trust and confidence

theyhadpreviouslybeengranted to run their operatigressentially resulting in
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the revocation of their social license to opertany frontline employeés
perhapghe parents or evethe grandparentsf Millennialsd were impacted by
the immoral actions ohese few in positions of authorjtthroughjob loses
financial damages, loss of reputatipsychological stress, etc. Direct and/or
indirect connections to these acts of fraud, or simply even an awareness of them
and the impacts they had on a varietgtakeholders, could be contributing
factors to the expressed desires of Millennials for corporations to place more
emphasis on the ethicdimension of CSR.

Last of all,economic factors, educational opportunities, and an increase in
global connectivity infrastructure have offered more opportunitieslitennials
(as compared wittheir BabyBoomer and/or GeX coworkers to travel abroad
in their youh, thusdirectly impacting their views of the worldlthough not
assessed in this research, perhapsuharaldiversity of the test populatiom
terms of international birthplaces and subsequent immigration to Canada for
work, alsoinfluenced the responses in this syWNevertheless,at onlyis there
anecdotal evidence thatany Millennialshavetravelled and experienced more
diverse cultures thamany oftheir predecessorbutsome of the locales theyay
have visited (e.gcountries in Asia, Africa, Central Americand the Caribbean)
may alschave left a lasting impression on this younger groosgmely from a
social inequity point of viewMany youth today seem to be drawn to travel
experiences that challenge thehysicaly, socially, and intellectualy in ways
that daily | if e tiseemtNoffeftahd brdadenrtheic a doesno

perspectives on their purpose in life and the things they take for gramtbdir

131



travels acroskess affluent and less developed countrites probable that they

have witnessed conditions of poor health, environmental disregard, gender and
racial inequality, sulstandard education leveknd poor work and living
conditions.To compound this, they may have also observed the presencgef la
multinational corporations operating in the immediate vicinity of these noted
issues further challenging them to consider how corporate financial success and
health/equality are linked (and often, inversely). Coupled with the immediacy of
online resarch and news stories that validate what they have seen and help them
locateorganizationgocused on addressing the inequities, Millerialthis study
may be reflecting their feelings and sensitivities towards these social
shortcomings by placing moesnphasis on the philanthropic responsibility of

CSR than GetXers and Baby Boomers did in this study.

General Implications

The study findings and discussiq@mesentedhere regardless of statistical
significance pffer somegenerainsights for consid@aton within the business
settingin a direct and/or indirect way

With the goal of mainstreaming CSR into the fabric of the organization,
especially at the frontlines where stakeholder interactionigkate to be nore
representative f 6 wa | k jothegirmtwbudd be veellsekved to further
understand what drives emplogde connect to their stated citizenship mantra.
An inventory of workplace and individublsed factors®uld be explored and

evaluatedn such an effort, with the understanding thame variables nyshave
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more impact than others. Such an effort is merited if a genuine corantito the
principles of CSRruly formsa part of the strategic direction of the company.
Awareness of thhigh-impact variables would prompt the creation whe and
targeted programs to engage certain segments of the employee popluation.
order to further maximize CSR engagement, respective corporate groups may
focus on and addresanables directly linked to the workplac®l -encompassing
generalCSR pr@rams are still encourageshd should be run in parallel with
these more focused platforms.

To help realizehis vision of embedmenthe effective communication of
any message connected to CSR is critical. Not only does this include the actual
framing am content of the message, but it must also consider who the message
intencedto reach and connect with, as well as the timing of its release. The
developed communications strategystalsofocus upon theurrentsocial,
environmentgland governance ogerns the compadyand the industry as a
whol&d is contendingvith, in orderto ensure relevance is maintain&drther,
the communications strategfiouldalso address attention from the media that
callsintoquestiomn he companyos ¢ o mmtheseraemafiss an d
is a delicate proposition to executethat a company may lperceived abeing
reactionary and exploitings CSR position and reputatiatrictly to advancets
financial growth agenda.

In attempting to quantify and further undarsdthe audience the company
would like to connect withh essentiallyits employee bage one must

comprehend that certain forces are at play that can either advance or minimize the
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envisionedCSRbond The firstoftheseis ne 6 s per s onwhichissr al ue syst
molded by an assortment of influencegside of the workplacspuch as race,
ethnicity, gender, culture@nd regionaéffects.Along with this, one must not
discount the needs, desiraadgenerallyaccepted stereotypes of the multi
generationbworkforce currently at play. Special attention needs to be cast
towards the Millennial generatipas they represent the workforce of tomorrow.
Attraction and retention of this working generation is paramouafirifn is to
remain competitive and sustableas itmowves into the futureThis iseasy to
understand gi ven the number of individuals in t
ready to retire within the next few yeakdille nnialsare seen as an idealistic and
culturally-diverse cohort that emphasizegc activity, ethics, worldife balance,
technological comfort, social networkirgnd a world without boundaries. They
truly are depictions of the global citizerho happens to reside in our own
backyard With such knowledge in hand, corporations wowd@miss to not
target these unique characteristics and desires within their recruitment and
retention efforts. This includes affording them opportunities to participate and feel
connectedr engaged with the CSR portfolio of the firm. The same rationale
should be applied to the Baby Boomer and Geworkforce,butwith the
understanding that lifstagerealities should be factored into the equation.

In the end, tdurther promptuy-in and executiomcross the companthe
CSR agenda needs to form a pdreanp | o gneual@edormance objectives.
Clearly-articulatedCSRgoalsthatare both measurable and actionable need to be

situatedalongsidee mp | o gthleereasndial performance objectve.g,
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financial, legal, environmental, health and safktgrning and development) to
enhance credibility and relevan€@bviously, the actions need to be position
relevant, attainabJend developed with an understanding of the impact variables
at play. Further traction will be realized if these objectivegamen more than

justa symbolic weighting within the performance assessment model. Successful
achievement of the laidut objectives should be reflected in the total
compensatiomrrangementsf the corporation, antheydo not necessarily have

to be financial in nature.

Limitations of the Study

Onelimitation of this study was the significant skewness of the responses
with respect to work climate perceptions. The vast majority of respondents (86%)
viewed their workplace as mostly autonesypportive which in turn introduced
samplesize effects when statistical analyses were conducted in the controlling
work climate zonelf more repliehadfallen into the controlling work climate
zone this study may have yieldedmore balanced assessméiisé s pr e a d
p r o folbsénat@dn highlightthe more pressing limitation that social desirability
bias may be evident, meaning that participants are responding how they feel the
study (orEnbridgemanagement) would like to see them respond. The saoia
desirabilty phenomenon may be occurring with respecefmrtedCSR
orientations. Low response rates frparticipantswith basic education levels also
led to a limited statistical analysis around this demographic. The notion that some

participants may have falgfl their true education lev@r other responsgm
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the study must also be considerBdrformance of such a maneuver by a
participant may have been prompted by a belief that provided survey information
could be individually analyzed and/or tracked btxkhe individual, either by
Enbridge or the researchétowever this was not the case. Overcoming this
mindset, which may have been prevalent across the test popttetiohosenot
to participate, could have led to a higher overall response rdte sutvey.
Anotherrestrictionencountered was with the work climate assessment
tool itself. Although the findings appear to indicate that workplace perceptions
and CSR orientations cannot be directly linked, the study wabaadficapped in
its makeup. Due to privacy and ethical caderations when polling for personal
opinions in the workplace, the survey was not able to incorporate other important
tenets of SelDetermination Theory within itmakeupto fully evaluate any
potential relationshipse(g, autonomy orientation, needtsfiaction, compeence,
relatedness, et CSRO
The CSRO instrument that was used may also be limiting a proper
guantification and depiction @ a r t i @ititpdes towasd® the construct. The
original framework ieéntifies the economic dimensiafore as being more
concerned with the shareholder. The sum of the legal, ethical, and philanthropic
dimensiongdepictsmore of a concern towards stakeholders and sodety.
exami nat i on C8HR interittm correlationsgegm @k 5§ suggests
that hese traditional groupings shollilkkly be revisitedperhaps due to the type
of industrythat the studgxplored Pipeline companies in North America operate

in a heavilyregulated environment. As such, earnings are put at risk due to
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increased governmeimtervention, whether through regulatory directives or tax
increasesAn awareness of thisontext, whichn essenceonnects the economic
and legaldimensions together, helps explain the obsemtitem correlations
of this study. The correlation tveeen the economic and legal layers was noted to
be weakeri(e.,r =-0.168, n = 420, p = 001) than the economic/ethical and
economigphilanthropic inverse correlationse(,r =-0.609, n = 420, p = 0.000,
and r =0.389, n = 420, p = 0.000, respeetiy). Thiscould prompthe merging
of the economic and legal dimensions into a single dimension portraying concern
for the shareholder to account for this highly influential, indusgrecific,
blended realityA similar reexamination could be undertakfn the ethical and
philanthropic dimensions.

Another limitation associated with the CSRO instruntexd to do with
the questions themselves. Firstly, set of forceechoice questions that were
deployedwere much more timeonsuming to complete as compared to other
parts ofthesurvey.n t he researcherdéds opinion,
the biggest exodus from the survey, impacting participation rates. Secondly,
participants were only allowed &llocate whole numbers to the four sets of
statements linked to each question. Provisamsd have been madethin the
survey instrument to allofor partial allocatios of points which may have been
more rg@resentativef the personal opinions of picipants.The number of
guestions may have also been excessive, as evidenceddgghessivelrop-out
ratesof participants witnessadlithin this section of the survey, promptitige

researcheto reexamine how manguestionsare truly needed to acaitely
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capture oneo0s C3Bstlytheiplerasingof sooerofther of i | e .
statements may have been interpreteasimilar in naturgo otherswhich in
turn may havampacted the weightings that were assigbgdhe participantThis
was potenally the case with two or three questions, where the differentiation
between the legdlased statement and the ethisated onenay have been
clouded, and viceersa.Evidence of this possibility was seen in the factor
loadings within the rotated compartanatrix of the Factor principal component
analysis that was performed. To offset this, the CSRO prafded in hypothesis
testingcould have beeoalculated without including the replies from these
specific questionsalthough impacts to thetedfindings were likely to be nen
existent.

Another limitation worth noting was the direct connection between the
researcher of this study and the participating company, Enbridge Inc. For
transparency and ethical reasons, it was clearly revealed within tlesy sumy the
test population emails sent that the primary researcher of the study was also an
employee of the company (albeit in a different business unit). Although it was
clearly stated that the research effort was purely academic in nature and not
affiliated with any other Enbridge initiatives, one cannot help but wonder if
participation ratesvere negatively impacted becausealotibts around this
disclosure. Additionally, survey replies may have once againdleasmed
towardswhat was deemed desirable Eobridge) as a result of suspicions around
the proclaimed independence of the studye engagement questions in the

survey may have added fuel to this fire. Although they were included in the
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survey as a contingency measure, the statements were simstape and

phrasing to those seen in the annual engagement survey deployed by Enbridge
Inc. across all of its business unks such, these questions may have elicited
further confirmation for participants that this research study wdsed an
Enbridge-sponsoregbroject.

Lastly,some ofthe demographic questions may have created of
confusionin the way they were presented and explainedsequentlympacting
the findings of the studyzor example, thevorksite was crisply defined in the
study as eithefiofficed or fifield, and was based on whefe participantspend
most of their daily work hours. Yet, some individuals may work equally in office
and field setting Further, selecting office or fiel@f thosewho workin the
pipeline control centrenay have bena matter ointerpretation, as opposedttee
predefinedsimple selectiomfferedin the studyAlso, other locations and sites
reflective of an office and/or field settinigat were ot included as examples in
the surveymay havgprrompeda mix ofreplies if theywereinterpreted
differently.

The people responsibility and job function variables may have also
inspired acollectionof inconsistent replies. Although the survey was specific in
identifying what constituted &people leadé@rbased on performance review
execution, these may have been overlooked and/or misintergratéuker,
overlap may have existed in the job function categories, wharemdividual
could bedeemedh supervisor agell as a professional/specialist. Proof of this

misinterpretatiorand confusiories in the noted counts of supervisors and
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employeesin both the performance review case and the job function case. If
proper and consistent classification occurred, ttedsdor supervisors and
employes would have been the same wieth variablesvere compared
howeverthey were nat158 participants identifiedhemselvesssupervisors and
262asemployeesas per the performance review methodo|ogyile 100
identifiedthemselvesssupervisorand 320asemployeesas per thgob function
approach

Thetest population may not have been confused bgdueation level
demographic, but the distinctiveness of how it was defined in the study may have
persuaded ihividuals to either not offer a reply, or worse yet, falsify their
response. This was mostly of concern for those high school education or less
as the unintended optics of the tiers of replies may have inadvertently placed a
preference on the techaicand academic education levels. A more appropriate
data collection approachighthave been the use of a pdbbwn list of a wide
array of education level options to select from. The researcher could have then
clustered the replies accordinglyice the esponses had all been received, in
orderto conduct the requisite statistical tests.

From the perspective of age (generation), the majority of study
respondents were either from the Baby Boomer of Gen X cohort. Thus, a noted
limitation was the number of Mennial replies that were collected by the study (n
=66). If more Millennial perspectives had been captured, the current findings
may have been pronounced even further, or conversely, yielded a different

statisticallybased interpretation. Further, thralection of specific lifestage
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information was not sought by the study. This may have shed further light and
understanding on the noted generationdhyen CSRO differences that were

seen.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations for Future Work
ANote: Some parts of this chapter were transcribed from the following journal article:
Michailides, T.P., and Lipsett, M.G. 2012. Surveying Employee Attitudes on Corporate
Social Responsibility at the Frontline Level of an Energy Transportation Company.
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management
Summary

An individuab attitude towards corporate social responsibility (CSR) can
beinfluenced by both workplaeeelated factors and individuatlyased
characteristics (OO06Nei IThiscenteptavhesedtol 98 9 ; Mar
investigate whether work climate perceptions (as defined byC&¢drmination
Theory) influencd the expressed CSR omgations of frontline personnel. The
study also exploredihether the demographic variabtifseducation level and age
hadan effect orthe CSR orientations of frontline personniéie researcimot
only sought to build upon the Maget al.(2003) corporaténdividual model, but
alsot o extend t he efal(1989) by gxamironfjvhethér the i | |
specific selfcharacteristicexplored wereas influential at the frontline level of a
company as they were obsedve be at the boardroolavel. Both of the noted
objectives wee investigated amongst frontline personnel of a North American
energytransportation companyho were jysically situated in an office or field
setting in Canadar the USA.

Mixed results wereliscoveredWork climateperception on itewn could
not be considered a determinanboh e 6s CSR ori entation within

population.This finding was further confirmed when the test population was

segmented between frontline supervisors and frontline employeesassgssed.
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That is, it appears dsoughresponsibility levels and/or roles at the frontline do
not impact the proposed work climAZSRO relationship. The same conclusion is
noted when the test population is demarcated basedksite locationi(e.,

office vs.field), further limiting the envisioned marriage of work climate
perception@ndCSRQ Assessments of the individdaased characteristics of the
research leads the conclwsionthat education levels at the frontline cannot be
solelyutilized to explain noted differences in CSRdawever frontline
generational groups the workplacelo vary significantly in their beliefs
(opinions) with respect to which responsibilities a corporation should focuns on
addressingheir accountabilites to societal stakeholders.

Although these conclusions are suppdrbythe statistical findings
associated with this study, it is crucial to not lose sight of the specificity of the
landscape that was examined. That isddwa wassolely collected fronone
businessnit within a singleorganizationsituatedn one industry sectolpcated
in one region of thevorld. It would be prudent, academically and frogemeral
businessnsight perspective, to further this frontline CSRO analydsalternate
and varied settingssdo broaden the scope of teeaminationtheassociated
findings andpotentialimplication possibilitiesAddressing the noted limitations
from the previous chaptan parallel with the forthcoming discussion around
future researcdirections would certainly assist in expanding and furthering the
knowledge of CSRO at the frontline levels of large corporatihgch in turn,

could help shape strategic business decisions connected to the CSR construct
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Potential Future Resarch Directions

If futureresearctwere togerminate from this stugdgn update ofhe
instruments that were used to gauge personal opirsagesommended his
could also include the incorporation of more thebaged concepts within the
hypothetical model thatould becreated an@éventuallyinvestigated. As an
example, lhe idea that work climateould affectCSR orientation merits further
examination with an enhanced research design model that incorporates additional
principles variables and subtheoriesfound within the realm of Self
Determination Theory. The same recommelotiatan be made for CSR, whereby
the concept is reinterpreted and accordingly modeled based on a more modern and
all-encompassing representatidime explicit concepts of environmentabcsal,
and governancbasedesponsibiliy would likely becomedimensions of interest
in a revised interpretatiofhis reformulationcould perhapsven be extended to
accommoda industryspecific CSRopinions and ideologie3he nerging of key
CSR dimen®ns is also a possibility associated with model redegign.
assessment of the corporationdés CSR perfor
especially if internal and external stakeholder assessments are gathered and
compared to gaugée synchronicity of persgctives.

Keepingwith the theme oévaluationinstrumentsthe development and
testing ofa tool toassess the presence., existencepnd degreef CSR
mainstreaming withithecorporatio® s wo r k f be otdefiniteiotardstd
and value for largeampaniesaimingto incorporateCSRon adaily bass within

theirmakeup. Additionally, itmightbe wortlwhile to study how the concept of
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employee engagement is connected to both work climate perceptions and CSR
orientation, perhaps tbugh statisticapath analysiswith employee engagement
acting as the mediating variabEmployee engagement itself could be broken
down further into its component part®(,emotional, rationaland behavioral
engagementwhereby each element is then evaluated fraimext relationship
perspective to CSRO afmt work climate perceptiarAlternatively,these sub
elements could be gauged in terms of their effectivenesediating variable
between work climate perception and CSRO. The concept of engag@ment
wholeor in part)could also be evaluated to determine its capahdiact as a
proxy for need satisfactioas defined by SDT. If strongrelationship is found,
this may be one way tovercome privacy concerms the workplace when
seekingnformation conneted topersonabeliefs ancbpinions.

Supplemental investigations exclusively related to this test popul#tmn,
companyandor theindustrydomaincould include the launch of a followp
survey. A longitudinal assessment of this sort would affeights into the
stability of the expressed opiniornige(,work climate perceptions and CSR
attitudes) within the business uriitmay also elicit the participation of other
segments of thiontline populatiorwhose opinions were not represented in the
first survey, as the majority of respondents were frontline employees (not
supervisors) who worked in an office setting, with an academic education, in
either the Baby Boomer or Gefiage group. If timed properly, a follcup
survey may be able to estatliwhether events of significance after the initial

survey (whichcouldbe global, regional, locand/or industryspecific) have
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influencedp a r t i wiewpa@ntst Baildling upon this, a launch of the same
survey within other business units of the compaould offer a panoraaof
frontline opinions which could be usei conduct an assessment of homogeneity
within the company. Conducting the survey at higher levels within the
organizationi(e., middle,senior and executive management) would alsorafffo
researcherthe opportunity to compare haalignedthe opinions are from top to
bottom. At higher levels, sample size is small, and so statistical tests become less
useful and privacy issues become more fraugtiit complexity Peer analytics
could alsaeveal industrsbased tendencies if the survey were launched within
other @ergy transportation companiescttuld also be beneficigirom a
company culturg@oint of view, to measure the CSROs of employees within a
companythat isabout to be acquirdaly another companyndthencompare the
findings tothe currenCSRsentiment of thecquiring company testablish
degres of similarity.

Expanding upon the demographic variables polled within the study
represents another opportunity for future work, ey if a researchas
seeking to further uderstand the attitudes of Millennials with respect to work
affiliation. Tenure within a companas well as within thandustryof interest
would offer further insights to the generational findings néteetin andwould
allow comparisons across various stages of a career, at least for those who work
within a single industryif practical, it would be interesting and valuable to
collect life-stage informatiorfirom the test population to quantitatively cesnits

impact on each generatiofhe type of education receivede(, in either the

146



academic or technical settingf)e type ofeducational institutioattendedi(e.,
secular or nofsecular), as well as deeper understanding of whether social
responsibity was introduced and/ointegrated into the curriculusreexamples
of noteworthy expansions of the educatievel variablethatcould broaden the
understanding of how it may influence CSR orientation.

Considering the diversity of the workforce curtgnn place, as well as
the diversityexpected in the futuras theglobal mobility of laboiincreasesit
would be extremely applicable (although likely difficult from a privacy angle
when gauged within a corporate setting) to examine the CSRO impatrisen
byi n di v cuttuwabblckgiounsland practices. Along the same vein,
incorporation op a r t i aeligoasraffiliatiors and family structurginto the
modelwould only serve to enhance CSR@derstandindurther, whether
connected to the work climate perception construesa standalone assessment

To further substantiate the Millennial discussion points offered earlier, it
would also be interesting to examitiés generatios awareness levekbout
socicenvironmental causes in ttparticular industry, and attitudes regarding
corporate governance and sog¢ia)justice in future studies connected to CSR
orientationsThis could include awareness derived from technolegy, the
internet) and/or tym personal, othe-ground experiencesmvolvementandor
observations. Further, comprehension of the direct effects on CSRO caused by
generational events of significance would help validate some of the st&gotyp
associated with the Millennial genertj includingits orientation to CSRA

similar evaluation could also be done across the other two generat@tsgh-
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impact events in question could be local, regipaadl/or global in naturend

correlated to the timing of the occurrence relative to e 0 -stage i f e

Contribution

Generally, thdollowing studysought taextendcurrent knowledge,
insights, modelsand assessment practicetatedto CSR attitudes.g.,
orientationspy investigating a set afariablesthathadthe potential to impact
individual opinionsat the fontline level of a organizationMore gecifically, it
examinedvhether work climate perceptions, education leaet agei(e., a
generational perspectivBad the potential tmfluencepersonalCSR
perspectivesThese notions wetiavestigatedacross the frontline level of a North
American energy transportation company, both amongst supervisors and
employees, as well as in the field andanoffice setting.

The foundation of the research was bugbn the understanding thaet
attitude of an individual towards quorate social responsibility coulue
influencedby both workplaceelated factors and individuatlyased
characteristics (OO0 Nei)lTheintentionaf thisstudyl 9 8 9 ; Mar
wasto contribute to this body of knowledge by focusing on and investigating
whether the variables of work climate perceptiog. (autonomysupportng
versus controllingas per SelDeterminationTheory), education level, and age
(specifically, ggnerationdirectly influencel o n e @cial responsibility outloolat

work. In doing so, isoughtto extend the Maret al.(2003) corporaténdividual
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model to further understanehat may impact CSR orientatioasthe frontline
level of a sample orgarazon.

This study had originallproposedo addworkplaceclimate perceptios
to the inventory otorporate characterisfigvithin the model presented by Marz
et al.(2003) (.e.,albeit in a different industrgnd organizational layerJhis was
not accomplished. However, noted study limitations and moetadjtesstments
should be taken into consideratibrfurther investigation of this envisioned
relationships pursued

The second focus of the study explovdaether frontline educatidevels
andgenerational differencespacedthe personal connection to the four CSR
dimensionghe gudy was founded upoifhe motive behind thislement of the
study wa to establish whether treegdividuatbased variables coulte added to
the Marzetal. (2003) modeldgain, in aifferent industry and from a frontline
perspective), and collateraltpe x t end t he f ietad(1989%yly o f
examining whether these individdahsed background characstigs are as
influential to CSR perspdues at the frontline level of a company as they were
observed to be at the boardroom leydihough education level was not a
significant contributor to altering
noted as a very significant driver behind mbtifferences in CSR orientations.

This research wasonducted in a different industry settiwgh an
abundance of diverse stakeholders (internal and exté¢naa®mploys different
skill sets and professioyand issituatedacross a different layer the

organizational hierarchthanthe research of Marz.¢., frontline-level energy
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transportatioremployeesn Canada and the USA, as compared to a German
based international accounting/consulting firm and its junior and senior
management staff of audig) tax and management consultants). As such,
extension of the Marz model is clear as the exploration of new variables is
undertaken for addition to tleiginal model. Yet, the groundwork is also being
laid for the development of a similar framework idiierent industry, at a

different level in the organizatipand across two different countries.

Conclusion

This survey of frontline employees at a North American energy company
appears to show that work climate perceptions, on their own, caniuridied
as a corporate characteristic that directly influences the orientation of an
individual toward corporate social responsibility. The survey also indicates that
attitudes toward CSR are affected by the age of respts)drr notoy education
levds.

Although work climate perceptions can influence behaviors in a positive
fashion, it appears from the survey that CSRO may be an inherent attitude aligned
with oneds value system. This cwertenecti on w
the possible efies that other selfharacteristics could have on the proposed
alignment.

The focus for the present work has been on the question of whether the
variables of work climate perception, education level, and age directly influence

oneds soci alerspeative ptovorls A dase Istudy was geveloped and
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presented, based on a survey of frontline personnel employed by a North
American energy transportation company. The survey was adapted from a tool
that has been used for other G&fRated studies. Surveyydelopment and
deploymentveredescribed in detail, as a guide to others who may want to
conduct their own surveys on a sample group. Analysis methods have also been
explained, so that results can be interpreted with statistical confidence to verify
(or refute) hypotheses relatéd employee engagemene., connection}o CSR.

While the survey tool was useful for examining CSRO, some
modifications to the method and sample population would be worth implementing
to understand how CSRO affects different vayskand corporate performance on
economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic grounds. In that way, employees can
work for companies that they believe in, and companies can operate in ways that
reflect their stated values with respect to corporate sospbnsibility,according
to credible metrics.

Extrapol ating the survey findings
one to forecast the possible implications to corporate strategy, and industry in
general.

A company would be weberved to consider frdirie employee
perspectives when developing and reviewing CSR policies/practices as part of its
commitment to continuous improvement. A blending ofdogvn strategic
reasoning with bottorup engagement will potentially heighten biay
connectivity, and etvodiment of desired values. This goes kantdand with the

belief that CSR should not be viewed as an@ddoncept to the operational
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status quo, but rather an integrated approach to conducting business across the
whole organization, which is synchroatwith corporate culture and employee
expectations. That being said, human resource departments would need to
formally include CSR objectives within the performance management process to
emphasize its importance right alongsedenp | o pleserssponsilities, and
annual operational targets. In essence, this process of CSR integration is no
different than companwide initiatives such as worker safetydaproduct quality
improvement.

It has been suggested that a socie#lyponsible culture and working
environment is an attractive intangible corporate asset to attract, retain, and
engage the workforce. With the heightened scrutiny and media attention North
American pipeline compani¢mve beemeceivingin recent yeargt is in their
best interest to beeen asocially-responsibleorporaions. Attention to the
stakeholder landscape will not only assist in progressing a strategic agenda, but it
can also be leveraged to attract and retain theduglhity, motivated workforce
needed to delivethis strakegy, through a positive societal reputation. This will no
doubt require a more proactiaed directedommunication strategy tied to an
or gani z afinanoialt Successes and initiatives. This is important for
internal and external stakeholdemad wil be something of a paradigm shift for
some industries. Future work may be undertaken by others to cothsgeblic
policy implications of CSR orientation.

Considering the upcoming demographic changes of empldyessthe

viewpoint ofstaff attraction and retention, companies need to pay close attention
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to the CSR messages they céstarefully-crafted and relevant CSR policy can
helpensure maximum connection with increasingly diverse sdemographic
groups, as well as other stakeholders of thepamy, from government poliey
makers, to citizens who may be affected by operattonsterested non
governmental organizations who may advocate for particular social values. If
donecorrectly the CSR platform can evolve into an intangible asset of
importance for companies to compete more sustairadsbss many strategic

fronts.
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Appendix A: Final Survey

1. INTRODUCTION

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER

e PROJECT TITLE

- A Study of Work Climate Perception, Engagement and Individual Characteristics and their Respective
Impact on an Employee’s Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation

e PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR

Phil Michailides, P.Eng.
Ph.D. Candidate - Engineering Management Program
University of Alberta

- and -

Manager, Technology Transfer
Enbridge Technology Inc.
Edmonton, Alberta

* ACADEMIC ADVISORS

Dr. Peter C. Flynn, Ph.D., P.Eng.

Dr. Michael G. Lipsett, Ph.D., P.Eng.
Professors - Engineering Management Program
University of Alberta

¢ INTRODUCTION

Welcome and thank you for your interest in our academic research. The next few paragraphs will provide
you with some insights and information to further your understanding of what we are trying to achieve.
Following this, you will be invited to participate in our study by filling out a questionnaire online. Your
involvement is completely voluntary. The obtained results and findings are for the sole purpose of
completing a graduate level thesis.

If you should have any questions or concerns, please contact the individual shown in the ADDITIONAL
CONTACTS section of this PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER.

* PURPOSE

The primary goal of this study is to better understand how an employee’s personal opinion towards
corporate social responsibility (CSR) may be influenced by the workplace and his/her own individual
characteristics. The survey data collected will be analyzed on a collective basis to establish the
existence of potential relationships between these variables, both in the field and office setting.

As pointed out earlier, this study is being carried out for the sole purpose of completing a graduate level
thesis.

Enbridge Inc. is supportive of this research initiative. However, it should be made perfectly clear that
this study is in NO WAY CONNECTED to any other Enbridge Inc. employee study (i.e. past, present or
upcoming/proposed). It is a standalone project where only the findings in aggregate format will be
presented to senior management for their awareness and understanding. This ensures that the privacy
and confidentiality of every participant, and his/her individual survey replies, is maintained throughout
the study.
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2. SURVEY INFORMATION

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER .../cont'd
* BACKGROUND

More and more companies are embracing the principles and practices of corporate social responsibility
(CSR). Employees often recognize, align with and enact upon the CSR values and commitments that are
communicated by the company to its stakeholders. To nurture this relationship even further, it would be
advantageous to understand what variables promote (or discourage) the ‘amount of connection’ one
makes to the core concepts of CSR.

e TEST POPULATION

The test population recruited for this research all resides within the Enbridge Liquids Pipelines (LP)
business unit only, both in Canada and the U.S.A. The functional groups of interest to this study
include:

* Field Personnel = Operations

* Office Personnel = [Operations + Business Development + Customer Service + Engineering & System
Integrity + Finance + Public & Governmental Affairs + Information Technology + Law & Regulatory Affairs
+ Human Resources]

Personnel within each of these groups will be further divided into the following categories:

* Front-Line Managers (Field & Office)
* Front-Line Employees (Field & Office)

e THE SURVEY

By your arrival to this web-page, and this PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER, we would like to invite
you to participate in our study by completing an online survey. It is comprised of four (4) specific
sections. Each section starts out with a general explanation of what is being explored. Instructions on
how to complete each section are also provided. The four sections of the survey include:

* The Workplace

* Business & Society

* Engagement

* Demographic Variables

Participation in the study will grant you the opportunity to receive an aggregated-summary of the key
trends (themes) that may be uncovered. This will be available at the completion of the study, and upon
request.

The only commitment we seek is the time you spend to complete the survey. Since this is an online
survey, you may elect to complete it outside of work hours to minimize any interruption to your daily
work routines. Enbridge Inc. is supportive of the survey being completed during, or outside of, normal
working hours. Multiple re-enty back into the survey will be enabled for you to complete the survey in
more than one sitting, if required.

No other risks, discomforts or inconveniences are foreseen with your participation in this survey.

We kindly ask that you complete and submit ONLY ONE (1) SURVEY, and from ONLY ONE (1)
COMPUTER/LAPTOP.

The survey should take 15 - 20 minutes to complete.
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3. CONFIDENTIALITY

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER .../cont'd
e CONFIDENTIALITY

All responses to the online survey will remain strictly confidential at all times. The gathered replies will be
numerically coded at the source of entry. They will continue to remain numerically coded throughout the
statistical analysis phase to maintain the anonymity of the participants. The PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR
is the only individual in the research project who will access, manage and assess the survey data.

Both ACADEMIC ADVISORS and Enbridge Inc. WILL NOT be granted access to any data obtained from
the study. Aggregated results are all that will be made publicly available, including to Enbridge Inc.

Individual survey participants and/or their replies will not be identified in any future presentation or
publication. The premise of the study is strictly founded upon aggregated themes and correlations at the
field and office level. Reference to, and analysis of, replies, themes and trends within any of the
proposed office ‘sub-groups’ in the test population will not be undertaken in this study.

Individual replies will be housed within the online survey tool. The PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR is the only
one with knowledge of the login identification and password to access the data. This approach will
remain intact for the complete duration of the study. This same logic will apply if, and likely when, the
raw data is transferred into a statistical analysis software tool.

To ensure confidentiality even further, any data that may be transferred to a memory stick or ends up
being printed will be coded and stored in a locked cabinet/drawer to which only the PRINCIPAL
INVESTIGATOR will have access. Information is normally kept for a period of five (5) years after
publication, after which it will be destroyed.

¢ FREEDOM TO WITHDRAW

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There is no obligation to participate and you are
free to withdraw yourself from the process at anytime. If you decline to continue or you wish to
withdraw from the study, your information will be removed from the study upon your request.

* ADDITIONAL CONTACTS

If you have concerns about this study, you may contact Dr. James Miller, Chair of the Engineering

Faculty Ethics Committee, University of Alberta, at (780) 492-4443. Dr. Miller has no direct involvement
with this project.
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4. PROCEED or DEPART?

1. Would you like to participate in the proposed research study?

O YES - Let's get started

O NO - I would prefer not to participate
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5. THE WORKPLACE (Section 1)

* BACKGROUND

This section of the survey contains statements describing your interactions with your immediate
supervisor. Individuals in supervisory roles often display unique styles when engaging with their direct
reports. We would like to further understand how you feel in relation to these experiences with your
immediate supervisor.

Your responses are completely confidential and nobody within Enbridge will see individual survey replies.
Please be honest and candid. Also, keep in mind that there is no right or wrong answer. This is about
how you feel personally.

e INSTRUCTIONS

For each statement below, select the rating which best reflects your current opinion

2. I feel that my immediate supervisor provides me choices and options at
work

Strongly Disagree Slightly Heutrai Slightly Strongly

A
Disagree Disagree Agree gres Agree

Rating: ® & & o 6 s 0

3. I feel understood by my immediate supervisor

St I Slightl Slightl St I
vrong Y Disagree 3 IghLy Neutral "ty Agree rong’y
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: e & o & & & o

4.1 am able to be open with my immediate supervisor at work

ightl light! |
SFroneg Disagree S.llght ¥ Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: o o o o O O O

5. My immediate supervisor expresses confidence in my ability to do well at
my job

St I Slightl Slightl Sti I
Vrong ¥ Disagree p Y Neutral ahtly Agree rongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: e o o & o o o

6. I feel that my immediate supervisor accepts me

ightl lightl
S.trongly Disagree 5.||g Hy Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O
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6. THE WORKPLACE .../ cont'd

7. My immediate supervisor makes sure I really understand the goals of my
job and what I need to do
Slightly Strongly

SFronglv Disagree S.llghtly Neutral Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

8. My immediate supervisor encourages me to ask questions

Strongly . Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 1eRgK Disagree M Agree 9 Agree

Rating: ® & & & & & o

9. I feel a lot of trust in my immediate supervisor
Slightly Strongly

Strongly ” Slightly
Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree

Rating: e & o e & o o

10. My immediate supervisor answers my questions fully and carefully
Slightly Strongly

St I Slightl
.rongy Disagree _'g ¥ Neutral Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

11. My immediate supervisor listens to how I would like to do things

St I Slightl light! St I
vrong Y Disagree - ALy Neutral Shightly Agree fongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: o o O O O O O
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7. THE WORKPLACE .../cont'd

12. My immediate supervisor handles people's emotions very well

Strongly . Slightly Slightly Strongly
D Neutral A
Disagree 1sagrea Disagree eutra Agree gree Agree

Rating: o o O O O O O

13. I feel that my immediate supervisor cares about me as a person

SFronglv Disagree §Ilghtly Fo— Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: ® &6 & o » 6 o

14. I don't feel very good about the way my immediate supervisor talks to
me

S | lightl light! Sti I
Frong ¥ Disagree 5 ightly Neutral SHiahtly Agree Tongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: e & o e & o o

15. My immediate supervisor tries to understand how I see things before

suggesting a new way to do things

ightl light! I
SFronglv Disagree 5.||g ty Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O £ @ O O
16. I feel able to share my feelings with my immediate supervisor
Slightly Strongly

SFrongly Disagree S.Ilghtly Neutral Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O
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8. BUSINESS & SOCIETY (Section 2)

* BACKGROUND

Section 2 of this survey contains statements related to the interactions between Business and Society.
Specifically, the many issues and responsibilities a company deals with when conducting its day-to-day
activities. All companies respond to these demands differently. We would like to understand the
importance of these issues from YOUR OWN personal point of view.

Your responses are completely confidential and nobody within Enbridge will see individual survey replies.
Again, we ask that you please be honest and candid with your answers. There is no right or wrong
response as we are only interested in your personal opinions.

* INSTRUCTIONS

Based on its importance to YOU, allocate up to, but NOT MORE THAN, TEN (10) TOTAL POINTS to each
set of four statements. Ensure you ONLY USE WHOLE NUMBERS between 0 and 10 (i.e. no
fraction/decimal amounts, as rounding errors will be introduced). Also note that each statement requires
a weighting be assigned to it (i.e. from 0 to 10).

For example, you might allocate points as such:

OO ®m>
nononwon
= NWN

10 pts (Total) - or -

o0 m>
wononon
NO N

10 pts (Total) - or -

oOO®m>
mwononon
o 0O =

o

10 pts (Total) ... etc
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9. BUSINESS & SOCIETY .../cont'd

17. It is important to perform in a manner consistent with:
A. the expectations of maximizing financial performance
B. the expectations of government and the law

C. the charitable and philanthropic expectations of society

D. the values and ethical standards of society

18. It is important to be committed to:
A. being as profitable as possible

B. charitable and voluntary activities

C. abiding by laws and regulations

D. moral and ethical behavior

19. It is important to:

A. recognize that the ends do not always justify the means
B. comply with various federal regulations

C. assist the fine and performing arts
D.

maintain a strong competitive position

20. It is important that:

A. legal responsibilities be seriously fulfilled
B. long-term financial success be maximized

C. managers and employees participate in voluntary and charitable
activities within their local communities

D. promises are not made which are not intended to be fulfilled

21. It is important to:

A. manage resources optimally as to improve profitability

B. promptly comply with new laws and regulations

C. explore new opportunities and programs which can improve urban
and community life

D. recognize and respect new or evolving ethical/moral standards
adopted by society

OO0 000D 0000 doog- bocd
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10. BUSINESS & SOCIETY .../cont'd

22, It is important to:

A. provide assistance to educational institutions

B. ensure a high level of operating efficiency is maintained
C. be a law-abiding corporate citizen

D. both offer and perform services in an ethically fair and responsible
manner

23. It is important to:

A. pursue opportunities which will enhance financial performance

B. support diversity and equal opportunity initiatives

C. support, assist and work with local community-owned businesses

D. not compromise social standards and expectations in order to
achieve corporate goals

o0 OoCd

-y

24. It is important that a successful firm be defined as one which:
A. is consistently profitable

B. fulfills its legal obligations

C. fulfills its ethical and moral responsibilities

D. fulfills its charitable and philanthropic responsibilities

Il

=

25. It is important to monitor new opportunities which can enhance the

organization’s:

A. moral and ethical image in society

B. compliance with local, state/provincial and federal laws
C. financial well-being

D. ability to help solve social problems

0L

h

-3

e defined as:

26. It is important that good corporate citizen

A. doing what the law expects

p

B. providing voluntary assistance to charities and community
organizations

C. doing what is expected morally and ethically

D. being as profitable as possible

il
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11. BUSINESS & SOCIETY .../cont'd

27. It is important to view:
A. charitable behavior as a useful measure of corporate performance

B. consistent profitability as a useful measure of corporate
performance

C. compliance with the law as a useful measure of corporate
performance

D. compliance with the standards, customs and unwritten laws of
society as a useful measure of corporate performance

28.1tis important to:

A. recognize that corporate integrity and ethical behavior go beyond
mere compliance with laws and regulations

B. fulfill all corporate tax obligations

C. maintain a high level of operating efficiency

D. maintain a policy of increasing charitable and voluntary efforts over
time

29. It is important to:

A. voluntarily assist those projects which enhance a community’s
‘quality of life’

B. both offer and perform services which at least meet minimum legal
requirements

C. avoid compromising society’s expectations and ethical values in
order to achieve goals

Jotl oot oo

D. efficiently manage organizational resources to enhance financial
performance

30. It is important to:

A. pursue only those opportunities which provide the best rate of return
B. engage and participate in charitable and/or voluntary activities
supported by the organization

C. comply fully and honestly with enacted laws, regulations, and court
rulings

D. recognize that society’s unwritten laws and codes can often be as
important as the written

i

31. It is important that:

A. charitable and voluntary efforts continue to be expanded
consistently over time

B. environmental, health and safety violations are not ignored in order
to complete or expedite a project

C. financial health remains strong relative to major competitors

1N

D. ‘whistle blowing” not be discouraged at any corporate level
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12. ENGAGEMENT (Section 3)

* BACKGROUND

The statements in Section 3 of this survey relate to your current views and expressed behaviors at
work. These are reflections of your engagement level. Considering the amount of time spent at work
daily, it is important to understand what drivers may support (or weaken) one's engagement.

Your responses are completely confidential and nobody within Enbridge will see individual survey replies.
Please be honest and candid. Also, keep in mind that there is no right or wrong answer. This is about
how you are currently feeling at work.

¢ INSTRUCTIONS

For each statement below, select the rating which best reflects your current opinion

32. I am proud to work for Enbridge

Strongly T Slightly N&El Slightly AGTEE Strongly
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree

O 0 O O O o0 O

33. Overall, I enjoy working for my immediate supervisor

SFronglv Disagree §llghtly Neisal Slightly Agraa Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

34. My job gives me a feeling of accomplishment

St I Slightl Slightl St I
N TN Disagree i R Neutral AnEy Agree rongy
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: O O O O O O O

35. Overall, I am satisfied with my job

Strongly 5 Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 1eegr Disagree . Agree 91 Agree

Rating: o o o O O 0O O
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13. ENGAGEMENT .../cont'd

36. My job is interesting
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree

Rating: o o O O O O O

37. I am motivated to contribute more than what is expected of me in my
job
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree

Rating: ® & & & & & o

38. I am not currently planning on leaving Enbridge
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree 9 Disagree Agree 9 Agree

Rating: e & o e & o o

39. I would feel comfortable referring a good friend to Enbridge for

employment

ightl light! I
SFronglv Disagree 5.||g ty Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Rating: ¢ @ & 6 o & s
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14. YOU, THE INDIVIDUAL (Section 4)

* BACKGROUND

To complete the survey, this final section asks some basic questions about ‘you’ from a work and self
perspective.

Your responses are completely confidential and nobody within Enbridge will see individual survey replies.
Please be honest with your answers.

* INSTRUCTIONS

Please select the appropriate response for each question below

40. LOCATION

I work for Enbridge in the following country:

O Canada
O U.S.A.

41. WORK SITE

I spend MOST of my daily work hours in the:
O Field (Regional Office, Station and/or Terminal, RoW, Other Facilities, Equipment Sites/Locations, etc.)

O Office (Edmonton or Calgary or Superior Office, other similar Head Office, Control Center)

42. PEOPLE RESPONSIBILITY

I conduct AT LEAST one (1) annual performance review /evaluation of a
full-time* Enbridge employee:

*NOTE:

- Part-time and temporary employees, contractors and co-op students are
not considered 'full-time’ in this study

- If a position reporting to you is currently vacant, but will end up being
staffed by a full-time employee, please select 'True’

O True
O False
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15. YOU, THE INDIVIDUAL .../cont'd

43. JOB FUNCTION

My job at Enbridge can BEST be described as:

O Administrative / Clerical

O Front-Line Employee (Production Team Member, Service Team Member, etc.)
O Professional / Specialist

O Supervisory (Coordinator, Manager, Supervisor, Team Leader, etc.)

44. TENURE

I have been working at Enbridge for:

45. EDUCATION

My level and type of education can best be described as:
O Basic (high school or less)
O Post-Secondary (Technical) - apprenticeship program, trade school, technical institute, etc.

O Post-Secondary (Academic) - college, university, etc.

46. AGE

I was born in the following year:

47. GENDER

O Female
O Male
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16. THANK YO

You have reached the end of the survey.

- If you arrived here after answering all of the questions, we would like to sincerely thank you for your
time and contribution to our research efforts.

- If you arrived here by electing to not participate in the study, we thank you for at least taking the
time to gain a general understanding of what we are pursuing.

The research team would like to wish all of you a safe and wonderful summer!
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Appendix B: Ethics Review Proposal

Ethics Review
Faculty of Engineering, University of Alberta

REQUEST FOR ETHICAL REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS

Specify Research Type: Dissertation Research (Ph.D)

Project Title:
A Study of Work Climate Perception, Engagement and Individual Characteristics and their Respective
Impact on an Employee’s Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation

Principal Investigator(s) and Degree(s):

Theophilos (Phil) Michailides

- Ph.D. Candidate (Engineering Management — Dept. of Mechanical Engineering)

-  M.Eng. (Engineering Management — Dept. of Mechanical Engineering) — University of Alberta, 1990
- B.Sc. (Petroleum Engineering) - University of Alberta, 1988

Adpvisor (if applicable):
- Dr. Michael G. Lipsett, Ph.D., P.Eng. (co-advisor)
- Dr. Peter C. Flynn, Ph.D., P. Eng. (co-advisor)

Status or Rank: Office Phone:
- Professor (780) 492-9494
- Professor (780) 492-6438
Department: Faculty:

- Mechanical Engineering Engineering

- Mechanical Engineering Engineering

Building and Room:

- MEC 35-1J

- MEC 5-8J

Sponsoring Agency: Budget:

- None N/A

Project Period: Budget Period:
- June 1, 2010 to June 1, 2011 N/A

Please provide answers to all of the following questions. All projects submitted for review must be
typed (no handwritten proposals accepted). Only one copy is required and will be retained for the
Ethics Committee files and eventually reproduced for Committee use.
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PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES and EXTERNAL INTERACTIONS

1) What are you doing?

The primary intent of the research is to explore whether a relationship exists between an
individual’s perception of their work climate (i.e. from controlling to autonomy-supportive) and
their expressed orientation to the business practice of corporate social responsibility (i.e.
economic versus social alignment).
The secondary intent is to explore whether the variables of education level and age correlate to
an individual’s expressed corporate social responsibility orientation. This phase extends current
knowledge of this relationship (i.e. confirmed at the board-room level across multiple industries)
by exploring whether this connection also exists at lower-levels within the organizations’
hierarchy.
These hypotheses will be differentially investigated amongst employees situated in either an
office or field setting of a specific business unit within a leading North American energy delivery
company. Specifically, the Liquids Pipelines (LP) business unit of Enbridge Inc., which has
employees located both in Canada and the United States of America.
The Principal Investigator of this study is an active, full-time employee of Enbridge Inc. His
current role is Manager, Technology Transfer of Enbridge Technology Inc., the international
consultancy group within the Enbridge International Inc. business unit.
The proposed study has the full support of management within the International and Liquids
Pipeline (LP) business units of Enbridge Inc.
The chosen test population within the LP business unit will also be demarcated and hypotheses-
tested based on people-management responsibilities (i.e. front-line managers versus front-line
employees).
A literature review will be undertaken to establish a comprehensive understanding of the key
topics of interest, in addition to ensuring that the proposed research is novel and unique.
The following key academic domains will be explored during the literature review:

- Corporate social responsibility;

- Corporate social responsibility orientation:

- Human motivation theories;

- Self-determination theory, and;

- Autonomy.
An individual’s work climate perception will be measured via an already developed and tested
survey tool found within the human motivation theory of self-determination. It is entitled the
Work Climate Questionnaire.
An individual’s corporate social responsibility (CSR) orientation will be measured via an already
developed and tested survey tool which operationalizes a specifically-defined construct of CSR.
A set of questions related to employee engagement have also been incorporated within the
proposed survey. Established questions, as introduced by The Conference Board, will be used to
measure this variable. The hypothesis to be explored is that an employee’s attitude to CSR is
connected to their respective engagement level at work.
A set of questions has also been crafted to differentiate the test population (i.e. corporate and
individual control variables) and will also form part of the proposed survey. The demographic
variables include: country of work, work location, people responsibility, job function, tenure,
education level and type, age and gender. The anticipated large sample size along with the
confidentiality measures that will be adhered to throughout the study process will ensure that no
individual and/or their respective replies can be identified.
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2)

3)

After the survey has been rolled-out to the test population, an analysis of the collected data will
be undertaken to statistically prove and/or refute the proposed hypotheses. Generalizations and
conclusions related to the findings will also be offered.

Limits of the undertaken research, as well as recommendations for future research, will then be
discussed and proposed respectively at the conclusion of the study.

Why? What benefits are there to the participants, to society, or to further research? What are
you trying to find out?

More and more companies are embracing the principles of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
and embedding them within their business practices. In doing so, they are relying heavily on
their personnel to champion the ideologies. values and actions that are communicated and
promised to external stakeholders. Beyond the philanthropic initiatives and well crafted policies
originating at the corporate level, expectations have evolved further whereby front-line staffs
(both in office and field settings) are asked to perform their day-to-day activities in a manner that
is aligned with the CSR responsibilities the company has committed to. Essentially, walking the
talk.

In light of this, it is critical for the corporation to understand whether certain workplace variables
and/or individual characteristics impact (both positively and/or negatively) the CSR attitudes of
front-line personnel. The specific variables explored in this research include perceived work
climate, education level and age. both in an office and field setting. Front-line manager and
front-line employee perspectives are also gathered and analyzed within this research.

The anticipated benefits for CSR-driven corporations, and in turn, society because of
advancements and refinements to existing CSR practices, include:

- Insights into the envisioned relationship between perceived work climate and CSR
orientation, which also indirectly highlights the importance management style may play
on employee acceptance of higher-order CSR responsibilities (e.g. philanthropic and
ethical as opposed to economic and legal).

- An understanding of the significance education level has towards CSR orientation, as it is
still commonplace for personnel with a high-school background to interface daily with
employees with university degrees;

- An understanding of the significance that age has towards CSR orientation, as
corporations are faced with addressing the many and often diverse needs of the multi-
generational workforce;

- With this knowledge in hand, ‘tailor made’ human resource strategies can be crafted to
address the findings with the goals of employee retention and enhanced engagement as
their drivers.

‘Where will the study take place?

Enbridge Inc. is the company which has allowed its’ staff to participate in the proposed research
via completion of a survey administered online.

The test population resides exclusively within the Liquids Pipelines (LP) business unit. Enbridge
Inc.’s other business units will not participate in the study.

Executive and senior management personnel of Enbridge Inc. and the LP business unit will not
participate in the study. Only the opinions and perspectives of front-line personnel are of interest
within this study.

The test population is dispersed across Canada and the United States of America.

Personnel in both head-office and field LP locations will participate.
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4)

5)

The LP Operations group represents the field perspective within the study, both at the front-line
manager and front-line employee level.
The aggregate summary of the functional groups below will represent the LP office perspective
within the survey (i.e. both at the front-line manager and front-line employee level):
- Business Development, Customer Service, Engineering and System Integrity. Finance,
Public and Governmental Affairs, Information Technology, Law and Regulatory Affairs
and Human Resources.

How are you going to do it (e.g., interviews, physical testing, videotaping, etc.)?

A survey has been prepared to gather the respondents opinions on the following concepts:

- Workplace Climate Perceptions

- Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation

- Engagement Level at Work
These three (3) specific sections of the survey all call upon existing questionnaires which have
been proven to be statistically valid, reliable and often used in their respective research areas.
Very minor adjustments to the text within these surveys had to be undertaken to ensure the
language is both ‘modern” and understandable for the proposed test population.
The final section of the survey will ask respondents to provide demographic information about
themselves (i.e. both corporate and individual based).
The survey will be launched and managed via an online survey tool (i.e. SurveyMonkey).
The enhanced security option (i.e. SSL encryption-based) offered by SurveyMonkey has been
purchased and will be engaged throughout the survey process to ensure that the privacy and
confidentiality of every submitted response, from each participant, is upheld.
Survey participation, which is completely voluntary, will also be founded upon the premise of

anonymity as participants” names are not solicited at anytime.

e Participants are also continuously assured (i.e. within the survey) that their responses are
completely confidential and that nobody within Enbridge Inc. will see individual replies and/or

surveys.

e Additionally, within the text of the opening email introducing the scope of the study, it is
explained to the participants that the study is strictly for academic purposes and is in no-way
connected to any other corporate Enbridge Inc. survey initiative (i.e. existing and/or proposed).

e The Principal Investigator associated with this study will be the only one to collect, handle,
encode, statistically analyze and report on the submitted survey data (i.e. in aggregate fashion).

How long will it take (each part of the study; total time required of participants)?

e The following timeline estimates are currently envisioned:

Finalize Survey Questions

Completed

Transfer Questionnaire to Online-Survey Site (SurveyMonkey)

By May 16, 2010

Functionality & Time-Trial Test of Online-Survey Within a Test Group

By May 21, 2010

Survey Notification to ENB LP Exec./Sr. Management

May 25, 2010

Survey Introduction to Test Population

May 31, 2010

Launch On-Line Survey to Test Population

June 07, 2010

Estimated Total Time to Complete the Survey: 20 mi (to be confirmed during the time trials)

Reminder Notification to Test Population

June 14, 2010

Survey Closed & Thank You Email to Test Population

June 21, 2010

Detailed Analysis of Survey Data

Jul-Nov, 2010

4
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6)

7

Preliminary Findings Presentation (to study advisors & ENB LP Mgmt.) Nov-Dec, 2010
Complete Dissertation Write-Up By Q1-2011

Is the activity directly funded? If so, provide brief details of the arrangements.

e The only secured funding arrangement is with Enbridge Inc., which is simply an expense-
reimbursement based agreement.

e The Enbridge ‘Education Refund Plan” is a corporate-wide program aimed at encouraging
employees to upgrade their skills and knowledge (i.e. career development).

e TFinancial sponsorship is offered for external courses/programs pre-approved by one’s immediate
supervisor. This noted pre-approval is in-place for this specific study.

o All fees, tuition, textbooks and relevant associated costs are initially paid by the employee. These
expenses are then reimbursed upon successful completion of the pre-approved course(s).

Might any of the research team have, or be reasonably perceived to have, a conflict of interest,
including personal, family or financial interests, in the research? If so, explain the situation in
detail.

e None is evident, perceived or anticipated with this research.

DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

8)

9)

10)

11)

Where will the project be conducted (room number or area; if not U of A location, site

authorization allowing this research must be provided)?

e The online survey and gathered responses will be developed, administered and statistically
analyzed in Room #1638 of the Enbridge Tower (10201 Jasper Avenue, Edmonton, AB) by the
Principal Investigator.

e Authorization for this to occur has been granted by the Principal Investigator’s immediate
supervisor at Enbridge Inc. (see Attachment “A”).

o The collected replies will not contain any personal information associated with the survey
participant. The information requested in the survey will not allow for the identification of any
individual. Regardless of this assurance, all data (i.e. whether in electronic or hard-copy format)
will remain locked in an assigned drawer at the above-noted office location.

e Participants of the research will complete the online survey either at their individual work
location, or at home during non-working hours.

How will the project be explained to the subjects?

e Individuals within the test population will be sent an introductory e-mail complete with a link to
the online survey website. Once re-directed to the website, they will immediately be introduced
to the scope, intent and contents of the study.

o The Participant Information Letter (see Attachment *B”) will act as this specific explanatory
mechanism for the survey.

If the subjects are minors, how will assent be secured?
e Not applicable. No minors are employed within the test population.

How will you make it clear to the subjects that their participation is voluntary and that they
may withdraw from the study at any time they wish to discontinue participation?
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12)

e Individuals within the test population will be sent an introductory e-mail complete with a link to
the online survey website. Once re-directed to the website, they will immediately be introduced
to the scope, intent and contents of the study (i.e. via the Participant Information Letter, which
has been attached for your reference).

e Ifan individual would like to withdraw from the survey after reading the Participant Information
Letter, they may do so by either simply closing the web-browser or choosing “No Thanks” to
proceeding with the survey (i.e. an option to be shown immediately after the introductory
comments).

e Additionally, a potential participant may decide to not even re-direct himself to the survey
website by simply not responding to, or deleting, the introductory email that will be sent.

Will your project utilize (check):

® Questionnaires — Yes (see Attachment ‘C’, which is in an unformatted state)
o Interviews — No (not utilized in the study)

o Observations — No (not utilized in the study)

o Medical records review — No (not utilized in the study)

PERSONNEL

13)

Describe the qualifications of research personnel if special conditions exist within the research
that could cause physical or psychological harm, or if participants require special attention
because of physical or psychological characteristics, or if made advisable by other exigencies
e Physical and/or psychological harm to survey participants is not anticipated.

e Special attention to the needs of survey participants is also not anticipated.

e All the questions within the survey are either opinion or demographic based. As a result, this
should not place any undue stress or harm on the participant. Continual assurance that Enbridge
Inc. will not be privy to any individual responses should help alleviate any concerns regarding
confidentiality. If it does not, they can elect to not participate in the study from the onset.

e Assuch, no unique qualifications are required by the research personnel if such special
conditions existed or were anticipated.

DESCRIPTION OF POPULATION

14)

15)

Number of subjects to be involved:
e A preliminary size estimate of the proposed test population (i.e. within the Liquids Pipeline
business unit of Enbridge Inc.) is 2,500 people.

Description of population to be recruited and rationale for their participation (indicate age
range):

Company Enbridge Inc.
Business Unit (BU) Liquids Pipelines (LP)
Countries Canada, U.S.A.

Functional Groups

Field Staff | LP Operations
Office Staff | LP Business Development + LP Customer Service +
LP Engineering & System Integrity + LP Finance +
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