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Abstract  
Corporate social responsibility, customer orientation, and the job 
performance of frontline employees+ 

Author(s):* Daniel Korschun, LeBow College of Business, Drexel University 

CB Bhattacharya, ESMT 

Scott D. Swain, College of Business and Behavioral Science, Clemson 

University 

A study involving a Global 500 company finds that frontline employees’ perceptions 

of corporate social responsibility (CSR) can contribute to their customer orientation 

(self-rated) and objective job performance (supervisor-rated) by activating social 

identification processes. Employees identify with the organization based in part on 

the extent to which CSR is supported by salient and job-relevant others both 

internal and external to the organization. Looking internally, employees identify 

with the organization to the extent that they perceive management to support 

CSR. Looking externally, employees can identify with customers (called employee-

customer identification) to the extent they perceive customers to support the 

company’s CSR. Both effects are enhanced when employees feel CSR is an 

important (versus non-important) part of their self-concept. Organizational 

identification directly drives job performance while employee-customer 

identification contributes to job performance through its effects on organizational 

identification and customer orientation. 

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility, organizational identification, 

customer orientation, job performance 
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CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY, CUSTOMER ORIENTATION, AND THE 

JOB PERFORMANCE OF FRONTLINE EMPLOYEES 

 

 

Frontline employees – or, those whose primary job role involves interacting with customers – 

represent an essential means through which companies operationalize the marketing concept. 

These employees act as a conduit between the company and its customer base, sensing market 

demand, disseminating information to customers about offerings, and delivering value in ways 

that contribute to customer acquisition and customer loyalty (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Narver 

and Slater 1990). But the extent to which frontline employees (hereafter, we use the terms 

employees and frontline employees interchangeably) achieve these objectives can vary greatly. A 

critical task for the marketing manager is thus to encourage employees to be customer oriented 

and to perform in ways that provide mutual benefit to the company and customers.  

Emerging anecdotal evidence points to corporate social responsibility (CSR) as a novel and 

potentially powerful managerial lever to achieve these goals. For example, Mike Eskew (2002), 

former CEO of UPS, maintains that “you can’t be a customer-centric organization without being 

a socially responsible organization.” Diane Melley, Vice President of Citizenship at IBM 

contends, “It is critical to link our CSR strategy to our business strategy of Smarter Planet, and 

CSR is a new and different way to motivate employees to deliver superior client service.”
1
 

Notwithstanding the appeal of such a link for practitioners, there remains a dearth of empirical 

research on the subject. Moreover, it is not particularly obvious from a theoretical perspective 

how CSR might encourage employees to be customer oriented and to perform well on the job.  

This research examines this link in a field study of 221 frontline employees at a Global 500 

                                                 
1
 Personal correspondence, February 24, 2012. 



3 

financial services firm. The study tests a model which integrates theory from the corporate social 

responsibility and service profit chain literatures, implicating organizational identification as a 

mechanism through which employees respond to CSR. More specifically, we find evidence that 

employees identify with their employer organization to the extent that CSR is supported by 

salient and job-relevant others both internal and external to the organization. Employees look 

internally to management’s support for CSR to determine whether the company shares their 

values. When managers are perceived to support CSR, this drives organizational identification, 

especially for employees for whom CSR is an important part of the self-concept. But employees 

look externally as well, and may use CSR as a way to assess the degree to which customers share 

values with them. When customers are perceived to support the company’s CSR, the employee 

may identify with the customer, which in turn enhances organizational identification. Overall, 

this research demonstrates that CSR can contribute to a multifaceted assessment of the social 

landscape at work, and that it has the potential to drive job performance.  

This research contributes to the literature by revealing novel linkages between CSR and 

frontline employee job performance. First and perhaps foremost, this research shows that a 

corporate level activity such as CSR can, under the right circumstances, have an impact on 

individual level job performance. Second, the research reveals that employees use cues from 

both internal and external others when constructing their identity. Third, the research shows that  

the bond between an employee and his or her employer is in part dependent upon the bond that 

the employee has with customers; this improves our understanding of how multiple workplace 

identities may be interrelated. Finally, we find that there is variation in the importance that 

employees place on CSR, and as CSR importance increases, CSR becomes a stronger driver of 

organizational identification, customer orientation, and job performance; revealing that a one-
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size-fits-all approach may not help companies realize the potential benefits of CSR.  

In the next sections, we review the theoretical foundations of this research and develop a 

model that explains how frontline employees respond to CSR activities. Subsequently, we 

describe a field study that tests the model, and then present our findings. Finally, we discuss how 

this research can both motivate future research and help companies more effectively manage 

CSR to encourage customer orientation and job performance. 

   THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 

This research integrates the literature on corporate social responsibility with that of customer 

orientation and job performance. Before developing the theoretical model, we provide a brief 

overview of each.  

Corporate Social Responsibility and Organizational Identification 

Prior research finds that CSR drives company-favoring responses among customers, 

including heightened purchase intent (Sen et al. 2001; Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006) and 

purchase loyalty (Du et al. 2007). In explaining these linkages, researchers have suggested a key 

role for organizational identification (or customer-company identification, as it is sometimes 

called in the marketing literature; Bhattacharya and Sen 2003). Organizational identification, 

defined as a “perceived oneness with the organization” (Ashforth et al. 2008), results when an 

individual senses an overlap in values with the organization. It differs from attitude towards the 

company and organizational commitment in that organizational identification expressly involves 

depersonalization (Hogg and Terry 2000b), defining the self in terms of the target (i.e., the 

organization). Such depersonalization is commonly manifested in statements such as “we” or 

“us” as opposed to “they” or “them.” In the organizational context it can be heard anecdotally 

when employees refer to themselves as “UPSers” or “IBMers.”  
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CSR appears to offer fertile ground for such organizational identification because it can 

communicate the underlying character of the company (Bhattacharya and Sen 2004) in ways not 

as easily communicated through product information, financial statements, or job contracts 

(Drumwright 1996; Lichtenstein et al. 2004; Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). As a result, awareness 

of CSR information can stimulate social identity processes among a firm’s constituents (Bartel 

2001; Sen et al. 2006).  

While the notion that CSR can encourage organizational identification has been examined 

extensively in the consumer context, surprisingly little research has considered the frontline 

employee context. The organization can be a highly salient and compelling target for 

identification (Dutton et al. 1994), especially for frontline employees who spend a substantial 

portion of each day representing the organization as they interact with customers. Additionally, 

organizational identification can result in a number of company-benefitting behaviors such as 

increased cooperation with other employees (Bergami and Bagozzi 2000) and decreased turnover 

intentions (Cole and Bruch 2006).  

The present research seeks to build on limited prior research examining how frontline 

employees respond to CSR. Bartel (2001) finds that CSR can stimulate social comparisons with 

external beneficiaries of a CSR program, which can lead to organizational identification. Larson 

et al. (2008) find that in a direct selling context, CSR can improve selling confidence. We 

integrate and extend this work, showing that employees identify with the organization based on 

social comparisons with both internal and external others, and that this can lead to increases both 

in customer orientation and job performance. Before developing the theoretical model that 

connects CSR to these job outcomes, we first provide a brief overview of the literatures on 

customer orientation and job performance.    
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Customer Orientation and Job Performance  

Frontline employees are often the primary means through which customers interact with 

companies. If companies are to succeed in building strong and enduring customer relationships, 

employees must be able and willing to identify and satisfy customer needs (Fournier et al. 1998). 

Such a marketing approach is perhaps best embodied in the construct of customer orientation, 

defined as the extent to which frontline employees “practice the marketing concept by trying to 

help their customers make purchase decisions that will satisfy customer needs” (Saxe and Weitz 

1982, p. 344). It is considered by scholars and practitioners to be a critical goal for marketers, 

and a potential gateway to firm financial performance (e.g., Grizzle et al. 2009). To the extent 

that employees are customer oriented, they can foster loyalty and heightened willingness to pay 

among the customer base (Homburg et al. 2009), outcomes that have the potential to generate 

revenues and profitability.  

Research on job performance has a rich history in the marketing (e.g., Hunt et al. 1985), 

management (e.g., Barrick and Mount 2006), and psychology (e.g., Piedmont and Weinstein 

1994) literatures. We borrow Zablah et al.’s (2012, p. 25) definition of job performance as “the 

extent to which an employee contributes to organizational effectiveness given the expectations 

associated with his/her work role.” For some jobs, sales or profit achieved is an adequate 

measure of job performance (e.g., Verbeke et al. 2008). But the job performance of frontline 

employees often encompasses a wide range of behaviors directed both internally (towards 

managers and colleagues) and externally (towards customers). To capture the complex and 

multifaceted nature of job performance, researchers often rely on supervisors’ assessments of 

employee job performance (e.g., Brown et al. 2002; Piedmont and Weinstein 1994; Zablah et al. 

2012). When individual employees perform well on the job, it can lead to more favorable 
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organizational outcomes such as firm financial performance or unit profitability (Christen et al. 

2006).   

HOW FRONTLINE EMPLOYEES RESPOND TO CSR  

To better understand the linkages between CSR, customer orientation, and job performance 

we took a two-pronged approach. First, we integrated the literatures on CSR, organizational 

identification, and frontline employee behaviors to uncover potential theoretical linkages. We 

then explored these potential linkages in a focus group of frontline employees at a Global 500 

financial services company.  

The focus group consisted of 10 persons representing a cross-section of employees with 

experience in various work groups; for example, some worked in new business development, 

while others serviced relationships with high net worth customers. Since this study examines 

employee responses to CSR, it was important for participants to have relatively informed 

opinions about the company’s CSR activities. Participants were therefore screened to ensure that 

they had participated in CSR programs at the company; this participation varied from occasional 

donations to extensive volunteering in company-sponsored programs. The focus group took an 

exploratory posture, and was designed to assess the face validity of the theory-based linkages.   

The result of this exercise that combined theory with findings from the focus group is the 

model shown in Figure 1. This model predicts that organizational identification plays a central 

role in employee responses to CSR. Moreover, it reveals that employees identify with the 

organization based on the construed support for CSR among two highly salient and job-relevant 

groups, management and customers. These paths are amplified to the extent that the employee 

views CSR as an important component of his or her self-concept. We now describe the 

theoretical justification for each of these paths in more detail, and illustrate some of these effects 
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with quotations  from focus group participants. 

- Insert Figure 1 about here - 

Internal Support for CSR 

Through their words and actions, senior management can shape employees’ understanding of 

what the company stands for (Albert and Whetten 1985; Dutton et al. 1994). For example, 

Kennedy et al. (2003) find that employees look to senior leadership to understand what is valued 

by the organization; employees form impressions based not only on the intensity and emotion of 

senior managers’ commitment to being customer oriented, but also on the commitment to 

allocate resources to those kinds of endeavors. Likewise, Kelley (1992) finds that employees 

behave as a function of the climate in an organization, a climate which employees construct in 

part from cues they receive from senior management. Additionally, DeLuque et al. (2008) find 

that upper-management’s emphasis on either economic or stakeholder values is not only 

perceived by employees, but also generalized to form a sense of whether the company as a whole 

is more autocratic or visionary. More specific to customer orientation, recent research finds that 

when an employee perceives that management creates an environment of customer service, this 

perception can affect the employee’s customer orientation on the job (Grizzle et al. 2009).  

We extend this line of thinking to the frontline employee context, and argue that employees 

often notice when organizational leaders make statements or take actions that demonstrate strong 

support for the company’s social responsibility activities and practices. We call this perceived 

management support for CSR, defined as an employee’s belief regarding the extent to which 

managers embrace the company’s CSR activities. Employees can develop such a perception of 

support if managers refer to CSR in communications, participate themselves, or encourage 

employees to participate in volunteering or fund raising. In the focus group, respondents 
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explicitly noted that the statements and actions of managers could sometimes serve as a cue 

about how much management supports the company’s CSR. 

“[Managers] had a pretty big meeting where you could get more [CSR] information, so 

that was pretty nice.” 

[You know that executives] back this wholly, because they are matching [employee 

donations] dollar for dollar.   

We posit that such perceived management support for CSR may become generalized to the 

company at large because upper-level managers are sometimes seen as prototypical members of 

the organization (Hogg 2001), and thus may serve as a symbol of the company’s character. The 

commitment to engaging in CSR activities into the future may communicate that caring for the 

community, the environment, or other societal concerns is highly valued at all levels and 

functions within the company. Employees tend to identify with organizations they deem to be 

socially responsible (Lichtenstein et al. 2004; Turban and Greening 1997). Such CSR 

associations (Brown and Dacin 1997) reveal a benevolent corporate character, which is known to 

enhance an employee’s self-esteem by affiliation, making the organization an attractive target for 

identification (Bhattacharya et al. 2008). Thus, we contend that perceived management support 

for CSR will contribute to organizational identification.  

Some scholars have noted that there is considerable heterogeneity not only in how 

individuals respond to CSR, but also in the degree to which individuals think it is important that  

organizations engage in CSR activity (e.g. Vogel 2005). Berger et al. (2007) contend that 

customers, employees, and others may place varying importance on CSR activities. That is, 

while some stakeholders maintain a strong desire that an organization engage in CSR, others 

may not. We extend this insight to the employee realm, through the construct of CSR importance 
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to the employee, which we define as the extent to which a frontline employee considers CSR to 

be of significance in defining his/her self-concept. CSR importance differs from the construct of 

issue support (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001; e.g., support for breast cancer research, support for 

efforts to reduce carbon emmissions) in that it reflects a perceived component of one’s identity 

(e.g., “I'm the type of person who cares about CSR”). It is a representation of how the individual 

views his or her core beliefs about CSR. This concept is distinct from perceived management 

support for CSR; an employee can feel very strongly that companies should engage in CSR 

activities, but also believe that there is limited support for CSR from upper level management (or 

vice versa).  

We posit that CSR importance to the employee moderates the effect of perceived 

management support of CSR on organizational identification. As CSR importance to the 

employee increases, so too will the salience of CSR as a potential criterion for organizational 

identification, making it more likely that the employee will notice and use perceived 

management support of CSR as a means to define the employee-company bond. Employees with 

higher CSR importance are also more likely to fulfill identity related needs through CSR 

(Bhattacharya et al. 2008), so management’s support for CSR will provide the identity-related 

benefit of self-esteem through association with a benevolent organization more for those who 

place a higher versus lower importance on CSR. Overall, perceived management support for 

CSR is most likely to signal shared values for employees who already place importance on CSR. 

As CSR importance increases, the effect of perceived management support for CSR on 

organizational identification will intensify. Stated as a hypothesis:  

H1: Perceived management support for CSR has a positive effect on organizational 

identification, and this effect is moderated by CSR importance to the employee. 

The effect of perceived management support for CSR on organizational 

identification becomes stronger as CSR importance increases.  
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External Support for CSR 

Frontline employees are an important and interesting stakeholder group in that their boundary 

spanning posture results in the need to maintain, and perhaps reconcile relations with two groups 

– the organization and customers (Anderson and Onyemah 2006). Because the job of frontline 

employees involves bridging the gap betweeen these two groups, we contend that employees’ 

organizational identification is a function not only of their beliefs regarding internal others such 

as management, but also of their perceptions and potential bond with external parties, customers 

who reside beyond the corporate boundary. In the present context, employees’ perceptions about 

customers’ CSR support may also be salient and of significance to employees as they determine 

their bond with the company. More specifically, we argue that such perceptions may engender 

identification with customers, which then contributes to organizational identification. We next 

elaborate on the concept of employee-customer identification and explain how it mediates the 

link between perceived customer support for CSR and organizational identification.  

Employee-customer identification. Recent advances in social identity theory and management 

suggest that employees can identify with multiple groups simultaneously including, but not 

limited to, the organization (Ashforth et al. 2008).  Moreover, it has been argued that additional 

job-relevant targets of identification are understudied in the literature (Johnson et al. 2006). We 

extend the notion of relational identities – those pertaining to a work relationship with another 

individual or group (Sluss and Ashforth 2007) – which are known to be a potent source of self-

definition. We argue that employees may, in varying degrees, identify with customers. We call 

this employee-customer identification, defined as the extent to which an employee perceives a 

sameness or oneness with customers. Employees who identify with customers sense that their 

values overlap with customers’ values; they may consider themselves and customers as 
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belonging to a common social group (cf. Tajfel and Turner 1986). Frontline employees are 

especially likely to assess the extent to which they identify with customers because their frequent 

interactions with customers make this determination relevant for navigating the social landscape 

of the workplace. Employees assess their identity in relation to salient and job-relevant others 

(e.g., Hogg and Terry 2000). For frontline employees who work on the corporate boundary, 

customers are both highly salient and job-relevant, making them a likely target for social 

comparison. 

Employee-customer identification is, strictly speaking, a new concept, but the notion that 

stakeholders such as employees and consumers can and do construe the disposition or values of 

those on the other side of the corporate boundary has precedence in the literature. For example, 

Bartel (2001) finds that employees who volunteered in a CSR program engaged in social 

comparisons with external constituents of the organization (i.e., beneficiaries of the program). 

Additionally, employee-customer identification can be thought of as an extension of Ahearne et 

al.’s (2005) finding that customers can identify with employees; in both cases, an individual 

identifies with others on the other side of the corporate boundary.  

Perceived customer support for CSR and employee-customer identification. Employees 

routinely form perceptions of whether and how much the company is held in esteem by external 

others (Smidts et al. 2001). Such construed external prestige can provide identity benefits (e.g., 

self-esteem) that fuel organizational identification (Fuller et al. 2006; Smidts et al. 2001). For 

frontline employees, customers are among the most salient external parties. This may make 

employees especially attuned to the CSR preferences and desires of customers; indeed, prior 

research shows that employees readily construe customers’ perceptions about their company’s 

activities (Brown et al. 2006), including CSR activities (Larson et al. 2008). We call this 
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perceived customer support for CSR, defined as a frontline employee’s belief about how 

favorably customers view the company’s CSR activities.  

CSR has become a relatively common element in communications with customers, and there 

are now numerous ways that an employee can develop beliefs about customers’ CSR 

perceptions. For example, some supermarkets invite customers to drop donations in a bucket at 

the checkout line, providing frontline employees with an opportunity to gauge how many 

customers participate. In retail stores, employees can form first-hand impressions of how 

interested customers are in purchasing “fair trade” products (e.g., the department store Macy’s 

sells GoodWeave rugs that are guaranteed to be produced ethically). In a call center, customers 

may mention their opinions about the company’s CSR activities in conversation (e.g., “I saw 

your TV commercial about helping veterans”).  

Our focus group respondents reported varying accounts of customers’ support for the 

company’s CSR. Some mentioned that customers seem to have favorable impressions of the 

company’s CSR, while others felt that customers were unlikely to find the company’s programs 

to be compelling.  

“I’ve mentioned [the CSR program]…They say, ‘that’s a neat thing.” 

“…someone in California or Florida might not care that we donate our time to Habitat 

for Humanity in [this city].”   

Some research suggests that perceived customer support for CSR may foster organizational 

identification for employees by providing a source of external prestige, which can make the 

organization an attractive target for identification (Larson et al. 2008). What has not been 

documented is whether such perceptions might facilitate a psychological bond with customers 

(i.e., employee-customer identification). Social identity theory (cf. Tajfel and Turner 1986) 
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suggests that perceived customer support for CSR can make customers an attractive target for 

identification. Social responsibility activities can stimulate social comparison and self-other 

categorization because such activities are often interpreted as a meaningful indication of one’s 

values (Bartel 2001). Employees may view customer perceptions about the company’s CSR as a 

window into the soul or character of customers (Sen et al. 2001). To the degree that employees 

construe that customers support the company’s CSR, an employee may view customers as “good 

people” who share his or her values.  

Of course, as noted earlier, not all employees place the same importance on CSR. We 

contend that the effect of perceived customer support for CSR on employee-customer 

identification is stronger for employees who feel such information is meaningful. As noted in the 

marketing literature, individuals respond to CSR to varying degrees based on their sense of self 

(Winterich and Barone 2011). The more an employee uses CSR as a means to define the self 

(i.e., CSR importance), the more perceptions of customer support for CSR will be used to assess 

an overall overlap of values with customers. As CSR importance to the employee increases, CSR 

activity becomes more self-relevant, and therefore more likely to be used for self-other 

comparisons and group definition. When CSR support is shared by both employees and 

customers, it can serve as a “social glue” that unites them within a common social group 

(Gaertner et al. 2000; Sherif 1958). In contrast, perceived customer support for CSR is unlikely 

to be a salient characteristic of customers when CSR importance is low, making it less likely that 

CSR will be used as a cue that customers share the employee’s identity. Thus, we posit:  

H2: Perceived customer support for CSR has a positive effect on employee-customer 

identification and this effect is moderated by CSR importance to the employee. The 

effect of perceived customer support for CSR on employee-customer identification 

becomes stronger as CSR importance increases. 
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Employee-customer identification and organizational identification. We posit that the more 

an employee identifies with customers, the more he or she will also identify with the 

organization. This proposition is based on findings in two literatures. First, the internal marketing 

literature suggests that employees are most satisfied and feel the strongest bond with their 

employer when the job provides psychological benefits (Ahmed and Rafiq 2003; George 1990). 

Employee-customer identification may provide psychological benefits to employees by enabling 

them to engage in their job, fully immersing the self into interactions with customers. Focus 

group respondents spoke of how a strong bond with customers can make the job more satisfying. 

Making a psychological connection with customers appears to ease conversations, and enables 

the employee to pinpoint customers’ unique needs rather than settling for a force-fit solution.   

 “It’s nice to be able to feel like you can make a connection sometimes…not just being 

like a robot.” 

“I’m getting to know [customers] on a personal level…you just feel more comfortable.” 

These sorts of high quality interactions with customers can enable an employee to express his or 

her values more fully in the workplace, and in ways that are consistent with his or her sense of 

self.  We propose that by providing these identity-related benefits, the company makes itself a 

more attractive target for identification.  

This proposition is also motivated by the brand community literature, which finds that 

customers who form bonds with other customers via their affiliation with the organization tend to 

extend that kinship to the organization itself (Algesheimer et al. 2005; Muniz Jr and O'Guinn 

2001). Fombelle et al. (2011) find such an effect among members of a zoo. They find that to the 

degree an organization is successful at unifying members under a common identity, the 

individual members may identify with the organization. We extend the logic of these two 
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literatures to the frontline employee context, to include identification processes that may cross 

the company-customer boundary. When an employee identifies with customers, we predict that 

he or she will associate that bond – and the benefits the bond generates - with the organization 

that enables it. Thus, as employee-customer identification increases, organizational identification 

should increase.  

H3: Employee-customer identification has a positive effect on organizational 

identification. 

 

Outcomes of Organizational and Employee-Customer Identification 

Effect of organizational identification on customer orientation and job performance. The 

literature suggests that as organizational identification increases, an employee’s customer 

orientation and job performance will increase in kind. We heard this from focus group 

respondents who claimed that a strong bond with the company can manifest as hard work and 

successful dealings with clients.  

“You have a sense or a feeling of working for this great company. That’s going to come 

out in your communication with the clients.”  

 “If I’m loyal to [the company] and someone is [upset]…then I want to prove them 

wrong. I want to be like, “our company is great and I will find you a different way.”  

Regarding customer orientation, Homburg, Wieseke, and Hoyer (2009) find that 

organizational identification drives customer orientation, and that customer orientation leads to 

downstream outcomes such as customer loyalty, willingness to pay, and profitability. We expect 

customer orientation to be a natural manifestation of organizational identification because 

employees who identify with the company may view their job as a means to improve the welfare 

of corporate stakeholders. Identification is known to encourage behaviors that benefit the 

collective (Dutton et al. 1994; Mael and Ashforth 1992), so the more an employee identifies with 
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the organization, the more he or she may seek opportunities to contribute to company 

performance. Since serving customers may be viewed as a way to help the company maintain 

and deepen relationships with those customers, making customer loyalty a priority may be 

viewed as the most effective way for the employee to drive long-term business performance.  

But the expectations associated with a work role go beyond customer orientation. Frontline 

employees need to contribute to organizational effectiveness by performing in efficient and 

productive ways. Thus, regarding job performance, we contend that employees will perform 

according to supervisor requirements to the extent that they identify with the organization. As 

employees tie their own successes to the successes of the organization (i.e., organizational 

identification), their desire to perform well on its behalf should increase (Dutton et al. 1994; 

Hogg and Terry 2000a; Mael and Ashforth 1992). For example, Bartel (2001) finds that 

employees work hard and advocate on the part of the company more as organizational 

identification increases. Just as important, they may be especially motivated to perform well in 

the eyes of other organizational members such as supervisors (van Knippenberg and Hogg 2003). 

In sum, we expect that organizational identification serves as a gateway through which CSR 

perceptions drive both customer orientation and job performance.   

H4a-b: Organizational identification has a positive effect on (a) customer orientation, 

and (b) an employee’s job performance.  

Effect of employee-customer identification on customer orientation. Social psychology 

researchers find that people show greater trust in fellow ingroup members than outgroup 

members, and are more likely to equitably allocate scarce resources for ingroup members than 

outgroup members (e.g., Brewer and Gaertner 2008). Extending this reasoning to the frontline 

employee context, we expect that the more an employee identifies with customers, the greater 

will be his or her desire to fulfill customers’ needs. This will occur because the more an 
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employee ties his or her self-concept to customers, the more the employee will view the 

successes of customers as his or her own. Additionally, as socio-psychological boundaries are 

dissolved through employee-customer identification, the collectivistic aspects of the identity are 

likely to become more salient. Such a collectivistic (versus individualistic) view tends to foster 

relational (versus transactional) exchanges (Flynn 2005) of the type analogous to customer 

orientation as outlined by Saxe and Weitz (1982). In such relational exchanges, each interaction 

is embedded in the context of a long-term commitment to exchanging value. Thus, we predict 

that the more the perceived boundaries between employees and customers are dissolved, and a 

common identity (i.e., employee-customer identification) emerges, the more employees will seek 

to satisfy customer needs.  

H5: Employee-customer identification has a positive effect on customer orientation.   

 

Effect of customer orientation on job performance. There are strong conceptual linkages 

between customer orientation and job performance (Saxe and Weitz 1982). Employees who are 

highly customer oriented can be expected to act on this orientation by engaging in behaviors that 

identify and satisfy customer needs, while eschewing behaviors that might lead to dissatisfaction 

(Grizzle et al. 2009; Zablah et al. 2012). As a result, employees who are customer oriented may 

be those who contribute most to company-benefitting outcomes such as customer loyalty, 

willingness to pay for products and services, and perceptions of service quality (Brady and 

Cronin 2001; Homburg et al. 2009). As customer orientation increases, employees will behave in 

accordance with their role expectations as boundary spanners who satisfy customer needs, and 

therefore, end up performing better on the job.  

H6: Customer orientation has a positive effect on job performance.    

 

 

METHODOLOGY 
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Design and Sample 

In order to test the conceptual model, we sought to develop a dataset that not only included 

measures of frontline employees’ responses to CSR but also an independently-sourced measure 

of their job performance. With this in mind, a study was conducted with the cooperation of the 

U.S. subsidiary of a multi-billion dollar financial services firm. The company engages in a 

variety of CSR activities including disaster relief, community programs, and environmental 

sustainability initiatives; it also operates a foundation that gives millions of dollars each year to 

charitable organizations.  

Three hundred seventy-five non-commission employees were invited to participate in the 

study. A total of 236 employees provided complete, usable surveys, yielding a response rate of 

62.9%. Performance data were not available for 15 of these respondents (they were new hires), 

leaving a total sample of 221 employees for whom there was both survey and job performance 

data. The average tenure at the company was 6.3 years and the average experience in customer 

service was 14.8 years. 

Measures 

Measures were adapted from prior research and all items are listed in the Appendix.  

Dependent variables. Customer orientation was measured with a four-item self-report scale 

of the extent to which the employee engages in behaviors that are likely to uncover and satisfy 

customer needs. The scale was adapted from scales developed by Saxe and Weitz (1982) and 

Brown et al. (2002) and included statements such as “I make every customer feel that he/she is 

the only customer.” Consistent with prior research (e.g., Brown et al. 2002; Zablah et al. 2012), 

we measured job performance using a global supervisor rating of each employee. The supervisor 

rating of job performance was provided by the company; it was developed as part of a company-
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wide initiative to create comparable measures of job performance for all employees. Managers 

use this measure to inform all compensation, promotion, and internal hiring decisions. In making 

the global assessment, supervisors are asked to incorporate criteria such as “exceeding 

expectations,” “energizing the organization,” and “working together.” Supervisors submitted 

ratings independently after the survey data had been collected. As such, respondents had no 

knowledge of their individual performance scores until two months after completing the survey.   

Mediating variables. To measure organizational identification, we used a four-item scale 

adapted from Smidts et al. (2001). While no prior measure of employee-customer identification 

was available, the construct primarily differs from organizational identification in terms of the 

target of identification. Accordingly, we adapted the Smidts, Pruyn, and Van Riel (2001) scale 

with four items such as the extent to which the respondent feels “a strong bond with customers.”  

CSR antecedent variables. We used three items to measure perceived management support 

for CSR. These included items such as “Managers at [company] fully embrace social 

responsibility.” Perceived customer support for CSR assessed the degree to which the employee 

believes that customers have favorable opinions about the company’s CSR; the three item scale 

was adapted from Larson et al. (2008). To mitigate the possibility that respondents would 

respond based only on their best or worst customers, respondents were asked to think about a 

“typical customer,” “not customers who are unusual or have extreme views.”  

Control variables. Prior research has implicated personality as an important consideration in 

understanding customer orientation (Brown et al. 2002) and supervisor ratings for job 

performance (e.g., Barrick and Mount 2006; Hurtz and Donovan 2000; Piedmont and Weinstein 

1994). To demonstrate that the effects in the model provide explanatory value beyond 

personality variables, we included measures for five major dimensions of personality (activity, 
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agreeability, conscientiousness, creativity, and instability); scales were the same as those used by 

Brown et al. (2002). To control for potential effects due to the duration of employment at the 

company, we measured tenure in years with the item, “How long have you worked at 

[company]?”  It could also be argued that employees who have more experience perform better 

on the job than novices; we controlled for this by including a measure of overall experience in 

customer service, measured with the item, “How much total experience do you have in customer 

service? (in years, including jobs not at [company]).” Finally, satisfaction with pay can improve 

the relationship with the organization (DeConinck and Stilwell 2004) and improve performance 

in serving customers (Currall et al. 2005). To control for this, we asked respondents “Overall, 

how satisfied are you with your paycheck?” (1-7 scale, very dissatisfied / very satisfied).  

Ex-ante considerations to reduce common method bias. The present study analyzes data from 

two independent sources, which rules out potential bias due to common methods variance 

(CMV) for some of the relationships in the model. To mitigate concerns about CMV among the 

variables reported by frontline employee participants, we deployed both ex ante and ex post 

strategies. Regarding ex ante procedures, we first note that the model’s two primary predictions 

are interaction hypotheses. Since CMV diminishes the effect sizes of interactions, it does not 

serve as a viable alternative explanation when interaction hypotheses are significant (Podsakoff 

et al. 2012). Additionally, and in accordance with Podsakoff et al. (2003; p.888) we varied key 

aspects of the methodology such as the number of scale points (e.g., seven-point scales for 

perceived management support for CSR, nine-point scales for personality measures), and the 

wording of scale anchors (e.g., personality: “does not describe me at all/describes me perfectly”). 

We complemented these ex ante strategies with a series of ex post techniques that are described 

in the results section.  
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Analysis Strategy  

The empirical model is illustrated in Figure 2. To assess the model, we used a structural 

equations approach with latent variables. To avoid imposing nonlinear parameter constraints and 

to accommodate nonnormality introduced by the two latent interactions, we used the random 

effects latent moderated structural equations method available in Mplus 7.0 (Muthén and Muthén 

2012). This method uses maximum likelihood robust estimation and provides standard errors that 

are more reliable and robust to nonnormality than product indicator approaches (Kelava et al. 

2011; Klein and Moosbrugger 2000; Klein and Muthén 2007).
2
 To further test the hypotheses, 

we used model comparisons involving Satorra–Bentler scaled chi-square difference tests (Bryant 

and Satorra 2012; Satorra and Bentler 2001).  

- Insert Figure 2 about here - 

Results  

Before testing the hypotheses, we first assessed the measurement model and checked for the 

presence of common methods variance.    

Measurement Model. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that the measurement model 

was adequate (χ
2
(574) = 973.04, p < .01, χ

2
/df = 1.69, GFI = .82, NFI = .87, CFI = .94, RMSEA 

= .05, SRMR = .05). The χ
2 

statistic was significant but, as is commonly noted, may be overly 

sensitive with larger samples. With the exception of one item for one construct (Activity 

dimension of personality), all standardized factor loadings (see the Appendix) were larger than 

.60, and all were statistically significant (p’s < .05). Composite reliability for the model 

constructs ranged between .75 and .97 and average variance extracted (AVE) was greater than 

50% for all constructs (and in each case exceeded the highest squared correlation between the 

                                                 
2
 For comparison, we also estimated the model using Ping’s (1996) two-step method and Marsh et al.’s (2007) 

unconstrained method. The path estimates were highly similar, with no differences in statistical significance levels.  
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construct and other constructs). See Table 1 for correlations between the constructs.   

- Insert Table 1 about here - 

Check for Common Methods Variance. While the study draws from two independent data 

sources, we sought to further assess the potential for biases due to common methods between 

variables measured by the employee survey. We employed the ex post procedure recommended 

by Podsakoff et al. (2003), in which an additional common methods factor is introduced to the 

measurement model. This factor did not account for substantial variance in the indicator 

variables (< 7%). We then conducted a marker variable analysis (Lindell and Whitney 2001), 

with work flexibility as the marker variable. Work flexibility refers to the extent to which an 

employee is able to arrange one's work hours (Hill et al. 2001) and was chosen because although 

it is theoretically unrelated to variables in the model, it is cognitively associated with work in 

general, and thus more likely than a non-work variable to help partial out effects of CMV due to 

common sources such as implicit theories, consistency motif, and social desirability. Work 

flexibility was measured with the item, “How much does your supervisor enable you to 

determine your work schedule (i.e., which days and hours you work)?” (1-7 scale, 1 = not at all, 

7 = very much, m = 3.88, s.d. = 1.77). In line with Lindell and Whitney (2001) and Malhotra et 

al. (2006), we first used the second-smallest correlation (.038) among work flexibility and the 

other constructs in the model as an estimate of CMV bias. We then adjusted the correlation 

matrix accordingly and reassessed the structural model. The results were not different from those 

obtained using the unadjusted correlation matrix. In sum, both ex post analyses indicate that the 

likelihood of significant CMV bias in the data is remote.    

Structural Model Estimation. An overview of the results is provided in Table 2. Model 1 

includes only the first-order effects depicted in Figure 1 (i.e., the two CSR interaction effects are 
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excluded) plus the effects of the control variables. Model 2 is the proposed model and includes 

the effects of Model 1 plus the two CSR interaction effects. Adding the two hypothesized 

interactions significantly improved model fit (    
 (2) = 17.105, p < .01). 

Models 3 and 4 were estimated to assess the extent to which organizational identification and 

employee-customer identification mediate the effects of the CSR constructs on the key 

outcomes. Specifically, Model 3 includes the effects of Model 2 and adds the first-order and 

interaction effects of the CSR constructs on customer orientation. Adding these direct paths to 

customer orientation did not improve model fit (    
 (5) = 4.756, p = .45). Model 4 includes the 

effects of Model 2 and adds the first-order and interaction effects of the CSR constructs on 

objective job performance. Adding these direct effects marginally improved model fit (    
 (5) = 

10.640, p > .05) due to a significant first-order effect of CSR importance. The results of the 

model comparisons (Models 3 and 4 with Model 1) indicate that the hypothesized interaction 

effects of CSR perceptions on customer orientation and objective job performance are mediated 

by organizational identification and employee-customer identification. The weight of the 

evidence points to the proposed model (Model 2) as that which best fits the data.  

- Insert Table 2 about here - 

Hypothesis testing. The first three hypotheses explain how CSR can engender organizational 

identification among frontline employees. H1 predicts that the effect of management support for 

CSR on organizational identification becomes stronger as CSR importance to the employee 

increases. The data support this notion; the interaction term of management support for CSR × 

CSR importance is positive and significant (β = .188, p < .05). This effect is probed further in 

Figure 3 (Panel A), where we see that perceived management support for CSR only enhances 

organizational identification when CSR importance is high (versus low). H2 predicts that the 
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effect of perceived customer support for CSR on employee-customer identification becomes 

more positive as CSR importance increases. This prediction is supported by the data. The 

interaction between perceived customer support for CSR and CSR importance is positive and 

significant (β = .172, p < .05). Panel B of Figure 3 depicts this effect; perceived customer support 

for CSR only enhances employee-customer identification when CSR importance is high (versus 

low). H3 predicts that employee-customer identification leads to organizational identification. 

This effect is significant (β = .177, p < .05), suggesting that the more employees identify with 

customers, the more they will likely develop a bond with the company.   

The next set of hypotheses predicts how identification (both with the company and the 

customer) affect what employees do on the job. H4a predicts that organizational identification has 

a positive effect on customer orientation. We do not find empirical support for this prediction (β 

= –.044, p > .05, suggesting that at this company, identification with the organization does not 

help predict employees’ desire to satisfy customer needs. H4b predicts that as organizational 

identification increases, employee job performance will increase (as rated by supervisors). The 

data support this prediction; organizational identification has a positive and significant effect on 

job performance (β = .041, p < .05). H5 predicts that as employee-customer identification 

increases, customer orientation will also increase. The data support this prediction (β = .308, p < 

.01). Finally, H6 predicts that customer orientation has a positive effect on job performance. In 

support of this hypothesis, we find that the path between customer orientation and job 

performance is positive and significant (β = .123, p < .01).  

Control variables. Effects of the control variables were consistent with prior research. Paths 

from both agreeability and instability to customer orientation are significant, and the signs of the 

coefficients are consistent with Brown et al. (2002). Agreeability, overall service experience, and 
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tenure (consistent with Ng and Feldman 2010) are related to job performance. Agreeability, 

creativity, instability, and pay satisfaction (consistent with DeConinck and Stilwell 2004) are 

significantly related to organizational identification. Finally, conscientiousness and overall 

service experience are related to employee-customer identification.  

Overall, the data are consistent with the proposed model and with prior research. All but one 

of the hypotheses are supported. In the next section, we discuss the implications of these findings 

for both scholars and practitioners.   

DISCUSSION 

This study finds evidence that corporate social responsibility activities can encourage 

frontline employees to be customer oriented and perform well on the job. Employees respond to 

CSR such that their CSR perceptions affect their identification with the organization and with 

customers (i.e., employee-customer identification). These intermediate outcomes are the result of 

frontline employees construing support for CSR among two highly salient groups, management 

and customers. To the extent that employees view CSR as important in defining the self, they are 

likely to use these construals as a basis for identification with the organization and customers.  

The findings have implications for both theorists and practitioners. For theorists, the findings 

document an indirect effect of CSR, highlight the interpretive nature of frontline employee 

reactions to CSR, and reveal a new and potentially powerful construct (i.e., employee-customer 

identification). For practitioners, our findings suggest that CSR can be a meaningful component 

of the “job-product,” that such efforts should be targeted to employees who find CSR to be 

important, and that companies should consider configuring programs in ways that match 

employees who care about CSR with customers who also care about CSR.  

Theoretical Implications 
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The indirect effect of CSR. By signaling that the organization shares socially desirable values 

such as altruism and benevolence, CSR can endear a company to customers, contributing to 

strong customer-company relationships (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). Likewise, the employee-

company relationship can be strengthened by CSR (Berger et al. 2006; Bhattacharya et al. 2008; 

Turban and Greening 1997). Each of these can be thought of as the direct effect of CSR. We find 

that these direct effects of CSR represent only a part of the picture. CSR can also have an 

indirect effect, whereby it encourages frontline employees to serve customers well and to 

perform better on the job.  

In the broadest sense, this research can be viewed as examining a context situated at the 

intersection of three corporate constituencies: society, employees, and customers. By asking 

whether CSR activity can lead frontline employees to be customer oriented and perform well on 

the job, we test whether the actions of an organization towards society can impact how a second 

constituency (i.e., employees) is motivated to serve a third constituency (i.e., customers). Thus, 

our findings are consistent with some scholars’ conceptualization of companies as interconnected 

webs of relationships (Freeman et al. 2004), where an organization’s actions towards one group 

of stakeholders can reverberate within the network, with consequences for other stakeholders 

(Freeman and Velamuri 2006). Such a view looks “beyond customers as the [sole] target of 

marketing activities” (Bhattacharya and Korschun 2008, p.115) in an effort to understand how 

multiple relationships ultimately drive corporate performance. Thus, our study responds to recent 

calls to expand the purview of marketing by considering the linkages among and between all of 

the firm’s stakeholders (Chakravorti 2010; Gundlach and Wilkie 2010). Future research may 

extend this perspective even further, examining how CSR and other corporate activities impact 

the relationships between and among stakeholder segments, such as employees, customers, 
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suppliers, and local communities. 

Active interpretation of CSR. Extant research on the workplace portrays employees as quite 

active in crafting the boundaries and tasks of the job (Wrzesniewski and Dutton 2001). Our 

model and findings extend this line of thinking, and characterize frontline employees as active 

interpreters of CSR. More specifically, we find that the degree to which frontline employees 

identify with the company and with customers is determined in part by their construals of how 

much management and customers support CSR. The present research is thus consistent with the 

view that employees may hold “idiosyncratic interpretations of the meaning of organizational 

identity” (Wieseke et al. 2007). We find that these interpretations can simultaneously implicate 

multiple workplace identities (Ashforth et al. 2008) and that these identities emerge from 

employee perceptions about how management and customers view CSR. 

Our findings reveal that identification with the organization and with customers can create 

multiple paths through which CSR can affect job performance. For example, in the present 

context, we find that organizational identification has a direct effect on job performance, and that 

employee-customer identification drives job performance through its effect on both 

organizational identification and customer orientation. Interestingly, we do not find evidence to 

support the hypothesized effect of organizational identification on customer orientation (H4a). 

Since this study was conducted at a single company, we do not wish to overgeneralize the 

significance of this lack of evidence. There is a strong theoretical basis for this linkage, and it is 

possible that this finding is attributable to the organizational norms or expectations (Hartline et 

al. 2000) at this particular company. Further study of the relationship between organizational 

identification (and other workplace identities) and customer orientation is warranted.  

The Employee-Customer Identification Construct. A third scholarly contribution of this 
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research is the introduction of the construct of employee-customer identification to the literature. 

In this study, we find that employee-customer identification is a powerful motivator for 

employees in two ways. First, we find that identification with customers can lead to 

organizational identification, because bonds between employees and customers may provide an 

identity benefit to employees, making the organizational identity more attractive. Second, we 

find that employee-customer identification has a direct effect on customer orientation, even after 

accounting for organizational identification. Overall, the study complements extant research on 

employees’ customer orientation and job performance by introducing the additional 

consideration of identification with customers. Thus, a complete understanding of customer 

orientation may require accounting for how an employee categorizes him or herself in relation to 

customers as well as the company. Future research may explore additional antecedents and 

consequences of employee-customer identification.  

Managerial Implications  

CSR as a feature of the “job-product.” The internal marketing literature sometimes uses the 

metaphor of the job-product (e.g., George 1990; Grönroos 1981; Gummesson 1987), portraying 

this product as the amalgamation of various job features such as pay, training, or job 

responsibilities (e.g., Netemeyer and Boles 1997; Schwepker and Good 2004; Singh 1998). We 

find that the social responsibility profile of the company can be a compelling feature of the job-

product. CSR is typically overlooked in practice as a managerial lever, yet it holds potential to 

encourage employees to forge strong relationships with the company and its customers. This is a 

particularly interesting finding in light of the fact that CSR is a corporate level activity that is 

often independent of the specific roles or responsibilities of an employee’s job. Furthermore, we 

examine employee responses to CSR through the lens of social identification. Our account thus 
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resonates with emerging research that implicates employees’ organizational identification as an 

additional motivator of frontline behaviors (e.g., Homburg et al. 2009). Yet we extend the scope 

of this discussion by identifying new antecedents of organizational identification and by 

empirically examining another form of identification guiding employee responses to 

organizational activities. As a result, we advise managers to design CSR activities that maximize 

both organizational and employee-customer identification.  

Tailor CSR based on CSR importance. We find that while perceived management support for 

CSR drives organizational identification overall, employees for whom CSR is important respond 

most strongly to such perceptions. In fact, the effect illustrated in Figure 3 suggests that when 

these employees (i.e., employees high in CSR importance) believe that management support for 

CSR is low, their bond with the company may weaken. This makes it critical to identify these 

employees and to communicate to them that management is committed to CSR. How is 

management to demonstrate this support? Our focus group respondents mentioned that their 

impressions of management support for CSR stem not only from the words of executives in 

internal and external communications, but also on those leaders’ actions. These actions may 

include dedicating resources to responsible business practices and matching employee donations 

dollar for dollar. We do not wish, however, to advocate a so-called “ivory tower” approach to 

CSR where managers dictate how CSR is to be conducted. Rather, our study reaffirms the 

finding of prior research (Bhattacharya et al. 2008) that employees want managers to take an 

enabling and supportive role, while employees take the lead as the enactors of CSR. 

Design programs that bring employees and customers together. We find that CSR engenders 

employee-customer identification when perceived customer support for CSR increases, 

especially among employees with high CSR importance. This finding suggests that managers 
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wishing to enhance the job performance of their frontline workforce need to go beyond creating 

CSR programs that are merely attractive to those frontline employees; rather, they need to design 

CSR programs that are simultaneously compelling for employees and customers. This is a 

substantial change from what many companies do today, because it means that in order to 

encourage frontline employees to be more customer oriented, managers may need to also 

conduct marketing research (e.g., surveys, focus groups) with customers. It also suggests that 

managers may sometimes need to eschew a program that employees alone find highly 

compelling in order to focus on another program that both employees and customers favor.  

Some companies are already creating, configuring, and communicating CSR activities in 

ways that provide cues to employees about customers’ support for the company’s CSR. For 

example, consider the practice of EDS (now part of Hewlett-Packard Company). As part of its 

annual Global Volunteer Day, it invites both employees and customers to participate in a 

worldwide organizational initiative to encourage people to give time to community projects. In 

this way, the organization unites its most enthusiastic employees with its most enthusiastic 

customers, likely triggering identification processes such as those studied here.  

Overall, the findings suggest that managers remain attuned to how employees interpret CSR 

information, especially in light of how those signals affect employees’ identification with the 

organization and its customers. Organizations that are successful at engendering these forms of 

identification may be well-positioned to maximize returns from CSR investments.  
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TABLE 1 

 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1.  Perceived management support for CSR .000 1.203 1.00               

2.  Perceived customer support for CSR .000 .887 .335 1.00              

3.  CSR importance .000 1.018 .240 .178 1.00             

4.  Organizational identification .000 1.308 .454 .328 .235 1.00            

5.  Employee-customer identification .000 1.073 .385 .285 .354 .369 1.00           

6.  Customer orientation .000 .766 .205 .241 .383 .310 .631 1.00          

7.  Job performance 3.282 .318 -.064 -.047 -.159 .099 .060 -.003 1.00         

8.  Activity  .000 1.972 .066 .087 .084 .048 .062 .139 -.096 1.00        

9.  Agreeability  .000 1.349 .191 .147 .424 .319 .371 .666 -.228 .214 1.00       

10. Conscientiousness .000 1.491 .115 .115 .237 .129 .351 .311 -.013 .065 .258 1.00      

11. Creativity .000 1.733 .056 .044 .156 .191 .202 .201 -.023 .235 .132 .213 1.00     

12. Instability .000 1.830 -.090 .045 -.190 -.227 -.115 -.321 .086 .086 -.299 -.157 .065 1.00    

13. Pay satisfaction 4.231 1.466 .268 .114 .072 .392 .191 .193 .143 .012 .094 .080 .057 -.030 1.00   

14. Tenure at company 6.285 4.848 -.090 .038 -.046 -.119 -.026 -.099 .214 -.025 -.116 -.062 -.025 .075 -.042 1.00  

15. Overall service experience 14.778 8.001 -.006 .085 .008 -.028 .179 .196 .017 -.020 .085 .056 -.119 -.079 -.065 .557 1.00 
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TABLE 2 

Estimated Unstandardized Path Coefficients (standard errors) 

Model Paths  
Model 1 

(main effects model) 

Model 2  

(proposed model) 

Model 3 

(alternative model) 

Model 4 

(alternative model) 

Organizational Identification      
Management support for CSR (MS)  .320 (.085)** .285 (.085)** .285 (.085)** .286 (.084)** 
CSR importance to employee (IMP)  –.005 (.109) .044 (.101) .047 (.101) .046 (.101) 

MS × IMP H1  .188 (.090)* .182 (.072)* .178 (.072)* 

 Employee-customer identification H3 .191 (.089)* .177 (.072)* .178 (.090)* .188 (.090)* 

 Agreeability  .141 (.076) .145 (.074)* .143 (.074) .146 (.074)* 
Activity  –.021 (.046) –.034 (.047) –.033 (.047) –.034 (.047) 

Conscientiousness  –.057 (.062) –.062 (062) –.061 (.062) –.063 (.062) 
Creativity  .102 (.050)* .102 (.049)* .103 (.049)* .103 (.049)* 
Instability  –.108 (.044)* –.108 (.043)* –.108 (.043)* –.108 (.043)* 

Overall service experience  –.007 (.011) –.005 (.010) –.005 (.010) –.005 (.010) 
Tenure at company  –.001 (.020) –.003 (.019) –.004 (.019) –.003 (.019) 

Pay satisfaction  .238 (.054)** .234 (.053)** .235 (.053)** .234 (.053)** 

Employee-Customer  Identification      
Customer support for CSR (CS)  .220 (.099)* .186 (.097) .177 (.097) .186 (.097) 

IMP  .189 (.085)* .245 (.078)** .244 (.079)** .246 (.078)** 
CS × IMP H2  .172 (.079)* .174 (.079)* .171 (.078)* 

Agreeability  .141 (.069)* .124 (.067) .126 (.067) .123 (.067) 
Activity  –.026 (.036) –.035 (.035) –.035 (.035) –.035 (.035) 

Conscientiousness  .143 (.055)** .141 (.054)** .141 (.054)** .141 (.054)** 
Creativity  .069 (.043) .069 (.041) .069 (.041) .069 (.041) 
Instability  .010 (.044) .012 (.046) .013 (.046) .012 (.045) 

Overall service experience  .026 (.010)* .024 (.010)* .024 (.010)* .024 (.010)* 
Tenure at company  -.012 (.016) –.012 (.016) –.012 (.016) –.012 (.016) 

Pay satisfaction  .094 (.050) .090 (.049) .090 (.049) .090 (.049) 

Customer Orientation      
Organizational identification H4a –.044 (.040) –.044 (.040) –.027 (.043) 

 

–.046 (.040) 
Employee-customer identification H5 .308 (.066)** .308 (.065)** .305 (.073)** 

(.0 

.312 (.065)** 
Agreeability  .255 (.040)** .255 (.040)** .248 (.041)** .255 (.040)** 

Activity  .006 (.022) .006 (.022) .009 (.021) .005 (.022) 
Conscientiousness  .000 (.030) –.001 (.030) .000 (.029) –.001 (.030) 

Creativity  .028 (.025) .028 (.025) .026 (.025) .028 (.025) 
Instability  –.060 (.025)* –.060 (.025)* –.062 (.024)* –.060 (.025)* 

Overall service experience  .014 (.006)* .014 (.006)* .013 (.006)* .014 (.006)* 
Tenure at company  –.015 (.010) –.015 (.010) –.014 (.010) –.014 (.010) 

Pay satisfaction  .052 (.030) .052 (.030) .054 (.030) .052 (.030) 
MS    –.051 (.041)  
CS    .062 (.041)  

IMP    .003 (.049)  
MS × IMP    –.039 (.035)  
CS × IMP    .001 (.043)  

Job Performance (Supervisor rating)    
Organizational identification H4b .041 (.019)* .041 (.019)* .041 (.019)* .062 (.022)** 

Customer orientation H6 .123 (.040)** .122 (.040)** .123 (.041)** .147 (.043)** 
Agreeability  –.096 (.022)** –.096 (.022)** –.096 (.022)** –.089 (.022)** 

Activity  –.009 (.012) –.009 (.012) –.009 (.012) –.006 (.011) 
Conscientiousness  .005 (.013) .005 (.013) .005 (.013) .010 (.013) 

Creativity  –.004 (.014) –.004 (.014) –.004 (.014) –.006 (.013) 
Instability  .012 (.012) .012 (.012) .012 (.012) .014 (.011) 

Overall service experience  –.007 (.003)* –.007 (.003)* –.007 (.003)* –.007 (.003)* 
Tenure at company  .021 (.005)** .021 (.005)** .021 (.005)** .021 (.005)** 

Pay satisfaction  .014 (.014) .014 (.014) .014 (.014) .013 (.015) 
MS     –.026 (.020) 
CS     –.015 (.022) 

IMP     –.051 (.022)* 
MS × IMP     –.006 (.018) 
CS × IMP     –.038 (.022) 

Log-likelihood [scaling factor]  –11,028.977 [1.478] –11,021.946 [1.471] –11,016.736 [1.457] –11,016.736 [1.458] 
Free parameters  182 184 189 189 

* p < .05 (two-tailed)   ** p < .01 (two-tailed) 
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FIGURE 1 

 

A Model Linking Corporate Social Responsibility to Job Outcomes among Frontline Employees  
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FIGURE 2 

 

Empirical Model with Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Hypothesized Relationships  

 

 

 

 
* p<.05, ** p<.01 

Control variables for endogenous variables: Activity, Agreeability, Instability, Conscientiousness, Creativity, Tenure at Company, Overall experience in 

customer service, Satisfaction with Pay. 
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FIGURE 3 

Moderating Effects of CSR Importance  

Panel A Panel B 

  

Note: Figure depicts the simple slopes of Management Support for CSR (Panel A) and Customer Support for CSR 

(Panel B) when CSR Importance is 1.5 standard deviations above and below its mean.  
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APPENDIX 

 Construct Measures and Standardized Factor Loadings 

 

Constructs and Measurement Items 

Standardized 

Loadings AVE 

Construct 

Reliability Source 

Perceived management support for CSR (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly) 

1. For executives, [company]’s impact on society is a primary concern. 

2. Management encourages employees to be involved in [company]’s social responsibility. 

3. Managers at [company] fully embrace social responsibility.  

 

.96 

.80 

.77 

70.7% .88 New 

Perceived customer support for CSR (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly) 

1. Customers have a favorable impression of [company]’s social responsibility activity. 

2. Customers have a positive attitude about [company]’s social responsibility activity. 

3. [Company]’s social responsibility activity is appealing to customers. 

 

.98 

.90 

.99 

91.2% .97 Larson et al. (2008) 

CSR importance: seven-point scale (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly)  

1. It's important to me that companies help out the communities where they operate. 

2. I'm the type of person that cares deeply about companies being socially responsible. 

3. I feel that companies need to make the world a better place.  

 

.71 

.90 

.90 

73.1% .89 Derived from Vogel 

(2005) 

Organizational identification (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly) 

1. I experience a strong sense of belonging to [company]. 

2. I identify strongly with [company]. 

3. I feel a strong sense of membership in [company]. 

4. The values of [company]overlap with my own values 

 

.96 

.94 

.93 

.82 

82.0% .95 Smidts, Pruyn, and 

Van Riel (2001) 

Employee-customer identification: (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly) 

1. Customers and I are on the same team. 

2. I feel a strong kinship with customers. 

3. When I refer to customers I say “we” rather than “they”. 

4. My values overlap with customers.  

 

.80 

.87 

.64 

.67 

55.5% .83 Smidts, Pruyn, and 

Van Riel (2001) 

Customer orientation (1-7, Disagree/Agree strongly) 

1. I make every customer feel like he/she is the only customer. 

2. I respond very quickly to customer requests. 

3. I always have the customer's best interest in mind. 

4. My number one priority is always customer loyalty. 

 

.69 

.76 

.88 

.85 

60.4% 

 

.86 

 

Saxe and Weitz (1984), 

Brown et al. (2002) 
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Personality (1-9, Extremely Inaccurate/ Accurate)  

“How closely do the following statements describe your personality:” 

Agreeability 

1. Tender-hearted with others 

2. Sympathetic 

3. Kind to others 

Instability  

1. Emotions go way up and down 

2. Moody more than others 

3. Temperamental 

4. Testy more than others 

Activity 

1. Have a hard time keeping still 

2. Extremely active in my daily life 

3. Have a hard time sitting around 

Conscientiousness 

1. Precise 

2. Organized 

3. Orderly 

Creativity 

1. Frequently feel highly creative 

2. Imaginative 

3. More original than others 

 

 

 

.82 

.93 

.89 

 

.95 

.91 

.78 

.92 

 

.95 

.49 

.63 

 

.90 

.95 

.73 

 

.75 

.93 

.95 

 

 

76.4% 

 

 

 

78.6% 

 

 

 

 

51.4% 

 

 

 

75.4% 

 

 

 

77.1% 

 

 

.91 

 

 

 

.94 

 

 

 

 

.75 

 

 

 

.90 

 

 

 

.91 

 

Brown et al. (2002) 
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