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Abstract. Based on stakeholder theory and group decision-making theory, this
study constructs corporate social responsibility (CSR) evaluation indicators for
manufacturing enterprises, comprising 5 first-level indicators and 16 second-
level indicators, namely responsibilities to shareholders, customers, employees,
the government, and society. The weights of each indicator were determined from
the perspective of considering expert credibility, ultimately constructing a CSR
evaluation system. Relevant countermeasures and suggestions are proposed,
providing direction for the sustainable development of manufacturing enter-
prises.

Keywords: Manufacturing enterprises, Corporate social responsibility, Expert
credibility, Evaluation indicators.

1 Introduction

With the rapid development of China’s economy, social and environmental issues have
become increasingly prominent, underscoring the importance of enterprises undertak-
ing social responsibility. Although an increasing number of enterprises have begun to
consciously assume social responsibility, those that truly understand the essence of
CSR and consciously integrate it into daily operations and management remain insuf-
ficient. There is a significant imbalance in the cognition and practice of CSR. As a
crucial sector in China’s industrial transformation and upgrading, the extent to which
manufacturing enterprises can effectively fulfill their social responsibilities will deter-
mine the transition from “Made in China” to “Intelligent Manufacturing in China”.
CSR evaluation is a comprehensive study that uses quantitative and qualitative meth-
ods to address the ambiguous concept of social responsibility. It can help enterprises
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define CSR and examine their own responsibility management levels. Therefore, con-
structing a CSR evaluation system for manufacturing enterprises is not only a constraint
and code of conduct for the development of modern enterprises but also a means to
enhance social welfare through commercial forms, creating more possibilities for the
sustainable development of manufacturing enterprises. This holds both theoretical and
practical significance.

There are three key deficiencies in the current research. First, the connotation defi-
nition and dimension division lack industry adaptability. Most existing studies con-
struct theoretical frameworks based on general industries, failing to fully consider the
industry characteristics of manufacturing enterprises, such as complex production pro-
cesses, long supply chains, and prominent environmental externalities, which leads to
a disconnect between evaluation indicators and the actual social responsibility perfor-
mance scenarios of manufacturing enterprises. Second, the stakeholder coverage of the
evaluation system is not comprehensive enough. Some studies focus on core stakehold-
ers such as shareholders and consumers, but ignore the demands of indirect stakehold-
ers including suppliers, communities, and governments, making it difficult to fully re-
flect the status of corporate social responsibility performance. Third, the methods for
determining weights have limitations. Most existing studies rely on experts’ subjective
judgments without considering differences in their credibility, such as failing to distin-
guish the heterogeneity of experts in terms of industry experience, academic back-
ground, and research fields, which results in a mismatch between weight allocation and
actual importance and affects the accuracy of evaluation results.

2 Literature Review

Carroll (1991) proposed the pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), defin-
ing it as the obligations that society expects enterprises to fulfill, encompassing eco-
nomic, legal, ethical, and discretionary (philanthropic) responsibilities [1]. Yin (2016),
Deputy Director of the WTO Economic Guide, suggested that CSR can be divided into
three levels: necessary responsibilities, due responsibilities, and proactive responsibil-
ities [2]. Mercer (2003) believed that for enterprises to achieve better development, they
should bear specific responsibilities towards their customers, shareholders, employees,
community, suppliers, and even competitors [3]. Jin (2006) proposed that enterprises
should focus on the following areas when fulfilling social responsibilities: protecting
consumer rights, actively participating in public welfare activities, engaging in charita-
ble activities, protecting the natural environment, and fulfilling economic responsibili-
ties [4]. Wu (2008), based on the nature and functions of state-owned enterprises, di-
vided CSR into economic and non-economic responsibilities, both being indispensable
[5]- Li and Ye (2007) argued that regardless of the current development environment,
enterprises need to be responsible to their primary stakeholders, including legal, ethical,
economic, voluntary charitable behaviors, and other related responsibilities [6]. Zhao
and Kong (2010) believed that the level of CSR performance affects an enterprise’s
ability to achieve sustainable development. A unified evaluation system can help clarify
the level of responsibility fulfillment. Simultaneously, stakeholders can understand the
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enterprise’s performance towards them, thereby further supervising the enterprise and
improving its responsibility management towards stakeholders, ultimately achieving
sustainable development [7].

When constructing CSR evaluation models, scholars have selected different indica-
tors. For example, Zhao et al. (2012) selected seven indicators: legal, economic, em-
ployee, community, environment, customer, and management [8]. Both comprehen-
sively considered internal and external evaluation perspectives. Feng and Peng (2016),
based on the division of social group interests, suggested that enterprise responsibility
management should be comprehensively evaluated from the perspectives of sharehold-
ers, creditors, customers, employees, suppliers, community, and government [9]. Wang
et al. (2018) proposed that constructing a CSR evaluation system could start from the
five development concepts: economic responsibility, innovation responsibility, legal
responsibility, environmental responsibility, and charitable responsibility, to compre-
hensively evaluate an enterprise’s ability to fulfill social responsibilities [10].

From the perspective of research methods, the core flaw of existing literature lies in
neglecting the impact of expert credibility on evaluation results. Most studies either
adopt a simple average method of experts’ scores or directly apply subjective weighting
tools such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process in determining indicator weights, failing
to consider the heterogeneity of experts in terms of industry experience, academic back-
ground, and research fields. For instance, experts with long-term research experience
in manufacturing environmental management should have higher credibility in judging
environmental responsibility indicators than those focusing on marketing; experts with
more than ten years of industry practical experience should have different opinion
weights from scholars who have just entered the field. This weighting method leads to
insufficient scientificity and objectivity of the evaluation system, making it difficult to
accurately reflect the true social responsibility performance level of manufacturing en-
terprises. In summary, existing research has provided a rich theoretical foundation and
methodological reference for corporate social responsibility evaluation, but there are
still obvious deficiencies in terms of industry adaptability, comprehensive stakeholder
coverage, and scientificity of weight determination. Especially in the manufacturing
sector, there is a lack of an evaluation system that balances industry characteristics and
expert credibility, which is precisely the core research entry point of this paper.

3 CSR Evaluation Indicator Design for Manufacturing
Enterprises

Based on stakeholder theory, this study selects five categories of stakeholders: (1)
Shareholders. Shareholders are the cornerstone of an enterprise's establishment and de-
velopment. Through capital contribution, they legally enjoy rights such as obtaining
owner's equity, selecting managers, and making major decisions, thereby improving
resource allocation efficiency and promoting the economic development of the enter-
prise. (2) Customers. Customers are the ultimate target group of an enterprise's produc-
tion and the primary source of profit, thus playing a decisive role in the survival and
development of the enterprise. Enterprises must enhance their service awareness and
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improve service systems from the customer's psychological perspective to fully meet
both explicit and implicit customer needs; otherwise, the enterprise may struggle to
survive. (3) Employees. As members of the enterprise community, enterprises should
fulfill responsibilities regarding employee safety, wages, benefits, etc. This can enhance
corporate cohesion, form organizational culture, and promote enterprise development.
(4) Government. While enjoying policy support provided by the government, enter-
prises should also accept government supervision and fulfill tax obligations. This helps
enterprises establish a positive image and maintain their reputation. (5) Society. Man-
ufacturing products often generate waste during production and processing stages, po-
tentially causing environmental damage. Enterprises should proactively assume envi-
ronmental protection responsibilities, use resources rationally, and improve resource
utilization and recycling rates to achieve sustainable development for both the enter-
prise and the environment.

According to the principles of the Analytic Hierarchy Process, this study divides the
indicators into three levels: (1) The highest level contains only one element, which is
the predetermined goal or desired outcome of the problem, hence also called the goal
layer. (2) The middle level includes the criteria that need to be considered in the inter-
mediate links for achieving the elements of the upper goal layer, hence also called the
criterion layer. This layer can consist of several sub-levels, here referring to the five
categories of stakeholders selected above. (3) The lowest level includes various
measures and decision schemes proposed to achieve the middle layer, hence also called
the measure layer or scheme layer.

Table 1. Hierarchical Structure of the CSR Evaluation System.

Level 1 Indicator Level 2 Indicator Type Calculation Method
B1. Shareholders C1. Return on Total Assets Quantitative (Total Profit + lnteres[;SE:;]tJSense) / Average Total
C2. Capital Maintenance & Appreciation Quantitative Year-end Owner’s Eqult}/ / Beginning Owner’s
Rate Equity
C.3 Return on Net Assets Quantitative Net Profit / Average Net Assets
C4. Profit Growth Rate Quantitative (Current Year Prgﬁl - Previous Year Profit) /
Previous Year Profit
B2. Customers CS. Product Qualification Rate Quantitative Qualified Products / Total Products
C6. Main Business Cost Rate Quantitative Main Business Cost / I;I;t Main Business Reve-
. - Number of Customer Complaints / Number of
C7. Customer Complaint Rate Quantitative Products Sold
C8. Customer Satisfaction Qualitative Satisfied=1, Otherwise=0
B3. Employees C9. Wage Payment Rate Quantitative ~ Total Employee Compensation / Total Revenue
- Current Year Per Capita Wage Increase / Previ-
C10. Wage Growth Rate Quantitative ous Year Per Capita Wage
C11. Social Security Payment Rate Qualitative Yes=1, No=0
C12. Employee Happiness Qualitative Happy=1, Otherwise=0
B4. Government C13. Asset Tax Rate Quantitative Total Tax Paid / Average Total Assets
C14. Tax Growth Rate Quantitative Current Year Tax Increase / Previous Year Tax

Amount
Current Year Environmental Expenditure In-
Quantitative  crease / Previous Year Total Environmental Ex-
penditure

C15. Environmental Protection Expendi-

BS. Society ture Growth Rate

C16. Recycled Resource Usage Rate Qualitative Uses Resource Recycling=1, Otherwise=0
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The indicator system of this study references mature scales from domestic and inter-
national sources, with verified reliability and validity. The initial set included 18 indi-
cators. After discussion with two university scholars and one enterprise expert, 2 un-
reasonable indicators were removed, resulting in a final extraction of 16 indicators (Ta-
ble 1).

4 Construction of the CSR Evaluation System for
Manufacturing Enterprises

4.1  Principles for Setting Indicator Weights in the Evaluation System

(1) Determining Individual Expert Indicator Weights

The pairwise comparison method was used to determine the weights between factors
at each level in Table 2. The judgment matrix compares the relative importance of all
factors at this level concerning a single factor at the upper level, denoted by matrix A.

A:(alj')nn>i’j:1,2,...,n (1)

Where the matrix elements a;j represent the relative importance of factor i compared
to factor j, using the 1-9 scale for the judgment matrix elements a;;.

Calculate the maximum eigenvalue Amax of the judgment matrix A and its correspond-
ing eigenvector. After normalization (so that the sum of the elements in the vector
equals 1), it is denoted as Wi. A consistency check is necessary because the maximum
eigenvalue and eigenvector of the judgment matrix A may not necessarily exist. The
principle is:

For an n-th order positive reciprocal matrix A, the maximum eigenvalue Amax > n. It
is a consistent matrix if and only if Amax = 1.

The greater the difference between Amax and n, the greater the inconsistency of the
judgment matrix A and the greater the judgment error. Therefore, the value of Amax - n
can be used to measure the degree of inconsistency of A. Introduce the Consistency
Index (CI): CI = (Amax-n) / (n- 1)

The closer Cl is to 0, the higher the degree of consistency; the larger the CI, the more
serious the inconsistency. To further measure the size of CI, introduce the Random
Consistency Index (RI):

_CL+CIL +..+CI,
n

RI 2)
Consistency Ratio (CR): CR =CI/RI
When CR < 0.1, the judgment matrix A is considered to pass the consistency check,
and the degree of inconsistency is within an acceptable range. If CR > 0.1, A needs to
be adjusted, and the judgment matrix reconstructed.
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(2) Calculation of Multiple Indicator Correlations
Assume the weight functions of experts P, and P, for each level of indicators are S,

and Sj respectively. The correlation between the weights they assign for indicators at

the same level can be represented by the correlation coefficient Vi

Y.S(4)8,(4)

e e €[] 3
JOSHANQSH(4) @

A larger vy value indicates a higher degree of similarity; when T =1,§,and S, are

identical.

When multiple experts are involved in decision-making, calculate the allocation
scheme functions for any two experts and represent all correlation coefficients in matrix
form:

1 4, d,
dy 1 .. d,

D, = ) “4)
d, d, 1

Sum the rows of matrix R to obtain the support degree Sup(P,) for expert i by other

experts.
The credibility Crd (p,) of the allocation function is:

S =12,

Crd(R) =
3 sup(p) ©)

The higher the support degree for a particular expert, the higher the credibility of
their allocation function.

For the weight of indicator j at the same level, the allocation functions given by m
experts are p,(A4,)s p,(A,)> - p,(4,)- After aggregating the opinions of m experts,

the weight of indicator Az 1s:

P(A,) =Y erd(p)* p,(4,) (6)

4.2 Data Statistics

Firstly, using yaahp software, a hierarchical structure model was built with 1 goal layer,
5 criterion layers, and 16 scheme layers. Indicators associated with each indicator of
the upper layer were selected at each level. In the A-B judgment matrix, taking Expert
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1 as an example, the pairwise comparison data for the importance of criterion layer
indicators relative to the CSR goal were input, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Expert 1’s Pairwise Comparisons for CSR Goal Importance.

Shareholder Customer Employee Government Society
Shareholder 1 7 5 7 1
Customer 1/7 1 3 5 1/5
Employee 1/5 1/3 1 3 1/7
Government 1/7 1/5 1/3 1 1/7
Society 1 5 7 7 1

Similarly, in the B-C judgment matrices, pairwise comparison data for the im-
portance of indicators under Shareholder, Customer, Employee, Government, and So-
ciety were input respectively. The output results for Expert 1 yielded the weight allo-
cation (W;) for each indicator by Expert 1, and consistency checks were performed. If
the output indicated an error in the judgment matrix, it meant that Expert 1 had incon-
sistencies in the pairwise comparisons during scoring, requiring further communication
with Expert 1 to correct the scores. Tables 3-8 show the output results for Expert 1.

Table 3. Expert 1’s Weight Allocation for CSR Goal.

Indicator Shareholder Customer Employee Government Society

W, 0387 0.123 0.071 0.039 0.380
Consistency Ratio: 0.089; Weight for CSR: 1.000; Amax: 5.399.

Table 4. Expert 1’s Weight Allocation for the Shareholder Objective.

Capital Maintenance & Appreciation
Rate

W, 0.198 0.056 0.126 0.620
Consistency Ratio: 0.086; Weight for CSR: 0.387; Amax: 4.229.

Indicator Return on Total Assets Return on Net Assets  Profit Growth Rate

Table 5. Expert 1’s Weight Allocation for the Customer Objective.

Indicator Product Qualification Rate Main Business Cost Rate Customer Complaint Rate ~ Customer Satisfaction

W, 0.506 0.057 0.137 0.300

Consistency Ratio: 0.081; Weight for CSR: 0.123; Amax: 4.217.

Table 6. Expert 1’s Weight Allocation for the Employee Objective.

Indicator ~ Wage Payment Rate Wage Growth Rate Social Security Payment Rate Employee Happiness

w, 0.235 0.421 0.040 0.304

Consistency Ratio: 0.048; Weight for CSR: 0.071; Amax: 4.127.

Table 7. Expert 1’s Weight Allocation for the Government Objective.

Indicator Asset Tax Rate Tax Growth Rate
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W, 0.750 0.250
Consistency Ratio: 0.000; Weight for CSR: 0.039; Amax: 2.000.

Table 8. Expert 1°s Weight Allocation for the Society Objective.

Indicator Environmental Protection Expenditure Growth Rate Recycled Resource Usage Rate
W, 0.833 0.167
Consistency Ratio: 0.000; Weight for CSR: 0.380; Amax: 2.000.

The consistency ratios of all the above judgment matrices are below 0.1, indicating
they passed the consistency check, which confirms that Expert 1’s indicator weight
allocations are reasonable. Similarly, the evaluation indicator weight results for the re-
maining six experts were obtained and their consistency was verified. The indicator
weight allocations from all seven experts were then aggregated and synthesized, with
the results shown in Tables 9 to 14.

Table 9. Indicator Weight Allocation for the CSR Decision Objective.

Expert Shareholder Customer Employee Government Society
P1 0.387 0.123 0.071 0.039 0.380
P2 0.041 0.357 0.142 0.072 0.388
P3 0.150 0.199 0.048 0.050 0.553
P4 0.038 0.550 0.233 0.113 0.066
P5 0.085 0.424 0.123 0.123 0.245
P6 0.264 0.460 0.108 0.053 0.115
P7 0.048 0.490 0.294 0.121 0.047

Table 10. Indicator Weight Allocation for the Shareholder Objective.

Expert  Return on Total Assets Capital Maintenance & Appreciation Rate Return on Net Assets  Profit Growth Rate

P1 0.198 0.056 0.126 0.620
P2 0.128 0.048 0.413 0.411
P3 0.055 0.060 0.567 0.318
P4 0.417 0.083 0.417 0.083
P5 0.225 0.075 0.532 0.168
P6 0.076 0.047 0.211 0.666
P7 0.523 0.313 0.082 0.082

Table 11. Indicator Weight Allocation for the Customer Objective.

Expert Product Qualification Rate ~ Main Business Cost Rate Customer Complaint Rate  Customer Satisfaction
P1 0.506 0.057 0.137 0.300
P2 0.593 0.044 0.083 0.280
P3 0.477 0.070 0.184 0.269
P4 0.542 0.047 0.206 0.205
P5 0.177 0.177 0.240 0.406

P6 0.436 0.067 0.151 0.346
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Expert Product Qualification Rate ~ Main Business Cost Rate Customer Complaint Rate  Customer Satisfaction

P7 0.675 0.132 0.132 0.061

Table 12. Indicator Weight Allocation for the Employee Objective.

Expert ‘Wage Payment Rate ‘Wage Growth Rate Social Security Payment Rate Employee Happiness
Pl 0.235 0.421 0.040 0.304
P2 0.061 0.696 0.061 0.182
P3 0.174 0.138 0.088 0.600
P4 0.048 0.643 0.101 0.208
P5 0.290 0.080 0.084 0.546
P6 0.196 0.528 0.039 0.237
P7 0.661 0.199 0.093 0.047

Table 13. Indicator Weight Allocation for the Government Objective.

Expert Asset Tax Rate Tax Growth Rate
P1 0.750 0.250
P2 0.833 0.167
P3 0.167 0.833
P4 0.125 0.875
P5 0.833 0.167
P6 0.833 0.167
P7 0.875 0.125

Table 14. Indicator Weight Allocation for the Society Objective.

Expert Environmental Protection Expenditure Growth Rate Recycled Resource Usage Rate
P1 0.833 0.167
P2 0.750 0.250
P3 0.125 0.875
P4 0.250 0.750
P5 0.250 0.750
P6 0.200 0.800
P7 0.875 0.125

The correlation coefficients were calculated respectively, resulting in the correlation
coefficient matrices.

1 0.709 0.869 0373 0.648 0.679 0.370] [ 1 0967 0649 0478 0.545 0.976 0.442]

0709 1 0896 0.782 0.950 0.778 0.756 0967 1 0956 0.733 0.885 0.885 0.403
0.869 0.896 1 0450 0.761 0.597 0.420 0.649 0956 1  0.738 0936 0.733 0.295
§,=/0373 0782 0450 1 0915 0886 0.990| S, =[0478 0.733 0.738 1 0921 0.422 0.764
0.648 0950 0.761 0915 1  0.907 0.886 0.545 0.885 0936 0921 1 0573 0.528
0.679 0.778 0.597 0.886 0.907 1  0.862 0.976 0.885 0.733 0422 0573 1  0.289

10.370 0.756 0.420 0.990 0.886 0.862 1 | 10442 0403 0295 0.764 0.528 0289 1
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10952 0995 0.980 0.785 0991 0.904] 1 0.834 0.772 0.892 0.754 0.977 0.645]
0952 1 0977 0974 0.696 0.964 0.932 0.834 1 0.473 0.996 0.390 0.958 0.382
0.995  0.977 1 0.989 0.805 0.987 0.909 0.772  0.473 1 0.522 0976 0.639 0.397
S, =/0.980 0974 0.989 1 0.719 0954 0.950|S,,=|0.892 0.996 0.522 1 0.435 0.959 0.374
0.785 0.696 0.805 0.719 1  0.857 0531 0.754 0390 0.976 0435 1  0.602 0.549
0.991 0.964 0.987 0.954 0.857 1 0.843 0.977 0.958 0.639 0.959 0.602 1 0.583
0.904 0932 0909 0950 0531 0843 1 [0.645 0382 0397 0374 0549 0583 1
1 0.992 0497 0447 0992 0992 0.984 1 0.992 0333 0.497 0497 0429 0.998
0.992 1 0.385 0.333 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.992 1 0.447 0.600 0.600 0.537 0.984
0497 0.385 1 0.998 0385 0.385 0.333 0333  0.447 1 0.984 0.984 0.995 0.280
S,,=10447 0333 0.998 1 0.333 0333 0.280 |S,,=[0.497 0.600 0.984 1 1.000 0.997 0.447
0.992 1.000 0.385 0.333 1 1.000  0.998 0.497 0.600 0.984 1.000 1 0.997 0.447
0.992 1.000 0.385 0.333 1.000 1 0.998 0429 0.537 0.995 0.997 0.997 1 0.377
0.984 0.998 0.333 0.280 0.998 0.998 1 0.998 0.984 0.280 0.447 0.447 0377 1

The support degree and credibility of each expert’s allocation function were calcu-
lated, as shown in Tables 15-20.

Table 15. Support Degree and Credibility of the CSR Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
Sup(Pi) 4.648 5.872 4.994 5.397 6.067 5.709 5.285
Crd(Pi) 0.122 0.155 0.132 0.142 0.160 0.150 0.139

Table 15 shows that Expert 5°s data has the highest support degree, and correspond-
ingly, the highest credibility. Similarly, the comprehensive weight table for experts at
the criterion layer can be obtained.

Table 16. Support Degree and Credibility of the Shareholder Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
Sup(Pi) 5.056 5.828 5.308 5.057 5.390 4.878 3.721
Crd(Pi) 0.143 0.165 0.151 0.143 0.153 0.138 0.106

Among the weight data for the shareholder responsibility evaluation indicators, Ex-
pert 2’s data received the highest support degree.

Table 17. Support Degree and Credibility of the Customer Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 pP7

Sup(Pi) 6.607 6.496 6.662 6.565 5.394 6.596 6.069
Crd(Pi) 0.149 0.146 0.150 0.148 0.122 0.149 0.137




234 F. Yang et al.

Among the weight data for the customer responsibility evaluation indicators, Expert
3’s data received the highest support degree.

Table 18. Support Degree and Credibility of the Employee Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
Sup(Pi) 5.875 5.033 4.778 5.178 4.706 5.718 3.929
Crd(Pi) 0.167 0.143 0.136 0.147 0.134 0.162 0.112

Among the weight data for the employee responsibility evaluation indicators, Expert
1’s data received the highest support degree.

Table 19. Support Degree and Credibility of the Government Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
Sup(Pi) 5.905 5.709 3.985 3.725 5.709 5.709 5.592
Crd(Pi) 0.163 0.157 0.110 0.103 0.157 0.157 0.154

Among the weight data for the government responsibility evaluation indicators, Ex-
pert 1’s data received the highest support degree.

Table 20. Support Degree and Credibility of the Society Indicator Allocation Functions.

Expert P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
Sup(Pi) 4.786 5.201 5.023 5.525 5.525 5.331 4.534
Crd(Pi) 0.133 0.145 0.140 0.154 0.154 0.148 0.126

Among the weight data for the societal responsibility evaluation indicators, the data
from Expert 4 and Expert 5 received the highest support degree.

After determining the support degree and credibility of each expert’s indicator
weights, the expert schemes were synthesized, resulting in the final weight allocation
schemes for each level of indicators, as shown in Tables 21 to 27.

Table 21. Goal Layer: CSR.

Stakeholder Shareholder Customer Employee Government Society

Weight 0.139 0.380 0.147 0.083 0.251

Table 22. Criterion Layer: Shareholder.

Indicator Return on Total Assets Capital Mm[g:ia]nge& Apprecia- Return on Net Assets  Profit Growth Rate
Weight 0.218 0.088 0.351 0.343
Table 23. Criterion Layer: Customer.
Indicator Product Qualification Rate Main Business Cost Rate  Customer Complaint Rate Custom;cii):atlsfac—

Weight 0.492 0.082 0160 0.266
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Table 24. Criterion Layer: Employee.

Indicator Wage Payment Rate Wage Growth Rate Social Security Payment Rate Employee Happiness
Weight 0.221 0.409 0.068 0.303

Table 25. Criterion Layer: Government.

Indicator Asset Tax Rate Tax Growth Rate
Weight 0.680 0.320

Table 26. Criterion Layer: Society.

Indicator Environmental Protection Expenditure Growth Rate Recycled Resource Usage Rate

Weight 0.453 0.547

Table 27. Indicator Weight Table for the Manufacturing Enterprise CSR Evaluation System.

Level 1 Indicator Weight Level 2 Indicator Weight
Shareholders 0.139 Return on Total Assets 0.030
Capital Maintenance & Appreciation Rate 0.012
Return on Net Assets 0.049
Profit Growth Rate 0.048
Customers 0.380 Product Qualification Rate 0.187
Main Business Cost Rate 0.031
Customer Complaint Rate 0.061
Customer Satisfaction 0.101
Employees 0.147 ‘Wage Payment Rate 0.032
Wage Growth Rate 0.060
Social Security Payment Rate 0.010
Employee Happiness 0.045
Government 0.083 Asset Tax Rate 0.056
Tax Growth Rate 0.027
Society 0.251 Environmenttal Protection Expenditure Growth Rate 0.114
Recycled Resource Usage Rate 0.137

5 Conclusion

Analysis of the questionnaire data indicates that the primary social responsibility for
manufacturing enterprises is towards customers. Most manufacturing products involve
mass production. To ensure normal operations, enterprises need stable profit sources
from customers. Within the customer dimension, the most important focus is the prod-
uct qualification rate. Providing qualified products to customers is the primary require-
ment for enterprises. Therefore, enterprises must implement strict controls in the pro-
duction process to ensure the product qualification rate. Simultaneously, while meeting
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the product qualification rate requirement, enterprises should also pay attention to cus-
tomer satisfaction. Only by satisfying customers can enterprises maintain good rela-
tionships, enhance customer loyalty, and create future benefits for the enterprise.

The next priority is society. Rapid economic development has led to varying degrees
of environmental impact, especially from manufacturing enterprises, whose production
processes often cause environmental pollution. Enterprises should proactively assume
responsibility for environmental protection. The data results show that the environmen-
tal protection expenditure growth rate and the recycled resource usage rate are of simi-
lar importance. Therefore, it is necessary for enterprises to further improve the recycled
resource usage rate and increase investment in environmental protection funds to ad-
vance the practice of social responsibility.

For shareholders and employees, their importance is relatively comparable. For
shareholders, the return on net assets and profit growth rate are the most important in-
dicators. For employees, wage payment rate, wage growth rate, and employee happi-
ness are relatively important, while the social security payment rate is less critical.

For the government, enterprises also need to bear social responsibility. Business op-
erations are conducted with government support. While enjoying preferential policies
provided by the government, enterprises must also fulfill corresponding tax obligations.
Furthermore, on the basis of ensuring the asset tax rate, reasonably increasing the tax
amount helps enhance the corporate image and reputation.
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