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Abstract

:

Macau gambling companies included Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) information in their annual reports and websites as a marketing tool. Responsible Gambling (RG) had been a recurring issue in Macau’s chief executive report since 2007 and in many of the major gambling operators’ annual report. The purpose of this study was to develop a measurement scale on CSR activities in Macau. Items on the measurement scale were based on qualitative research with data collected from employees in Macau’s gambling industry and academic literature. First and Second Order confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used to verify the reliability and validity of the measurement scale. The results of this study were satisfactory and were supported by empirical evidence. This study provided recommendations to gambling stakeholders, including practitioners, government officers, customers and shareholders, and implications to promote CSR practice in Macau gambling industry.
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1. Introduction


After three centuries of development in the gaming industry, Macau was now referred to as “Monte Carlo of the Orient” and “Las Vegas of the East”. By the end of 2015, there were 23 casinos in the Macau Peninsula and 13 on the Taipa Island. The market shares, based on the number of casinos, were as follows: 55.6% for SJM, 16.7% for Galaxy, 11.1% for Venetian and Melco Crown, and 2.7% for Wynn and MGM [1]. Tax from gaming represented over 70 percent of the government revenue in 2009. With an average of 6 percent growth per year since 2000, the gaming revenue in Macau exceeded Las Vegas occasionally and this made Macau the largest gaming city in the world [1] (see Figure 1).



Gambling companies included Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) information in their annual reports and websites as a societal marketing tool [3]. Responsible Gambling (RG) had been a recurring issue in Macau’s chief executive report since 2007 and in many of the major gambling operators’ annual report. Throughout the development of the gaming industry in Macau and the increasing amount of gaming facilities, people increased their concerns on the issues created by gambling. The major concern from the opposing parties was problem gambling or addictive gambling Problem gambling, characterized by difficulties limiting time and money spent gambling [4]. Problem gambling had increased by 1.7% percentage point from 2003 to 2007 [5] and had been expanding across the communities. Problem gambling was not the only issues created by the over concentration on the gambling industry. Casinos usually offered a more lucrative employment package, such as wages, working environment, meals, and health insurance. This made other businesses difficult to recruit or retain talents. Fong, Fong and Li (2011) [6] estimated the social cost of gambling increased over twofold from 2003 to 2007 and expected the cost continue to increase.



To reduce the adverse impacts of the gambling industry, Macau government provided assistance to problem gamblers and their associated relatives to resolve their problems. For example, the DICJ and other institutions, such as the University of Macau, held “Responsible Gambling Awareness Week” each year to provide information regarding the adverse effect of addictive gambling to the public and the employees from casino with the objective to help these parties develop a positive attitude toward gambling. Furthermore, Macau government formed “Responsible Gaming Work Preparation Unit” with other concerned institutes to construct responsible gaming policies and the corresponding administrative procedures [7].



Researchers in the tourism and hospitality industry began to research in CSR in recent years [8]. While many researches focused on the benefits of CSR activities [9], Hancock (2011) [10] showed that in some circumstances, such as a bar within a casino, businesses would perform irresponsibly because the liquor served in the casino was directly linked to bar revenue and more importantly, the liquor kept people gambling and spending, and hence the businesses would have a very loose enforcement on liquor regulations and requirements. The measurement and dimensionality of the CSR were important issues in this study. Because of the CSR and RG in gambling industry was still a recent issue, few studies had endeavored to develop sound measurement items to investigate the CSR activities in Macau. This study offered a review of the CSR issues being addressed in the Macau gaming industry. In order to attain the above objectives, there were two main research questions of this study. The first question was what are the CSR dimensions that have been used in Macau gambling industry? The second question was how important are CSR dimensions which have been implemented in Macau gambling industry? In particular, the specific objectives of this study are as follows:




	1.

	
Evaluate the CSR performance of the gambling operators in Macau




	2.

	
Create a measurement scale of CSR practices of Macau gambling companies




	3.

	
Provide recommendations and suggestions to gaming industry.










2. Literature Review


2.1. CSR in Hospitality and Tourism


Researchers in the tourism and hospitality showed an increasing concern in CSR [8]. A broad range of potential benefits of CSR were identified, such as the enhancement of profit, reputation, risk and crisis management, customer services, and brand value, decrease of cost and, long term sustainability for the companies and the workers [9,11]. The environmental context, such as eco-tourism [12], heritage tourism [13], mass tourism [14], tourism operators and airline [15,16], sport and leisure [17], and destination [18], was being studied by various scholars. Jamrozy (2007) [19] further studied the relationship the marketing of tourism with respect to CSR. However, similar to the research on CSR in other businesses, the results were inconclusive [8]. Other forms of CSR, aiming to achieve sustainable competitive advantage, such as responsible environmental marketing and community based tourism [20] and sustainable design and green building practices [21], were gaining attention from various entities. Nevertheless, the hospitality sector is the largest sector in tourism industry.



Due to various social problems and negative impacts associated with gambling, casinos were more likely to face social issues and hence CSR was important to the gambling industry [8]. First, when the gaming operators performed CSR activities, people could develop a positive attitude; second, CSR could project a positive image of the casino; third, CSR could increase workers’ loyalty and retention and hence lower workforce loss; and forth, CSR could improve the surrounding community of the casino [22]. However, Porter and Kramer (2007) [23] asserted the scope of CSR changes rapidly according to the specific characteristics of the industry. In the case of casinos, gaming control board, government, and RG regulations and guidelines could be initiated as a unique CSR activity to operate socially responsible businesses. However, due to complexity and conceptual difficulties of the definition of CSR, measuring CSR was difficult [23]. The measurement difficulties enhanced when the scope of CSR activities changes accordingly with industries and companies specifics [24]. For example, some casinos implemented self-exclusion policies, and self-limit policies for problem gamblers and their corresponding relatives. Some casinos provided training programs in long-term sustainable business for employees [25].



In contrast to the empirical results from the general business and the tourism and hospitality industry, there was no significant relationship between CSR and financial performance in the gaming industry. One possible reason is that CSR was not easy to gain attention from the management team due to its narrow perspective, lack of focus and difficulties to quantify. Furthermore, CSR could be manipulated easily by opportunists [26]. Welford (2008) [27] pointed out the gambling industry was similar many others industry in various aspects. Industry players should understand that it was a moral thing to act socially responsible. The author further pointed out there were many similarities between gaming industries and the others, so it was necessary to convince the gaming operators to act responsibly. At the same time, the tools to practice CSR could be borrowed from other industries, such as code of codes of conduct, broader social and environmental initiatives, partnerships with NGOs and charities, strategies for climate change, community investment initiatives and a good degree of accountability and reporting. Unfortunately, these practices were seldom observed in the gaming industry.




2.2. Responsible Gambling


Massachusetts Gaming Commission (2010) [28] defined Responsible gaming (RG) as the services to minimize the adverse effects, regardless to the individuals or to the society, associated with gaming. The purpose of gaming interventions was to prevent gaming-related problems, to provide information, balanced attitudes and choices, and to protect vulnerable groups. Thus, the guiding principle was to prevent the social problems to arise, to promote health, to reduce harm and to encourage personal and social responsibilities [29]. Alternatively, research scholars included additional requirements for responsible gaming. They defined RG as a policy for the gaming operators to reduce the adverse effects [25,30,31], providing economic benefits to the society [31], and a distinct strategies to implement CSR [25] with features such as public education, employee training, resources for help and treatment, legalizing minimum age and self-exclusion programs [32]. In this study, RG is defined as a strategy or policy that could minimize negative social and/or community impacts associated with gambling activities.



Responsible gambling implemented by the casinos could not only increase publicity and brand image of the casinos, but also become a necessarity [33]. One particular RG strategy was to prohibit local residents to enter the casino. This might reduce the spread of problem gambling in local communities and hence sustain the development of the gaming industry [34]. Furthermore, casino employees might expect the casino to have a moral code. In this context, this would mean implementing responsible gambling strategies [25]. This practice would not only increase employee’s pride toward the casino [34], but also enhance their orientation toward customers and hence increase service quality [25].



Casinos were now on the edge that if they do not perform responsibly, the company will not survive [35]. It was no doubt that CSR would become one of the priorities of casino management in the 21st century. Despite the importance of RG or CSR practices, some casinos did not perform RG strategies. For example, one casino in Korean, the Kangwon Land Casino, allowed not only foreigners to enter the casino, but also the locals, while the rest of the casinos in the country prohibits local people to gamble [22].




2.3. Conceptual Framework


2.3.1. Dimensions of CSR in Hospitality and Tourism


A reliable and accurate measurement of CSR was a critical issue because of its importance to not only business but also to the society [36]. Numerous methods, such as forced-choice survey instruments, reputation indices and scales, content analysis of document, behavioural and perceptional measures, and case study, ref [37] was introduced by academic researchers and practitioners [37,38] but there was no unified consensus of measurements [39]. Content analysis was by far the most common way to measure CSR [40], due to its ability to derive a new measure for social responsible activities [41]. For example, using the CSR definitions proposed by Carroll (2000), Garcia de los Salmones, Crespo, and del Bosque (2005) [42] and Maignan (2001) [43] adopted four dimensions of CSR from the management perspectives, economic, legal, philanthropic, and ethical. The authors found the economic dimension of CSR was not an apparent dimension from the consumers’ perspective when evaluating CSR activities [43]. Furthermore, the authors also argued that the legal and ethical dimensions should be combined to create a single factor [43]. Golob, Lah, & Jančič (2008) [44] took this into further extend for which they combined all four dimensions into one single factor for the consumers. Moreover, due to the recent attentions and focuses on CSR activities, information from companies became more easily accessible [45]. Luo, Lam, Li, & Shen (2016) [46] studied the process of CSR in Macau gambling industry. The authors compared different types of CSR currently employed by Macau’s gambling operators and identified the most popular CSR practice areas. Despite the popularity of content analysis, the limitation was the difference between the reported action and the actual company behavior [47]. Therefore, the reliability of company reports would represent a significant limitation [46].



Scale development was also another useful method to study CSR. Aupperle (1984) [48] was the first study that employs this methodology to develop a multidimensional scale of CSR from the managers’ perspectives. This scale was constructed using the framework created by Carroll’s (1979) [49] and was considered as the most widely recognized [42,43,50]. In additions, Pérez and Del Bosque (2013) [51] argued that the four dimensions CSR framework proposed by Carroll (1979) [12] were inter-related and hence researchers would not find the framework useful if they assess the four dimensions separately. Peterson (2004) [52] argued that the necessary condition to assess the four dimensions separately was employees must recognize the CSR performed by their companies.




2.3.2. Stakeholder Theory


As the Stakeholder theory was gaining attention, researchers began to apply this theory as an alternative approach. According to this theory, the CSR was based on the corresponding stakeholders. A stakeholder was “any group or individual who can affect or was affected by the actions or performance of the objectives of the firm” [53]. Stakeholders included employees, customers, suppliers, stockholders, banks, environmentalists, government and other groups who could help or hurt the corporation. There were numerous ways to classify stakeholders. Savage, Nix, Whitehead, & Blair (1991) [54] classified stakeholders into primary and secondary. Primary stakeholders were those who were directly or economically related to the organization while secondary stakeholders were those who were not but could be possibly affected by the organizations’ actions. Consumers, producers, workers, and shareholders were common examples of primary stakeholders due to their interests in the performance of the company and the impacts they received regardless of the success or failure of the company. Secondary stakeholders included governments (especially through regulatory agencies), unions, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), activities, political action groups, and the media were important because they could potentially harm or benefit the corporations. Atkinson, Waterhouse, & Wells (1997) [55] defined environmental stakeholders as those who were included within the external environmental of the operations. Other authors classified stakeholders as claimants, influencers or even a combination of both [56].



Other methods of defining stakeholders were also suggested. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) [57] classified stakeholders into “narrow definition” and “widely defined”. The “narrow definition” stakeholders were those who were directly related to the economic interest of the company and these stakeholders were the primary concern of the management team. The “widely defined” stakeholders were currently less relevant, but with the potential to gain influence and hence become the “narrow definition” stakeholders. In this regards, the classification by Mitchell et al. (1997) [57] was very similar to the primary and secondary stakeholders proposed by Savage et al. (1991) [54] but Mitchell et al. (1997) [57] included a transition process of stakeholders from “widely defined” to “narrow definition”. Clarkson (1995) [58] proposed a similar classification of stakeholders as Savage et al. (1991) [54]. The primary stakeholders, to Clarkson (1995) [58], were those who were necessary for the survival of the company; and the secondary stakeholders are those who could or could be affected by the company. On one hand, this definition of primary stakeholders, while similar to the definition by Savage et al. (1991) [54], was not related to the “narrow definition” proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997) [57] or Freeman (1984) [53]. Clarkson’s (1995) [58] definition focused on the actual survival of the company whereas Freeman more moderately focused on the ability to affect. On the other hand, Clarkson’s definition on secondary stakeholders was very similar to Freeman (1984) [53] definitions. In this regards, Clarkson (1995) [58] connected the original theory proposed by Freeman (1984) [53] and the various classifications of stakeholders proposed by numerous researchers afterwards.



As the stakeholder perspective was receiving more attention in the literature [38,59,60], numerous researchers attempted to identify the dimensions of CSR [38]. Gambling industry was no different from other industries ([61]), such as banking [60]. In sum, CSR was a term without much consensus in its definition. Researchers should consider the specific characteristics of the industry while applying CSR [62]. In conclusion, despite the popularity and significance of CSR, numerous researches show it was industry specific [62] and hence a measurement scale from the stakeholder perspective for CSR in the gambling industry was necessary.




2.3.3. Proposed CSR Dimensions


This study tried to develop a measurement model of CSR in gaming industry from the stakeholder’s point of view. Based on the above findings, the existing research on CSR, RG as part of CSR, and the features of the gaming industry in Macau, CSR in this study was operationalized by six dimensions, including customers, employees, shareholders, environment, government, community [38,46,51] (see Figure 2).



Customer


Customers were the most common class of stakeholders since customers were the revenue sources for the company and hence they were important to the survival of the company. Furthermore, numerous researches showed the impact of this class of stakeholders to the company [63,64]. Providing customers with excellent services, high quality and safe product was the foundation to a successful business [65] regardless it was from stakeholder theory or traditional theories.




Shareholder


According to many theories, such as the agency theory, owners and management team had different interests. However, the two groups could have many similarities. Instead, owners were an important stakeholder group among the company since they provided financial supports and they delegated the rights to run the company to the management team and hence they should be entitled to return of their investments. No stakeholder theory was possible to neglect this group without severe consequences. The rights of the shareholders included, but not limited to the receipt of financial information, to sell shares, and to vote on major company decisions and the board members. Despite the importance of this group of stakeholders, numerous researches ignored them [63,66,67]. One naïve reason was that the authors implicitly included the shareholders due to its inevitable importance. The other reason was that the authors believe that the interest of the shareholders and the stakeholders are fundamentally contradictory and hence they could not be studied at the same level. In addition, once the shareholders or owners were aware of other stakeholders, the effects could be long lasting. However, regardless of the underlying reasons, any theory that did not match common sense should not be applied [57].




Environment


The third stakeholder group was the environment. Although the focus here was on natural environment, but one should not disregard the relevance of the local community. Environment, despite its importance, was ignored by many management teams due to its legitimacy questioned by managers. On one hand, although Berman et al. (1999) [63] did not find any evidence on the impacts of environment toward financial performance, they still include the environment as a stakeholder. On the other hand, Tiras et al. (1998) [64] found the contrary results on the impact of environment toward financial performance. The source of power from the environment was in fact coming from concern groups and the government. Although both groups could have significant effects on the management team, they were the only aspect of the environment in this regard.




Employee


The fourth stakeholder group was employees for which will have an immediate impact on various aspects, such as profit and revenue [63,64]. This group appeared in almost every definition of stakeholders due to its impact to the company, such as their working hours and expert knowledge, and the impact the company could affect them, especially wage and financial security. In return for specializing their skills to fit a specific job, employees also expected meaningful and diverse jobs as well as respect from management and colleagues. Despite wages and other benefits, whether the job was meaningful to the employee and the respect of management and co-workers were important determinants of loyalty. When the employees were treated with respect, both financially and non-financially, the less likely the employee was going to manipulate the bargaining power (e.g., Strikes). A good human resource policy could enhance the competitiveness in attracting and retaining talents while a poor one could hurt the company.




Government


Government was an important stakeholder in a sense that many of the rights of the stakeholders were protected by policies and regulations. In modern market economies, the dictate of “maximize profits while obeying the law” would no doubt involve fulfilling numerous obligations to suppliers, workers, consumers, societies, and so on. The main function of the government was acting as an umpire and at the same time providing minimum involvement and allowing the market to regulate itself. Hence, it was logically deducted to an advocate of minimum taxation, pension fund, etc. However, for social problems such as tobacco, alcohol and of course gambling, government involvement was important to reduce the potential or actual harm to the society, taking in consideration healthcare and environmental sustainability. Indeed today, is impossible to elude the relationship man-environment in market consideration [68,69]. Therefore, the Gaming Inspection and Coordination Bureau (DICJ) provided guidance and assistances to the definition and execution of the economic policies for the operations of the casino games of fortune or other ways of gaming, and gaming activities offered to the public in Macau.




Community


The local community was an important stakeholder. For example, the firm could not expose the community to unreasonable hazards in the form of pollution, toxic waste, and so on; or when the firm was exiting the community, people expected the transition should be smooth; when the firm was mismanaged, it was similar to a person who commits a crime. Furthermore, it was considered as violating the social contract that the firm had with the community and should be expected to be distrusted and ostracized.




Excluded Stakeholder


Stakeholder groups could be very diverse and industry specific. Hence, the number of potential stakeholders could be far more than the one mentioned above. However, the purpose of this study was to develop a measurement scale for CSR activities in Macau, so only those who were with the most importance should be considered. Therefore, groups or stakeholders that did not possess sufficient legitimacy and, or power were not included in this study. For example, casino suppliers should be an important internal stakeholder. However, in the gambling industry, those suppliers were approved by Macau government. Therefore, they are the excluded stakeholder.







3. Methodology


This study followed Churchill’s (1979) [70] methodological proposal, which was based on a standard procedure for developing measurement instrument, to design a new multi-item measurement scale that included items previously used in stakeholder theory regarding tourist experience. An eight-step approach, which included quantitative and qualitative research methods, was adopted in this study [70]. This study employed qualitative methods to review tourism and leisure research regarding participants’ experiences to generate a set of items and constructs domains of CSR practice. The researchers interviewed three panel experts using open-ended questions and conducted a content analysis of the responses. The panel experts were from Senior Vice President of Galaxy Entertainment Group, academia for tourism study of City University of Macau and senior manager of SJM Holdings Limited. The questionnaire contained two sections and was generated from the characteristics of the gambling industry in Macau. Section 1 involved the respondents’ demographic information. Section 2 assessed the CSR dimensions in Macau gambling industry. Data analysis was applied using the constant comparison technique [71], which was a systematic method for recording, coding, and analyzing data. By combining the items generated from two sources (the open-ended survey and literature review), CSR in this study was operationalized by six dimensions, including customers, employees, shareholders, environment, government and community [38,46,51]. Bases of measurement 38 items were developed. The content validity of the scale was analyzed through pilot testing which was collected through a convenience sample of 59 respondents who were part-time students and working in gambling industry for efficacy and clarity. As a result of this process, 32 item were included in the scale and used for the main survey which respondents were asked to evaluate all items on a 5-point Likert-type scale in which a score of 1 indicated strongly disagree with the statement, and a score of 5 signified total agreement with the statement. The sample size was 60 employees for each gambling operator. Finally, a total of 360 questionnaires were distributed to employees of 6 gambling operators, and 306 usable questionnaires were collected.



This study employed an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify the dimensionality of CSR practice in the gaming industry. Kaiser-Myer-Olki (KMO) and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity were conducted to check the validity of the factor analysis. The validity of the factor analysis consisted of two parts. The first part was the correlation matrix, which was tested by the Barlett’s Test. The rule of thumb is when then inter-item correlation is above 0.30, the correlations were considered as substantial. The second part was the sample adequacy, which was tested by the KMO test. The factor reliability was analyzed through Cronbach’s alpha and item to total correlation. In this analysis process, 9 items were deleted due to high cross loadings. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.945. The KMO test and the Barlett’s test suggested that the final model should include 23 items (significance level 0.0001). Based on the results from the screen plot and eigenvalue (both greater than 1), the factors and the items explained over 92% of all variance. As a result, 23 items were included in the scale and used for order confirmatory factor analysis (see Table 1).



Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) used the covariance matrix to verify the factor structure identified from the results from EFA. The meaning of validity was whether accurate information can be extracted from the analysis. The validity analysis for this study included both content and construct validity. Content validity tested the representativeness of the questionnaire items. There were no reports of misunderstanding during the pilot test. The interviewees stated that the items were easily understood, which indicated good content validity [76]. The CFA was one of the most effective tools for testing construct validity. According to Campbell and Fiske (1959) [77], construct validity typically tested the extent to which the data provide; (a) convergent validity, the extent to which different assessment methods show similar measurements of the same trait; ideally, these values should be moderately high; and (b) discriminant validity, the extent to which independent assessment methods showed divergent measurements of different traits; ideally, these values should demonstrate minimal convergence. The next step assessed the convergent validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity was evaluated by checking all factor loadings and the values of the average variance extracted. The second-order factor model was used to find measurement errors and modifying coefficient paths. The final items will be developed (see Figure 3).




4. Data Analysis and Results


4.1. Profile of Respondents


A total of 360 questionnaires were distributed to respondents, and 306 usable questionnaires were collected, a response rate 85%. The demographic profile of the respondents was presented in Table 2. There were 147 (48%) female and 159 (52%) male among the respondents. The main age group was 21–29 (47.1%), followed by 30–39 (36.3%), 40–49 (11.1%), 50–59 (3.9%), and 60 or above (1.6%). There were 51.3% respondents who had university education, 32.4% with high school or below, 10.8% with diploma, and 5.6% with master or above education. There were 18% respondents from SJM, Melco, 17.3% from Galaxy, 16% from Sands, 15.7% from Wynn, and 15% from MGM. The composition of respondent’s position were 59.5% from General staffs, 22.5% from Supervisors, 8.22% from Assistant Managers, 7% from Managers, and 2.3% from Senior Managers. Furthermore, 39.9% of the respondents have 4–9 years of experience, 35% have 3 or below 19.6% have 10–19 years and 5.6% have more than 20 years (see Table 2).




4.2. CFA Results of the Dimensions of CSR in Gaming Industry


The next step was to evaluate the psychometric properties of reliability and validity for the proposed measurement scale. In this study, first and second order confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed using AMOS22 as per the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) procedure.



4.2.1. Validation of the Measurement Scale


CFA measured the reliability and validity of the scale [70]. A six factor model was proposed. This study followed the procedures suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) [78] to reduce the number of measurement scales, i.e., an iterative process with theoretical consideration. Table 3 showed the results of first order CFA. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) felt between the acceptable arrange of 0.5 to 0.8 [79]. The analysis of the goodness of fit was verified with Satorr-Bentler χ2 (p < 0.05). Other indices such as the GFI [80] and CFI [81] were 0.880 and 0.919. The comparative fit indices, NFI, NNFI and IFI [82], were the most common measures for confirmatory tests. All values were greater than 0.9, indicating that the model met the criteria of a good model fit.



The reliability of the measurement scale was evaluated by Cronbach’s α coefficients [83] and by an average variance extracted (AVE) [79]. For a measurement to be reliable, Cronbach’s α coefficient should be above 0.7 [79]. Since AVE measures the explanatory power of the random measurement error, therefore, to ensure the reliability, the AVE should be above 0.5 [79,84]. The AVE for each factor confirmed the internal reliability of the proposed construct (see Table 3).



To verify the representativeness of the measurement items to their corresponding factors, a convergent validity test was employed [85]. The findings showed that all measurement scale items were with high loading factors and standardized lambda coefficient were above 0.5. In addition, all items were significant at a confidence level of 95%, confirming the convergent validity of the model [86]. Finally, according to Kline (2015) [87], the factor correlation should be examined to verify the discriminate validity. Factory correlation among all six dimensions was less than 0.5, confirming the discriminate validity of the value. The results showed that a good fit among the factor structure of the variables and provided for the discriminate validity (see Table 4).



Finally, a second order CFA was conducted to examine the six dimensions of CSR. According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988) [78], this procedure was important to examine the inter-correlation among different dimensions. In Table 5, all factors loaded significantly and accurately representing the underlying concept. The value of χ2 and the other fit indices was significantly (χ2 = 623.112, CFI = 0.882, GFI = 0.835, NFI = 0.828, NNFI = 0.883, RMSEA = 0.076, p = 0.000) confirming the validity of the scale. Therefore, the adjustment of the second order model was acceptable.




4.2.2. Descriptive Statistics


Table 6 showed that most highly rated aspects were the following: Our company keeps a strict control over its cost (SHAR2 mean = 3.79), Our company promotes the responsible gambling with the regulation (GOV4 mean = 3.71), and Our company tries to ensure its survival and long term success (SHAR1 mean = 3.67). In turn, the aspects rated the lowest by the respondents were the following: Our company targets sustainable development and creation of a better life for future generations (COM2 mean = 3.11) and Our company cares about public psychological problems (COM3 mean = 3.09).



Comparing the ratings for each of the dimensions, the perception of corporate performance with regard to employee (mean = 3.22) and community (mean = 3.15) was significantly lower. The dimensions of CSR with the highest ratings were the shareholder (mean = 3.69), government (mean = 3.57) and customer (mean = 3.54) (see Table 7).






5. Discussion and Implications


Apart from a substantial amount of literature on CSR, there was a lack of empirical research testing and measuring of CSR activities in the gambling industry. There were many researches in the literature with application of CSR in different industries. Therefore, the understanding of the industrial specific factors toward CSR was necessary for appropriate adjustments in measurement scale [62]. Considering the limitation of previously used scales, a strong current trend was the use of stakeholder theory to propose a new dimensioning of CSR composed of the particular activities in gaming industry, which is Responsible Gambling. According to Churchill’s (1979) [70] methodological approach, this study followed both the qualitative and quantitative approach to develop a measurement scale. Based on the review of literature and discussions with gambling managers and experts, six CSR domains, including employee, customer, shareholder, environment, community and government, were identified. In order to test the adequacy of this new CSR measurement scale, a quantitative study based on personal surveys with gambling employees was designed. A total of 306 usable questionnaires were collected.



The first interesting result of this study was the confirmation of the multidimensional nature of CSR, which was consistent with the findings of previous research in stakeholder theory [38,46,51]. Within the framework, Responsible Gambling included employee, customer, community and government. However, the coefficient on customer was insignificant and therefore, this measurement item was deleted. From the employee’s perspective, the Responsible Gambling was insignificant toward customers. Specifically, the two questions measuring Responsible Gambling toward customers, “Our company cares about customers’ psychological problems” and “Our company should provide family with prevention programs for gamblers who could not control their gambling behavior”, were not important from the employees’ perspective. This result was contrary to Song, Lee, Lee, and Song (2015) [88], which the authors included RG toward customers in their measurement model. On one hand, their results showed that the company should have a responsibility toward the customers. On the other hand, our results showed the contrary. One possible reason for such a difference was history of gambling and culture. The sample in Song et al (2015) [88] was from Korea while the sample of this study was from Macau. Macau had a much longer history of gambling. This meant that gambling has been part of many Macau people’s life since the day they born. Furthermore, Responsible Gambling has become a growing concern in Macau since 2010. Employees’ understanding of the responsible of the company could be very different.



Second, from employee’s perspective, this study showed that the attributes of CSR consists of employee, customer, shareholder, environment, community and government. However, the factor loading across these six attributes were different. According to Table 6, since shareholders, government and customers dominated the top 10 of mean test. Therefore, the most important dimensions were shareholders, government and customer. The government dimension was important because it was related to licenses renewal and regulations [46]. One of the reasons why the shareholder dimension was important was, since these six gaming corporation were publicly listed, the filing of CSR report would attract CSR concerning investors. The least important were environment and community. The questions concerning community were “Our company targets sustainable development and creation of a better life for future generations” and “Our company cares about public psychological problems”. Therefore, the employees did not believe that the gaming corporations were concerned about the sustainable development Macau. The question concerning environment was “Our company tries minimize its unfavourable and damaging effects on the natural environment”. This coincided with the pattern of development in Macau (or China), which was based on destruction of the environment. Many of the land used to build casino/hotels were from land reclamation.



Finally, the coexistence of customer being the most important concern in CSR and customer being the least important concern in RG showed that from the employees’ perspective, given the fact RG should be a part of CSR activities, the gaming corporations have been exerting a huge effort in promoting CSR to customers. This meant that the gaming corporations were not incapable of promoting socially responsible activities, given its success in promoting CSR but the concern was whether they were willing to promote responsible gambling. Given that most of the revenue of these gaming corporations came from casino or VIP rooms, and the purpose of RG was to reduce the amount of money people gamble, one would be very difficult to convince the shareholders or profit concerning parties to implement RG effectively.



This study contributed to the advancement of knowledge in the field of CSR. First, this study contributed to literature by developing measurement for the constructs of CSR in gambling industry in Macau. This study conducted holistic and comprehensive empirical research to investigate the measurement scale of CSR in gambling industry. This study contributed to the advancement of knowledge in the field of CSR through its practical application of stakeholder theory. Although there were several ways of measuring CSR in the literature, this study added to the literature by providing an extra measurement of CSR. Specifically, this study focuses on internal stakeholder perception. The perception of employees concerning the responsibility of stakeholder groups was captured through this instrument. Furthermore, from hospitality and tourism perspective, based on the industry specific, this study included RG as a factor of CSR. The results showed that this adjustment was significant and valuable in gambling industry.



This study also contributed to several practical applications. The first practical contribution of this study was the implications for government. The results showed that the government was a very important factor of both CSR and RG from the employees’ perspective and the government possessed the tools of rule, regulations and licenses renewal to encourage gaming corporations to focus on areas of weakness, such as environment and community. Furthermore, during the process of designing CSR or RG policies, the increase of promotion within the industry on the concerned areas might be beneficial.



Second, as the results of this study showed, customer groups was a very important and influential group to the gaming corporations. Hence, customers possessed the power to force the company to implement certain CSR practices. As customers increased their awareness in certain areas of weakness in CSR practices, companies would increase their awareness.



Third, from the industry’s perspective, this study was a reference for the implementation of CSR activities. The definition of CSR among the six gaming corporations in Macau could be significantly different [50]. The measurement scale of this study provided CSR implementation from the employees’ perspective. As a management team of the gaming corporation, they could evaluate the performance of the current CSR by understanding the perception of employees. This would improve how the employees feel about the company. The bottom line was, regardless how good the CSR program could be, employees were the ultimate people to execute the program. Substantial improvement could be achieved when the philosophy between the management team and employees matched.



In conclusion, this study intended to study CSR activities and RG in gambling industry in Macau. A conceptual model was developed to measure scales including employee, customer, shareholder, environment, community and government. The results of this study were satisfactory and were supported by empirical evidence. The implications of the research findings were provided to hospitality and tourism industry. It was recommended that future research could be conducted in order to consolidate the knowledge and form rigorous theories in hospitality and tourism researches.




6. Limitations and Future Research


There are several limitations of this study, which also encourage further researchers. First, although researchers attempted to include various factors in all dimensions and provided a significant tool for measuring CSR, some items described in the literature were not included in this study. Furthermore, some stakeholders mentioned in the literature were not included in this study. It was important to highlight that not all the possible stakeholders were included. Additional stakeholders, such as supplier, could be included for the further research. Second, certain flexibilities and recommended techniques as an alternative to current study could be found in Churchill (1979) [70]. The methods used in the current study included incorporating a panel of experts and the assessment of criterion validity with convergent validity and discriminate validity. Therefore, future studies could use alternative procedures to explore other possible methods and to enhance the measurement scale of CSR. Third, this study focused on the perception of employees. Despite the effort to minimize this limitation during sampling, the sample could be biased. The respondents were endured of the confidentially of their response and all the information was kept anonymous. One should expect that they provide right information. This study did not incorporate longitudinal information so the across time variation was not involved and the variations of consumer perception could not be captured. Future research could be expanded into a longitudinal study.
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Figure 1. Tax Revenue from Gaming in Macau. (Sources: Macao Statistics and Census Bureau (DSEC), 2016) [2]. 
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Figure 2. Proposed CSR Dimensions in Gaming Industry. 
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Figure 3. Churchill’s (1979) [70] measurement scale development procedures. 
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Table 1. Corporate social responsibility measurement scale.
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	Ident.
	Dimension
	Item
	References





	EMPL1
	Employee
	Our company provides good conditions for personal development of employees in many aspects.
	[38]



	EMPL2
	Employee
	Our company managers consider employees’ needs and wants in their decision making
	[38]



	EMPL3
	Employee
	Our company tries to make fair decisions about and for the employees
	[59,72]



	EMPL4
	Employee
	Our company tries to provide a work and life condition for its employees better than before.
	[38]



	EMPL5
	Employee
	Our company offers training and carrier opportunities to its employees
	[59,72]



	EMPL6
	Employee
	Our company cares about employees’ psychological problems
	[46]



	CUST1
	Customer
	Our company establishes procedures to comply with customers complains
	[60,62,72]



	CUST2
	Customer
	Our company treats its customers honestly
	[60,72]



	CUST3
	Customer
	Our company makes an effort to know the customer needs
	[60,72]



	CUST4
	Customer
	Our company structures policies for customer safety and confidentiality
	[60,73]



	SHAR1
	Shareholder
	Our company tries to ensure its survival and long term success
	[72,74]



	SHAR2
	Shareholder
	Our company keeps a strict control over its cost
	[72,74]



	SHAR3
	Shareholder
	Our company concerns to fulfill its obligation via a visit of our shareholders
	[60,72,74]



	ENV1
	Environment
	Our company reduces its consumption of natural resources
	[75]



	ENV2
	Environment
	Our company tries to minimize its unfavorable and damaging effects on the natural environment.
	[75]



	ENV3
	Environment
	Our company exploits renewable energy in a productive process compatible with the environment
	[75]



	COM1
	Community
	Our company plays a role in society that goes mere beyond profit generation
	[60,74]



	COM2
	Community
	Our company targets sustainable development and creation of a better life for future generations
	[38]



	COM3
	Community
	Our company cares about public psychological problems
	[46]



	GOV1
	Government
	Our company complies with legal regulations completely and promptly
	[38]



	GOV2
	Government
	Our company always pays its taxes and other duties regularly and completely
	[38]



	GOV3
	Government
	Our company tries to act on the basis of local and global legal regulations.
	[38]



	GOV4
	Government
	Our company promotes the responsible gambling with the regulation
	[46]
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Table 2. The demographic profile of respondents.
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Frequency (N = 306)

	
%






	
Gender

	
Male

	
159

	
52.0




	
Female

	
147

	
48.0




	
Age

	
21–29

	
144

	
47.1




	
30–39

	
111

	
36.3




	
40–49

	
34

	
11.1




	
50–59

	
12

	
3.9




	
60 or above

	
5

	
1.6




	
Education

	
Secondary/high school or below

	
99

	
32.4




	
Diploma

	
33

	
10.8




	
Degree

	
157

	
51.3




	
Master or above

	
17

	
5.6




	
Gambling Operator

	
Wynn

	
48

	
15.7




	
SJM

	
55

	
18.0




	
Galaxy

	
53

	
17.3




	
Sands

	
49

	
16.0




	
MGM

	
46

	
15.0




	
Melco

	
55

	
18.0




	
Position

	
General staff

	
182

	
59.5




	
Supervisor

	
69

	
22.5




	
Assistant Manager

	
25

	
8.2




	
Manager

	
23

	
7.5




	
Senior Manager

	
7

	
2.3




	
Working Experience

	
3 or below

	
107

	
35.0




	
4–9

	
122

	
39.9




	
10–19

	
60

	
19.6




	
20 or above

	
17

	
5.6
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Table 3. First order CFA results for CSR dimensions in gaming industry.
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Latent Variable

	
Measured Variable

	
Standardized Lambda

	
R2

	
Cronbach’s a

	
AVE

	
Goodness of Fit






	
Employee

	
EMPL1

	
0.716

	
0.513

	
0.855

	
0.495

	
X2 = 487.419 (p = 0.000)




	
EMPL2

	
0.707

	
0.500

	

	

	




	
EMPL3

	
0.71

	
0.504

	

	

	




	
EMPL4

	
0.698

	
0.487

	

	

	




	
EMPL5

	
0.698

	
0.487

	

	

	




	
EMPL6

	
0.694

	
0.482

	

	

	




	
Government

	
GOV1

	
0.754

	
0.569

	
0.869

	
0.624

	
GFI = 0.880




	
GOV2

	
0.83

	
0.689

	

	

	
CFI = 0.919




	
GOV3

	
0.857

	
0.734

	

	

	




	
GOV4

	
0.711

	
0.506

	

	

	




	
Customer

	
CUST1

	
0.617

	
0.381

	
0.797

	
0.498

	
NFI = 0.863




	
CUST2

	
0.667

	
0.445

	

	

	




	
CUST3

	
0.804

	
0.646

	

	

	




	
CUST4

	
0.722

	
0.521

	

	

	




	
Shareholder

	
SHAR1

	
0.778

	
0.605

	
0.785

	
0.591

	
IFI = 0.920




	
SHAR2

	
0.729

	
0.531

	

	

	




	
SHAR3

	
0.612

	
0.375

	

	

	
NNFI = 0.905




	
Environment

	
ENV1

	
0.689

	
0.475

	
0.828

	
0.619

	




	
ENV2

	
0.883

	
0.780

	

	

	




	
ENV3

	
0.776

	
0.602

	

	

	




	
Community

	
COM1

	
0.642

	
0.412

	
0.792

	
0.562

	
RMSEA = 0.064




	
COM2

	
0.829

	
0.687

	

	

	




	
COM3

	
0.766

	
0.587
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Table 4. Discriminate validity for first order CFA in gaming industry.
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	Number of Items
	Employee
	Customer
	Shareholder
	Environment
	Community
	Government





	Employee
	6
	0.415
	
	
	
	
	



	Customer
	4
	0.206
	0.279
	
	
	
	



	Shareholder
	3
	0.174
	0.255
	0.477
	
	
	



	Environment
	3
	0.241
	0.160
	0.148
	0.401
	
	



	Community
	3
	0.245
	0.095
	0.044
	0.201
	0.313
	



	Government
	4
	0.211
	0.243
	0.318
	0.189
	0.115
	0.433
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Table 5. Second order CFA results for CSR dimensions.
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	Factor Loadings
	Goodness of Fit





	Employee
	(0.684–0.711)
	X2 = 623.112 (p = 0.000)



	Customer
	(0.622–0.795)
	GFI = 0.835



	Shareholder
	(0.633–0.781)
	CFI = 0.882



	Environment
	(0.690–0.882)
	NFI = 0.828



	Community
	(0.667–0.818)
	NNFI = 0.866



	Government
	(0.717–0.856)
	RMSEA = 0.076
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Table 6. Mean test of the ratings of each factor of the CSR measurement scale.
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	Ident.
	Mean
	SD
	Rank





	SHAR2
	3.79
	0.93
	1



	GOV4
	3.71
	0.88
	2



	SHAR1
	3.67
	0.89
	3



	CUST4
	3.64
	0.86
	4



	CUST3
	3.62
	0.88
	5



	SHAR3
	3.59
	0.77
	6



	GOV2
	3.56
	0.91
	7



	GOV3
	3.54
	0.87
	8



	CUST2
	3.52
	0.84
	9



	GOV1
	3.46
	0.88
	10



	CUST1
	3.40
	0.86
	11



	ENV2
	3.39
	0.91
	12



	ENV1
	3.34
	0.92
	13



	EMPL5
	3.34
	0.89
	14



	ENV3
	3.28
	0.89
	15



	EMPL4
	3.27
	0.87
	16



	COM1
	3.24
	0.87
	17



	EMPL1
	3.23
	0.90
	18



	EMPL3
	3.17
	0.82
	19



	EMPL6
	3.16
	0.91
	20



	EMPL2
	3.14
	0.84
	21



	COM2
	3.11
	0.92
	22



	COM3
	3.09
	0.94
	23
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Table 7. Mean test of the ratings of the CSR dimensions.
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	Dimension
	Mean
	SD
	Rank





	Shareholder
	3.69
	0.71
	1



	Government
	3.57
	0.75
	2



	Customer
	3.54
	0.68
	3



	Environment
	3.34
	0.78
	4



	Employee
	3.22
	0.66
	5



	Community
	3.15
	0.76
	6
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