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SUMMARY

Companies are increasingly allocating resources to Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) and trying to engage their employees in their efforts. In my dissertation, I
operationalize CSR as a company’s commitment to improving or enhancing
community well-being through discretionary contributions of corporate resources.
This operationalization is justified by the fact that corporate community
involvement has been identified as the most common way in which CSR is
implemented in companies. My research focuses on employee engagement in CSR,
with specific attention to two aspects of community involvement in which
employees are actively and purposely involved: corporate volunteering and

corporate philanthropy.

This dissertation responds to the call of researchers to investigate micro-
level and multi-level approaches to CSR and to advance the elaboration of the non-
profit perspective on CSR. To this end, I provide a broad overview of antecedents,
interventions and consequences of employee engagement in CSR, based on a
variety of methodological approaches, including conceptual and review-based,
inductive and deductive strategies. The empirical studies in this dissertation vary
from quantitative analysis in Study 1 (Chapter 2) to qualitative analyses in Study 5
(Chapters 6 and 7). The first study focuses specifically on the micro level, while the
others adopt a multi-level approach, focusing on either the business perspective

(Studies 2, 3 and 4) or the non-profit perspective (Study 5).



In three of my studies, I identify antecedents to employee engagement in
CSR. In Studies 1 and 2, I identify individual-level antecedents, including
characteristics, attitudes, preferences and organizational support (Study 1),
augmented by perceived behavioral control (or the lack thereof), subjective norms
(or the lack thereof) and experience (or the lack thereof; Study 2). In Study 4, 1
identify individual and organizational-level antecedents, including internal (e.g.
motivations), mutually affecting (e.g. CSR initiators and pressures) and external

(e.g. media) factors.

In four of my studies I identify organizational interventions. In Study 2, I
identify organizational culture, leadership, internal communication, group and peer
influence, and approaches to CSR. In Studies 3 and 4, I also emphasize that the
way in which the actual opportunities for employees to engage in CSR are
organized (e.g. whether they are initiated by the employer or by the employee) can
influence the outcomes. In Study 5 (Chapters 6 & 7), I adopt a non-profit
perspective, suggesting various organizational interventions that could affect the
consequences that employee engagement in CSR has for NPOs. Nevertheless, as
particularly demonstrated in Chapter 7, the outcomes are also affected by program
design (i.e. the manner in which employee engagement is organized). For example,
in one study, I found that involving corporate volunteers in NPOs through
episodic, short-term engagements has the potential to influence the capacity of

NPOs to provide services to their beneficiaries (whether positively or negatively).

Finally, three of the studies (discussed in four of the chapters) examine

consequences of employee engagement in CSR, for the NPOs and businesses, as



well their employees (and other volunteers). These consequences relate to two
generic themes in both sectors: such involvement enhances organizational capacity,
and it enhances the relationship between the employee and the organization. For
example, I find that, in both companies and NPOs, such engagements can generate
learning on the part of both employees and organizations, and that it can enhance
the sense of attachment to the organization on the patt of employees (and/or

volunteers) of both types of organizations.

In addition to the individual contributions of each chapter, my overall
dissertation contributes to three streams in literature. First, it contributes to the
micro-level and multi-level perspectives on CSR by explaining who engages in CSR
(micro-level) and by developing models on the intersection of employees and
employers (multi-level). Second, it responds to the call of scholars in the literature
on both CSR and NPOs to investigate the non-profit perspective on CSR by
developing models and propositions concerning employee engagement in CSR
within the context of NPOs. A third contribution of this dissertation has to do
with the ongoing development of strategic CSR by proposing that strategic CSR
might be limited by the proposal that it should be aligned with core business, as
commonly noted in the literature. In contrast, the results of my studies indicate that
the effective strategic use of CSR to benefit the company requires that any

initiatives be aligned with the company’s core values.



SAMENVATTING

Bedrijven gaan op steeds grotere schaal zich inzetten voor de maatschappij door
middel van Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen (MVO). In mijn dissertatie
operationaliseer ik MVO als de betrokkenheid van een bedrijf om door middel van
vrijwillige bijdragen van bedrijfsmiddelen (zowel tijd als geld) de lokale
gemeenschap te ondersteunen. Ondanks dat in Nederland MVO in de volksmond
vaak wordt gebruikt in termen van duurzaamheid, blijkt uit onderzoek dat
internationaal juist de maatschappelijke betrokkenheid (MBO) de meest gebruikte
implementatie strategie van MVO is binnen bedrijven. Medewerkersbetrokkenheid
bij dit soort initiatieven wordt steeds belangtijker, maar wie (niet) meedoen,
waarom medewerkers (niet) meedoen, en wat de consequenties zijn voor bedrijven
en nonprofit organisaties vereist nog verder onderzoek. Daarom focust mijn
onderzoek zich op medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij MVO, met speciale aandacht op

medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij het geven van tijd en/of geld.

Om hier een bescheiden bijdrage aan te doen presenteert deze dissertatie
een breed overzicht van antecedenten, organisatie interventies en consequenties
van medewerkersbetrokkenheid in MVO. Hierbij wordt er gebruik gemaakt van
een variteit aan methodologische benaderingen, zoals conceptuele, inductieve en
deductieve strategieen. De emperische studies binnen deze dissertatie varieren van
een kwantitatieve analyse in de eerste studie (Hoofdstuk 2), tot een kwalitatieve
analyse in vijfde studie (Hoofdstukken 6 en 7). Conceptueel zijn studies 2, 3 en 4.
De eerste studie focust zich specifiek op een micro-level, terwijl de overigen studies

een multi-level benadering nemen. Tot slot focussen studies een tot en met vier



zich op het bedrijfsperspectief op medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij MVO en studie 5

specifick op het nonprofit perspectief.

In drie van de essays identificeer ik antecedenten van medewerkers-
betrokkenheid bij MVO. Met andere woorden, hier kijk ik naar de vraag wat
bepaald dat medewerkers wel of niet meedoen aan MVO initiatieven via het bedrijf.
In de eerste studie identificeer ik micro-level antecedenten, inclusief persoonlijke en
werkgerelateerde kenmerken, attitudes, voorkeuren en de gepercipieerde organisatie
ondersteuning voor hun deelname. In studie twee vul ik dat aan door de #heory of
planned bebavionr te gebruiken, aangevuld van inzichten van de literatuur over
geefgedrag. Hier stel ik dat mensen (niet) participeren in MVO door (een gebrek
aan) waargenomen gedragscontrole (perceived behavioral control), (gebrek aan)
sociale/subjectieve normen (subjective norms), (gebrek aan) eerdere ervaringen
(experience), (negatieve) attitudes (attitudes), (gebrek aan) sociale angst (anxiety). In
de vierde studie identificeer ik zowel individuele als organisatie level antecedenten
die te groeperen zijn in interne factoren (zoals motivaties), wederzijdse
beinvloeding (zoals wie MVO initiatieven initieert) en externe factoren (zoals

media).

In vier van mijn studies identificeer ik organisatie interventies die
medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij MVO kunnen beinvloeden. Met andere woorden; ik
identificeer wat organisaties zouden kunnen doen om medewerkersbetrokkenheid
te vergroten en hoe organisaties de uitkomsten kunnen beinvloeden door bepaalde
interventies toe te passen. Zo identificeer ik in studie 2 dat een organisatie cultuur,

ledierschap, interne communicatie, groep en peer invloed en type MVO



programma’s invloed kunnen hebben of een medewerker wel of niet deelnemen,
omdat dit invloed heeft op de eerder genoemde antecedenten. In de derde en
vierde studie benadruk ik dat de uitkomsten van medewerkersbetrokkenheid
afhankelijk zijn van hoe een bedrijf dit organiseert, met name hoe de programma’s
opgezet zijn. Een soortgelijke conclusie komt uit studie 5, maar dan vanuit een
non-profit perspectief. Hier suggereer ik de manier waarop non-profit organisaties
MVO intiatieven vanuit bedrijven organiseren binnen hun organisatie zowel
positieve als negatieve consequenties heeft. Zo laat ik in hoofdstuk 7 en 8 zien dat
bepaalde programma eigenschappen, zoals het inzetten van werknemersvrijwilligers
op een episodische/ad hoc manier een positieve invloed kan hebben op de
dienstverlening van nonprofit organisaties richting clienten. Tegelijkertijd kan deze
manier van betrokkenheid ook de kets van de taart eten van medewerkers (betaald
of vrijwillig) van nonprofit organisaties doordat alle leuke dingen zoals uitjes door
de werknemers van bedrijven worden gedaan. Hier is dus de algemene conclusie
dat organisaties kunnen anticiperen op welke uitkomsten ze kunnen verwachten als

ze nadenken hoe zij hun programma’s inrichten.

De derde vraag die in drie studies centraal staat in deze dissertatie is wat
de consequenties zijn van medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij MVO voor zowel
bedrijven als nonprofit organisaties en hun medewerkers. Deze consequenties zijn
voor beide sectoren in te delen in twee generieke thema’s. Ten eerste kan het het
organiserend vermogen en de effectiviteit van de organisatie ten goede komen (of
juist tegenwerken zoals in hoofdstuk 7 en 8 duidelijk wordt) en het versterkt (of

verzwakt) de relatie tussen werkgever en werknemer (inclusief vrijwilligers bij



nonprofit organisaties). Zo vind ik bijvoorbeeld zowel bij bedrijven als bij
nonprofit organisaties dat medewerkers en organisaties leren van de interacties en

dat het een gevoel van betrokkenheid bij de eigen organisatie kan vergroten.

Naast de specifieke bijdragen van de hoofdstukken aan het
wetenschappelijk debat over medewerkersbetrokkenheid bij MVO en de bijdragen
aan het beantwoorden van de drie vragen die centraal staat in deze dissertatie, laat
deze dissertatie op drie punten meerwaarde zien. Ten eerste addresseert deze
dissertatie de toenemende vraag van (sociale) wetenschappers om micro- and multi-
level benaderingen toe te passen rondom MVO door te verklaren wie er (niet)
meedoen (micro) en modellen te introduceren die de connectie maken tussen
organisaties en medewerkers en hoe deze elkaar kunnen beinvloeden (multi-level).
Ten tweede addresseert de dissertatie het gat in de literatuur om MVO ook eens te
bekijken vanuit het nonprofit perspectief, door modellen en proposities te
ontwikkelingen over hoe de MVO intiatieven van bedrijven invloed hebben op de
organisatie en hoe nonprofit organisaties deze uitkomsten kunnen beinvloeden.
Een derde bijdrage van deze dissertatie is aan de discussie rondom strategisch
MVO (strategic CSR) door te stellen dat de huidige literatuur rondom strategich
MVO wellicht te nauw wordt benaderd door te focussen op alignment met de core
business. Deze dissertatie laat zien door middel van het gebruik van Person-Enviroment
Fit theorie dat strategisch MVO ook gericht zou moeten worden op alignment met

de kernwaarden van het bedrijf en individu.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Whereas the market and civil society were once two clearly separate spheres, the
boundaries between the two spheres are fading in contemporary society, and they
are becoming increasingly intertwined (Emerson, 2003; Van Tulder and Van der
Zwart, 2000). These developments have resulted in increased collaboration between
the sectors (for an overview of the literature on cross-sector partnerships, see Austin
and Seitanidi, 2012a; 2012b); new organizational forms, including social
entrepreneurship (Pache and Santos, 2013) and corporate foundations (Westhues and
Einwiller, 2006) and other hybrid organizations, as well as hybridity within traditional
organizational forms, including social zufrapreneurship (Hemingway, 2013) and
corporate social responsibility (CSR; Bowen, 1953; Davis, 1973; Porter and Kramer,

2002; 2000).

Many scholars have conceptualized CSR in relatively broad terms, and
definitions vary with regard to the actions and policies that are understood to
constitute this form of responsibility (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). In one study,
Dahlsrud (20006) identifies 37 definitions of CSR. Even this number is likely to be an
underestimation, however, as many academically derived definitional constructs are
not included in Dahlsrud’s study. Some definitions include such aspects as working
conditions and environmental protection (e.g. Jenkins and Yakovleva, 2006), while
others focus on business ethics (e.g. Brebels et al., 2011; Kaptein and Constantinescu,
2015), possibly including philanthropy and community involvement (e.g. Lantos,
2002). Given the broad range of conceptualizations and operationalizations for CSR,

any communication about CSR — whether in the form of studies, articles, books or
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presentations (for academics or practitioners) — should specify the operationalization

of CSR that is being used.

In this dissertation, I follow the broad conceptualization developed by
Davis (1973), who defines CSR as ‘the firm’s considerations of, and responses to,
issues beyond the narrow economic, technical, and legal requirements of the firm to
accomplish social benefits along with the traditional economic gains which the firm
seeks’ (p. 312). Within this definition, I conceptualize and operationalize CSR as
corporate involvement in the community (Aguilera et al., 2007; Basil et al., 2009;
Kotler and Lee, 2005; Van der Voort et al., 2009; Woods and Logsdon, 2001). In this
context, CSR consists of a company’s commitment to improving or enhancing
community well-being through discretionary contributions of corporate resources
(see also Kotler and Lee, 2005). It encompasses a broad spectrum of corporate
activities, including donating money or goods to support communities, sharing the
company’s network, developing cause-related marketing and providing volunteers
for NPOs (Meijs and Van der Voort, 2004). Such contributions are common: many
researchers (e.g. Aguilera et al., 2007; Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Caliguiri et al., 2013;
Carroll, 1979, 1999; Lantos, 2002; Madison et al., 2011; Porter and Kramer, 2002;
2000), research databases (e.g. the Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini [KLLD] social ratings
and the GRI), teachers in the field of business and society (Waddock, 2007) and
practitioners (Aguilera et al., 2007; Basil et al., 2009) treat community involvement
as an important dimension of CSR. Community involvement (e.g. through corporate
volunteering and corporate philanthropy) has even been identified as the most

common way in which CSR is implemented in companies (Aguilera et al., 2007; Basil

18



et al., 2009). This conceptualization and operationalization of CSR thus play a pivotal
role in my research. My specific focus is on employee engagement in CSR activities.

Programs relating to CSR take many forms, involving various degrees and
types of contributions and levels of involvement on the part of employees. Amongst
the many possible avenues for employee involvement, my research primarily
highlights two broad types of CSR initiatives: donations of time (corporate
volunteering) and donations of money (corporate philanthropy) to community
organizations.

Despite an accumulating body of research on corporate volunteering
(Grant, 2012; Rodell and Lynch, 2015), the concept has been pootly defined, as most
studies are based on broad descriptions of what the concept entails rather than on
any agreed-upon definition (Van Schie et al., 2011). Corporate volunteering is also
known as ‘employee volunteering’, a term that eliminates the restriction of the
concept to the ‘corporate’ realm (see Tschirhart and St. Clair, 2005). Another term,
‘employer-sponsored volunteering’, requires that the employer provide some form
of support for the volunteering (Brewis, 2004; Steel, 1995; Van der Voort et al., 2009;
Van Schie et al., 2011). Such initiatives reflect the deliberate involvement of a
company in something that has traditionally been regarded as a highly personal and
individual act. Within the sphere of paid employment, they require the creation and
integration of specific formal and informal policies (Houghton et al., 2009;
Tschirhart and St. Clair, 2008; Van der Voort et al, 2009). In a recent study, Rodell
and colleagues address the lack of definitional clarity on corporate volunteering. In
particular, they discuss the differences between employee volunteering and corporate

volunteering. Similar to general definitions of volunteering (see Clary et al., 1998;
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Musick and Wilson, 2008; Omoto and Snyder, 1995; Penner, 2002; Wilson, 2000),
both of these concepts are defined as ‘employed individuals giving time dutring a
planned activity for a non-profit or charitable group organization’ (p. 4/5). One
important difference between the two concepts is that, in the case of corporate
volunteering, the volunteering takes place through a company initiative. The concept
of corporate volunteering thus excludes any form of volunteering in which
employees participate without the deliberate involvement of the company (Rodell et
al,, 2015). T use this definition to guide my research throughout this dissertation.

Monetary donations by companies are usually conceptualized as corporate
philanthropy (Gautier and Pache, 2015) — another contested concept that lacks any
consensus on definition (Daly, 2011; Gautier and Pache, 2015; Liket and Simaens,
2015). Researchers nevertheless do agree that corporate philanthropy includes
voluntary financial donations to charitable organizations, whether in the form of
direct grants or through corporate foundations. This form of corporate giving
currently accounts for an increasing proportion of total giving to charities (Halme
and Laurila, 2009). According to Giving in Numbers (2015), total giving from 271
companies in the United States amounted to USD 18.5 billion.!

In the effort to engage employees in their corporate philanthropy activities,
many companies establish employee matching programs or encourage their
employees to participate in payroll giving (Haski-Leventhal, 2013). In employee

matching programs, companies make financial donations commensurate with the

1 hitp://cecp.co/pdfs/giving in_numbers/GIN_8x11 HighRes.pdf consulted on 21 December 2015
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time or money donated privately by their employees (e.g. Dollars for Dollars
programs or Dollars for Doers programs).? For example, in 2014, General Electric
donated approximately USD 42 million through its employee matching program, in
which the company doubles employee gifts to charities, with individual matching
donations ranging from USD 25 to USD 25,000.> According to Giving in Numbers
(2015), employee matching expenditures account for 12% of all corporate
philanthropy.

The wvarious forms of CSR initiatives can include the informal
acknowledgement of employee involvement in the community or the formal
facilitation of employees (e.g. by locating opportunities to contribute), as well as even
more formal corporate initiatives involving paid time off, employee matching and
payroll giving (Meijs and Kerkhof, 2001; Haski-Leventhal, 2013). Employee
involvement includes the application of the skills of employees (whether ‘soft” or
‘hard’) to various professional (i.c. ‘specialist’) or general (i.c. ‘sweat’) tasks (Meijs and
Brudney, 2007; Peloza et al., 2009). In the case of corporate philanthropy, employee
involvement programs can consist of encouraging employees to donate part of their
salary or to make donations (of time and/or money) that will be matched by the
employer. In the specific case of corporate volunteering, employees may volunteer
either on their own time or during official working hours (Meijs and Van der Voort,

2004), albeit without any additional financial compensation or remuneration for the

2 https://doublethedonation.com/blog/2013/01/dollars-for-doers-grants-definition/ consulted on 21
December 2015

S s/ consulted on 21 December 2015
4 http / [cecp co/ pdfsz g;vmg in numbers/GIN 8x11 HighRes.pdf consulted on 21 December 2015
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employees themselves (Bussell and Forbes, 2008; Van Schie et al., 2011). Corporate
volunteering does not exclude the possibility of additional financial remuneration for
the NPO (Samuel et al., 2013; Study 5).

The conceptualization of CSR as corporate involvement in the community
has received considerable academic attention. Most studies are based on instrumental
theories, which treat CSR as a tool with which to achieve direct or indirect economic
results (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Garriga and Mele, 2004; Gautier and Pache, 2015;
McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Porter and Kramer, 2002; 2006). Within this
conceptualization, which is known as strategic CSR (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001),
many scholars have been working to build a business case for CSR (Carroll and
Shabana, 2010), thereby acknowledging a relationship — albeit indirect — between
CSR and the bottom line (Otlitszky et al., 2003). For example, CSR has been found
to strengthen marketing efforts by enhancing corporate reputation (Brammer and
Pavelin, 2000), consumer evaluations (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; Chernev and
Blair, 2015) and consumer loyalty (Maignan et al., 1999). At the same time, recent
attention has shifted towards the contribution of CSR to areas within the realm of
human resource management (HRM), including with regard to attracting a talented
workforce (Batharaya et al., 2008; Evans and Davis, 2011; Greening and Turban,
2000; Kim and Park, 2011; Sobczak et al, 2006), performing organizational
socialization (Gully et al., 2013; Rupp et al, 2013) and cultivating employee
engagement, organizational commitment and organizational identification (Brammer
et al., 2007; Caligiuri et al., 2012; Grant et al., 2008; Madison et al., 2012; Maignan, et
al., 1999; Maignan and Ferrell, 2001; Kim et al., 2010; Peloza and Hassay, 20006;

Turker, 2009). Other ways in which companies can benefit from CSR involve the
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reinforcement of community relations and legitimacy amongst stakeholders (Porter
and Kramer, 2005). For example, findings from research based on instrumental
stakeholder theory indicate that community involvement by companies may
strengthen the trust that local communities have in particular companies, thereby
bestowing or enhancing legitimacy (Chen et al., 2008). Other studies have suggested
that community involvement can improve community networks, trust and the
willingness to cooperate (Muthuri et al., 2009).

The increasingly intertwined nature of the market and civil society is due to
an increase in the influence of socially responsible values and practices in businesses,
as well as in the influence that businesses are having on the development of such
values and practices. One popular definition of civil society describes it as ‘a wide
array of nongovernmental and not-for-profit organizations [(hereafter NPOs)] that
have a presence in public life, expressing the interests and values of their members
or others, based on ethical, cultural, political, scientific, religious or philanthropic
considerations” (World Bank, 2013). This traditionally distinct character of being
non-profit (non-market) and non-governmental is being challenged by the
increasingly visible involvement of corporate and government actors in activities that
have traditionally fallen within the realm of civil society (e.g. Brandsen et al., 2005;
Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010). For example, companies are increasingly working to
facilitate volunteering, and many are establishing their own charitable organizations
(e.g. corporate foundations; Westhues and Einwiller, 2006). Governments are also
becoming increasingly involved in volunteering (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010;

Hustinx and De Waele, 2015).
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As evidenced by the soutces cited in the discussion above, considerable
research attention has been devoted to the influence that values and practices relating
to CSR have on companies. Far less is understood about the consequences that
NPOs face when involving companies, particularly in the case of employee
volunteering. What we do know is that corporate volunteers do not negotiate the
terms of their volunteer involvement directly with NPOs (Haski-Leventhal et al.,
2010). In contrast to the case of traditional community volunteers, for employee
volunteering programs, such negotiations usually take place between a representative
of the NPO (e.g. a volunteer manager or fundraiser) and a representative of the
company (in most cases, a CSR manager in charge of the company’s community
program; see Chapters 4 and 5). It is interesting to note that, in the process of
recruiting and selecting community volunteers, NPO managers gain an overview of
exactly who is becoming involved in their organizations. In some cases, they even
screen prospective volunteers, particularly if the volunteers will be interacting with
vulnerable beneficiaries. With corporate volunteers, however, hardly any advance
screening takes place, and the volunteer managers, fundraisers, employees and other
volunteers involved in the NPO have little insight into the people who will be
engaging in their organization (see Chapter 5; Samuel et al., 2015). This is surprising,
given that some people are likely to be less suited for working with particular groups
of beneficiaries — a fact that is particularly relevant when prospective volunteers are
unknown to and unscreened by the organization prior to the volunteer assignment

(see also the literature on service learning; Gazley et al., 2012).
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Research emphasis and research questions

Despite the valuable insights provided by existing literature and theories, as
presented above, academics have yet to pay sufficient attention to multi-level
antecedents of employee engagement and the potential consequences of such
engagement for NPOs, employee volunteers (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Gautier and
Pache, 2015) and companies, patticularly those in the area of HRM and social or
organizational psychology (Morgenson et al., 2013). Questions that remain to be
explored include how organizations can stimulate employee engagement in CSR and
which interventions might lead to certain consequences for companies and NPOs
(for example, see Grant, 2012). In this dissertation, therefore, I focus on three
specific themes: antecedents of employee engagement in CSR, interventions for
employee engagement in CSR and consequences of employee engagement in CSR.

These themes together constitute the overall research question:

What are the antecedents, organizational interventions and consequences of

employee engagement in CSR?

To address these themes and the overall research question, I begin by identifying the
characteristics of employees who engage in CSR, as we currently know little about
the typical characteristics, attitudes and preferences of employees who engage in
socially responsible behavior (Study 1). I also study potential barriers (Study 2) and
stimuli for employee engagement in CSR and how particular employee profiles might
(or might not) align with the CSR profiles of their employers (Study 4). My first
research question is thus formulated as follows: What are the antecedents of employee

engagement in CSR?
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Second, insight is needed with regard to factors that can increase or
decrease the likelihood of employees to engage in CSR. My second research question
thus focuses on how organizations, as the context for employee engagement in CSR
(see Johns, 2006 for the importance of contexts in behavioral research), can intervene
to stimulate the desired behavior and how employee engagement in CSR can be used
as an organizational intervention to achieve desited outcomes. In Study 2 (Chapter
3), I focus on organizational interventions for stimulating employee engagement,
while the focus of Studies 3 and 4 (Chapters 4 and 5) shifts towards ways in which
CSR initiatives can be designed in order to achieve goals related to HRM (i.e. various
dimensions of P-E fit; see Kristoff-Brown et al., 2005). In Study 5 (Chapters 6 and
7), I investigate ways in which NPOs can organize CSR initiatives within their
organizations. In summary, the second research question is formulated as follows:
Which organizational interventions could stimulate employee engagement in CSR with the objective

of addressing organizational goals?

Finally, although recent reviews on CSR have demonstrated the
accumulation of evidence regarding the consequences of CSR at the institutional and
corporate levels (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012), scholars have yet to succeed in
integrating theoties of organizational behavior and organizational psychology,
particularly within the context of CSR (see the special issue of Morgenson et al., 2013
in Personnel Psychology). In addition, a recent review reveals that only 4% of all studies
focused on employee level, and very few have adopted a multi-level approach to CSR
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). Furthermore, we know little about the consequences for

NPOs when companies engage their employees in the community (Gautier and
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Pache, 2015; Samuel et al., 2013). I address this gap with my third research question,
which concerns multi-level approaches to investigating the consequences of
employee engagement in CSR: What are the consequences of employee engagement in CSR?
In this regard, I make a distinction between the consequences for companies in
Studies 3 and 4 (Chapters 4 and 5) and for NPOs in Study 5 (Chapters 6 and 7).
Overview

This dissertation consists of a collection of essays that have been published as articles
in peet-reviewed journals (Study 4; Chapter 5), that have been submitted and/or are
currently under review at peer-reviewed journals (Studies 2 and 5; Chapters 3 and 7)
or that are being prepared for submission to various peer-reviewed journals (Studies
1, 3 and 5; Chapters 2, 4 and 6). The dissertation comprises eight chapters, including
an introduction and discussion, based on five studies covering various aspects of
CSR, both empirically (Chapters 2, 4 and 5) and conceptually (Chapters 3, 6 and 7).
Antecedents are addressed only from the corporate perspective (Study 1), but the
remaining questions are addressed from the perspectives of both companies (Studies

2,3 and 4) and NPOs (Study 5).
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RQ1: What are the antecedents RQ2: What are the RQ3: What are the

of employee engagement in organizational interventions to consequences of employee
CSR? employee engagement in CSR? engagement in CSR?

Study 1 (Chapter 2)

Study 2 (Chapter 3)

Study 3 (Chapter 4)

Study 4 (Chapter 5)

Study 5 (Chapter 6&7)

Figure 1.1: Overview of the dissertation

In the opening study of this dissertation, I address the characteristics,
attitudes and preferences of individuals in the workplace who participate in CSR. In
other words, I seck to create a general profile of people who volunteer for NPOs on
behalf of their companies and how they differ from those who volunteer only outside
the workplace (i.e. community volunteers) and those who do not volunteer at all. In
this chapter, I compare the characteristics, attitudes and preferences of corporate
volunteers to those of community volunteers and non-volunteers, based on a
quantitative study drawing on survey data from the national office of a large
international company. Results of multinomial logistical regression provide partial
support for the hypothesis that the personal and job-related characteristics, the
volunteer preferences and the anxiety levels of corporate volunteers, as well as their
perceptions of organizational support differ from those of employees who are
directly involved in the community or those who do not volunteer at all. In particular,
despite a number of important overlaps between those engaged in community and

corporate volunteering, many common assumptions concerning the characteristics,
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attitudes and preferences of community volunteers should not be projected onto the
context of the workplace. These results suggest that the current literature on
volunteers and volunteer management should treat corporate volunteers as a
particular ‘species’ of volunteers. As such, literature, models and assumptions about
community volunteering might not be directly applicable to corporate volunteering,
but should be carefully reconsidered within the specific context of the workplace.
Because the outcomes are highly specific to the particular organization in which the
study was conducted, they do not allow any generalizable conclusions. Further

research is needed in order to investigate these initial insights in greater detail.

Study 2 (Chapter 3) examines barriers to participation in CSR and how
companies can intervene to stimulate employee participation in CSR. Given the
numerous benefits of community programs to companies, their employees and
society in general, many corporate managers face internal and external pressure to
increase employee participation. Drawing on the theory of planned behavior, and
augmented by existing literature on personal charitable giving behavior and CSR, the
chapter details five potential individual barriers to participation in such programs:
perceived lack of behavioral control, lack of subjective norms, negative attitudes, lack
of past expetience/habits, and anxiety. It offers five organizational interventions for
addressing these individual barriers and increasing participation in CSR programs.
These interventions are in the areas of organizational culture, leadership, internal
communication, group and peer influence, and community program design. In this
chapter, I argue that variety in employee-patticipation opportunities and a supportive

internal context have the greatest potential to increase employee participation in
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CSR. I conclude the chapter by proposing five interventions that practitioners can

implement in order to realize the greatest benefit from CSR.

In Study 3 (Chapter 4), I focus on the consequences of CSR (and, in
particular, community involvement) for companies with regard to HRM. This
conceptual chapter proposes ways in which CSR can be used to establish each of the
five dimensions of person-environment fit (P-E fit): person-vocation fit, person-
organization fit, person-job fit, person-group fit and person-person fit. The chapter
draws on existing theory and literature to demonstrate that the contribution of CSR
to P-E fit is likely to differ in the various stages of employment (including both the
pre-hire and post-hire phases): pre-recruitment, recruitment, selection, socialization
and long-term tenure. I propose that combining a corporate, employer-led approach
with an individual, employee-led approach could potentially maximize the potential
contributions of CSR to P-E fit during the various stages of employment. These
insights form the foundation for a framework connecting the ‘what” (CSR), the
‘when’ (during all employment stages), the ‘why’ (P-E fit) and the ‘how’ (through the

continuum of two approaches) of this relationship.

In Study 4 (Chapter 5), I examine the potential role of corporate community
involvement in establishing one outcome relating to HRM: person-organization fit.
The multi-disciplinary interest in social responsibility on the part of individuals and
organizations that has developed over the past 30 years has generated several
descriptors of CSR and employee social responsibility (ESR). These descriptors
focus largely on socially responsible behavior and, in some cases, on socially

responsible identity. Very few authors have combined the two concepts when
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investigating social responsibility. The concept of CSR is thus likely to be over-
simplified, thereby impeding the examination of congruence between employees and
organizations with regard to social responsibility. In this chapter, I connect two
dimensions of social responsibility — identity and behavior — to construct a social-
responsibility matrix consisting of four patterns, which can be used to classify the
social responsibility of employees and employers: Low Social Responsibility,
Identity-based Social Responsibility, Behavior-based Social Responsibility and
Entwined Social Responsibility. The positioning of employers and employees on the
same matrix (as determined by internal, relational and/or external factors) is vital for
assessing the level of congruence between employers and employees with regard to
social responsibility, as well as for discussing the possible outcomes for both parties.
These identity and behavior-based patterns, determinants and levels of congruence
connecting employees and employers form the foundation for the mult-
dimensional, dynamic ESR-CSR Congruence Model, as exemplified in a case study.
The insights presented in this chapter contribute to the existing CSR literature and
models of CSR, in addition to improving the understanding of employee-employer
congruence, thereby broadening the array of possibilities for achieving positive

organizational outcomes based on CSR.

Study 5 resulted in two chapters from the NPO perspective. The
methodology sections of the two chapters overlap to some extent, as the analysis for
both chapters is based on 39 semi-structured qualitative interviews conducted with
41 NPO employees responsible for corporate volunteer programs. In Chapter 6, 1

examine the non-profit case (as opposed to the business case) for employee
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engagement in CSR by examining how corporate volunteering can enhance or
diminish non-profit organizational capacity, including the underlying conditions. The
findings reveal that corporate volunteering can enhance the organizational capacity
of NPOs by providing additional resources, increasing the ability of NPOs to recruit
volunteers, providing opportunities for organizational learning, increasing the
quantity and quality of service delivery and raising awareness concerning NPOs and
the issues they address. At the same time, however, the involvement of corporate
volunteers can potentially damage organizational capacity through transaction costs,
mission drift, diminished quality of services and reputation damage. Although this
finding is largely consistent with previous research (e.g. on partnerships), the analysis
identifies conditions under which these outcomes arise, including the involvement
of intermediary organizations, perceived resource dependence and the orientation of
the collaboration (i.e. program versus project). I use these insights to formulate
propositions that could be tested in future deductive research, in addition to deriving

implications for theory and practice.

In Chapter 7, I follow up on these insights and further contribute to the
development of the non-profit case for corporate volunteering from the perspective
of NPOs. Using the same data referred to in Chapter 6, this chapter argues that
developing the non-profit case (as opposed to the business case) for corporate
volunteering is complex and that it should include a multi-level perspective on the
outcomes. In developing this non-profit case, scholars have thus far focused
primarily on organizational outcomes, disregarding the implications for non-profit

employees in particular and the consequences of these implications for non-profit
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organizations. As such, a multi-level perspective is crucial to a comprehensive
understanding of the complexity of the non-profit outcomes when involving
corporate volunteers. Findings reveal that there are specific outcomes (both positive
and negative) of working with corporate volunteers for NPO staff members
(employee level), with consequences for non-organizations (organizational level).
Furthermore, I identify three specific program characteristics of corporate volunteer
involvement (i.e. temporary involvement, task assignment and the degree of
integration in regular programs) that affect the outcomes presented. Based on this
exploratory research, I advance a multi-level model for guiding future research into
the dynamics and consequences of involving corporate volunteers for NPO staff

members and their respective NPOs.

In the discussion (Chapter 8), I reflect on the implications of this
dissertation for research and practice and suggest directions for future research,
based on and proceeding from the findings presented in the individual chapters. The
discussion centres largely on the following three themes, which guide the overall
dissertation: antecedents, organizational interventions and consequences of
employee engagement in CSR. In addition, I explain how the overall dissertation
contributes to the need for multi-level approaches, to existing knowledge of strategic
CSR (including strategic CSR for NPOs) and to the call of both CSR and non-profit
scholars to investigate the non-profit perspective on CSR by developing models and

propositions of employee engagement in CSR within the context of NPOs.
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CHAPTER 2: WHO VOLUNTEERS THROUGH THE
WORKPLACE? DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CORPORATE
VOLUNTEERS, COMMUNITY VOLUNTEERS AND
NON-VOLUNTEERS

Abstract
This study was designed to explore the question of who volunteers through the

workplace. Despite the accumulation of research on corporate giving (in terms of
both money and time) and, more specifically, on corporate volunteering, studies
have yet to identify the characteristics of employees who engage in volunteering
through the workplace. To address this gap in the existing knowledge, the present
study compares the characteristics, attitudes, preferences and organization-related
factors of corporate volunteers to those of community volunteers and non-
volunteers within the same company. The study is based on a quantitative research
design, using survey data from the national office of a large international company.
The survey was distributed to all members of the total sample (i.e. all employees
with corporate email addresses: 3705); 776 respondents ultimately completed the
full survey. The results of multinomial logistical regression partially confirm the
hypothesis that the personal and job-related characteristics, volunteer preferences,
attitudes towards corporate volunteering and organization-related aspects of
corporate volunteers differ from those of employees who are directly involved in
the community or who do not volunteer at all. In particular, despite some
similarities between employees who are engaged in community and those who
participate in corporate volunteering, the results of this study could imply that
many assumptions that could be made about the characteristics, attitudes and

preferences of community volunteers should not be projected onto the context of
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the workplace. These findings suggest that literature, models and assumptions
about community volunteering should potentially not be simply applied to
corporate volunteering, but that they should be carefully reconsidered within the
specific context of the workplace. It is important to note that the outcomes remain
highly specific to the context of the organization in which the study was conducted.
This makes it impossible to draw any generalizable conclusions, and further
research is needed to explore these initial insights in greater depth.

Introduction®

In contemporary society, there are many ways in which citizens can engage socially,
with volunteering as one of the most obvious (Adler and Goggin, 2005). This
concept, which has been the subject of a strong tradition of scholarship, refers to
the reasons that people have for engaging in such behavior and the characteristics
of those who do this (for an overview, see Musick and Wilson, 2008). Scholars
have recently begun to examine the contingencies that affect volunteer involvement
and, consequently, volunteer management (for a review, see Brudney and Meijs,
2014). For example, the specific contexts in which individual volunteers are
solicited (e.g. the workplace or the school) might play an important role in
determining who will and will not be attracted to particular types of engagement

(Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010).

5 I would like to thank Nuon and Nuon Foundation for offering me the opportunity to conduct this
research. I am also grateful to Olga Samuel and Pamala Wiepking for their helpful comments during the
development of this chapter.
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As obsetved in the literature, third parties — including governmental
organizations (Van den Bos, 2013), universities (Gazley et al., 2012) and companies
(De Gilder et al., 2005; Krasnapolskaya et al., 2015) — are increasingly playing a role
in promoting and enforcing individual volunteering behavior (Haski-Leventhal et
al., 2010). For example, universities are encouraging students to engage in service
learning (Gazley et al., 2012), and governmental organizations ate actively designing
and facilitating volunteer infrastructures that are favourable to volunteer behavior
(Van den Bos, 2013). The workplace has also been identified a context that
influences individual social behavior, including such extra-role behavior as
corporate volunteering (De Gilder et al., 2005; Grant, 2012; Grant et al., 2008;
Organ, 1988; Snell and Wong, 2007; Van Dyne et al., 1994).

Corporate volunteering (also known as employee volunteering, workplace
volunteering, and employer-supported volunteering) can be defined as discretionary
workplace behavior in which employees volunteer at non-profit organizations on
behalf of their employers (Van der Voort et al., 2009; Van Schie et al., 2011). It
allows companies to enhance volunteering by eliminating some of the
organizational and normative barriers that might prevent people from volunteering
(Hustinx and Meijs, 2011). Without the influence of the corporate context and
supportt, any volunteering by employees simply reflects private behavioral choices
(Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Houghton et al., 2009).

Corporate volunteering differs from other types of volunteering (e.g.
service learning, community volunteering) because of the direct role of the
workplace (e.g. managers, colleagues) in soliciting engagement (Haski-Leventhal et

al., 2010; Van der Voort et al., 2009). In community-based volunteering, this role is
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often fulfilled by beneficiaries or charitable organizations (see also for charitable
giving: Bekkers and Wiepking, 2011). Corporate volunteering could be seen as a
non-traditional avenue through which individuals can engage in volunteering
(Brewis, 2004; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Van Schie et al., 2011).

Despite the accumulating body of literature on corporate volunteering
(Rodell and Lynch, 2015), few studies have attempted to identify the characteristics
of individuals who are attracted to volunteering through the workplace (i.e.
corporate volunteering). This chapter contributes to the literature by exploring the
distinctiveness of corporate volunteers, focusing on differences between corporate
volunteers, community volunteers (i.e. those engaged in volunteering outside the
workplace; see also De Gilder et al., 2005) and non-volunteers. More specifically, I
explore differences in the characteristics, attitudes, preferences for volunteer
assighments and organization-related factors of these categories of volunteers.

This study is relevant in light of findings from previous work on context-
specific volunteer involvement, which suggest that these types of volunteers might
differ according to some of these variables. For example, Nesbit and Gazley (2012)
demonstrate that the demographics and preferences of individuals who volunteer
in professional associations differ from those of volunteers who engage in non-
professional contexts. The organizational context might also influence individual
behavior (Johns, 2000). It is important to learn more about the characteristics of
individuals who are attracted to volunteering through the workplace. Such
knowledge could help to explain who volunteers through the workplace, why
individuals become involved in volunteering exclusively through the workplace and

how this might contribute to the overall volunteer pool within society (Brudney
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and Meijs, 2009). In addition, comparing corporate volunteers to other types of
volunteers could help to clarify the extent to which the volunteer literature might
be applicable to corporate volunteering or whether the prevailing general
assumptions about volunteering should be reconsidered in light of the contingency
of volunteering through the workplace.

In the following section, I position the research question by discussing the
central concept of this chapter (i.e. corporate volunteering), emphasizing and
contextualizing the importance of the current study. I then present nine hypotheses
concerning on personal characteristics (demographics and job-related
characteristics), attitudes (anticipated personal benefits, perceptions and social
anxiety), volunteer preferences (relating to the interests of the company and
specific characteristics of volunteer assignments) and organization-related factors
(including organizational support and role modelling). After explaining the research
context, sample, procedure, measures and tests, I present the results, as well as the
conclusions and their implications for research and practice.

Volunteering and the workplace

Contrary to perceptions of many traditional non-profit organizations that involve
volunteers, the number of people engaging in volunteering in Western countries
has generally not decreased (Hustinx and Lammertyn, 2003; Hustinx et al., 2011).
For example, longitudinal data indicate that volunteer participation rates have

remained relatively stable at 42—48% in the Netherlands (Dekker and De Hart,
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2009; CBS, 2015), 45-47% in Canada (Statistics Canada®); 25-29% in the United
States (Corporation for National and Community Service”); and 24-35% in
Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics®).? Nevertheless, such stability in
participation rates does not reflect stability in the forms of citizen engagement. On
the contrary, many scholars have observed a shift away from traditional types of
volunteering toward less traditional forms, including corporate volunteering
(Bussell and Forbes, 2002; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Hustinx and Lammertyn,

2003; Hustinx et al., 2011).

In this context, corporate volunteering is the result of the efforts of
companies to encourage, facilitate or organize volunteer opportunities for
employees wishing to volunteer their time and skills to serve the local, domestic or
international community, without any additional individual compensation or
remuneration (Basil et al., 2009; Basil et al., 2011; Bussell and Forbes, 2008; De
Gilder et al., 2005; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Lee, 2011; Van der Voort et al.,
2009; Van Schie et al., 2011). It is defined as “employed individuals giving time
[through a company initiative] during a planned activity for an external non-profit
ot chatritable group or otganization” (Rodell et al., 2015, p.4/5). Corporate
volunteering takes place within the context of informal and formal company

policies (Houghton, et al., 2009; Van der Voort et al., 2009), and it can be

¢ statcan.gc.ca/pub/11-008-x/2012001/t/11638/tbl01-eng.htm

7 volunteeringinamerica.gov/national
8 abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS /abs@.nsf/T.ookup/4102.0Chapter4102008

% Please note that these numbers are provided only as an illustration of the stability in rates within
contexts. They should not be interpreted as indicating differences in participation rates between
countties, as there is no consensus on the definition and measurement of volunteeting
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performed either in the employee’s own time (with unpaid leave or other support
from employer) or during official working hours (Meijs and Van der Voort, 2004).
This form of volunteering offers employees a convenient way to combine
volunteering with their professional work (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010), and it
encompasses considerable diversity in the types of the activities that could be
performed (Raffaelli and Glynn, 2014; Marquis et al., 2009; Marquis and Kanter,

2010).

In Western Europe and North America, corporate volunteering has been
identified as the most commonly implemented activity within the framework of
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) (Basil et al., 2009; Pajo and Lee, 2011). It is
therefore not surprising that it has received considerable attention in the
management and business literature in recent decades. Studies have focused on
such aspects as the consequences of corporate volunteering for the company (e.g.
Caligiuiri et al., 2013; Grant, 2012; Madison et al., 2012) and for the employee (e.g.
Rodell, 2013). To date, however, studies have tended to disregard the
characteristics, attitudes and preferences of employees who engage in such
behavior (notable exceptions include studies by Peterson, 2004 and by Zapala and
McLaren, 2004 on the motivation for corporate volunteering, and by De Gilder et
al., 2005 with regard to several personal characteristics). Little comparative research
has been conducted on similarities and differences between employees who engage
in corporate volunteering, those who engage privately in the community and those

who do not volunteer at all. To address this gap in the existing knowledge, 1
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explore these differences based on the nine hypotheses described in the following

section.

Hypotheses

Corporate volunteering and employee personal characteristics

Demographic characteristics

There is a rich body of literature explaining the demographic differences between
volunteers and non-volunteers (for an extensive review, see Musick and Wilson,
2008). In general, volunteering is more common amongst women than it is
amongst men, amongst married people than amongst single people are; amongst
couples with children than amongst those with no children, amongst employed
people than amongst unemployed people, amongst those with higher levels of
education than amongst those with less education, and amongst churchgoers than
amongst non-churchgoers (Musick and Wilson, 2008; U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2009). These general differences between volunteers and non-volunteers
nevertheless fall short of providing insight into differences with regard to the types
of volunteering in which people engage. Specific contexts are likely to influence the
type of volunteering (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Nesbit and Gazley, 2012). The
corporate context is likely to influence the behavior of employees within the
organization (Mowday and Sutton, 1993), even when it is externally oriented (i.e.
towards the community). In this case, the workplace is a specific context that could
be more likely to entice certain types of individuals to volunteer than would be the
case with community volunteering (see also De Gilder et al., 2005). As reported by
De Gilder and colleagues (2005), corporate volunteers appear to constitute a more

homogenous category than is the case for community volunteers and non-

52



volunteers. For example, in the study by De Gilder and colleagues (2005), the
respondents were more or less equally distributed across the various categories of
age, marital status and religion. As revealed by the results of chi-square analyses,
those who were attracted to corporate volunteering were similar to non-volunteers.
Other authors have also suggested that corporate volunteering might attract
different types of people to volunteering (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010). For this
reason, it is logical to expect differences between corporate volunteers and
community volunteers based on the organizational context, but not between
corporate volunteers and non-volunteers. I therefore hypothesize:

H1. The demographic characteristics of corporate volunteers differ from those of community

volunteers, but not from those of non-volunteers.

Job-related characteristics

According to the Current Population Sutvey conducted by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics (2010), individuals with part-time contracts volunteer more than
full-time employees do, thus suggesting the existence of replacement effects. This is
in line with resource theory, which predicts that those with the most resources (in
this case, time) are more likely to give (Musick and Wilson, 2008). It could be,
however, that the resources needed in order to volunteer through the workplace
differ from those needed to engage in other types of volunteering. An opposite
effect may occur within the context of corporate volunteering, with people who
work full-time being more inclined to engage in corporate volunteering. This is
because many companies either organize corporate volunteer activities within

working hours or arrange volunteer assignments to fit well within the schedules of
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potential participants (Meijs et al., 2009). If this is the case, it should be easier for
full-time employees to engage in this type of volunteering, as it would cause little
conflict between working life and private life. It has also been argued that higher-
status workers (including managers) are more likely to engage in volunteering
because their jobs demand them to do so, particularly within the context of their
professions (Nesbit and Gazley, 2012). If this is the case, higher-status employees
might be more likely to engage in corporate volunteering, as it is related to their
workplace. Moreover, particularly as noted in the literature on organizational
citizenship behavior, one of the most prominent factors determining extra-role
behavior (e.g. corporate volunteering) is job satisfaction, as people who tend to
enjoy their work are also willing to put forth additional effort (Podsakoff et al,
2000; Organ and Konovsky, 1986; Organ and Lingl, 1995; Bateman and Organ,
1983). In the specific context of corporate volunteering, De Gilder and colleagues
(2005) report that people whose attitudes towards their jobs are more positive are
more likely to engage in corporate volunteering. This suggests that the job
satisfaction of corporate volunteers might be higher than that of people who do
not volunteer through the workplace. Based on these insights, I hypothesize:

H2. The job-related characteristics of corporate volunteers differ from those of community

volunteers and non-volunteers.

Corporate volunteering and employee attitudes

Perceived personal benefits
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According to theory of planned behavior, attitudes towards specific behaviors (in
this case, corporate volunteering) are positively related to the desired behavior.
These attitudes are thought to stem from underlying beliefs, which link the
behavior to some valued outcome to the individual (Ajzen, 1985). In other words,
attitudes toward a given behavior are determined by an individual’s evaluation of
the (expected) outcomes associated with performing the behavior. In this case,
people who engage in corporate volunteering should be more likely to have

positive perceptions about the benefits of such behavior. I therefore hypothesize:

H3: Corporate volunteers are more likely to have positive perceptions of the personal benefits of

corporate volunteering than are community volunteers and non-volunteers.

Perceptions of corporate volunteering

Employees differ in their perceptions of and attitudes towards social responsibility
in the workplace (Rupp et al., 2006). For example, De Gilder and colleagues (2005)
report that, although community volunteers are slightly more positive towards
volunteering in general, corporate volunteers tend to have more favourable
perceptions of community programs than is the case for community volunteers and
non-volunteers. Houghton et al. (2009) argue that employees might refrain from
corporate volunteering simply because they believe that volunteering belongs to the
realm of private life rather than to the realm of the workplace. People who do
participate in corporate volunteering (i.e. the actors who exhibit the behavior)
typically enjoy what they are doing and expect positive effects in some way, and

therefore should have more positive attitudes towards corporate volunteering (see
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also De Gilder et al., 2005; Zapala and MclLaren, 2004). For this reason, I

hypothesize:

H4. Corporate volunteers perceive corporate volunteering more positively than do community

volunteers and non-volunteers.

Social anxiety

Scholars have argued that psychological barriers (e.g. social anxiety) can influence the
process of becoming involved in volunteering (Handy and Cnaan, 2007), particularly
in the case of corporate volunteering (see Chapter X). Social anxiety refers to the
extent to which people feel uncomfortable entering unfamiliar situations or
situations in which other people already appear to be well connected (Handy and
Cnaan, 2007). For example, it can be reflected in the reluctance to talk to strangers
or engage in new social situations (De Botton, 2008). Social anxiety could thus pose
an obstacle to volunteering in unfamiliar organizations (see Chapter 3). For example,
individuals might feel anxious volunteering outside their known organizational
contexts or with people who are unfamiliar to them. Volunteering in the workplace
might provide an organizational context in which individuals feel less anxious about
becoming engaged. Moreover, because volunteering through the workplace is often
performed together with direct colleagues, it is likely to reduce feelings of anxiety.

My fifth hypothesis is therefore:

H5. Corporate volunteers experience less social anxiety than non-volunteers do, but not less than

community volunteers do.
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Preferences and volunteer involvement
Issues related to the interests of the company

Many companies are involved in what is known as ‘strategic corporate social
responsibility’ (Porter and Kramer, 2002; 2006), in which a company aligns its
socially responsible initiatives (including corporate volunteer initiatives) to its core
business (Werther and Chandler, 2014). In this case, there some extent of ‘fit’
between the company’s strategy and the mission of the charitable organization (Sen
and Bhattacharya, 2001; Porter and Kramer, 2002). Given that corporate
volunteering constitutes extra-role behavior performed on behalf of the company,
it is logical to expect that employees would consider the interests of the company
in their choices concerning the types of volunteering in which they would like to be
involved. For example, as argued by affective event theory, employees are likely to
have a more favourable attitude towards social issues that are relevant to the
organizations in which they work (Muller et al., 2014). Employees who engage in
corporate volunteering should therefore be more interested in social issues that are
more closely related to the company’s core business and thus more relevant to the
company. Based on this reasoning, I hypothesize:

He: Corporate volunteers are more interested in addressing social issues that are associated with

their companies than is the case for community volunteers and non-volunteers.

Characteristics of volunteer assignment
Volunteering (including corporate volunteering) covers a wide range of activities
(Marquis et al., 2009; Marquis and Kanter, 2010). Because the activities involved in

corporate volunteering take place within the realm of work, the preferences that

57



corporate volunteers have with regard to volunteer activities might therefore differ
from those of community volunteers or non-volunteers. Taken employee
volunteering more brpFor example, Nesbit and Gazley (2012) identify differences
between the volunteering preferences of community volunteers and those who
volunteer in relation to their professions. The volunteer assighments in which
individuals volunteering through professional associations engage tend to differ
from those of community volunteers. For example, they are more likely to choose
volunteer assignments based on their own expertise and skills (Nesbit and Gazley,
2012). In addition, Kutnet and Love (2003) report that one quarter of those who
volunteer through the workplace do so alongside their co-workers. This might
imply that corporate volunteers prefer activities in which they can work in teams
with their colleagues.

H?7. Corporate volunteers have more interest in volunteering in teams with their direct or indirect
colleagnes and/ or in skill-based volunteer opportunities than is the case for community volunteers
and non-volunteers.

Corporate volunteering and organization-related factors

Organizational support

Perceived organizational support (POS; Eisenberger et al., 1986) refers to a general
belief on the part of employees that their work organizations value their
contributions and care about their well-being. It is necessary in order to create a
supportive work environment, which includes assistance with and consideration for
the goals and values of employees. Research has shown that corporate volunteers
are likely to perceive their workplaces as being supportive of this type of behavior

(Muller et al., 2014). Those not engaged in corporate volunteering might perceive
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less support from their employer to participate than those who do participate. 1
therefore hypothesize:
HS. Corporate volunteers perceive higher organizational support for engaging in corporate

volunteering than do community volunteers and non-volunteers.

Role modelling

Previous studies have classified social support as a stimulus for employees to
develop extra-role behaviors (Schaufeli et al., 2009). Social support at work has
been identified as having a motivating potential and as being positively associated
with engagement (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). As
suggested by the literature on volunteering, role models (e.g. peers or parents)
increase the likelihood that people will volunteer (Musick and Wilson, 2008). Role
model theory thus predicts that individuals should be more likely to volunteer
when others in their direct environment exhibit similar behavior. This would imply
that employees who engage in corporate volunteering should be likely to notice
that their managers, peers and even customers exhibit similar behavior. I therefore
hypothesize:

H9: Corporate volunteers experience greater role modelling in the area of corporate volunteering

from their managers, colleagues and customers than do community volunteers and non-volunteers.

Methodology

Context
The study is designed as a deductive quantitative investigation to identify

characteristics, preferences, attitudes and perceived organizational support amongst
three categories of employees: corporate volunteers, community volunteers and

non-volunteers. In order to eliminate the effects of private volunteering in the
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corporate volunteer category, I include a fourth category: ‘dual volunteers’,
consisting of employees who volunteer both privately and through the workplace.
This makes it possible to create pure categories of workplace volunteers and non-
workplace volunteers. The study was conducted in a Dutch-based international
company active in the energy sector. In 2010, the company established a corporate
foundation and donated an endowment. The mission of the corporate foundation
is to increase civic engagement amongst the employees of the company. The
foundation pursues this mission by encouraging, facilitating and organizing
volunteer activities for the employees of the company.

Procedure

The online questionnaire was distributed on 22 June 2015, followed by two
reminders (the last reminder was sent on 6 July). The closing date for data
collection was 13 July 2015. The questionnaire was sent by direct email to all of the
company’s employees in the Netherlands. Given the international character of the
pool of employees, the questionnaire was distributed in both Dutch and English.
Respondents could choose the language in which they wished to complete the
survey. Both the email and the introduction to the questionnaire included
information on the aim of the study, the target audience of study and the
researcher’s contact information for respondents wishing to ask questions or
provide feedback. In conformity with standard research ethics, the materials
included a statement concerning the voluntary character of participation and a
guarantee that the responses would be treated confidentially. In addition, a contract
between the company and the university specified that all information gathered

within the framework of the study would be treated confidentially and with care at
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all times. The questionnaire consisted of 28 items, including questions concerning
the respondent’s personal characteristics, attitudes towards corporate volunteering,
volunteer preferences and organizational-related factors relating to corporate
volunteering. The information obtained was used to test the hypotheses outlined in
the previous section.

Sample

In all, the company has 4693 employees, although not all categories of employees
have company email addresses. The email containing the link to the questionnaire
was sent to the 3705 employees with company email addresses; 980 started the
survey, resulting in an initial response rate of 26%. Only 776 employees actually
completed the questionnaire, thus yielding a final response rate of 21%. On
average, respondents took 10 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The
respondents were tested (T-Test) for representativeness relative to the overall
sample (i.e. the employees of the company) according to two variables (i.e. gender
and age) for which information that is publicly available in the company’s 2014
annual report. The comparison revealed no significant difference according to age.
The mean age of the respondents in the sample was 42.9 years, as compared to the
overall mean age of employees was 43.5 (T(972)=-1.843; p>0.05). The respondents
did differ significantly from the research sample according to gender. Women
comprised 37% of all respondents, as compared to 26% for the research sample as

a whole (T(978)= 6.675; p<0.05). T

To gain an overview of their overall volunteer profiles, respondents were

asked about their civic engagement in terms of volunteering, both privately and
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through their employer. In all, 52% of the employees were active in some type of
volunteering (corporate volunteering, community volunteering or both), and 48%
were not involved as volunteers.

Variables and measurement

The primary focus of this study is on potential differences between employees who
engage in corporate volunteering and those who do not. The dependent variable —
‘employee involvement in volunteering’ is divided into four categories: 1) corporate
volunteers (i.e. those who engage in corporate volunteering); 2) private volunteers
(i.e. employees who are involved in volunteering, but not through their employers);
3) non-volunteers (i.e. employees who are not engaged in any type of volunteering);
and 4) dual volunteers (i.e. employees who volunteer both privately and through
the workplace). The reference category is designated as consisting of ‘pure’

corporate volunteers.

To address differences between the groups, items were included in the
questionnaire to measure several areas of interest. First, items were included to
measure the following personal characteristics of employees: gender, age, level of
education and household. Because the survey was conducted within a highly
specific context (i.e. a company), other items measured several job-related
characteristics: job satisfaction (one item, 5-point Likert scale: To what extent do you
feel satisfied with your job?); type of contract (full-time versus part-time), job level
(senior management, middle management, executive/operating staff,

administration/support staff) and tenure. For the overall model, it is impottant to
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include job satisfaction, as previous research suggests that this factor could

potentially affect any positive outcomes of the survey (see Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Three variables were included to test the attitudes of the respondents: 1)
perceptions of the personal benefits of corporate volunteering, 2) the degree to
which the respondent would recommend corporate volunteering and 3) overall
social anxiety. The first variable was measured according to a three-item semantic
differential scale: “To me, company-supported volunteer activities in the
community are 1) pleasant-unpleasant, 2) useful-worthless and 3) satisfying-
unsatisfying’. Exploratory factor analysis indicates that all communalities had values
greater than 0.500 (see Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). The total variance explained
was 84.73%, and the Cronbach’s Alpha score (0.907) indicated excellent reliability
(0.700-0.800 is acceptable, 0.800—0.900 is good, 0.900-0.950 is excellent; see Kline,
2000). The degree to which respondents would recommend corporate
volunteering to others was used to measure overall attitudes regarding corporate
volunteer initiatives regardless of participation, as research has shown that people
can be positively disposed to corporate volunteering without actually participating
in it (Brammer et al., 2007). In this context, I distinguish between
recommendations to colleagues, clients, and family and friends. Items were based
on a Likert scale. The following is one example: “T'o what extent would you
recommend the activities of [NAME FOUNDATION] to 1) your friends and
family 2) colleagues and 3) clients and others’. Communality values were greater
than 0.500, the total variance explained was 79.72% and the Cronbach’s Alpha

score was 0.914. Finally, social anxiety with regard to volunteering was measured
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according to four items (adapted from Robinson et al., 2008) addressing excitement
about and avoidance of social situations. The following is an example: ‘T avoid
activities that make me interact with people whom I do not know’. Factor analysis
reveals that the communalities had values greater than 0.500; the total variance

explained was 75.87%, and the Cronbach’s Alpha score was 0.833.

Employee preferences in volunteering were assessed according to three
variables: interest in a social issue (particularly in relation to the company’s core
business) and characteristics of the volunteer assignment. Interest in the specific
social issue most closely related to the core business was measured along a Likert
scale representing the extent to which respondents considered the issue important
to them, ranging from not important at all to very important. I measured the
characteristics of the volunteer assignment by asking respondents to indicate which
type of volunteer activity they considered most appealing to them: fundraising,
hands-on activities, skill-based volunteering or social activities with beneficiaries.
Respondents were also asked about their preferences with regard to types of
involvement. More specifically, they were asked if (i.e. whether they would prefer
to participate on an individual basis or in groups. Respondents preferring to work
in groups were asked about their preferred group composition (e.g. direct
colleagues, indirect colleagues, family and friends, employees from other

companies).

Two additional variables were included in order to determine the possible
influence of factors relating to the organization: perceived role modelling and the

perceived level of organizational support for volunteering. To assess role
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modelling, adapted a question from a study by Warburton and Terry (2000): ‘How
likely do you think it is that the following people or groups will participate in
company-supported volunteering over the next 12 months?’ (the groups consisted
of supervisors, colleagues and clients). Responses options were arranged along a
five-point Likert scale. Communality values were greater than 0.500, the total
variance explained was 54.20% and the Cronbach’s Alpha score was 0.713. To
measure organizational support for volunteering, respondents were asked to
indicate the extent (scale 1-5; ranging from totally not to very much so) to which
they felt that their organization encouraged them to participate in volunteering.
Results

Multinomial logistic regression was performed in order to test the nine hypotheses
regarding factors that could explain participation (or non-participation) in
corporate volunteering, including the employees’ personal characteristics, attitudes
towards corporate volunteering and volunteer preferences, as well as organization-
related factors.

Descriptive results

The descriptive outcomes of variables used in the study are presented in Table 1. In
all, 215 respondents indicated that they had engaged in corporate volunteering,
while 558 employees had not. Of the 215 employees who had participated in
corporate volunteering, 88 respondents had engaged only in corporate
volunteering, while the other 127 had been active both privately and through the
workplace. Of the 558 employees who had not taken part in corporate
volunteering, 184 volunteered only in their private lives, thus leaving 374 non-

volunteers (see Figure 2.1).

65



400 374

w W
o wun
o O

N
(%)
o

184

150

100

Number of respondents
N
()
S

(%2
o

Community Dual Volunteers Non-Volunteers Corporate
Volunteers Volunteers

Figure 2.1: Bar chart of groups

Of all respondents in our sample, 63% were men and 37% were women, and the
average age was 43 years. Slightly more than half of all respondents (51%) were
married or cohabiting and had children; 27% were matried or cohabiting, but
without children; 5% were single parents; 15% were single with no children, and
3% described their household compositions as ‘other’. In addition, 8% of all
respondents had part-time contracts, and the average rate of job satisfaction

amongst all respondents was 3.99 on a 1-5 scale.
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Variable N Minimum |[Maximum |Mean Sd.
Involvement (dependent variable) 773 1 4 247351 0.97687
Demographic factors

Household composition 771 1 4 31.984] 105.722
Gender (O=male) 776 0 1 0.37]---
Education 765 1 3 19.373|--

Age 775 21 05| 430.387 1.022.479
Job-related characteristics

‘Type of contract 776 0 1 0.9188|---

Tenure 767 0.08 48] 113.545]  973.792
Job level 774 1 5 22.196|---

Job satisfaction 773 1 5 3.99 0.802
Valid 687

Table 2.1: Descriptive statistics.
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Variable Minimum |Maximum [Mean Sd.
Volunteer preferences

Issue related to core business 736 1 5 3.86 0.923
Activity: fundraising and campaigns 776 0 1 0.14 -
Activity: hands-on activities 776 0 1 0.54 -
Activity: skill-based volunteering 776 0 1 0.44 -
Activity: social activities 776 0 1 0.54 -
Activity: employee matching 776 0 1 0.13 -
Involvement: individual volunteering 776 0 1 0.3 -
Involvement: group-based volunteering with direct colleagues 776 0 1 0.62 -
Involvement: group-based volunteering with indirect colleagues 776 0 1 0.59 -
HD<O_<Q\.men group-based volunteering with employees of other 776 0 1 0.35 .
companies

Organization-related factors

Supportive organizational context 772 1 5 2.86 1.214
Role modelling 776 1 5 25 0.84041
Attitude towards corporate volunteering

Satisfaction 773 1 5 29.851 104.409
Personal benefits 767 1 5 37.353 0.88401
Anxiety 770 1 5 17.589]  0.85336
Valid N (listwise) 687

Table 2.1: continued
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Multinomial logistic regression model

The results of the multinomial logistic regression model based on 1) personal
characteristics, 2) attitudes, 3) volunteer preferences and 4) organization-related
factors are displayed in Table 2. The chi-square value for the overall model is
404.527 (p<0.00); the goodness-of-fit indicator is significant (p<0.01), and the r?
(Nagelkerke) value of 0.483 can be considered sufficient (Cohen, 1988). I used list-

wise deletion to deal with missing values.

The results in Table 2 indicate that, as predicted in H1, the demographic
characteristics of corporate volunteers differ from those of community volunteers.
According to our data, the educational level of community volunteers was
significantly lower (p<<0.01) than that of corporate volunteers. Community
volunteers tended to be older than corporate volunteers (p<0.05), while corporate
volunteers were more likely to be married and to have children (p<0.05). The data
further reveal that non-volunteers were less educated than corporate volunteers
were, although they did not differ according to any of the other demographic
variables included. There were no significant differences between corporate
volunteers and those who engaged in both corporate volunteering and community
volunteering (dual volunteers). Given that corporate volunteers differed according
to some but not all of the demographic characteristics, and given the difference
between corporate volunteers and non-volunteers with regard to educational level,

Hypothesis 1 is partially supported.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the job-related characteristics of corporate

volunteers would differ from those of community volunteers and non-volunteers.
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The data reveal no significant differences between the groups, however, and H2
must therefore be rejected. Hypotheses 3—5 predict attitudinal differences between
corporate volunteers, community volunteers and non-volunteers. The data support
H3 (p<0.01), which predicts that corporate volunteers are more likely to have
positive perceptions regarding the personal benefits of corporate volunteering than
are community volunteers and non-volunteers. The results provide only partial
support for H4, which predicts that corporate volunteers are more likely to have
positive perceptions of corporate volunteering than are community volunteers and
non-volunteers. The only significant difference was observed between corporate
volunteers and non-volunteers (p<<0.01). There was no support for H5, which
predicts that corporate volunteers are less likely to be anxious about volunteering
than non-volunteers are, but not less anxious than community volunteers.
According to the results, the corporate volunteers responding to this survey
experienced less anxiety than community volunteers did, but that they did not

differ in this respect from non-volunteers.

Hypotheses 6 and 7 predict that the preferences of corporate volunteers
differ from those of community volunteers and non-volunteers. With regard to H6,
which predicts that corporate volunteers are more interested in issues relating to
the interests and core business of the company than is the case for community
volunteers and non-volunteers, the data reveal no differences between corporate
volunteers and community volunteers, with only marginal differences between
corporate volunteers and non-volunteers (p<<0.10). These results provide only weak

and partial support for this hypothesis. With regard to H7, which concerns
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differences in preferences for volunteer involvement, the analysis indicates that the
community volunteers in this study were significantly more likely than corporate
volunteers were (p<<0.01) to engage in employee matching programs. They were
also significantly more likely than corporate volunteers were (p<<0.05) to engage in
individual volunteering, although corporate volunteers were marginally more
interested than non-volunteers were (p<<0.10) in social activities. The results thus

provide partial support for H7.

Hypotheses 8 and 9 concern differences in organizational support and
role modelling. The data confirm that the corporate volunteers in this study were
more likely than community volunteers and non-volunteers were (p<0.01) to feel
that the organization supported their engagement in volunteering (p<<0.01). The
results nevertheless reveal no indication that role modelling affects the decision to
engage in corporate volunteering, as there were no significant differences between

the groups. Hypothesis 9 is therefore rejected.
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Corporate

Volunteers/Community

Corporate Volunteers/Non-

Corporate Volunteers/

Volunteers Volunteers Dual Volunteers

X B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)
Variables
Intercept 4.853 1.663 8.647 1.573 -2.484 1.741
Demographics
Male 0.372 0.335 1.451 0.028 0.304 1.028 0.375 0.33 1.456
Female 0° 0° 0
Community College 1.332 0.452 3.788%*%* 0.92 0.416 2.510%* 0.518 0.457 1.679
Bachelor’s Degree 0.292 0.374 1.339 -0.138 0.334 0.871 -0.06 0.377 0.942
Master’s Degree 0° 0° 0°
Age 0.042 0.019 1.043%* 0.02 0.018 1.020 0.03 0.02 1.031

Reference category is indicated as 0°
* Significant p<<0.10, ** Significant p<0.05, *** Significant p<0.01

Figure 2.2: Outcomes of the multinomial logistic regression analysis
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C Corporate Volunteers/
orporate . Corporate Volunteers/Non- P
Volunteers/Community
Volunteets Dual Volunteets
Volunteers

: B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)
Variables
Singl hild

10§, no catidren -0.427 0.455 0.653 -0.518 0.423 0.596 0.524 0.456 1.689
(household)
Singl ith child
tngic, with chtidren -1.007 0.696 0.365 0.57 0.614 0.566 0.286 0.603 1.331

(household)
Married/cohabiting
/married, no children -0.722 0.368 0.486** -0.169 0.333 0.845 -0.054 0.375 0.947
(household)
Married/cohabiting, with o o o
children (household)
Job-related
characteristics
Part-time employment 1.076 0.69 2.934 0.209 0.689 1.232 0.771 0.72 2.161
Full-time employment 0° 0° 0°
Tenure -0.009 0.021 0.991 -0.004 0.02 0.996 -0.007 0.021 0.993
Job Satisfaction 0.135 0.203 1.144 -0.04 0.185 0.961 -0.107 0.213 0.898

Reference category is indicated as 0°
* Significant p<<0.10, ** Significant p<<0.05, *** Significant p<0.01

Table 2.2. continued
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Corporate Volunteers/

Corporate Volunteers/

Cotporate Volunteers/

Community Volunteers Non-Volunteers Dual Volunteers
Variables
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)
Volunteer preferences
I Jated to th
ssuc related to the core 0275 0.177 0750 0298 0.166| 0742+ .0.49 0179 0.672%%+
business
Activity: fundraising and
ctivity: fundraising an 0.196 0.436 0.822 0.037 0.396 1.038]  -0.261 0.425 0.771
campaigns
Activity: hands-on 02 0.328 0819 0365 0.305 0.694] 0163 0.335 0.849
Activity: skill-based
cuvity: sifi-base 0.221 0.328 1248 -0.009 0.305 0991 0117 0.334 0.89
volunteering
Activity: social activities 0.263 0.349 0760  -0.602 0323|  0.548% 0.049 0.387 1.050
Activity: employee matching 1.503 0501 4492+ 0568 0.542 0.567 1.339 0513 3.874%%+

. b
Reference category is indicated as O

* Significant p<<0.10, ** Significant p<<0.05, *** Significant p<<0.01

Table 2.2. continued
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Corporate

Volunteers/Community

Corporate Volunteers/Non-

Corporate Volunteers/

Variables

Involvement: individual
volunteering

Involvement: group-based with
direct colleagues

Involvement: group-based with
indirect colleagues
Involvement: group-based with
employees of other companies
Organization-related factors
Role modelling

Supportive organizational

context

Volunteers Volunteers Dual Volunteers

B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)

0.71 0.332]2.034** 0.015 0.316 1.015 -0.13 0.348 0.878
-0.107 0.343 0.899 0.165 0.321 1.179 -0.079 0.361 0.924
-0.056 0.363 0.945 0.049 0.335 1.050 -0.175 0.376 0.84
0.049 0.333 1.050 0.067 0.307 1.070 0.333 0.333 1.395
0.008 0.223 1.008 -0.88 0.207 0.916 0.397 0.233 1.487
-0.413 0.151)0.6617 *** -0.298 0.141)0.742%* -0.074 0.156 0.929

. b
Reference category is indicated as 0

* Significant p<0.10, ** Significant p<0.05, *** Significant p<0.01

Table 2.2. continued
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Variables

Attitude towards Corporate
'Volunteering

Personal benefits

Satisfaction

Anxiety

Corporate

Volunteers/Community

Corporate Volunteers/Non-

Cotporate Volunteers/

Volunteers Volunteers Dual Volunteers
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)
-0.79 0.23] 0.454%%* -0.8 0.213] 0.449%* 0.702 0.256 2.018
-0.263 0.205 0.769 -0.716 0.193] 0.489** 0.006 0.213 1.006
-0.445 0.201 0.641** 0.064 0.181 1.066 -0.197 0.208 0.821

L. . b
Reference category is indicated as 0

* Significant p<0.10, ** Significant p<0.05, *** Significant p<<0.01

Table 2.2. continued
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Conclusions
This study was designed to identify who engages in corporate volunteetring by

testing how corporate volunteers differ from those who volunteer privately and
from non-volunteers. The results provide partial conformation for my predictions
that the personal characteristics, attitudes, volunteer preferences and organization-
related factors of individuals who engage in corporate volunteering differ from
those of community volunteers and non-volunteers (see also table 3). The data
provide support for two of the nine hypotheses, with partial support for three
hypotheses and no support for four hypotheses. In general, the results reveal only a
few differences between corporate volunteers and non-volunteers, with the greatest
differences observed between corporate volunteers and community volunteers.
These results are likely to constitute the most important contributions of this study,

as well as the most fruitful avenues for future research.
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Hypotheses

Result

H1. The demogtaphic characteristics of corporate volunteers differ from those of community volunteers, but not from those of
non-volunteers.

H2. The job-related characteristics of corporate volunteers differ from those of community volunteers and non-volunteers.

H3: Corporate volunteers are mote likely to have positive perceptions of the personal benefits of corporate volunteering than are
community volunteers and non-volunteers.

H4. Corporate volunteers perceive corporate volunteering more positively than do community volunteers and non-volunteers.
H5. Corporate volunteers experience less social anxiety than non-volunteers do, but not less than community volunteers do.

HG6: Corporate volunteers are more interested in addressing social issues that are associated with their companies than is the case
for community volunteers and non-volunteers.

H?7. Cotporate volunteers have more interest in volunteering in teams with their direct or indirect colleagues and/or in skill-
based volunteer opportunities than is the case for community volunteers and non-volunteers.

HS8. Corporate volunteers perceive higher organizational support for engaging in corporate volunteering than do community
volunteers and non-volunteers.

H9: Corporate volunteers experience greater role modelling in the area of corporate volunteering from their managers,
colleagues and customers than do community volunteers and non-volunteers.

+ is accepted, - is rejected and * is partially accepted

Table 2.3: overview of outcomes
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With regard to demographic differences, corporate volunteers appear to be
more highly educated than community volunteers are. This result is somewhat
surprising, given the context of the Netherlands (in which the study took place),
where previous studies have indicated that people who volunteer tend to be more
highly educated (Dekker and De Hart, 2009). Another study in a company in the
Netherlands revealed no differences between corporate volunteers and community
volunteers with regard to educational level (De Gilder et al., 2005). Given that
corporate volunteering is a more non-traditional form of volunteering, it is not
surprising that the average age of corporate volunteers in the current study was
slightly younger than was the case for community volunteers, as younger people
tend to be attracted to more non-traditional forms of volunteering (Hustinx et al.,
2011). Other studies, however, have revealed no age differences between corporate
volunteers, community volunteers and non-volunteers (De Gilder et al., 2005). Our
results suggest that corporate volunteers are more likely than community volunteers
are to have partners and no children. This result is also surprising in light of a
previous study, which concludes that there are no differences in household
composition between corporate volunteers, community volunteers and non-
volunteers (De Gilder et al., 2005). This difference might be explained by economic
theory, which suggests that people who have more time available are more likely to
give (Musick and Wilson, 2008). In this case, employees with no children need less
time for their families, thus possibly having more time (i.e. resources) available for
corporate volunteering. In addition, resource theory would argue that couples with

children often volunteer in environments directly associated with their children
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(Musick and Wilson, 2008), thus possibly making community volunteers less likely

to volunteer through their workplaces, due to commitments elsewhere.

The outcomes concerning job-related characteristics provide no support
for my expectation that the corporate context would influence volunteer behavior
through the workplace. For the employees in this sample, longer tenute nor job
satisfaction did not contribute to either engagement. This result is in contrast to
findings reported in studies on other types of organizational citizenship behavior
(Organ and Ryan, 1995). The data also provide no support for the hypothesis that
full-time employment increases the likelihood of being attracted to corporate
volunteering (i.e. that community volunteers would be more attractive to employees

with part-time contracts).

With regard to organization-related factors (as measured by role modelling
and perceived organizational support), the data reveal no significant differences
between corporate volunteers and the other groups with regard to role modelling.
The finding that role modelling apparently does not influence the decision to
become engaged in corporate volunteering is surprising, given that role-modelling
theory is often advanced as an explanation in the volunteering literature (Musick
and Wilson, 2008). Nonetheless, I need to note that I did not measure actual
current or actual past behavior of peers, colleagues and customers. Rather, I used
the expectations of the respondents to which they expect others to participate in
corporate volunteering. The data do reveal differences between corporate
volunteers, community volunteers and non-volunteers with regard to perceived

organizational support, however, with corporate volunteers being more likely to feel
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that their organizations provide them with a context within which to become
engaged. The corporate volunteers in this sample thus experienced a greater degree
of organizational support than did either community volunteers or non-volunteers.
This finding suggests that the perception that the employer is supportive of
engagement could play an important role in encouraging employees to start

volunteering.

In this sample, the perceptions that corporate volunteers had of corporate
volunteer were no more positive than were those of community volunteers,
although they did differ from those of non-volunteers. This finding is partly
consistent with previous research, which has demonstrated that corporate
volunteers tend to be more positively disposed towards corporate volunteering
programs than are community volunteers and non-volunteers. In the current study,
the perceptions that community volunteers and corporate volunteers had of
corporate volunteering were equally positive. Nevertheless, the corporate volunteers
apparently did have a different view of the potential gains to be realized by engaging
in corporate volunteering. More specifically, corporate volunteers perceived that
they had much more to gain from participation than was the case for either
community volunteers or non-volunteers. This finding might be due to the fact that
corporate volunteers had experience with volunteering through the workplace and
might thus have vivid recollections of the actual gains. In this case, the anticipated
personal benefits might be less than the actual perceived benefits. Nonetheless, this

is important information to corporate volunteer managers as organizations can use
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this to motivate people to engage in corporate volunteering by cleatly outlining the

benefits for participants.

The data provide no support for the hypotheses that corporate volunteers
feel less anxious about volunteering than non-volunteers do, while not differing
from community volunteers in this regard. The findings reveal an opposite
outcome: in this sample, the level of anxiety experienced by corporate volunteers
did not differ from that of non-volunteers, although it was lower than that of
community volunteers. This result is quite surprising in light of previous studies,
which report that non-volunteers experience greater social anxiety than volunteers
do (Handy and Cnaan, 2007). Future research could examine the possible influences

of context on this type of anxiety.

Volunteer preferences did not differ in the way I had anticipated.
Corporate volunteers are not more likely than community volunteers to pursue
volunteer activities related to the core business, but are a bit more likely to so than
non-volunteers. This might imply that employees attracted (solely) to corporate
volunteering might perceive this is (desired) extra role behavior (see Van Dyne and
LePine, 1998) and are willing to go the extra mile for the organization. At least, they
might associate corporate volunteering with their employer and their responsibilities
at work. Not hypothesized, but corporate volunteers are less likely to engage in
individual volunteer assignments than community volunteers. Although they are not
more interested in group volunteering as a corporate volunteer activity than
community or non-volunteers, this might suggest that corporate volunteers would

prefer volunteering in groups as we did specifically ask about the corporate
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volunteer preferences, not general volunteer preferences. If community volunteers
would participate in corporate volunteering they are as likely as corporate volunteers
to engage in group volunteer activities. However, they would be more likely to
engage in employee matching programs and individual volunteering than corporate

volunteers.

An important note has to be made on the assumption of causality in my
research. My data analysis does not allow to draw any firm conclusions on the
causality of the relationship I propose. I assume in my hypothesis and the data
interpretation that the causality is from the identified independent variables
(characteristics, attitudes, preferences) to the dependent variable (type of
volunteering). However, I am aware that the causality could also be reversed (e.g.
participating corporate volunteering could influence attitudes about corporate

volunteering).

In conclusion, although there are important similarities between
employees engaged in community volunteering and those engaged in corporate
volunteering, many assumptions that could be made about the characteristics,
attitudes and preferences of community volunteers cannot simply be projected onto
context of the workplace. The results of this study thus contribute to the available
knowledge by providing deep insight into the ways in which different types of
people are attracted to different types of volunteer involvement. More specifically,
this study demonstrates that, as a specific category, corporate volunteers who differ
from community volunteers in many respects, while exhibiting fewer differences

from non-volunteers. These findings provide empirical evidence that companies can
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act as third parties to expand the overall pool of volunteers available to benefit non-
profit organizations and civil society (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Meijs et al.,

2009).

Implications

The results of this study relate to previous research on re-embedding volunteering
and third-party involvement in volunteering. The finding that corporate volunteers
differ mote from community volunteers than they do from non-volunteers might
be due to normative and organizational pressure within companies to start engaging
in volunteering (Hustinx and Meijs, 2011). The ability of corporate volunteering to
attract different types of individuals might be explained by the tendency of
companies either to require their employees to volunteer or to enable them to
volunteer. For example, one could question the extent to which social teambuilding
activities organized by departments (and, ultimately, by managers) truly constitute
discretionary behavior on the part of the employee (Hustinx and Meijs, 2011).
Because it is difficult for employees to decline an invitation to the annual corporate
or departmental outing, such practices could be regarded as a form of coercion to
take part in volunteering. Such pressure could be one reason why individuals who
are not involved in the community start volunteering through the workplace. In
addition, companies are able to eliminate some of the barriers that could impede
individuals from volunteering (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Hustinx and Meijs,
2011; see also Chapter 3). For example, companies can organize volunteer
opportunities, colleagues can solicit peers and companies can provide time off to

volunteer. The finding that not everyone engages in corporate volunteering (558 did

84



not participate in corporate volunteering; 215 employees did participate in the
program) suggests that these functions are limited as well. In future research, it
would be interesting to explore the enabling and enforcing functions of companies
(Hustinx and Meijs, 2011). Companies have an interest in having their employees
engage in corporate volunteering, as participation in such programs has been shown
to benefit the relationship between the employee and the organization (see also
Chapters 4 and 5).

From the perspective of employee engagement in Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR, which is the central theme of this dissertation), the results of
this study do not justify the conclusion that employees who engage in volunteering
through the workplace differ from those who do not (participants versus non-
participants in corporate volunteering). From this perspective, employee
participation in CSR appears to be somewhat more complex, particularly in the case
of corporate volunteering. The ability to explain the vatious processes/forms of
CSR engagement apparently requires identifying the ways in which people are
involved in volunteering. In this regard, scholars should consider the differences
and similarities between those individuals who are active in CSR programs and
those who are either active or uninvolved in the community, thereby addressing
possible enabling or enforcing mechanisms on the part of companies.

The results of this study also suggest that it might not be appropriate
simply to project the insights of volunteering theory onto the context of the
workplace. For example, although corporate volunteering often takes the form of
short-term volunteer commitments in non-profit organizations (also conceptualized

as episodic volunteering), the employees continue as members of the company.
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Even if the non-profit organization does not ever see an employee again after the
volunteer assignment, the employee remains active in the company. This situation
might have implications for corporate volunteer managers within the company, as
well as for the relationship between employees and the company, and between
employees and their colleagues (see Chapters 6 and 7). Given the need for caution
in applying the volunteering literature to the corporate context, I combine insights
from the literatures on CSR (including employee engagement) and on volunteering
throughout this dissertation (and particularly in Chapters 3, 4 and 5).

From the perspective of the non-profit and volunteer literatures, the
findings of this study tentatively suggest that current volunteer theory may not be
applicable to the case of volunteering through the workplace, possibly indicating
that corporate volunteers potentially should be regarded as a different ‘species’ of
volunteers. In particular, the data suggest that there are no simple conclusions
regarding differences between volunteers (either corporate or community) and non-
volunteers, given the few differences identified between corporate volunteers and
non-volunteers. On the contrary, there are many differences between the pure types
of volunteers. As such, this study highlights the need to go beyond simply
comparing volunteers to non-volunteers, in order to investigate the possibility that
different pathways to volunteering might influence the likelihood of particular types
of individuals to engage.

For scholars of volunteering, this study provides further evidence of the
need to investigate possible differences in the volunteering literature ( including
models of volunteer management models; see Meijs et al., 2009), given the presence

of differences between basic assumptions (e.g. regarding demographic
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characteristics, preferences and attitudes) concerning corporate volunteers and
community volunteers. Proceeding from the assumption that corporate volunteers
constitute a distinct type of volunteers, Chapters 6 and 7 are devoted to the
implications of involving such volunteers.

The results of this study identify perceived organizational support as an
important factor in attracting employees to volunteering. This finding implies that
future studies should investigate ways in which companies could serve as catalysts
for civic engagement amongst their employees. In other words, future research
should examine the role of the workplace as a soliciting organization for
volunteering. Chapters 3 and 4 report on conceptual efforts to this end.

Although findings of this study highlight interesting differences between
corporate volunteers and those who do not engage in such behavior through the
workplace, it is important to note that the outcomes are highly specific to the
context of the organization in which the study was conducted. For this reason, the
conclusions drawn here cannot be generalized to other contexts. Researchers with
similar questions or interests are therefore cautioned against generalizing these
findings and encouraged to test them in different contexts and samples. Despite the
limitations of this study, its findings offer tentative justification for exploring the
questions raised in the remaining chapters of this dissertation.

References
Adler, R.P. & Goggin, J. (2005). What do we mean by ‘civic engagement’? Journal of

Transformative Education, 3(3), 236-253.

87



Ajzen, 1. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behavior. In J.
Kuhl, & J. Beckmann (Eds.), Action-control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 11-39).
Springer: Heidelberg,.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands—resources model: State of
the art. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22, 309—328.

Basil, D.B., Runte, M.S., Easwaramoorthy, M. & Barr, C. (2009). Company Support
for Employee Volunteering: A National Survey of Companies in Canada. Journal of
Business Ethics, 85(2), 387-398.

Basil, D., Runte, M., Basil, M. & Usher, J. (2011). Company support for employee
volunteerism: does size mattet? Journal of Business Research, 64(1), 61-66.

Bateman, T. & Organ, D. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good soldier: The
relationship between affect and employee citizenship. Academy of Management Journal,
26, 586-595.

Bekkers, R. & Wiepking, P. (2011). Who gives? A literature review of predictors of
charitable giving part one: religion, education, age and socialisation. oluntary Sector
Review, 2(3), 337-365.

Brammer, S., Millington, A. & Rayton, B. (2007). The contribution of corporate
social responsibility to organizational commitment. Inzernational Journal of Human
Resonrce Management, 18(10), 1701-1719.

Brewis, G. (2004). Beyond banking: Lessons from an impact evaluation of employee
volunteerism at Barclays Bank. 1oluntary Action, 6(3), 13-25.

Brudney, J. L., & Meijs, L. C. P. M. (2009). It ain’t natural: Toward a new (natural)
resource conceptualization for volunteer management. Nouprofit and 1 oluntary Sector

Quarterly, 38(4), 564-581.

88



Brudney, J.L. & Meijs, L.C.P.M. (2014). Models of Volunteer Management:
Professional Volunteer Program Management in Social Work. Human Service
Onrganizations Management, Leadership & Governance, 38(3), 297-309.

Bussell, H. & Forbes, D. (2008). How UK universities engage with their local
communities: A study of employer supported volunteering. International Journal of
Non-profit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 13, 363-378.

Caliguiri, P., Mencin, A. & Jiang, K. (2013). Win-Win-Win: The Influence of
Company-Sponsored Volunteerism Programs on Employees, NGOs, and Business
Units. Personell Psychology, 66, 825-860.

CBS (2015). Sociale samenbang 2015. Wat ons bindt en verdeelt. Centraal Bureau voor de
Statistiek, Den Haag, Nederland.

De Botton, A. (2008). Szatus anxiety. Random House LLC, New York, NY.

De Gilder, T. C. de, Schuyt, T. N. M., & Breedijk, M. (2005). Effects of an
employee volunteering program on the work force: The ABN-AMRO case. Journal
of Business Ethics, 61(2), 143-152.

Dekker P., & De Hart, J. (2009). Vigwilligerswerk in meervoud. Civil society en
vripwilligerswerk 5 [Volunteering in the plural form: Civil society and volunteering 5].
The Hague: Netherlands Institute for Social Research (SCP).

Eisenberger, R., Hungtington, R., Hutchison, S. & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived
organizational supportt. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500-507.

Gazley, B., Littlepage, L. & Bennett, T.A. (2012). What about the host agency?
Nonprofit perspectives on community-based student learning and volunteering.

Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(6), 1029-1050.

89



Grant, A. M., Dutton, ].E. & Rosso, B. D., (2008). Giving commitment: Employee
support programs and the prosocial sensemaking process. Acadenzy of Management
Journal, 51(5), 898-918.

Grant, A. M. (2012). Giving time, time after time: Work design and sustained
employee participation in corporate volunteeting. Acadenry of Management Review,
37(4), 589-615.

Handy, F., & Cnaan, R. A. (2007). The role of social anxiety in volunteering.
Nonprofit Management and 1eadership, 18(1), 41-58.

Haski-Leventhal, D., Meijs, L. C., & Hustinx, L. (2010). The third-party model:
Enhancing volunteering through governments, corporations and educational
institutes. Journal of Social Policy, 39(1), 139-158.

Houghton, S. M., Gabel, ].T.A. & Williams, D.A. (2009). Connecting the two faces
of CSR: Does employee volunteerism improve compliance? Journal of Business Ethics,
87(4), 477-494.

Hustinx, L., & Lammertyn, F. (2003). Collective and reflexive styles of volunteering:
A sociological modernization perspective. VVoluntas: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organizations, 14(2), 167-187.

Hustinx, L., & Meijs, L. C. P. M. (2011). Re-embedding volunteerism: In search of a
new collective ground. Voluntary Sector Review, 2(1), 5-21.

Hustinx, L. Meijs, L.C.P.M., Handy, F., & Cnaan, R. (2011). Repertoires of civic
participation among university students. Youth & Society, 44(1), 95-117.

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of context on organizational behavior.

Academy of Management Review, 31(2), 386-408.

90



Lee, L. (2011) Corporate volunteering: Understanding business implementation
issues. International Journal of Business Environment, 4(2), 162-182.

Luo, X. & Bhattacharaya, C.B. (2006). Corporate Social Responsibility, customer
satisfaction and market value. Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 1-18.

Kline, P. (2000). The handbook of psychological testing (2nd ed.). Routledge:
London.

Krasnapolskaya, 1., Roza, L. & Meijs, L.C.P.M. (2015). The relationship between
corporate volunteering and employee civic engagement outside the workplace in
Russia. Voluntas: International Journal of 1 oluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, Online
frst, 1-33.

Kutner, G., & Love, ]. (2003). Time and money: An in-depth look at 45+ volunteers and
donors: Findings from a multicultural survey of Americans 45 and older. American
Association of Retired Persons: Washington, DC.

Madison, T.F., Ward, S. & Royalty, K. (2012). Corporate social responsibility,
organizational commitment and employer-sponsored volunteering. International
Journal of Business and Social Science, 3(1), 1-14.

Marquis, C. & Kanter, R. (2010). IBM: The Corporate Service Corps. HBS Case 409-106,
Harvard Business School: Boston, MA.

Marquis, C., Rangan, V. K., & Comings, A. (2009). PNC financial: Grow up great. HBS
Case 409-108, Harvard Business School: Boston, MA.

Meijs L.C.P.M., Tschirhart M., Ten Hoorn E.M. & Brudney J.L. (2009).
Effect of design elements for corporate volunteer programs on
volunteerability. The International Journal of V olunteer Administration, 26(1), 23-
32.

91



Meijs, L.C.P.M. & Van der Voort, ].M. (2004). Reviewing partnerships: A
developmental perspective of profit-nonprofit partnerships. Journal of 1 olunteer
Administration, 22(3), 40-45.

Mook, L., Handy, F., Ginieniewicz, J. & Quarter, J. (2007). Volunteering in
professional organizations: The case of ARNOVA. Nonprofit and V'oluntary Sector
Quarterly, 36(3), 504-520.

Mowday, R. T., & Sutton, R. I. (1993). Organizational behavior: Linking individuals
and groups to organizational contexts. Awnnual Review of Psychology, 44, 195-229.
Muller, A.R., Pfarrer, M.D. & Little, L.M. (2014). A theory of collective empathy in
corporate philanthropy decisions. Academy of Management Review, 39(1), 1-21.
Musick, M. A. & Wilson, J. (2008). Volunteers: A social profile. Indiana University
Press, Bloomington.

Nesbit, R. & Gazley, B. (2012). Patterns of volunteer activity in professional
associations and societies. Voluntas: International Journal of V oluntary & Nomprofit
Onganizations, 23(3), 558-583.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome.
Lexington Books, Lexington, MA.

Organ, D.W. & Konovsky, M. (1989). Cognitive vs affective determinants of
organizational citizenship behaviour. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 157-164.
Organ, D.W. & Lingl, A. (1995). Personality, satisfaction and organizational
citizenship Behavior. The Journal of Social Psychology, 135, 339-350.

Organ, D.W. & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and
dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behaviour. Personnel Psychology,

48(4), 775-802.

92



Organ, D.W. (1997). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: It’s construct clean-up
time. Human Performance, 10(2), 85-97.

Pajo K & Lee, L. (2011). Corporate-sponsored volunteering: A work design
perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 99(3), 467-482.

Peterson, D.K. (2004). Recruitment strategies for encouraging participation in
corporate volunteer programs. Journal of Business Ethics, 49(4), 371-380.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B., & Bachrach, D. G (2000).
Organizational citizenship behaviors: A critical review of the theoretical and
empirical literature and suggestions for future research. Journal of Management, 26,
513-563.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common
method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and
recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M.R. (2002). The competitive advantage of corporate
philanthropy. Harvard Business Review, §0(12), 56-69.

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2000). Strategy and society: The link between
competitive advantage and corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review,
84(4), 78-92.

Raffaelli, R. and Glynn, M.A. (2014), Turnkey or tailored? Relational pluralism,
institutional complexity, and the organizational adoption of more or less customized
practices. Acadeny of Management Journal, 57(2), 541-562.

Robinson, N.G., Masser, B.M., White, K.M., Hyde, M.K., & Terry, D.]. (2008).
Predicting intentions to donate blood among non-donors in Australia: an extended

theory of planned behaviour. Transfusion, 48(12), 2559-2567.

93



Rodell, J.B. (2013). Finding meaning through volunteering: Why do employees
volunteer and what does it mean for their jobs? Acadenry of Management Journal, 56(5),
1274-1294.

Rodell, J.B. & Lynch, J. (2015). Perceptions of employee volunteering: Is it
"credited" or "stigmatized" by colleagues? Academy of Management Journal, Online first,
1-65.

Rodell, J.B., Breitsohl, H., Schroder, M. & Keiting, D.J. (2015). Employee
volunteering. A review and framework for future research. Journal of Management,
Online first, 1-38.

Rupp, D.E., Ganapathi, J., Aguilera, R.V. & Williams, C.A. (2006). Employee
reactions to corporate social responsibility: an organizational justice framework.
Journal of Organizgational Bebavior, 27, 537-543.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources and their
relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal of
Onganizational Bebavior, 25, 293-315.

Schauferli, W.B., Bakker, A.B. & Van Rhenen, W. (2009). How changes in job
demands and resources predict burnout, work engagement and sickness
absenteeism. Journal of Organizational Bebavior, 30(7), 893-917.

Sen, S. & Bhattacharya, C.B. (2001). Does doing good always lead to doing better?
Consumer reactions to corporate social responsibility. Journal of Marketing Research,
38(2), 225-243.

Snell, R. S., & Wong, Y. L. (2007). Differentiating good soldiers from good actors.

Journal of Management Studies, 44(6), 883-909.

94



Tabachnick, B. G. & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Principal components and factor analysis.
In: Using multivariate statistics (4th ed., pp. 582—633). Allyn & Bacon: Needham
Heights, MA.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2009). Volunteering in the United States,

2008. http://www.bls.gov/news.release/volun.nr0.htm.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2010). Volunteering in the United States, 2009.
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/volun.nr0.htm.

Van den Bos, C.M. (2014). Using volunteering infrastructure to build civil society. Published
dissertation at Rotterdam School of Management, Erasmus University.

Van der Voort, J. M., Glac, K. & Meijs L.C.P.M (2009). “Managing” corporate
community involvement. Journal of Business Ethics, 90(3), 311-329.

Van Dyne, L., Graham, J. W., & Dienesch, R. M. (1994). Organizational citizenship
behavior: Construct redefinition, measurement, and validation. Acadeny of
Management Journal, 37(4), 765-802.

Van Schie, S., Guentert, S.T., & Wehner, T. (2011). No corporate volunteering
without volunteers. International Journal of Business Environment, 4(2), 121-132.
Warburton, J., & Terry, D. J. (2000). Volunteer decision making by older people: A
test of a revised theory of planned behavior. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 22,
245-257.

Werther, W. B., & Chandler, D. (2014). S#rategic CSR. Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Zapala, G., & MclLaren, J. (2004). A functional approach to employee volunteering:

an exploratory study. Australian Journal on Volunteering, 9(1), 41-54.

95



CHAPTER 3: CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AS PLANNED
BEHAVIOR: INDIVIDUAL LEVEL BARRIERS AND
ORGANIZATIONAL INTERVENTIONS FOR CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY BEHAVIOR!

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to explain why employees do not participate in corporate
social responsibility and how organizations can intervene to stimulate employee
participation. Given the numerous benefits of corporate social responsibility
programs to the company, the employee, and society, many managers are facing
internal and external pressure to increase employee participation. Drawing on the
theory of planned behavior, augmented by existing literature on personal charitable
giving behavior and corporate social responsibility, we detail five potential individual
batriers to participation in such programs: perceived lack of behavioral control, lack
of subjective norms, negative attitudes, lack of past experience/habits, and anxiety.
We offer five organizational interventions for addressing these individual barriers and
increasing participation in corporate social responsibility programs: organizational
culture, leadership, internal communication, group and peer influence, and corporate
social responsibility program design. We argue that variety in employee-participation
opportunities and a supportive internal context have the greatest potential to increase

employee participation in corporate social responsibility. We conclude the article with

10 This chapter co-authored by Dr. Debbie Haski-Leventhal and Dr. Lucas Meijs (supervisor).
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five suggestions that practitioners can implement to realize the greatest benefit from
corporate social responsibility.

Introduction

Companies are increasingly allocating resources to corporate social responsibility (see
Campbell et al., 2002). For example, a study by the Charity Aid Foundation (2014)
shows an increase in corporate giving since 2007. In addition, research among 261
international companies confirms that a majority of these companies (64%) had
increased their total community contributions between 2010 and 2013 (CECP, 2014).
In this article, we conceptualize corporate social responsibility as corporate behavior
in which money, time, products, services, and other resources are provided to support
the community. In this view, corporate social responsibility focuses primarily on
community affairs through charitable giving and employee volunteering (Wood and
Logsdon, 2001). The increasing urgency of corporate social responsibility is being
stimulated by several factors, including the changing role of companies in social issues
and a widely held belief among consumers, employees, and other stakeholders that
corporate social responsibility should be regarded as part of overall business
performance. Academic research has demonstrated that participation in and favorable
perceptions of corporate social responsibility programs can generate positive
organizational outcomes (for recent reviews, see Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Gautier
and Pache, 2015). For example, engaging in corporate social responsibility has been
shown to improve a company’s image and reputation, thereby affecting consumer
preferences and buying behavior (Maignan et al., 1999). It also yields several HR
advantages, including enhancing the willingness of employees to speak highly of their

employers (Peloza and Hassay, 2000), their identification with the company (Upham,
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2000), the development of their skills (Madison et al, 2012), organizational

socialization (Rupp et al., 2013) and job performance (Rodell, 2013).

Given the numerous benefits offered by corporate social responsibility
programs, many managers are facing pressure to increase employee participation in
such activities (Peterson, 2004). Despite their efforts to organize effective programs,
employee participation tends to be limited, and many companies are struggling to
increase the number of participants (Peterson, 2004; Van der Voort et al., 2009;
Zapala and McLaren, 2004). We define employee participation in corporate social
responsibility as the voluntary, active involvement of employees in the corporate
social responsibility efforts of their employers, either by responding to such corporate
initiatives or by assisting in their development. In this conceptualization, employee
participation in a corporate social responsibility program is at least recognized by the
company and perceived as the employee supporting the effective functioning of the
company. It need not be an explicit part of the formal reward system, however, as it

remains discretionary behavior.

The discretionary character of employee participation in corporate social
responsibility means that it is neither enforceable by the company nor part of the job
description. It is nevertheless part of the desired extra-role behavior, which is a matter
of personal choice. In line with the concept of organizational citizenship behavior
(see Organ, 1988), refraining from such behavior is not regarded as punishable. This
voluntary characteristic of corporate social responsibility behavior could nevertheless
pose a challenge to achieving high participation rates. The theory of planned behavior

identifies several factors that influence intentions and actual behavior, including
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perceived behavioral control, subjective norms, and attitudes (these are described
below; see Ajzen, 1991). These factors can also be used to increase employee
corporate social responsibility behavior among those who have previously refrained
from participating. These insights can be supplemented by the literature on charitable
giving, which examines individual barriers to charitable giving. We are therefore
convinced that awareness of individual barriers that employees might face could help
managers to steer the intentions of their employees, thereby encouraging the desired

behavior (e.g., participation in corporate social responsibility).

In addition to being of interest to corporate social responsibility managers,
this topic is relevant to the academic community. While corporate social responsibility
at the organizational and institutional levels has been the subject of considerable
investigation, the individual (i.e., micro) level has yet to receive sufficient attention
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Morgeson, et al., 2013). A large body of academic
literature on corporate social responsibility has focused on the positive outcomes of
employee participation in such activities or on the perception of such programs as
organizational commitment, enhanced reputation, and profitability (for reviews, see
Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Gautier and Pache, 2015; Peloza and Shang, 2011). The
ability of organizations to benefit from these outcomes, however, depends on their
individual employees and their intentions to participate (Collier and Estaban, 2007).
McShane and Cunningham (2012) stress the key roles of employees as ambassadors
for and enactors of corporate social responsibility. However, not all employees are
equally likely to engage (Rodrigo and Arenas 2008). This manuscript therefore

focuses on these two important observations in the literature, with the goal of
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enhancing our understanding of the engagement of employees in corporate social

responsibility.

Scholars have called for further investigation of mechanisms that affect
decisions to participate, stressing the importance of understanding employee needs
with regard to corporate social responsibility (Bhattacharya et al., 2008; Collier and
Estaban, 2007; Grant, 2012; Peterson, 2004; Zapala and McLaren, 2004). To date,
however, very few studies have examined the determinants of employee participation
in corporate social responsibility. Notable exceptions include studies focusing on
theories of motivation and the relationship between motivation and the intention to
engage in corporate volunteering (see Peterson, 2004; Zapala and McLaren, 2004).
This focus on individual factors (motivations) related to corporate volunteering has
been criticized as theoretical and lacking a balanced consideration of internal motives
and external influences (Greenslade and White, 2005), such as the organizational
context. Taking the literature on the theory of planned behavior and planned giving
as our primary conceptual foundation, we address this gap in the literature discussing
individual factors that prevent employees from participating in corporate social
responsibility. We also apply concepts from the literature on organizational behavior
(e.g., organizational culture and leadership) to suggest organizational interventions
that could help employees overcome individual barriers. This article thus contributes
to the current literature on corporate social responsibility by identifying barriers to

participation and suggesting potentially suitable organizational interventions.

We begin this article by explaining our focus on corporate social

responsibility and employee participation in such efforts. In the second section, we
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discuss a number of individual-level barriers that could impede employee
participation in corporate social responsibility. The third section identifies
organizational interventions that could affect these individual factors and that could
potentially be used to encourage, stimulate, and motivate employees to become
involved in corporate social responsibility. The article ends with a discussion of our
conclusions and their implications for practitioners and academics in the field of
corporate social responsibility, in addition to suggesting avenues for future research.
The role of companies and their employees in corporate social responsibility

Within the context of corporate social responsibility, employees and companies are
mutually dependent. Although the equality of this relationship has yet to be examined
in the existing literature, we do know that companies need employees in the
development and implementation of their corporate social responsibility efforts,
while employees need corporate support to engage in corporate social responsibility
(Christensen et al., 2014; Collier and Estaban, 2007; Peterson, 2004; Rodrigo and
Arenas, 2007). Without the corporate context and support, the donations or
volunteering of employees would simply belong to the realm of private citizenship
(Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010). Employee participation in corporate social
responsibility (and the lack thereof) is relevant only in corporate contexts in which it
is valued and important. Within this context, employees are encouraged to become
involved in corporate social responsibility programs through any of at least two
important channels: donations of financial resources (e.g., payroll giving) and

donations of time (e.g., corporate volunteering; see Tsang et al., 2009).

Corporate volunteering (also known as employee volunteering, employer-

supported volunteering, and workplace volunteering) refers to volunteer activities
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that are performed by employees and encouraged (or even facilitated) by their
employing organizations (Brewis, 2004; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010). Identified as
the most rapidly growing corporate social responsibility activity in the UK, Western
Europe, and North America (Pajo and Lee, 2011), corporate volunteering takes place
within the context of informal and formal company policies, and it can be performed
either in the employee’s own time (with unpaid leave or other support from employer)
or during official working hours (Meijs and Van der Voort, 2004). In this context,
companies deliberately involve themselves in volunteering by integrating relevant
policies (Houghton et al., 2009; Van der Voort et al., 2009). Given the discretionary
nature of corporate volunteering and the combination of an inward focus on
corporate benefits and an outward focus on community benefits, participation in
corporate volunteering has been identified as the clearest form of employee
participation in corporate social responsibility (Grant, 2012). Generally, corporate
volunteering practices vary from turnkey and tailored activities (Raffaelli and Glynn,
2014). An example of a turnkey activity is when employees volunteer to a local
elementary school by painting classrooms and planting flowers (Marquis, Rangan, &
Comings, 2009). Furthermore, IBM facilitates tailored volunteering by offering their
employees overseas sabbaticals to use business skills to advance the technology

capabilities of that country (Marquis & Kanter, 2010).

A second way in which employees can become actively involved in
corporate social responsibility involves donations of money through payroll giving,
defined as “on-going donations made by employees through salary deduction, usually
to a charity, which was chosen by their employer, or to one of a few charities they

may choose from” (Haski-Leventhal, 2013: 3). By definition, payroll-giving

102



constructions automatically require some level of involvement on the part of the
company, as the donations are made through the organization’s payroll system.
Payroll giving resembles donations made by direct debit or recurring membership
fees (NCVO, 2008). Many employers match the donations of their employees (Haski-
Leventhal, 2013). In most cases, the givers receive immediate tax breaks on the entire
marginal rate for unlimited donations, as the donations are deducted from their pay
(Potter and Scales, 2008; Romney-Alexander, 2001). Payroll giving thus makes

economic sense, and it can increase the value and impact of employee donations.

Despite the existence of various opportunities for employee participation in
corporate social responsibility, research has documented relatively limited levels of
participation in corporate volunteering and payroll giving. Anecdotal evidence from
the Netherlands indicates that participation in corporate social responsibility tends to
be limited to a specific group of employees, with maximum participation rates of less
than 20% (Schuyt et al., 2013). Even this rate seems high when compated to the levels
of participation reported by some leaders in the area of CSR (e.g., according to the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index). To illustrate, a 2013 report by Allianz (UK)[!'] refers
to a participation rate of 19% in their corporate volunteering program. Over the last

15 years, the German company Henkel['?] reports participation rates of up to 12% in
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corporate volunteering worldwide, while Tapcorp Holding (Australian)[!3] reports
that 7.6% of their employees have been active in corporate volunteering. Estimates
of payroll giving are lower (see Haski-Leventhal, 2013). For example, Australia and
New Zealand Banks['4] indicate that 7% of their employees donate money through

the payroll-giving programs.

These participation rates reflect the challenge encountered by corporate
social responsibility managers when attempting to involve employees in their
programs. By definition, employee participation in corporate social responsibility is
discretionary, individual behavior performed within a corporate context. Individual
employees are thus free to decide whether to participate in such initiatives (Slack et
al., 2015). Corporate social responsibility policies and actions are actually created,
implemented, sustained, or avoided by individuals within organizations (Christensen
et al., 2014). Nevertheless, employees too are looking to work for companies that are
socially responsible and/or offer them an opportunity to contribute. Their motives
to do so are based on instrumental (need for control), relational (need for
belonginess) and moral (need for meaningfulness; Aguilera et al, 2007). Here,
participating in corporate volunteering, particularly during workhours, is attractive to

employees as it does not conflict with other ‘greedy institutions’ (Coser, 1974),
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including obligations, duties or activities outside the workplace such as family time or
leisure. As such, companies potentially reduces the transaction costs of individuals in
their search for fitting volunteer opportunities (Meijs and Brudney, 2009; Haski-
Leventhal et al, 2010). Moreover, empirical research shows that corporate
volunteering enhances meaningfull work experiences, particularly for those who
experience less meaningfull jobs (Rodell, 2013). In addition, corporate social
responsibility is also seen as a mechanism that create congruence between employers
and employees based on their values and their actual behavior (Chapter 5). As it
potentially serves both employees and employers, it is important to understand and
address individual (i.e., micro-level) factors that could affect intentions to participate
and actual participation in such efforts (see Rupp et al., 2014). From this individual
perspective, we argue that non-participation in corporate social responsibility can be
explained by the theory of planned behavior, as well as by factors that are known to
impede individual participation in charitable giving, in both private life and the

workplace.

In the following sections, we draw on concepts from the theory of
planned behavior, complemented with insights from the literature on charitable
giving and corporate social responsibility, to identify individual barriers to
participation. We then introduce several organizational interventions for
overcoming or altering these barriers.

Applying the Theory of Planned Behavior to Corporate Social responsibility:

Barriers to Participation
The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) suggests that intention to perform a

particular behavior is a function of the following: 1) perceived behavioral control (the
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individual’s perceptions regarding the capability of performing such behavior), 2)
attitude toward such behavior (the individual’s approval or disapproval of a behavior),
and 3) subjective norms (the perceived expectations of others with regard to
performing such behavior). It is argued by Ajzen (1991, p. 199) himself that these
three basic elements can supplemented with other elements: “The theory of planned
behavior is, in principle, open to the inclusion of additional predictors if it can be
shown that they capture a significant proportion of the variance in intention or
behavior after the theory’s current variables have been taken into account.” As we
are focusing on corporate social responsibility and in particular on corporate
volunteering and payroll giving, we augment the basic elements with two particular
functions that studies in the field of charitable giving have shown to be additional
predictors: 4) anxiety (Robinson, et al., 2008), showing that individuals who hold
concerns regarding a particular behavior (e.g., donating or volunteering) are less likely
engage in that behavior; and 5) past experience, which has been identified as a
predictor of futute intentions and/ ot behavior, including with regatd to volunteering
and the donation of money (Ajzen, 1991; Knowles et al, 2012; Smith and
McSweeney, 2007). In addition to explaining individual intentions, these factors
subsequently affect individual behavior (Arjzen, 1991). As demonstrated in several
studies, intention is the most proximal predictor of charitable giving behavior

(Greenslade and White, 2005; Okun and Sloane, 2002; Warburton and Terry, 2000).

Although the theory is usually applied to the explanation of intentions and
behavior, we use it to demonstrate that deficiencies in these five areas can impede

employees from participating (see figure 3.1). We illustrate this point using literature
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on charitable giving and corporate social responsibility. The application of these
components of the theory of planned-behavior to the context of employee
participation in corporate social responsibility can help us to understand barriers to
participation in corporate social responsibility and to design organizational
interventions for overcoming them, thus ultimately increasing employee participation

in corporate social responsibility.
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Figure 3.1: Barriers for employees to participate in CSK

Lack of Perceived Behavioral Control
According to the theory of planned behavior, individuals who perceive that they will

have difficulty performing a particular behavior (including giving behavior) are less
likely to have the intention to engage in such behavior (Smith and McSweeney, 2007).
This is supported by various studies, which show that the lack of active engagement
in volunteering and charitable giving can be explained by a perceived lack of time,
skills, money or other resources (Sundeen and Raskoff, 2000; Sundeen et al., 2007).

More specifically, research suggests that people who perceive that they lack financial
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stability donate less money than those who perceive their financial situations as stable
(Wiepking, 2007). Similarly, perceived time pressure plays a significant role in
explaining why people choose not to volunteer (Hustinx, 2010).

Employees who do have resources available may regard these resources as
unsuited to the particular corporate social responsibility programs of their companies.
For example, a program might focus on soliciting financial donations, while the
employee perceives behavioral control only with regard to volunteering. Alternatively,
a corporate social responsibility program might focus on offering the professional
expertise of employees to the community, while the employee prefers to be involved
in providing services directly to the beneficiaries of a non-profit organization or to
offer skills other than those used on the job. There could thus be a mismatch between
the corporate social responsibility opportunities offered by the company and the
initiatives to which potential participants would be able to contribute (Brudney and
Meijs, 2009).

The perceived lack of information on the desired behavior has also been
shown to have a negative relationship with employee participation (Slack et al., 2015).
Research indicates that, in most companies, many employees are still unaware of
corporate social responsibility opportunities, thus suggesting considerable potential
for increasing employee participation (Bhattacharya et al., 2008; Slack et al., 2015).
Another form of unawareness or lack of understanding has to do with the specific
social issues or charities addressed through corporate social responsibility. Research
has shown that individuals are less inclined to donate their time or money to lesset-
known charities (Peterson, 2004). Given that people tend to make decisions based on

how well they are informed, lack of awareness and knowledge concerning corporate
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social responsibility opportunities is likely to lead to a lack of perceived behavioral

control and, consequently, to non-involvement.

Lack of subjective norms: Lack of perceived organizational support and
pressure
As suggested by the theory of planned-behavior, subjective norms (i.e., perceived

social support and pressure to conform to certain behavior) influence intentions to
perform certain behavior and, in turn, actual behavior. Perceived organizational
support (POS) refers to the perceptions that employees have concerning the extent
to which the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being
(Eisenberger et al., 1986). High levels of POS are associated with beliefs that the
organization values employees, cares for their well-being, and will continue to help
them (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). Higher levels of POS have also been shown
to increase the likelihood of discretionary behavior, including increased participation
in corporate social responsibility (Chen et al., 2009; Garavan et al., 2010). Related
research on corporate sustainability shows that the degree of perceived supervisory
support influences the decision making of employees with regard to sustainability-

related behavior (Ramus, 2001, 2002; Zutshi and Sohal, 2003).

Meijs and colleagues (2009) identify five levels of pressure that a company
can apply in its corporate social responsibility activities: 1) low social pressure through
completely voluntary participation; 2) limited pressure to participate by emphasizing
the rewards of volunteering; 3) moderate social pressure through the creation of clear
expectations and information about the kind of volunteering desired; 4) high pressure
through hierarchical expectancy, with volunteering as an important element in the

functional evaluation of employees; and 5) maximum pressure through obligation. In
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this light, theory of planned-behavior would suggest that lower levels of social
pressure would be likely to decrease the likelihood of employees to perceive the
subjective norms that would make them likely to participate. In the same vein, greater
social pressure on employees to participate in corporate social responsibility behavior
should increase the likelihood of employee participation (the desired behavior in this
case). Given that we define corporate social responsibility in terms of discretionary
behavior, however, maximum pressure through obligation is not an option in our

model.

Negative attitude toward corporate social responsibility
According to the theory of planned behavior, a positive attitude toward a behavior is

positively related to the intention to perform that behavior. Research on charitable
giving supports this insight, as attitude has proven one of the strongest predictors of
the intention to donate money (Knowles et al., 2012). Although it is not the strongest
predictor, attitude has also been shown to have a significant influence on intentions
to volunteer (Okun and Sloane, 2002). On the other hand, employees who perceive
corporate social responsibility as undesirable are unlikely to become involved.
Negative perceptions of corporate social responsibility tend to take one of three
forms. First, employees might consider corporate social responsibility undesirable if
it is not aligned with the primary mission and objectives of the company, thus
diverting attention and energy away from the intended corporate goal (e.g.,
maximizing profit; Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008). For example, studies have indicated
that some employees have negative attitudes toward corporate social responsibility
unless it has clear benefits for the company and broader community (Van der Voort

etal,, 2009).
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Somewhat contradictory to negative attitudes related to a perceived lack of
desirability, a second negative attitude toward corporate social responsibility can stem
from a perceived lack of authenticity. Stressing the instrumental benefits of corporate
social responsibility for the company and its employees can generate skepticism and
cynicism regarding the authenticity of the company’s intentions. According to Van
der Voort and colleagues (2009), some employees have an explicit need for external
validation, which can decrease community impact and call the intentions of corporate
social responsibility into question. Other scholars have identified at least two distinct
standards with which employees form judgments on the corporate social
responsibility of their employers: the relative alignment of the corporate social
responsibility identity with the identity of the organization, and the actual initiatives
of the corporate social responsibility program (McShane and Cunningham, 2012).
Employees who doubt the authenticity and intentions of the company should thus

logically be less likely to participate.

A third negative attitude toward corporate social responsibility could arise
from the perception that such efforts constitute unacceptable organizational
behavior. From a social exchange perspective, while personal engagement in
charitable giving is reflected in private decision-making, employee participation in
corporate social responsibility is based on an exchange between the employee and the
organization (Slack et al., 2015). Research has suggested that corporate involvement
in the charitable behavior of employees can be regarded as an intrusion into the
private lives of employees, as they perceive volunteering and donating money as

highly personal acts (Houghton et al., 2009). Although employees might be very active
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in volunteering and donating money in their private lives, they might be unwilling to

engage in such activities on behalf of the company (Slack et al., 2015).

Lack of past experience and habits in corporate social responsibility

Past expetiences and habits have been shown to extend the theory of planned-
behavior (Ajzen, 1991), and particularly within the context of charitable giving
behavior (see e.g., Knowles et al., 2012; Smith and McSweeney, 2007; for a general
meta-analysis of the theory of planned behavior, see Conner and Armitage, 1998).
Studies have demonstrated that current volunteers are likely to have volunteered in
the past, in addition to having parents or spouses who volunteer (Musick and Wilson,
2008). A similar pattern has been identified for donative behavior (Knowles et al.,
2012; Smith and McSweeney, 2007; Wilhelm et al., 2008). As such, employees with
no past experience in corporate social responsibility are likely to be less inclined to
participate than are those who have participated in the past (Haski-Leventhal, 2013).
This could post a challenge for organizations that are only starting their corporate

social responsibility programs and struggling to involve more people.

Anxiety

People might encounter psychological batriers in the process of becoming involved
in corporate social responsibility. One of the extensions of the basic model of the
theory of planned behavior developed in the charitable giving literature is “donation
anxiety” (or shyness; see Robinson et al., 2008). Anxiety refers to the extent to which
people feel uncomfortable entering unfamiliar situations or situations in which other
people already appear to be well connected (Handy and Cnaan, 2007). For example,
anxiety can be reflected in the reluctance of individuals to talk to strangers or engage

in new social situations (De Botton, 2004), possibly preventing them from
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volunteering in an unfamiliar organization. In the case of monetary donations, anxiety
might be based on concerns that individuals have in relation to the act of giving (see
also Robinson et al.,, 2008). This might subsequently impede them from becoming
involved as volunteers or donors, as such involvement would expose them to
situations that they are likely to perceive as new and socially threatening, or in which
they would feel uncomfortable. For example, they might feel anxiety volunteering
outside their known organizational contexts or with people who are unfamiliar to
them.

Organizational interventions supporting participation in corporate social
responsibility

In order to achieve effective corporate social responsibility programs (in terms of
employee participation), companies must either overcome the five barriers described
above or transform the mechanisms that create them into catalysts for involvement.
To this end, and based on literature from the field of organizational behavior, we
present five potential organizational interventions, which mitigate the
aforementioned barriers and encourage participation in corporate social
responsibility: internal communication, culture, leadership, group and peer influence
and program design. While we acknowledge that organizational factors (e.g., lack of
leadership or a corporate culture that is not conducive to corporate social
responsibility) could also create barriers that might impede individuals from
participating in corporate social responsibility (see e.g., Slack et al.,, 2015), these
interventions focus on supportive mechanisms at the organizational level. Figure 3.2
models the influence of the interventions to the barriers and will be explained

accordingly.
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Figure 3.2: Employee participation in CSR model

Develop an internal communication plan to promote corporate social
responsibility

Internal communication has been identified as an under-utilized and potentially
powerful channel through which organizations can influence stakeholders (Dawkins,
2005). Studies have emphasized the crucial importance of intensive communication
in any process of change, including behavioral change (Klein et al., 1999). It has been
identified as a powerful mechanism for influencing employee corporate social
responsibility behavior (Du et al., 2010). By providing more and better information
about corporate social responsibility, companies could address any lack of awareness
amongst their employees while having a positive influence on their aztitudes (Slack et
al., 2015). Research has found that communication strategies such as storytelling,
informal communication, and coaching led to are important in this matter
(Pounsford, 2007). Employees are apparently quite receptive to information about
the corporate social responsibility activities of their organizations. In a study by
Dawkins (2005), 65% of the employees indicated that they expected their employers
to communicate with them concerning their social efforts. Communication about the
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possibilities should therefore increase their perceived bebavioral control by highlighting
opportunities that draw on using their existing resources. As a consequence,
communication about corporate social responsibility in general, as well as on the
specific programs of the company is likely to increase the attitude and perceived
behavioral control, thereby promoting the intentions and subsequent participation of

employees.

Originating in the 1940s (Lewin, 1947), the unfreezing-change-refreezing model
remains particularly useful. Within this context, communication in the unfreezing
stage should focus on the positive attributes of the values of corporate social
responsibility to increase the driving forces toward the desired condition — in this
case, corporate social responsibility behavior (for a similar application of this model
to the context of corporate sustainability, see Garavan et al., 2010). During this phase,
employees should be kept informed about any changes and progress. Misconceptions
should be addressed as well, in order to counteract any restraining forces (Lewin,
1947). At this stage, it is also important for the company to share its goals and
responsibility with regard to corporate social responsibility, in order to enhance
responsible behavior on the part of its employees (Ramus, 2002). During the
refreezing stage, internal communication should focus on success stories stemming
from the corporate social responsibility program and how it is influencing day-to-day

practices within the organization.

Create a favorable culture of corporate social responsibility

The complex, widely researched concept of organizational culture has been defined
as a set of shared mental assumptions that guide interpretation and action in

organizations (Ravasi and Schultz, 2000). It has been used to define appropriate
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behavior for various situations (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). Identified as the most
difficult aspect to change (Schein, 1992), organizational culture plays a significant role
in shaping employee behavior. Scholars have proposed that specific organizational
cultures (and subcultures) drive specific attitudes toward corporate social
responsibility (Linnenluecke et al., 2007; Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008). Following this
reasoning, if corporate social responsibility is an explicit part of the organizational
culture and norms, it is likely to trigger certain behavioral responses (e.g., participation
in corporate social responsibility) on the part of employees (Collier and Estaban,

2007).

The creation of a stimulating corporate culture that includes corporate social
responsibility is likely to enhance the a#fitudes and subjective norms of corporate social
responsibility. The program could become a part of “who we are” as an organization,
and aspects of corporate social responsibility could be dispersed widely throughout
the organization, including in its values and norms. Corporate social responsibility
that is grounded in the basic values of the organization is more likely to increase the
number of employees subscribing to the company’s values in this regard (Rupp et al.,

2013).

Volunteering and donating is not innate behavior; it is learned (Bekkers and
Wiepking, 2010). The literature on organizational culture has also been connected to
the concept of organizational socialization (Schein, 1990). It is a process of inheriting
and disseminating norms, ideologies, and habits (Clausen, 1968). In the corporate
context, socialization to corporate social responsibility could become part of the

culture and value congruence between the organization and its employees (Chapter

116



5). Shared norms and value identities within the organizational context could be
positively related to employee behavior (Chapter 5). Socialization and the creation of
a corporate culture that is supportive of corporate social responsibility should

therefore be able to alter past experience and habits.

Develop supportive leadership styles

At the organizational level, leadership can bear a major influence on a company’s
commitment to corporate social responsibility. It can also affect the engagement of
employees in the company, including positive atfitudes toward corporate social
responsibility and participation. Researchers have identified the cognitive, conative,
and linguistic processes of managers as important determinants of the perception and
development of corporate social responsibility within companies (Basu and Palazzo,
2008). Some evidence suggests that the lack of certain types of leadership could have
a negative influence on the way corporate social responsibility is perceived and acted
upon (see e.g., Pearce and Manz, 2011). For example, organizational leaders with less
desirable traits (e.g., narcissism, hubris, dominance) are unlikely to inspire followers
to engage in corporate social responsibility behavior (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2011;

Judge et al., 2000).

Conversely, the presence of leadership that is supportive of corporate social
responsibility could create positive attitudes toward corporate social responsibility
and encourage employees to participate in corporate social responsibility (Christensen
et al., 2014). Behavioral theories of leadership suggest that transformational leaders
“raise followers’ aspirations and activate higher order values such that followers
identify with the leader and his or her mission/vision, feel better about their work,

and work to perform beyond simple transactions and base expectations” (Avolio et
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al.,, 2009: 428). In addition, “servant leadership” transcends profit-making initiatives
and focuses on the improvement employees, organizations and society (Greenleaf,
1977), creating an environment that is supportive of employee involvement in
corporate social responsibility (Liden et al., 2008; Walumbwa et al, 2010).
Transformational and servant leadership could potentially affect corporate social
responsibility attitudes, as these leadership styles include the exercise of influence
through inspirational motivation, individualized consideration, and positive role
modeling (Bass and Riggio, 2006). Moreover, leaders are well able to stimulate
managers to allocate time and resoutces that can enable employees to engage in such
behavior (see Ramus, 2002). For example, they could stimulate managers to allow
corporate volunteers to have flexible working hours or to volunteer within official
working hours (Tschirhart and St. Clair, 2005). It has also been argued that payroll
giving tends to be preferred over private individual giving, due to the additional
resources that the company donates to the charity (Haski-Leventhal, 2013). Leaders
can include and stimulate such policies and practices within the organization. We
therefore argue that corporate leaders have the potential to increase aspects of perceived

bebavioral contro/ with regard to corporate social responsibility.

Stimulate group and peer influence
Employee behavior is strongly influenced by peer interactions and the notion of team

membership. A strong team is characterized by a high level of cohesiveness and
strong team norms (Hogg, 1992). Research has indicated that people are more likely
to engage in particular behaviors if they are consistent with the norms of the groups
to which they belong (Terry and Hogg, 1996). Fellow employees can be powerful

advocates of a company’s corporate social responsibility program toward other
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employees (Dawkins, 2005), including corporate volunteering (Wilson, 2000). In
addition, pre-existing groups and groups that are formed for the purpose of
volunteering can help people to start and to continue to volunteer (Haski-Leventhal
and Cnaan, 2009). Moreover, individuals prefer to learn about volunteering from
people close to them (e.g., friends, family or colleagues; Handy and Cnaan, 2007), and
they prefer to visit volunteering sites when accompanied by these people. Individuals
tend to react positively to requests from those who are in close proximity to them,
due to the potential negative consequences of misalignment with significant others.
This effect has been demonstrated with regard to both volunteering and donating
money (see Bekkers, 2004). We therefore argue that employees are likely to
experience higher levels of subjective norms (and therefore be more likely to become
involved in corporate social responsibility programs) if they are directly solicited by
colleagues who are also involved. It is thus logical to expect that employees are more
likely to engage in corporate social responsibility initiatives if they belong to groups
whose norms embrace corporate social responsibility, if they are able to engage in
corporate social responsibility activities with people who are familiar to them, and if

they are solicited by colleagues.

Group and peer influence could also reduce anxiety toward charitable giving. It
has been shown that “volunteering in familiar environments reduces the probability
of engaging with new people or new environments, hereby reducing social anxiety”
(Handy and Cnaan, 2007: 52). When they do choose to engage in corporate or other
forms of volunteering, however, they prefer to do so alongside people with whom
they are very familiar (Handy and Cnaan, 2007). In this case, the familiar

environment consists of making charitable donations along with peers and
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colleagues, as well as through the workplace. Consequently, companies that offer
team volunteering or department outings are likely to reduce the barrier of anxiety,
thereby increasing their success in engaging new participants in their programs. In
addition, monetary donations preserve considerable social distance between the
giver and the beneficiary. As such, people with anxiety often prefer to engage in this
type of giving behavior instead of volunteering (Handy and Cnaan, 2007). For some
employees with anxiety (particularly with regard to volunteering), calls for
participation in payroll giving programs are likely to encourage them to start
participating.

Develop a broad corporate social responsibility program to increase variety

in opportunities for participation

We argue that maximizing employee participation in corporate social responsibility
requires moving away from one-size-fits-all programs. Instead, companies should
cater to the abilities, needs, and barriers of individual employees by offering a variety
of opportunities for participation within an organizational context that is supportive

of corporate social responsibility.

First, by offering or facilitating a wide variety of corporate social
responsibility opportunities (e.g., payroll giving and corporate volunteering), a
company could allow its employees to choose between donating their time/skills and
donating their money, thereby addressing any Jack of perceived behavioral control. For
example, some employees might feel they have the necessary resources to donate
money, while others are might be inclined to volunteer. In addition, different levels
of autonomy attract different types of employees to corporate social responsibility

programs (Van der Voort et al., 2009). While some employees prefer higher levels of
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autonomy, others are more comfortable in following along with the activities of the
organization (e.g., lower levels of autonomy). In some cases, higher levels of
autonomy could result in organizational policies that provide employees with
complete freedom to choose the causes for which they would like to volunteer
(Boccalandro, 2009). Companies need only facilitate the efforts of these employees
(e.g., allowing the use of printing facilities, offering flexible working hours or
matching employee contributions; Van der Voort et al., 2009). In contrast, other
employees might be more likely to participate if there are higher levels of involvement
on the part of the company, combined with increased pressure to participate (see Van
der Voort et al., 2009). These employees tend to conform to many desired behaviors,
including participation in corporate social responsibility. As such, in addition to
increasing behavioral control with vatrious levels of autonomy, lower levels of

autonomy could potentially increase the level of subjective norms.

Offering multiple types of opportunities might also reduce anmxiety. For
example, it has been shown that people who experience anxiety with regard to
volunteering are often still willing to donate money. This form of involvement creates
distance between the giver and receiver, making it easier for the giver (Handy and
Cnaan, 2007). These barriers could be reduced further by organizing volunteer
opportunities to fit the preferences of employees (e.g., duting/outside working houts;
volunteeting based on either skills ot social preference; team volunteering/individual
volunteering), in addition to offering unique volunteering opportunities (e.g., family
volunteering, online volunteering), thus catering to a wide range of abilities and needs

(see also Van der Voort et al., 2009).
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Discussion and conclusion

To date, studies of corporate social responsibility have paid little attention to ways of
increasing employee participation in corporate social responsibility, focusing instead
on the potential benefits of corporate social responsibility to the company (Aguinis
and Glavas, 2012). The manuscript sheds light on the ongoing challenge facing
corporate social responsibility managers struggling with low and stagnating levels of
employee participation. Proceeding from the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,
1991) and drawing on the literature on charitable giving and corporate social
responsibility, we propose a conceptual analysis of individual barriers and
organizational interventions, demonstrating ways of connecting the two in order to

increase employee participation in corporate social responsibility.
Y

This article contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First,
scholars have emphasized the benefits of employee participation in corporate social
responsibility (for a recent review, see Aguinis and Glavas, 2012), and several have
investigated the motivations for engaging in such behavior (e.g., Zapala and McLaren,
2004). Only a few studies have addressed the reasons underlying employee
participation in corporate social responsibility. We contribute to the latter by
demonstrating that the barriers identified in this manuscript (i.e., lack of perceived
behavioral control, lack of subjective norms, negative attitudes toward corporate
social responsibility, donation anxiety, and past expetience/habits) all relate to

employees’ participation in corporate social responsibility.

A second contribution of this article is that it adds to the limited knowledge
concerning mechanisms that stimulate employee participation in corporate social

responsibility by introducing potential organizational solutions to the barriers
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described (see also Slack et al., 2015). Previous studies have focused on the motivation
to participate (e.g., Zapala and McLaren, 2004), while neglecting potential
organizational influences on individual behavior. The literature thus lacks a balanced
consideration of internal motives and external influences (Greenslade and White,
2005). In this manuscript, we demonstrate that barriers at the individual level can be
addressed by organizational interventions, which in turn affect the likelihood of

employee participation in corporate social responsibility.

Third, we offer a nuanced argument to the (academic) tendency to favor
strategic corporate social responsibility (here corporate social responsibility) in which
there is a strong emphasis to the alignment of corporate social responsibility activities
to company’s core business, including offering skill based volunteering (Porter and
Kramer, 2006; Werther and Chandler, 2014). In this chapter, we offer a view that to
engage employee and strategically utilize CSR, CSR activities should be in line with
the interests and values of the employee, not perse the company. This is in line with
eatlier work of Peloza and Hassay (2006) who found that initiatives that were not
strategically aligned with company’s core business were very succesfull, particularly in
terms of participation rates. Furthermore, unrelated to the core business does not
only benefit internal marketing purposes for employee engagement in CSR, it also
favors external perceptions as recent work found that even CSR activities (charitable
giving) unrelated to the core business is beneficial to consumer perceptions due to
the moral undertone of the company’s motivation CSR. It is attenuated when
consumers believe that the company’s behavior is driven by self-interest rather than
by benevolence (Chernev and Blair, 2015). As such, we propose that to engage more

employees in corporate social responsibility activities, it is attractive to companies to
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facilitate corporate social responsibility activities that combines activities which are
aligned with core business (e.g. similar to strategic CSR) and those based on values of
employees as private citizens, with the potential to be less strategic to the company

(see also the two perspectives of Van der Voort et al., 2009).

While this article is aimed at increasing corporate social responsibility
participation, it should be stated that it would not be realistic to expect all companies
to succeed in involving all of their employees in their corporate social responsibility
efforts, as the elements described in the theory of planned behavior are dynamic and
thus subject to changing over time. Moreover, within the specific context of
corporate social responsibility, the discretionary nature of the desired behavior does
not allow for enforcement (Organ, 1988). For these reasons, we do not propose that
changes in the organizational context are likely to always overcome all barriers for all
employees. Nevertheless, understanding potential barriers and how to address them
could help corporate social responsibility managers to develop their programs
continuously, with the goal of maximizing the attractiveness of these programs to

more employees.

Several factors could potentially affect the likelihood of organizations to
address the barriers and the effectiveness of the interventions proposed in this
manuscript. First, traditions of charitable giving behavior are stronger in some
countries than they are in others (Salamon and Anheier, 1997), which could have an
effect, particularly on multinational companies (in which corporate social
responsibility is organized in local or national subsidiaries). For example, it has been

reported that individuals in Anglo-Saxon countries have higher rates of charitable
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giving behavior than do those in Eastern European countries or China (see the World
Giving Index 2013["3]). Within this context, institutional-level socialization to
charitable giving plays an important role in corporate social responsibility (Waldman
et al,, 2006). Furthermore, it is shown that is more likely for some types of industries
to engage in corporate social responsibility than for others (see Brammer and
Millington, 2003). For this reason, individual barriers are likely to be stronger and
harder to address in some countries or industries than they are in others. As a
consequence, in countries with relatively weak traditions of giving and industries in
which it is less common to act upon corporate social responsibility, it is likely to be
much more difficult to increase participation in corporate social responsibility. Similar
to institutional-level influences (e.g., culture and traditions of giving), the barriers to
participation could also be affected by the number of multicultural employees in
companies. If the employees of a company are from highly diverse ethnic
backgrounds, some of which have little tradition in giving, these employees are likely
to perceive higher individual barriers to participation, making it more difficult to alter

their intentions and behavior.

Practical implications
Our article has several practical implications for corporate social responsibility

managers within companies. First, in their efforts to stimulate participation, many
companies fail to address batriers at the individual level. In many cases, these

obstacles are the result of highly complex processes (e.g., emotions, attitudes, or

15 https://www.cafonline.org/PDF/WorldGivinglndex2013 1374AWEB.pdf Consulted on 5

November 2014
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perceptions), which are difficult to overcome with company policies. Although we
have demonstrated, based on existing literature, that many barriers can be addressed
within the organizational context, we acknowledge that such efforts are likely to be
highly complex and time-consuming. Nevertheless, the link between individual
barriers and organizational solutions that we present in this article should be

particularly interesting to managers.

In the following list, we summarize the five interventions for corporate social
responsibility managers, as explained in detail throughout this manuscript. To
enhance their applicability, we have included examples of how each intervention can

be implemented in practice.

Develop an internal communication plan to promote corporate social
responsibility

Companies should integrate information about corporate social responsibility
opportunities into familiar communication outlets (e.g., internal newsletters, annual
reports, and employee-orientation documents). For example, Johnson & Johnson
Medical in Australia has an engaging “community wall” with videos, photos and
interactive screens to inform employees on corporate social responsibility
opportunities and engage them. This would embed corporate social responsibility in
every aspect of the company’s operations and communicate it as a part of the
company’s norms and values. The use of these channels would also ensure that most
employees would remain informed. The proposed process model of unfreezing-

change-refreezing might also be useful to managers.
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Create a favourable culture of corporate social responsibility

Companies should include values of corporate social responsibility in the core values
of the organization. These values are based on the interest in community welfare that
proceeds from the principle of public responsibility (Waldman et al., 2006). The
addition of these elements to the core values of the organization could ensure that
stakeholders (and more specifically for this manuscript, employees) are aware of what
is most important to the organization. For example, the financial service provider
ING includes community welfare and responsibility as its third core value: “We invest
in our communities, support good causes, and encourage employees to participate in
volunteer activities.”!¢ Ricoh includes corporate social responsibility values in two of
its three founding principles (“Love your neighbors” and “Love your country”), as
well as in its core values: “To be one global company, we must care about people,
our profession, our society, and our planet.”’!”

Develop supportive leadership styles

Companies should cultivate transformational and servant leadership styles by
encouraging managers to facilitate and stimulate participation, to integrate corporate
social responsibility into common practice, and to evaluate and praise the corporate
social responsibility efforts of their subordinates (see also Ramus, 2002). For example,
Paul Polman, the CEO of Unilever, demonstrates a supportive leadership style and
engages the employees in corporate social responsibility through his “Sustainable

Living Plan” (Kotler, 2011). Another way of promoting these types of leadership

www.ing.com/About-us/Compliance/ING-Values-1.htm consulted on 8 May 2015.

17 https://www.ricoh.com/about/commitment/philosophy/ consulted on 8 May 2015.
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within the organization involves selecting (from inside or outside the organization)
people who have traits of these types of leadership in their characters, including
change agency, courage, belief in people, value-motivation, life-long learning, vision,
and the ability to cope with complexity, ambiguity, and uncertainty (Tichy and
Devanna, 1986). One suggestion would be to incorporate these characteristics into

assessment tools.

Stimulate group and peer influence

Companies should try to recruit corporate social responsibility ambassadors (or
champions) throughout their organizations. These ambassadors should be employees
who are strong believers in corporate social responsibility and who participate
themselves. For example, PriceWaterhouseCoopers constantly maps its corporate
social responsibility champions throughout the organization. The corporate social
responsibility champions are involved in creating corporate social responsibility
programs and in encouraging others to participate. As these personal solicitations to
donate time or money are highly effective, particularly if made by those in close
proximity to the potential giver (peer influence; see Bekkers and Wiepking, 2011), it

should help to increase participation in corporate social responsibility.

Develop a broad corporate social responsibility program to increase variety
in opportunities for participation
Companies should develop a wide range of activities and opportunities, in order to

appeal to the interests and abilities of a wide range of employees. There is no one-
size-fits-all employee, and there should therefore be no one-size-fits-all program.

While one employee might like to donate money, another might prefer to give time.
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For example, ING and Australia and New Zealand Banks|['®] offer their employees
options to donate money and/or time. Similarly, some people might prefer to
volunteer by themselves, while others like to volunteer in groups. It would also be
wise to have a variety of charities in the pool, thus allowing employees to donate to
organizations of their preference. In the United States, organizations can decide to
support United Ways and employees can choose from a list where they would like to
donate money to.!”

Directions for future research

We have attempted to treat the topic as comprehensively as possible within the scope
of this article. We nevertheless acknowledge the likely existence of individual barriers
and organizational interventions other than those detailed here. Future studies should
therefore examine mechanisms that impede participation, in addition to exploring
solutions for overcoming these barriers. Our analysis offers no tools for measuring
these batriers or the outcomes of the interventions. It would be valuable to develop
such metrics in the future, thus allowing the empirical testing of our proposed
relationships and the measurement of efficiency and effectiveness in each of the
interventions suggested. This is particularly important in light of the extensive
evidence of the numerous benefits that corporate social responsibility can offer to
companies, employees, and the community. In addition to considering the number

of employees participating in corporate social responsibility activities, future studies

Consulted on 5 November 2014

19 http:/ /www.unitedway.org/ Consulted on 8 May 2015.
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should examine the intensity of participation (e.g., the amount of time or money
donated) and how it could be increased, thereby enhancing the potential benefits to
society. A comprehensive study addressing barriers, solutions, and their effects on
participation in corporate social responsibility and the intensity, outcomes, and
impact of such efforts is still needed. Finally, we support our arguments partly based
on charitable giving literature. Though these insights are very interesting for corporate
social responsibility literature, particularly on corporate volunteering and payroll
giving, future research should try to better understand the theoretical and/or practical
differences between private giving behavior and giving through the workplace.
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CHAPTER 4: UTILIZING CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY TO ESTABLISH MULTI-

DIMENSIONAL PERSON-ENVIRONMENT FIT?

Abstract
This conceptual article proposes how corporate social responsibility (CSR) can be

used to establish each of the five dimensions of person-environment fit (P-E fit):
person-vocational fit, person-organization fit, person-job fit, person-group fit, and
person-person fit. We draw on existing theory and literature to demonstrate that the
contribution of CSR to P-E fit is likely to differ in the various stages of employment
(including both the pre-hire and post-hire phases): pre-recruitment, recruitment,
selection, socialization, and long-term tenure. We argue that a combination of a
corporate, employer-led approach and an individual, employee-led approach might
maximize the potential contributions of CSR to P-E fit during the various stages of
employment. These insights form the foundation for a framework in which we
connect the “what” (CSR), the “when” (during all employment stages), the “why”
(P-E fit), and the “how” (through the continuum of two approaches) of this
relationship.

Introduction

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is regarded as an increasingly important
mechanism to serve instrumental or strategic organizational goals (Aguinis and

Glavas, 2012; Liu, et al. 2013; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Porter and Kramer,

20 This chapter is co-authored by Dr. Debbie Haski-Leventhal and Dr. Lucas Meijs (supetvisot).
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2002; 20006). For example, scholars have emphasized the relationship between CSR
and reputation (Brammer and Pavelin, 2000), consumer evaluations (Sen and
Bhattacharya, 2001; Chernev and Blair, 2015), and consumer loyalty (Maignans-et al.,
1999). Nevertheless, only a few recent studies address the psychological aspects of
CSR with regard to employees and the outcomes that such activities are expected to
achieve for the organization (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Rupp, et al., 2013). One
emerging emphasis in research has to do with the relationship between CSR and
aspects of human resources and organizational behavior, including the theory of
Person-Environment (PE) fit (see Morgeson et al., 2013). This conceptual article
contributes to this line of thought by focusing on the relationship between CSR and

P-E fit as a desired organizational outcome.

The multi-dimensional term “P-E fit” (Edwards, 2008; Kristof-Brown et
al., 2005) refers to the congruence or match between individuals and their
environments (Dawis, 1992; Edwards et al., 1998; Muchinsky and Monahan, 1987;
Schneider et al., 1997). Recent studies have indicated that CSR can enhance various
dimensions of P-E fit, including organizational attraction and employee retention
(Coldwell et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2014; Zhang and Gowan, 2012). Although it has
generated considerable insight, this line of research is fragmented, due to a tendency
to focus on single dimensions of P-E fit, thereby disregarding the potential of CSR
to contribute to other dimensions. At the same time, studies based on social
exchange, identity and other theories (see e.g., Kim et al., 2010; Jones, 2010) tend to
generalize their results to all employees, disregarding potential differences in the

needs of employees with regard to CSR (Bathacharaya et al., 2008). Most of these
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studies thus ignore the effects of CSR on various dimensions of P-E fit and within
the various stages of employment, including both the pre-hire and the post-hire
phases (for this categorization, see Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2000).

This article represents a shift away from such fragmented and generalized
treatments of CSR to address it from an integrated perspective, with the goal of
demonstrating the potential contributions of CSR to various dimensions of P-E fit
throughout all stages of employment. We also present two approaches with which
to explain how organizations can use CSR. This contribution is particularly
important in light of recent questions concerning whether different approaches to
social responsibility produce different outcomes (Grant et al., 2008; Peloza and
Hassay, 2006; Rodell and Lynch, 2015). Drawing on the existing literature, we argue
that the combination of a corporate, employer-led approach and an individual,
employee-led approach (see also Van der Voort et al., 2009) has the potential to
maximize the contributions of CSR to the various dimensions of P-E fit throughout
the various stages of employment.

To develop a convincing argument for these contributions, we begin by
discussing the context and explaining our operationalization of CSR. We then
present two approaches to CSR: employer-led and employee-led. In a subsequent
section, we discuss the vatious stages of employment, linking them to the
dimensions addressed within the theory of P-E fit (see Jansen and Kristof-Brown,
2006). Within this framework, we elaborate on how CSR and the two approaches
could potentially achieve the primary goals associated with P-E fit in each stage of
employment. We conclude the article by discussing its contribution to research and

managerial practice.
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Corporate Social Responsibility as the involvement in the community
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is increasingly being encouraged by internal

and external stakeholders, including employees, governments, civil society
organizations, and customers (Waddock et al., 2002). In this article, we follow CSR
literature, in which CSR is regarded as the relationship between a company and the
community in which it operates (Burke, 1999). Here, CSR involves corporate
behavior in which money, time, products, services, and other resources are provided
to support the community (Meijs and Van der Voort, 2004; Zadek et al., 2001). It
focuses primarily on community affairs through charitable giving and employee
volunteering (Wood and Logsdon, 2001).

In this article, we emphasize the role of CSR, which can range from the
formal recognition of community involvement performed by current or prospective
employees to the active facilitation and/or otganization of such opporttunities for
current employees. Our primary motivation has to do with the potential of CSR as a
means of establishing various dimensions of P-E fit in both the pre-hire and post-
hire phases. As explained further in this article, organizations can explicitly consider
volunteer experience on the résumés of potential candidates as a signal during
recruitment (Handy et al., 2010). After employees have been hired, corporate
volunteering can be used to enhance their skills (Bart et al., 2009).

Within this broad perspective, we focus on two particular manifestations
of CSR —volunteering and monetary donations — as these activities have been
recognized as the most commonly implemented within the social-responsibility
strategies of companies (Aguilera et al., 2007; Basil et al., 2009) in Western Europe

and North America (Pajo and Lee, 2011). The focus on these two activities further
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allows us to support our reasoning with insights from the literature on private
giving behavior. In line with the conceptualization developed by Cnaan and
colleagues (1996), we view volunteering as discretionary behavior of individuals,
without any formal remuneration, through and for a formal organization, and
primarily for the benefit of others. Volunteering can take many forms, including
hands-on and skills-based volunteering (Brudney and Meijs, 2007). Hands-on
volunteer assignments include days of service (Raffaeli and Glynn, 2014), which
could involve planting trees, helping sick children, or participating in fundraising
events. Skills-based volunteering (see e.g., Mirvis, 2012) includes activities in which
individuals use the same skills for both their paid and volunteer roles (e.g., a banker
providing financial assistance to help the community).

Corporate volunteering refers to situations in which a company recognizes,
encourages, or even facilitates volunteering for its current employees (see Brewis,
2004; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Tschirhart and St. Clair, 2005; Van Schie et al.,
2011). In corporate volunteering, the act of volunteering is the result of the
deliberate involvement of a company through the integration of its policies in the
professional sphere (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2010; Houghton et al., 2009; Van der
Voort et al., 2009). Volunteering through the workplace has been identified as the
clearest form of discretionary behavior within organizations (Grant, 2012), as its
focus is not purely internal (e.g., on the interest of the company and its employees),
but also external, extending to NPOs (and their beneficiaries), who fall outside of
the company’s official mission (Hernandez, 2012).

Corporate philanthropy is another way in which companies can engage in

their communities. In this regard, we follow Gautier and Pache (2013), who define
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corporate philanthropy as voluntary cash donations to charitable causes, whether in
the form of direct grants or through corporate foundations or similar vehicles. In
their review, Gautier and Pache (2013) relate charitable cash giving to shareholder
value, consumer attitudes and choices, community welfare, employee morale, and
government support. Payroll giving is one way in which companies can implement
corporate philanthropy and engage their workforces in such efforts. Payroll giving is
defined as “on-going donations made by employees through salary deduction,
usually to a charity, which was chosen by their employer, or to one of a few charities
they may choose from” (Haski-Leventhal, 2013: 3). Many employers match the
donations of their employees (Haski-Leventhal, 2013) and, in most cases, givers
receive immediate tax benefits on the entire marginal rate for unlimited donations,
as their donations are deducted from their pay (Potter and Scales, 2008; Romney-
Alexander, 2001). Payroll giving thus makes economic sense for both employers
and employees, and it can increase the value and impact of employee donations to
the community (Haski-Leventhal, 2013). In the next section, we present two distinct
approaches to these activities — employer-led and employee-led — which can be
combined to create an integral approach during both pre-hire and post-hire phases
of the employment process.

Corporate approaches to community involvement

Scholars have highlighted the importance of learning more about how the many
different forms of CSR can affect its outcomes for companies and their employees
(Grant et al., 2008; Grant, 2012; Rodell and Lynch, 2015). Drawing on insights from

current literature, we present two approaches to CSR (see Figure 4.1), which can be
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used to explain how it can be implemented and used in the various stages of

employment (as discussed further in this article).

Employer-led Emplovee-led
Organization dominant in decision- Employee dominant in deeision-
making process making process
Familiarity fit berween charity and Activity fit between charity and
n,'mlli:la.tl}' LUIIIIKIH'\'
Emphasis on pre-determined Emphasis on employee and
corporate benefirs community henefirs
High resrrietions on initdatives Low restricrions on initiatves
Turnkey acuvitics Customized activities

Figure 4.1: Continuum of employer-led and employee-led approaches

Two broad approaches to CSR can be distinguished (see also Van der
Voort et al., 2009), which needs further conceptual development. In the employer-
led approach, the employer selects the charity, and the company is “proactive in the
development of strategic volunteer opportunities for its employees” (see intra-
organizational volunteerism in Peloza and Hassay, 2000, p. 360). In the employee-
led approach, organizations enable employees to select the charities for which they
wish to volunteer and provide passive support for their efforts (see inter-
organizational volunteerism in Peloza and Hassay, 2006). The primary feature
distinguishing these two approaches is whether the employee or the employer is
dominant in the decision-making process concerning the volunteer experience,

including with regard to process and goals.

The strategic implementation of employer-led CSR efforts requires a

company to develop a top-down general CSR strategy in advance, in addition to
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specifying the benefits it seeks to achieve for the community, as well as for the
company and its employees (Werther and Chandler, 2014). In conceptual terms, the
employer-led approach is best suited to require some extent of “fit” between the
strategy of the company and the mission of the charity (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001;
Porter and Kramer, 2002). In the employer-led approach, companies also tend to
emphasize efforts that are likely to be perceived in a positive light by the general
public. Scholars have thus argued that companies that are familiar to citizens (e.g.,
reputable companies) would be better advised to work with well-known charities,
rather than with lesser-known causes. The matching of companies and charities
with similar levels of name recognition creates a “fit” in terms of familiarity, thereby
increasing the likelihood of favorable perception by the general public (Kim et al.,
2011). Along the same lines, companies are likely to prefer activities that are easy to
communicate to the public at large (e.g., days of service). Also known as “turnkey
activities,” such efforts can be standardized to serve large groups of individuals

(Raffaeli and Glynn, 2014).

In the employee-led approach, CSR is more aligned with the preferences
of individual employees. In this context, the fit depends on the match between the
charity and the employee, without necessarily implying a corresponding fit between
the corporation and the charity (Van der Voort et al., 2009). In the employee-led
approach, the fit could center on particular activities sought by the employee.
“Activity fit” thus refers to the extent to which the activities that individual
employees perform during their community involvement at particular NPOs are

consistent with the major interests of these employees (see also on organizational
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level; Kim et al., 2012). For example, an employee who enjoys cooking might
volunteer as a chef at a local soup kitchen. The benefits of such initiatives are thus
better aligned with the individual than they are with the corporation (Meijs et al.,
2009), although it should not be assumed that the interest of the individual will
always differ from the interest of the company. Another implication of the choice
to facilitate the volunteering preferences of employees can reduce restrictions,
thereby opening such opportunities to the preferences of individual employees with
regard to the terms and conditions of their volunteer involvement (see Van der
Voort et al., 2009). In this context, therefore, the activities should be customized to
serve specific needs (Raffaeli and Glynn, 2014). The benefit of this approach is that
it provides employees with a sense of autonomy and control (Deci and Ryan, 2008;
Grant, 2012). The ability to select the charity to which one gives through the
workplace has been found to affect participation rates and giving levels (Grant,
2012; Haski-Leventhal, 2013; Romney-Alexander 2002). Scholars have identified
donor choice as beneficial (Nesbit et al., 2012) and as a soutce of motivation for
employees (Byrne, 2005). The organization nevertheless retains a role as facilitator.
For example, employers could provide paid leave or support, or they could match
the time or money donated by employees with monetary contributions (Tschirhart
and St. Clair, 2005). They could also showcase opportunities and actively support
and encourage people in their efforts to investigate opportunities to volunteer or
donate (Van der Voort and Meijs, 2004).

There is no one-size-fits all approach to CSR (Van der Voort et al., 2009),
and employees are likely to differ in terms of their needs throughout the course of

their employment. It is therefore important to consider ways in which CSR can
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serve both the organization and employees (see Bhattacharya et al., 2012) in the
vatious stages of employment. To this end, the next section introduces the theory
of Person-Environment fit, including the stages of employment.
Dimensions of P-E fit and the stages of employment
The concept of P-E fit has been broadly defined as the congruence (or match)
between the person and the environment (Dawis, 1992; Edwards, Caplan, and
Harrison, 1998; Muchinsky and Monahan, 1987; Schneider et al., 1997; for an
assessment of the development of the theory of P-E fit, see Edwards, 2008). In the
course of developing this theory, researchers began to question the uni-dimensional
approach, given the diversity with which scholars tended to interpret the
“environmental” component (Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006; Edwards, 2008).
Subsequent studies therefore identify various dimensions of P-E fit, including
Person-Organization (PO) fit (Chatman, 1989; O’Reilly et al., 1991; Vancouver and
Schmitt, 1991), Person-Vocation (PV) fit (Holland, 1985; Moos, 1987), Person-Job
(P)) fit (Caldwell and O’Reilly, 1990), Person-Person (PP) fit (Graves and Powell,
1995), and Person-Group (PG) fit (Barsade et al., 2000; Becker, 1992; Hobman et
al., 2003). The most commonly mentioned outcomes of P-E fit are increased job
satisfaction, tenure, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior,
and performance, along with reduced staff turnover and absenteeism (Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005).

Despite the considerable potential of P-E fit to contribute to desired
organizational outcomes, it does not have the same effects on all employees (see
Jansen and Kiristof-Brown, 20006). A framework developed by Jansen and Kristof-

Brown (see Figure 4.2) explain the types of fit and their associated outcomes that
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are most relevant in the various stages of employment. The framework
differentiates between the “pre-hire” and “post-hire” phases of the employment
process, and it includes the most important topics from the literature (i.e., research
emphases) with regard to the type of fit. The pre-hire phase comprises the following
stages: 1) pre-recruitment, in which vocational choice of individuals and career
counseling is important; 2) recruitment, which is characterized by minimum
qualifications and recruiter effects; and 3) the selection of proper candidates, which
involves the use of selection instruments and cultural fit. The post-hire phase
comprises the following stages: 1) organizational socialization based on values and
goal congtruence, job satisfaction, and skills-based training; and 2) long-term tenure,
in which turnover, satisfaction, attrition, retraining, group composition, and the
relationship between leaders and subordinates is strengthened (Jansen and Kristof-

Brown, 2006; see Figure 4.2).

Pre-hire phase Post-hire phase
3 > %
Pre-recruitment Recrultment Selecrion Socialization Long term tenure
DL it P it Py iz P fiz 70 or
PP s PO it 0 fie P e
PV
e fit

PP it

Figure 4.2: The stages of employment (Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006)

In the next section, we demonstrate that CSR can serve to establish
various dimensions of P-E fit in both the pre-hire and post-hire phases. In doing so,
we respond to the call of Bhattacharya and colleagues (2012) to incorporate
corporate social initiatives (including volunteering) that are “tailored to the often

diverse needs of employees.... and configure their CSR [corporate social
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responsibility] efforts to address the unique needs of employees.” We devote
particular attention to the long-term tenure stage, as it covers all dimensions of P-E
fit.

Corporate Social Responsibility and P-E fit in various stages of employment
In all of the stages described above, CSR can be utilized to increase P-E fit. In this
section, we demonstrate that CSR has the potential to address all dimensions of P-E
fit in the various stages of employment. We also identify whether an individual,
employee-led strategy or a corporate, employer-led strategy would be most likely to
establish particular dimensions of P-E fit in a given stage of employment (for a

discussion of employer-led strategies in this regard, see Van der Voort et al., 2009).

Pre-hire phase

Pre-recruitment

In the pre-recruitment stage, when companies are interested in influencing the
career paths and vocational choice of the workforce, they can use CSR to invest in
social initiatives that could support the development of the industry and/or their
competitive context (see also Porter and Kramer, 2002; 2006). In an article in the
Harvard Business Review, Porter and Kramer (2000, p. 84 ) argue, “The ability to
recruit appropriate human resources, for example, may depend on a number of
social factors that companies can influence, such as the local educational system, the
availability of housing, the existence of discrimination (which limits the pool of
workers), and the adequacy of the public health infrastructure.” As illustrated by
Hess and colleagues (2002), Intel has a volunteer program in which employees
provide science education to elementary and high school students in the Philippines

and other developing countries, thus helping these children to understand and
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appreciate technology. In turn, they hope that some of these children will choose to
enter technical vocations, thereby achieving PV fit.

Given that the employer-led approach to CSR allows the company to
choose both the target charity and the nature of the activities involved, it would
appear better suited to achieve the goals relating to P-E fit during the pre-
recruitment stage. In this manner, an organization can ensure that its CSR efforts
are aimed at influencing the career paths and vocational choices of the workforce
while benefiting the community and the beneficiaries of the services provided. Such

forms of CSR allow companies to develop subsequent generations of employees.

Recruitment

In the recruitment stage, the aspects of greatest theoretical interest include
minimum job qualifications, realistic job previews, and recruiter effects (Jansen and
Kristof-Brown, 2006). Recruiter effects relate to the influence of recruiters on the
recruitment process (Powell, 1991). Two such effects have been shown to be of
particular importance: the extent to which the recruiter is personable (e.g., the
extent to which a recruiter exhibits caring, empathy, or concern) and informative
(e.g., knowledgeable about the applicant, job, and organization; see Powell, 1991;
Turban and Dougherty, 1992). In a market characterized by information asymmetry
between employers and employees (Spence, 2002), recruiters can use their CSR
efforts to signal to potential employees that the company is a caring and
compassionate organization, thereby attracting the desired type of employees.
Studies have indicated that prospective employees who perceive themselves as
having socially responsible values tend to be attracted to socially responsible

organizations (Evans and Davis, 2011). Such organizations are likely to be
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particularly attractive to candidates with higher levels of education and to candidates
from “Generation Y,” as they tend to place higher value on CSR and, in turn, on
the community involvement of companies (Greening, 2000; Sobczak et al., 20006).
In other words, recruiters could use CSR to establish value congruence with job
applicants and influence the perceived PP fit based on social responsibility.

The attractiveness of an organization is also affected by the pride that job
seekers anticipate experiencing as a result of being affiliated with the organization
(Jones et al., 2014). As such, CSR could be an effective reputation-management
strategy toward prospective employees (Kim and Park, 2011). It could help
companies to build positive reputations and attract the desired types of prospective
employees. As observed by Tirole (1989), such reputational mechanisms work best
through repeated interactions and strong flows of information. Advertised messages
about an organization’s values in the area of social responsibility have been shown
to interact with the desire of applicants to have significant impact through their
work, thereby having a positive effect on the intention to pursue employment with
the company (Gully et al., 2013). Scholars have argued that such signals are
enhanced by actual corporate behavior (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2015). At the same
time, CSR contributes to shaping realistic job previews, as it provides information
about how job applicants might expect to be treated, valued, and socialized within
the organization (Jones et al., 2014; Rupp et al., 2013), thus enhancing PJ fit.

To achieve the desired level of PP and P]J fit, employers could make it
known that they combine the employer-led and employee-led approaches to CSR.
Given that employers are interested in generating the broadest possible audience

from to choose during the recruitment stage (Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006),
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communications directed toward prospective employees concerning the two
approaches could be targeted toward different audiences. For some potential
candidates, the prospect of working for an employer who organizes opportunities
for community involvement could be highly attractive, thereby signaling the
organization’s dedication to both the community and the company’s employees
(Greening and Turban, 2000; Gully et al., 2013). Other prospective employees
might be attracted to the fact that an organization supports employee-led CSR, as
such an approach could signal that the organization encourages involvement and
autonomy (Deci and Ryan, 2008). The combination of the two approaches would
therefore allow a company to signal its identity as an organization and to
communicate what it considers important, in addition to providing candidates with

a preview of what they could expect as employees.

Selection

In the selection stage, the organization’s primary interests involve selection
instruments, assessment centers, cultural fit, and human resource systems, which in
turn establish PJ and PO fit (Jansen and Kiristof-Brown, 2006). At this point, it is
important to acknowledge that community involvement does not affect human
resource systems in the selection stage. As observed by Jansen and Kristof-Brown
(2006), a human resource system essentially consists of an administrative I'T
solution, and community involvement cannot influence a technical system.

To establish PO and PJ fit, employers could screen prospective employees
according to their experiences in the community as a means of selecting proper
candidate that would fit the organization and the job in terms of value congruence

and professional competencies. For example, a company might perceive the
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volunteering and giving behavior of a prospective employee as indicators of
characteristics that would be otherwise difficult to observe (e.g., good citizenship
behavior). It has been suggested that employers should “recruit individuals prone to
engage in organizational citizen behaviors and avoid individuals who are egocentric”
(Organ, 1988). By demonstrating their civic values, applicants could signal to a
potential employer that they possess qualities that distinguish them favorably from
other candidates (Katz and Rosenberg, 2005). For example, appreciation for the
community has been associated with such characteristics as empathy, concern for
others, and integrity (Berger et al., 2007). In addition, organizations tend to seek
candidates who share the same values (Schneider et al., 1995), including with regard
to community involvement (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2015). Companies could thus
achieve PO fit by selecting candidates according to these characteristics.

Companies can also assess the competencies of applicants by considering
their volunteer experiences and interpreting them as positive signals on their
résumés (Menchik, and Weisbrod, 1987; Prouteau and Wolff, 20006). By adding their
volunteering experience on their résumés, applicants can signal that they have
engaged in involved or informal learning, thereby broadening their experience and
skills training (Roza and Meijs, 2014). Research has indicated that volunteering is
often perceived as a direct investment in human capital (e.g., Day and Devlin, 1998;
Gomez and Gunderson, 2003; Menchik and Weisbrod, 1987; Segal and Weisbrod,
2002). For example, some studies have demonstrated that volunteers are more likely
than non-volunteers are to have leadership competencies, social self-confidence,
critical thinking skills, and conflict-resolution skills (Astin and Sax, 1998; Astin, et

al.,, 1999). Community involvement could thus help rectuiters to select the proper
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candidates and to help applicants obtain appropriate positions, thereby enhancing
PJ and PO fit.

At this stage, both employees and employers can use their community
involvement to signal to each other that there is a high potential for a favorable PO
and P]J fit. For employers, both employer-led and employee-led forms of CSR could
be used as part of the selection process. For example, employers could discuss their
CSR efforts during interviews and ask applicants about their attitudes and
willingness to be involved. Applicants who have a rich experience of volunteering
and giving, whether privately or through their former workplaces, could use this to
signal to the employers that they are well suited to work for a company with a high
level of social responsibility and that they would be willing and able to participate —
and possibly take a leading role — in employer-led CSR efforts. The two approaches
can thus be combined by both parties during the selection stage (see also Peloza and

Hassay, 2006; Van der Voort et al., 2009).

Post-hire phase

Organizational socialization
Within the stage of organizational socialization, Jansen and Kristof-Brown

(2006) identify three main areas of interest: values and goal congruence, job
satisfaction, and skills-based training, which in turn enhance PO and P]J fit. During
the organizational socialization stage, it is particularly important for new employees
to acquire the knowledge, skills, values, and behaviors that they need in order to
become effective members of the organization (see also Schein, 1968). In this
process, which is also known as “onboarding” (Bauer and Erdogan, 2011), CSR can

be used to introduce new members to the organization (see Grant et al., 2008; Gully
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et al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2013). Research has indicated that the practice of offering
employees opportunities to participate in CSR efforts (including corporate
volunteering and payroll giving) can contribute to organizational socialization (Kim
et al., 2010; Haski-Leventhal, 2013). Similar to the value congruence in the selection
stage, studies have demonstrated that participation in and/or awareness of
corporate volunteering on the part of employees can contribute to value congruence
(Rupp et al., 2013) and behavioral congruence, both of which can lead to effective
organizational socialization and PO fit (Haski-Leventhal et al, 2015).

Volunteering has also been advocated as a low-cost solution for corporate
training needs (Caudron, 1994). Although most studies in this regard are based on
self-reported data, they indicate that the skills and perspectives that employees
acquire through volunteer activities include the following: people skills, an increased
ability to work as part of a team, contacts that can be used at work, improved work
teams, new and innovative ideas that can be used at work, knowledge sharing, the
acquisition of new skills, and new perspectives on their own business (Bart et al.,
2009; Muthuri et al., 2009). Skills-based volunteering (Mirvis, 2012) can be
particularly helpful at this stage, as it can also help to develop the newcomer’s paid-
job skills and increase PJ fit.

In the organizational socialization stage, an emphasis on an employer-led
approach would seem to be the most effective. Given the fundamental necessity of
achieving a proper fit between the organization, the job, and the individual during
this stage based on the needs of the organization (e.g., socialization), organizations
should select their target charities and activities in such a way as to express their

own organizational values and goals, thereby socializing new employees. In
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addition, a high degree of fit is needed between the organization’s overall strategy
and identity and its involvement in CSR (Porter and Kramer, 2006; Werther and
Chandler, 2014). Skills-based volunteering could contribute in this regard (Mirvis,
2012). It is important for the organization to determine what new employees need
in order to perform well in their new roles and to design their CSR activities in this
stage to correspond to these needs.

Long-term tenure

In the long-term tenure stage, all dimensions of P-E fit are important, although the
mechanisms that affect them differ from those operating in the previous stages. In
this stage, turnover and satisfaction are likely to affect PJ fit, career satisfaction, with
retraining affecting PV fit, tenure and attrition affecting PO fit, group composition
and demographics affecting PG fit, and vertical dyadic linkage and leader-member
exchange affecting PP fit. In the long-term tenure stage, CSR is particularly likely to
increase the motivation employees and their intentions to remain with the
organization. Numerous studies have indicated that CSR can play a vital role in
increasing employee engagement and organizational commitment (Brammer et al.,
2007; Caligiuri et al., 2012; Grant et al., 2008; Madison et al., 2012; Maignan, et al.,
1999; Maignan and Ferrell, 2001; Kim et al., 2010; Peloza and Hassay, 2006; Turker,
2009). For example, Bartel (2001) draws on social identity theory to suggest that
corporate volunteering enhances employee engagement among those who
participate, as their perceived associations with their employers tend to increase
their self-esteem. In addition, employee volunteering experiences can “create a
positive energy from the act of volunteerism that has the effect of strengthening

employees’ affect toward their employers and producing higher employee
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engagement overall” (Caligiuri et al., 2012, p.32). Moreover, empirical evidence has
demonstrated the beneficial effect of CSR practices on employee morale,
motivation, commitment, loyalty, and turnover (Tuffrey, 2003), in addition to
having the potential to increase the willingness of employees to speak highly of their
employers (Peloza and Hassay, 2006). As such, CSR can serve as a mechanism that
increases employee retention, tenure, and satisfaction, while reducing turnover and

attrition, in turn enhancing PO fit (see also Haski-Leventhal et al., 2015) and PJ fit.

Corporate volunteer programs can also be utilized for retraining
employees (see also the selection and organizational socialization stage for the
potential of volunteering with regard to skill development). For example, when
Cisco’s business substantially declined, the company used its corporate volunteer
program to reallocate 81 employees to work for a nonprofit organization for one
year. Rather than agreeing to a separation package, these employees agreed to earn
far less salary in order to do so. This was nevertheless not the most important
outcome for Cisco. Once their employees had returned to their regular working
environments, Cisco realized that their experiences at the nonprofit organizations
had served as an effective personal growth tool, with such effects as improved
communication skills and conflict resolution (Hoyt, 2003). The experience had also
enhanced the overall life satisfaction of the employees, as it had allowed them to
engage in work that they considered both challenging and meaningful (Rodell,
2013). Other studies have demonstrated that corporate volunteering allows
employees the opportunity to make a positive difference in the lives of others

(Grant, 2007). Such experiences can lead to personal development by giving
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meaning to life, offering the opportunity to see how others live, developing
appreciation for what one has, and creating a sense of inner satisfaction (Muthuri et
al,, 2009), thereby enhancing PV fit.

Jansen and Kiristof-Brown (2006) identify PG fit (i.e., the fit between an
employee and other members of a team/group) as another important goal duting the
long-term tenure stage, including in terms of group demographics and group
composition. Although CSR could not logically be expected to have much influence
on group demographics, it does have the potential to affect group composition. One
of the factors affecting group composition is group familiarity (for a review, see
Moreland and Levine, 1994). Group members become familiar with each other
through such experiences as training (Liang et al., 1995) and interaction prior to
working together (c.f., Moreland and Levine, 1994). In this regard, CSR (particulatly
corporate volunteering) activities can provide the context for training. For example,
a company might form groups to act as consultants to nonprofit organizations. While
providing training in their own skill areas, the project brings employees into
interaction with each other in a manner that facilitates group composition at work.
Several studies have indicated that corporate volunteering — particularly when
performed by groups or teams of employees — can be very helpful in establishing new
relationships and strengthening existing ones (Haski-Leventhal and Cnaan, 2009;
Muthuti et al., 2009).

Recent research has begun to address the effects of CSR on leader-member
exchange (Mallory and Rupp, 2014) and vertical dyadic relationships. Strengthening
the relationships between leaders and followers requires adhering to patterns of

social exchange, which are based on the mutual exchange of valued tangible and
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non-tangible resources (Graen and Scandura, 1987, p. 181; Martin et al., 2010, p.
37). In other words, “each party must offer something the other party sees as
valuable and each party must see the exchange as reasonably equitable or fair”
(Graen and Scandura, 1987, p. 182). In this regard, CSR could provide an
environment in which leaders and followers could exchange these resources. For
example, Bruce (1994) identifies recognition by superiors as a motivator for
engaging in CSR (see intra-organizational volunteerism by Peloza and Hassay,
2006). Companies could use such joint engagement to encourage meaningful
exchanges. While volunteering, leaders and other organizational members could
share unique experiences that might strengthen their relationships (Haski-Leventhal
and Cnaan, 2009). Moreover, in their volunteer roles (particularly in contexts other
than skills-based volunteering), leaders could deliberately exchange roles with other
organizational members, given that many volunteer activities call for skills or
experiences other than those required in the volunteer’s paid job (Tuffrey, 2003).
Such experiences could help organizational leaders and members to develop greater
appreciation for each other.

Finally, CSR can play a role when employees withdraw from the
organization (e.g., through attrition or retirement), sometimes due to low P-E fit.
Even in such cases, companies have an interest in retaining a good reputation as
organizations and employers (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Du et al., 2010; Fobrum,
2005). They could use CSR to achieve this while helping employees in the transition
to the next phase of their careers. Given that transferring to another position or
leaving the organization do not always take place by choice on the part of the

employee, the development of employability could logically be regarded as a
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component of internal social responsibility, which has to do with the ethical
treatment of employees and other internal stakeholders (Brammer et al., 2007).

Providing employees with volunteer opportunities during the course of
their employment can help them to find meaningful leisure activities after
retirement (Lum and Lightfoot, 2005; Musick et al., 1999; Musick and Wilson, 2003;
Van Willigan, 2000; Wheeler et al., 1998), which have been associated with many
health benefits (Musick and Wilson, 2003). For example, volunteering has been
associated with social connectedness and a sense of belonging (Battaglia and
Metzer, 2000; Musick, et al., 1999), both of which can enhance an individual’s
psychological state.

In the transition to other work, it is important for individuals to increase
their employability (see e.g., Antoni, 2009; Spera et al., 2013; Zimmeck, 2010).
Volunteering can enhance the likelihood of finding a job by enhancing an
individual’s résumé, network, skills, and self-esteem (Musick and Wilson, 2008). By
exposing individuals to multiple social environments, volunteering offers the
opportunity to experiment with various social structures — both familiar and
unfamiliar — thereby helping them to develop their own personal worlds and work
perspectives (Handy and Brudney, 2007).

A combination of employer-led and employee-led approaches to
volunteering might offer the optimal solution, depending on the dimension of P-E
fit that is to be achieved. First, an employer-led program has the potential to
contribute to PP fit, given that leader-driven CSR activities allow the development
of mutual relationships between leaders and followers at any level, regardless of

their direct interaction at work (Mallory and Rupp, 2014). In addition, for
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employees secking to enhance their profiles within an organization, engaging in
employer-led programs (particularly those supported by supervisors ot senior
managers) can be an attractive means of achieving this goal (see also Peloza and
Hassay, 20006). Second, in order to establish PG fit, the organization should seek to
attain the desired team composition by assuming a dominant role in the decision-
making process concerning who is to participate in which activities. Third, in order
to establish PV and P]J fit, the organization should offer opportunities that
contribute to the development of professional skills (Mirvis, 2012), while also
contributing to the job and vocation through autonomy and choice (Deci and Ryan,
2008). A combined approached should thus work well in this context. To enhance
PO, we recommend a combined approach, which could help establish value and
behavioral congruence (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2015). Finally, as employees progress
toward transition or attrition (reflecting a lack of PO fit), it is important to
emphasize the needs of the employee and the ways in which social responsibility
could play a pivotal role in meeting them. We therefore argue that an employee-led
approach, in which employees have a clear say and autonomy with regard to the
activities to be performed, would be more suitable in this context. In this way, the
organization could encourage and support employees in their efforts to find

volunteer activities that fit their current or future needs (Van der Voort et al., 2009).

Discussion and conclusion

Theoretical implications
In this conceptual paper, we have introduced the potential of CSR to

establish or enhance various dimensions of P-E fit in different stages of

employment. We present the concept as an instrument based on various
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combinations of employer-led and employee-led approaches. In Figure 4.3, we
present our conceptual model, which is based on the original model developed by
Jansen and Kiristof-Brown (2006), extended to include the role of CSR and the two

approaches that we have discussed (i.e., employer-led and employee-led).
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Temporal stages
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approach  of P-E fit
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approach
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Selection value congtruence approac
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Figure 4.3: Framework _for CSR and P-E fit (extended by anthors based on Jansen and Kristof-Brown, 2006)
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The framework presented in this paper has both theoretical and practical
implications, and it contributes to current research on CSR in various ways. It also
highlights the need for additional empirical work on this topic, examining the
relationships proposed in our framework.

The most important theoretical contribution of this framework is that it
demonstrates the applicability of CSR to all dimensions of P-E fit. To the best of
our knowledge, previous studies of CSR (and corporate community involvement)
have focused on isolated dimensions (see e.g., Gully et al., 2014; Haski-Leventhal et
al., 2015), thereby ignoring the potential for a more integral view of the relationship.
Our framework demonstrates the potential effects of CSR on each dimension of fit,
albeit through differing approaches.

Second, studies on CSR have tended to neglect the fact that not all
employees respond to social initiatives in the same way (Bhatacharaya et al., 2008).
Many existing studies focus on only one stage of employment (for recruitment, see
e.g., Greening and Turban, 1997) or fail to specify the types of employees for whom
their results have implications. Relationships have been identified between CSR and
organizational identity (Kim et al., 2010), job satisfaction (Jones, 2010),
meaningfulness at work (Rodell, 2013), and human capital (Muthuri et al., 2009)
without examining whether these effects occur in the same way for different types
of employees. The framework that we have developed based on the theory of P-E
fit allows for a more integral assessment of CSR and its effects by differentiating
employees according to the various stages of employment stages and addressing the

various dimensions of fit.
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Third, this framework corresponds to recent research that has begun to
acknowledge that specific types of practices are likely to bear an influence on the
outcomes and effectiveness of CSR and corporate community involvement (see
Grant, 2012; Grant, et al., 2008; Penner et al., 2005; Rodell and Lynch, 2015). The
propositions regarding the different approaches to CSR (i.e., employer-led and
employee-led) address this issue, suggesting ways in which organizations can
provide organizational support and to which ends. Although we have attempted to
explain how CSR could be utilized to achieve specific goals by offering various
combinations of the two approaches, we acknowledge that the further development
of these insights will require additional research. In particular, future studies could
examine how various forms of activities affect particular organizational outcomes
(see also Rodell and Glynch, 2015; Grant, 2012; Grant et al., 2008; Van der Voort et

al., 2009).

In addition to the strategic orientation of CSR to external stakeholders
such as the community, competitive context and consumers (Aguinis and Glavas,
2012; Liu et al., 2013; Porter and Kramer, 2002; 20006), we show that CSR has also
many internal strategic advantages. In particular, we focused on P-E fit as the most
prominent business (and, indirectly, economic) value. By addressing the employer-
led and employee-led approaches to CSR, our frameworks also demonstrate how
companies could be more strategic in their use of CSR. We demonstrate that the
two approaches could potentially play a vital role in achieving P-E fit and,
ultimately, contributing to overall corporate performance, although one approach

might be more suitable than the other in some stages of employment. Existing
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research makes little distinction between types of approach and activities (for an
exception see Liu et al., 2013). In particular, studies have paid little attention to the
employee-led approach, even though it is common practice in many companies
(Van der Voort et al., 2009). Insight into a balanced approach is important, given
existing evidence that a narrow focus on only one approach might generate double-
edged audience effects, as some employees might object to the chosen approach
(Van der Voort et al., 2009). For example, an employer-led approach to CSR could
be perceived as controversial, possibly triggering an ideological debate among
organizational members. This could result in an “ownership dilemma” (Van der
Voort et al., 2009) or fine lines of appropriateness (T'schirhart and St. Clair, 2005),
as some might perceive community involvement as a highly personal act (Houghton
et al,, 2009). By providing a balance between the employer-led and employee-led
approaches to CSR, we have provided additional insight into how companies can

use their socially responsible activities in a strategic manner.

In addition to demonstrating how CSR can be used to enhance or establish
various dimensions of P-E fit, our framework offers insight into how CSR can be
used in the context of attrition or in situations in which there is a lack of PO fit. To
the best of our knowledge, this constitutes a novel approach to utilizing CSR, as it is
yet to be described as a powerful mechanism for employees in transition. Although
scholars have acknowledged the powerful role that volunteering can play in the
employment process (see e.g., Franzen and Hangartner, 2006) or within the context

of active aging after retirement (e.g., Martinson and Minkler, 2000), it has yet to be
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described as a mechanism that companies could use to facilitate the efforts of their
employees in this stage.

Although our paper emphasizes the instrumental potential of CSR to
establish or enhance P-E fit, it is important not to ignore its contribution to society.
The further development of the business case for CSR also has the potential to
enhance its benefits for the broader community. For example, studies have
provided evidence that the CSR activities that employees perform through their
employers can have spill-over effects to private community involvement
(Krasnapolskaya et al., 2015). In addition, as more companies become involved in
providing support to the community, this can enhance the organizational capacity
of non-profit organizations and charities to achieve their missions and improve
their service to beneficiaries (Samuel et al., 2013; Samuel et al., in press; Roza et al.,

2013).

Practical implications

For practitioners, our paper offers an innovative framework for using CSR to
establish all aspects of PE throughout the various stages of employment. In
addition to creating social impact and social value, companies often use their CSR
efforts instrumentally or strategically, in order to achieve various organizational
goals (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Gautier and Pache, 2013; Haski-Leventhal et al.,
2010; Porter and Kramer, 20006). In this article, we develop this approach further
and shed light on how it can be used to achieve fit. Our framework provides an
integrated perspective for managers responsible for Human Resource Management
and/or CSR, as it specifies different approaches to CSR in different stages of

employment. In addition to explaining the potential outcomes of CSR, the
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combination of the two approaches presented in this framework could help
companies to encourage more employees to engage in such behavior, thus
eventually increasing the rate of engagement (Van der Voort et al., 2009; see also
chapter 3).

We also demonstrate the potential of CSR as an interesting alternative for
organizational socialization and learning. Previous studies have indicated that CSR
can enhance PO fit, as well as value and behavioral congruence (e.g., Gully et al.,
2013; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2015; Rupp et al., 2013). Our study is also consistent
with the concepts of experience-based and experiential learning (Kolb, 1979; 1984).
In this regard, employees could learn soft or hard skills through their experiences
volunteering for non-profit organizations.

Our framework combines CSR practices to suggest an alternative
organizational approach to people withdrawing from the company. Particularly for
those approaching retirement age, community involvement could lead to a
meaningful retirement, with all of its associated advantages (Morrow-Howell et al.,
2003; Thoits and Hewitt, 2001). For example, people who remain active in society
later in life are less depressed (Musick and Wilson, 2003) and enjoy an enhanced
quality of life (Fraser et al., 2009), as volunteering is likely to provide social
connectedness and a sense of belonging (Battaglia and Metzer, 2000; Musick et al.,
1999). In light of evidence that corporate volunteers are also likely to volunteer in
private life (De Gilder et al., 2005), organizations could encourage such behavior by
socializing employees to volunteering. To this end, we suggest managerial practices
that companies could use to help retiring employees begin volunteering privately

and reaping the associated benefits (Musick and Wilson, 2008).
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Our paper further strengthen the argument that CSR is increasingly
gaining a more central position in the organization, connecting CSR with other
functional areas in the organization. We argue that the only way to utilize CSR to
the fullest advantage requires integrating it into the policies and practices for which
it has potential benefits. In particular, this conceptual paper has shown how CSR
can be used in light of Human Resource Management, including the internal
consequences and the external consequences such as improving the competitive
context for prospective employees. As such, we suggest the need for close
collaboration between those responsible for human resource management and
those responsible for CSR. Additionally, close collaboration with those responsible
for communication is important, in order to signal the company’s efforts both
internally and externally. This is particularly important with regard to
communications with external stakeholders in the pre-hire phase (including the
general public and prospective job applicants) and with regard to internal
communication aimed at encouraging involvement by employees and other internal
stakeholders in the post-hire phase.

Finally, in this article, we have limited our treatment of CSR to the
perspective of P-E fit, restricting our analysis to the categorization of research areas
identified by Jansen and Kristof-Brown (2006). We nevertheless suggest that, in
practice, CSR could also serve other areas of interest to companies, even those
extending beyond P-E fit. These applications could be particular relevant for
Human Resource managers (see also Morgeson et al., 2013). For example, Human
Resource managers would do well to investigate the potential of volunteering for

facilitating re-organization processes or for providing support to employees who are
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between job roles or assignments. For example, when Nedcar, a major Dutch
automotive manufacturer, needed to reconstruct one of its factories, the company
needed to re-allocate 1500 employees. Because alternative positions were available
for only 300 employees, the remaining 1200 people were faced with the prospect of
being laid off until the new factory was completed. The company devised a program
in which these employees could participate as volunteers for local non-profit
organizations (ANP, 2013).

Conclusion

In this conceptual paper, we argue that CSR can be used an instrument for
establishing various dimensions of P-E fit throughout all stages of employment.
Based on this argument, we developed a conceptual framework that explains the
outcomes of P-E fit along a continuum of organizational approaches to CSR. We
suggest that, in order to maximize benefits related to the workplace, CSR should be
highly directed by the company in the initial stages of employment, while the
influence and voice of employees should be more apparent in later stages, with
regard to the facilitation of volunteering. These initial suggestions can enhance the
general understanding of ways in which organizations can influence the outcomes
of their involvement in volunteering.
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CHAPTER 5: CONGRUENCE IN CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY: CONNECTING THE IDENTITY AND
BEHAVIOR OF EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES*

Abstract
The multi-disciplinary interest in social responsibility on the part of individuals and

organizations over the past 30 years has generated several descriptors of corporate
social responsibility (CSR) and employee social responsibility (ESR). These
descriptors focus largely on socially responsible behavior and, in some cases, on
socially responsible identity. Very few authors have combined the two concepts in
researching social responsibility. This situation can lead to an oversimplification of
the concept of CSR, thereby impeding the examination of congruence between
employees and organizations with regard to social responsibility. In this article, we
connect two dimensions of social responsibility — identity and behavior — to build a
Social-Responsibility Matrix consisting of four patterns for classifying the social
responsibility of employees and employers: Low Social Responsibility, Identity-
based Social Responsibility, Behavior-based Social Responsibility and Entwined
Social Responsibility. The positioning of employers and employees on the same
matrix (as determined by internal, relational, and/or external factors) is vital for
assessing the level of congruence between employers and employees with regard to
social responsibility and for discussing the possible outcomes for both parties.

These identity and behavior-based patterns, determinants, and levels of congruence

2! This chapter is co-authored by Dr. Debbie Haski-Leventhal and Dr. Lucas Meijs (supetvisor) and is
accepted for publication in Journal of Business Ethics. Full reference: Haski-Leventhal, D., Roza, L. and
Meijs, L.C.P.M. (2015). Congruence in corporate social responsibility: connecting the identity and
behaviour of employers and employees. Journal of Business Ethics, online first.
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connecting employees and employers, form the foundation for the multi-
dimensional, dynamic ESR-CSR Congruence Model, as exemplified in a case-study.
This contribution enhances the existing literature and models of CSR, in addition to
improving the understanding of employee-employer congruence, thereby
broadening the array of possibilities for achieving positive organizational outcomes
based on CSR.
Introduction
In the past 30 years, interest in corporate social responsibility (CSR) has reached
new levels, both in research and in practice, with particular emphasis on positive
outcomes (for a recent review, see Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). These positive
outcomes range from financial performance, positive reputation, talent attraction,
and consumer brand loyalty to organizational commitment, employee engagement,
and job satisfaction (Liu et al., 2013; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001). Many scholars
have developed descriptors of CSR, focusing on the organizational level of analysis
(see e.g., Carroll, 1991; Porter and Kramer, 2011; Zadek, 2004; 2007). Most of these
studies, however, focus on companies and not on employees. Although scholars
have recently begun to recognize the importance of employee engagement in CSR
(Aguilera et al., 2007; Rupp et al., 2013), the literature is still sparse, with only 4% of
all published academic articles on CSR focusing on individual level of analysis
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2012).

The recent attention to employees and CSR has generated descriptors of
employee involvement in CSR (Hemingway, 2005; Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008; Slack
et al., 2015). Unfortunately, however, these descriptors are incompatible with

organizational-level descriptors. To date, little effort has been made to consider the
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consequences of combining a particular pattern of social responsibility on the patt
of the organization (i.e., CSR) with another pattern of social responsibility on the
part of the employee (i.e., employee social responsibility, or ESR). Conceptual
differences in the constructs for the organizational and individual levels of analysis
make it impossible to compare companies and their employees. To address this
void, we present corporate and employee patterns based on similar constructs, thus
allowing us to examine the consequences of particular patterns of social
responsibility on the part of organizations and employees.

These constructs and patterns are based on the observation that current
studies on CSR tend to focus either on the relationship between CSR identity and
organizational outcomes (Marin and Rubio, 2009; Perez and Rodriques del Bosque,
2012; Rolland and Bazzoni, 2009), or on the organizational outcomes of actual CSR
behavior (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Kim et al., 2010; Knox and Maklan, 2004).
Developing a full understanding of the consequences of congruence between
companies and employees in terms of social responsibility (analogous to P-O fit),
however, requires understanding what happens when the two constructs socially

responsible identity and socially responsible behavior are connected or separated.

By adopting this approach, we enhance existing models by using similar
theoretical constructs for both the individual (ESR) and the organizational (CSR)
levels to create a dynamic matrix comprising of four patterns of social
responsibility. The novelty here does not reside so much in the patterns based upon
identity and behavior as it does in the applicability of these patterns to both

employees and organizations. Such comparisons are particularly relevant when
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discussing potential congruence between organizations and their employees with
regard to social responsibility. We draw on person-organization fit (P-O fit) theory
to explain the potential consequences of this congruence (or lack thereof). The
patterns can be used to describe the ongoing changes in engagement in social
responsibility at the level of both company and employee, in addition to
demonstrating how the two levels interact to influence each other and increase the

level of congruence in social responsibility.

The article begins with an examination of identity-related and behavioral
aspects of social responsibility at the organizational level (i.e., CSR) and at the
individual level (i.e., ESR). We then elaborate on the construction of a matrix that
can typify these parallel constructs. To develop descriptors based on the integral
view of social responsibility (i.e., a focus on elements of both identity and behavior),
we present a matrix highlighting four patterns of engagement in social
responsibility: Low Social Responsibility, Identity-based Social Responsibility,
Behavior-based Social Responsibility and Entwined Social Responsibility. After
explaining the dynamics of the model, we discuss the determinants of patterns of
engagement in social responsibility. We use the matrix to assess the level of ESR-
CSR congruence. We illustrate the applicability of the matrix according to a case
study, in addition to discussing the implications for practice and directions for
additional research.

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and Employee Social Responsibility

(ESR)
Since the 1970s, many different definitions have emerged for the concept of CSR.

Some definitions (e.g., Carroll, 1979) focus on types of responsibility (i.e., financial,
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legal, ethical and philanthropic); others (e.g., Freeman, 1984) focus on stakeholders,
and still others focus on the action taken (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). One definition
that includes both identity (values and respect) and actions (decision-making) can be
found in Aaronson (2003): “Business decision making linked to ethical values,
compliance with legal requirements, and respect for people, communities, and the
environment around the world” (p. 310). In this article, we refer to CSR as a
combination of an organization’s socially responsible identity and socially
responsible behavior, aimed at the promotion of some social good.

Like organizations, employees have particular values and attitudes with
regard to social responsibility. We therefore propose the parallel concept of ESR,
defined as the combination of an employee’s socially responsible identity and
socially responsible behavior aimed at the promotion of some social good. The
identity component of ESR may be manifested in strong universal and benevolent
values (Schwartz, 1994), strong opinions on sustainability, and/or the desite for the
employer to act responsibly and sustainably (Hemingway, 2005; Rodrigo and
Arenas, 2008). Employees may also behave in a socially responsible manner through
active participation in the CSR efforts of their employers, as in corporate
volunteering (Van der Voort et al., 2009) or payroll giving (Haski-Leventhal, 2013).
Furthermore, employees may initiate “employee-led CSR,” consisting of efforts
involving giving and sustainability originating with employees. Although employees
can obviously engage in private forms of social responsibility outside the workplace,
this article concentrates only on employee social responsibility (ESR) within

companies.
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Socially Responsible Identity and Behavior
In this article, we discuss two separate aspects of social responsibility: 1) identity

and 2) behavior. These two aspects are applicable to both organizations (i.e.,
employers) and individuals (i.e., employees). Our conceptualization of socially
responsible identity is in line with the concept of “prosocial identity,” as addressed
in the literature on organizational behavior (Grant et al., 2008). At the individual
level, ESR identity reflects the notion that many employees identify themselves as
giving, caring (i.e., socially responsible) individuals (Aquino and Reed, 2002).
Identity refers to self-concept, which consists of the self-beliefs and self-evaluations
of individuals, constituting a critical component of their affective and cognitive
systems (Campbell et al., 2003). Employee self-concept is a multi-dimensional,
multi-faceted, and dynamic structure that is systematically present in all aspects of
social information processing (Markus and Wurf, 1987). As argued by Higgins and
colleagues (1985), there are at least three classes of self-conceptions: the “actual”
self, the “ideal” self, and the “ought” self. Each of these self-conceptions can be
tied to ESR. Employees with strong socially responsible identities see themselves as
morally and ethically responsible, at least in terms of the ideal self and the ought
self, if not the actual self as well.

The term “organizational identity” refers to the uniqueness of the
organization, as manifested in its business strategy, espoused values, and philosophy
(Gray and Balmer, 1998). It can be regarded as the DNA underlying all of an
organization’s activities (Eccles et al., 2012), and it can include elements of social
responsibility or ethics. Companies with ethical corporate identities are regarded as

ethical according to their social connectedness, openness, critical reflexivity, and
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responsiveness (Balmer et al., 2007). Companies with socially responsible
organizational identities are perceived as helpful, caring, and benevolent (see also
prosocial identity; Grant, 2007). A distinct socially responsible organizational
identity can develop as the values of CSR are formally distributed throughout the
organization in order to direct the organizational mission and vision (Perez and
Rodriques del Bosque, 2012). Given our particular interest in the level of
congruence between the organization and the employee, we adopt the
conceptualization of “conceived identity” developed by Balmer and Greyser (2002),
which refers to “the perceptions of the company — its multi-attribute and overall
corporate image and corporate reputation — held by relevant stakeholders” (p. 17).
Socially responsible behavior also “represents a broad category of acts that
are defined by some significant segment of society and/or one’s social group as
generally beneficial to other people” (Penner et al., 2005, p. 366). More specifically,
ESR behavior includes the socially responsible actions of employees in the
workplace, along with their participation in the CSR efforts of their employers. It
can be seen as a form of extra-role behavior, defined as discretionary behavior
intended to benefit the organization (Macey and Schneider, 2008). In line with the
concept of extra-role behavior (see organizational citizenship behavior; Organ,
1988), ESR is usually not enforceable by the company; it is not usually included in
the job description, and it is not usually recognized explicitly in the formal reward
system. Employees can demonstrate ESR behavior in the workplace both
informally and through formalized corporate policies (Tschirhart and St Clair,

2005).
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Although the concept of socially responsible behavior originated in studies
on human behavior (e.g., prosocial behavior), the abundant CSR literature has
shown that organizations also demonstrate socially responsible behavior (see also
Benabou and Tirole, 2010). In this regard, CSR behavior refers to the ways in
which a company chooses to behave toward its various stakeholders (Freeman,
1984). It can be directed toward external stakeholders (e.g., consumers, suppliers,
communities, and the environment), as well as toward internal stakeholders (in most
cases, employees) (Brammer et al., 2007; Castka et al., 2004). It may also involve a
variety of behaviors, including corporate philanthropy, addressing social issues,
ethical behavior, sustainability, and community involvement.

At both levels, socially responsible behavior has a close, bi-directional
relationship to socially responsible identity. We act upon our self-perceptions
(Benabou and Tirole, 2010) and, in turn, our behavior and actions affect the ways in
which we perceive ourselves (Shamir et al., 1993). Recent research suggests that
employees refer to two different standards when forming judgments on the CSR of
their employers: 1) the extent to which the image advanced in the CSR program
aligns with the organization’s identity and 2) the actual initiatives of the CSR
program (McShane and Cunningham, 2012). In many cases, however, both
individuals and organizations tend to disconnect these two dimensions, failing to act
upon values or engaging in behavior that is not based on identities or values. For
example, in an article on organizational citizenship behavior, Van Dyne and
colleagues (1994) argue that cynicism can lead individuals to engage in behavior that
is not consistent with their values, for self-serving reasons. To investigate the extent

to which companies and employees correspond to each other in terms of social
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responsibility, we must therefore examine both dimensions of social responsibility

(i.e., behavior and identity), along with the various combinations that are likely to

emerge. This is particularly important in the light of the potential consequences

implied by congruence (or the lack thereof).

The Social-Responsibility Matrix
The dual dimensions of identity and behavior are not inherently connected.

Individuals and organizations can (and often do) identify with particular ethics and

values while behaving in ways that do not reflect these ideals.

Inoiaeydg dqisuodsay A[Broos

Behavior-based
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Figure 5.1: The social responsibility matrix

We therefore use these two dimensions of social responsibility to create a matrix

consisting of four possible patterns of engagement in social responsibility, based on

high and low and high levels of identity and low and high levels of behavior. The

202



four patterns are: Low Social Responsibility, Identity-based Social Responsibility,
Behavior-based Social Responsibility and Entwined Social Responsibility. The
Social-Responsibility Matrix allows us to compare organizations and employees and

identify the level of congruence between them.

Low Social Responsibility: This category includes employees and companies with
low levels of socially responsible identity and behavior. Employees with low levels of
ESR are indifferent toward social or environmental issues in the context of their
workplace. They may also avoid participating in the CSR programs of their employers
(e.g., due to lack of willingness or interest), demonstrating low levels of socially
responsible behavior at work. At the organizational level, this pattern characterizes
companies that adopt the narrowest possible view of business responsibility,
concentrating exclusively on maximizing shareholder value (Friedman, 1970; Werther
and Chandler, 2011). They make no attempt to demonstrate social responsibility in
either their organizational identity or their actions toward their stakeholders. Research
has indicated (Lange and Washburn, 2012) that such companies have the potential to
be harmful to society and the environment (e.g., Enron and Goldman-Sachs, see
Bratton and Levitin, 2013), depending on a variety of factors (e.g., their size, core
activity and broader impact).

Identity-based Social Responsibility: This pattern is characteristic of
organizations and employees who perceive and project themselves as socially
responsible, while taking little or no action to support such self-perceptions (see
also Kallio, 2007). Although they may communicate values of social responsibility
to external stakeholders, they do not act accordingly. Individual employees

exhibiting this pattern might lack the time, willingness, and/or opportunity to
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participate in CSR activities or to behave in a socially responsible manner at work.
They may have done so in the past, and they may do so in the future, but at any
given point, actual or perceived barriers might make them unavailable, incapable, or
unwilling to participate (Van der Voort et al., 2009). At the organizational level,
Identity-based Social Responsibility can refer to companies whose socially
responsible identities are not consistent with their actual practices (see also Hill,
2004). Such companies might profess high levels of interest in social responsibility
and sustainability, as expressed in their strategy and values, while demonstrating
very low levels of actual socially responsible behavior.

Behavior-based Social Responsibility: Some employees and organizations may
demonstrate a very high level of involvement in socially responsible behavior
without subscribing to values associated with such behavior and without adopting a
corresponding identity. This pattern is the converse of Identity-based Social
Responsibility, reflecting high levels of socially responsible behavior accompanied
by low levels of socially responsible identity. For both employers and employees,
social responsibility at work can be used for self-serving goals (see e.g., Osuji 2011
on instrumental vs. ethical CSR), or it can be a result of coercion, whether implicit
or explicit (Husted and De Jesus Salazar, 2000). For example, some employees
might participate in corporate volunteering only as a way to gain favor with their
managers or to contribute to a favorable reputation for their organizations (see e.g.,
Brammer and Millington, 2005; Fobrum, 2005) without incorporating any element
of social responsibility into their identities at work. In other cases, employees could
be coerced into taking part in the CSR activities of their organizations, even if they

have very low levels of ESR identity. Companies could be forced to donate money
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through regulations (e.g., the Companies Act, 2013 in India requires targeted
companies to spend 2% of their net profits on CSR activities; see Jain and Com,
2014). Such activities are sometimes referred to as greemwashing (Lyon and Maxwell,
2011), in which a company discloses positive information on its environmental or
social performance without actually valuing CSR.

Entwined Social Responsibility: In this pattern of engagement in social
responsibility, identities and behaviors are aligned. Social responsibility is a part of
who individuals or organizations are and what they do (Lui et al., 2013). At the
individual level, employees combine work-related self-concepts that reflect high
levels of social responsibility with participation and leadership in the CSR efforts of
their companies. For example, employees that have this pattern of social
responsibility can either become involved in their employers’ CSR programs (if
there are any) and/or develop employee-led CSR within their workplace (Van der
Voort et al., 2009). At the organizational level, Entwined social responsibility has
similar features of strategic CSR, which is “the incorporation of a holistic CSR
within a firm’s strategic planning and core operations so that the firm is managed in
the interests of stakeholders to achieve maximum economic and social value over
the medium to long term” (Werther and Chandler, 2014, p. 40). Albeit not explicit,
this definition of strategic CSR connects identity (i.e., firm’s strategy) and behavior
(core operations). These companies’ social missions and values create distinctive
organizational cultures that are also integral to their performance (Austin and
Leonard, 2008). Entwined CSR could enhance credibility among stakeholders. As

argued by Becker-Olsen and colleagues (2000), the credibility of CSR policies (at
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least among consumers) depends on there being at least a minimal level of
coherence between CSR behavior and CSR identity.

It is important to note that employees and organizations may demonstrate
one pattern with regard to particular aspects of CSR while demonstrating other
patterns for other aspects. For example, an employee can advocate the company’s
efforts in the area of sustainability, while not participating in the company’s
corporate volunteering program. Similarly, a company can operate an excellent
program of corporate philanthropy and corporate volunteering, while engaging in
practices that harm the environment.

It is also important to note that the positions within the matrix are not
static. Employees and organizations can shift in any direction over time and in
response to socialization and experiences. For example, positive experiences can
shift an employee from Low ESR to Entwined ESR, while negative experiences can
have the opposite effect. The matrix presents social responsibility as a non-linear
process, with various stages at which companies and employees can be positioned.
As explained in the following section, the positions of and changes in patterns of
socially responsible engagement are subject to three types of determinants: internal,
relational, and external.

Determinants of the Social Responsibility Patterns

Theories from organizational management, organizational psychology (e.g., Ryan
and Deci, 2000), and other disciplines (e.g., business ethics) can be used to group
potential determinants of the position of employees and companies within the
Social Responsibility Matrix into three broad categories. First, internal factors

include characteristics of the person/organization, including background variables
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and motivations. Second, relational factors (e.g., processes and mutual affect) relate
to the interaction between the organization and the employee. Finally, patterns of
social responsibility can also be affected by external factors, which are outside the
direct control of the organization or the employee. Given the dynamic nature of the
pattern positions on the matrix (which involve the assessment of both identity and
behavior at a given moment), it is important to note that these determinants can
also be seen as mechanisms that have the potential to shift employees or
organizations from one pattern to another, thus affecting congruence levels
indirectly.

Internal factors

The internal factors affecting patterns of social responsibility include background
variables. For employees these variables include gender, income, job level, and
tenure with the organization (Brammer et al., 2007; Haski-Leventhal, 2013; Potter
and Scales, 2008; Romney-Alexander, 2002). For example, studies have indicated
that women are more likely to have strong universal and benevolence values (Struch
et al,, 2002) and that they are more likely to participate in CSR programs (Haski-
Leventhal, 2013). For organizations, size, age, industry type, organizational
structure, and other background characteristics can play a key role in positioning
companies according to CSR patterns (Brammer and Millington, 2004; Haski-
Leventhal, 2013). Research shows that companies in competitive markets are more
likely to engage in corporate philanthropy (Zhang et al., 2010). Organizational
leadership (e.g., CEOs with a strong ESR) can also play a crucial role in changing an
organization’s pattern of CSR (e.g., Christensen et al., 2014; Greening and Gray,

1994; Weaver et al., 1999; Weaver and Trevino, 1999). Most importantly, a
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company’s core business (e.g., tobacco) and activities can have a substantial impact
on its CSR, and thus on its pattern of identity and behavior.

Specific motivations for CSR or ESR can also play an important role in
the positioning of patterns of social responsibility. Studies have revealed multiple
potential drivers for the extent to which employees are concerned with the CSR of
their employers (Aguilera et al., 2007; Rupp et al., 2013). These drivers include
instrumental, relational, heuristic, and moral motives (Rupp et al., 2013). Specific
patterns of social responsibility can satisfy specific motivations (e.g., Behavior-based
Social Responsibility for instrumental needs), thereby determining the positions of
individuals within the matrix. Organizations can also have a variety of motives (e.g.,
instrumental, moral, relational) for engaging in CSR (Aguilera et al., 2007). For
example, a company with purely instrumental motives for engaging in CSR would
demonstrate high levels of socially responsible behavior and low levels of socially
responsible identity. Such a company would thus reflect Behavior-based CSR.

Studies have shown that certain leadership styles within an organization
can facilitate a more socially responsible culture (Christensen et al., 2014) and that
the choices that managers make with regard to CSR affect the manner in which
social responsibility is perceived and developed within an organization (Basu and
Palazzo, 2008). For example, servant leadership, in which the leadership orientation
goes beyond profit-making initiatives to focus on improving followers,
organizations, and society (Greenleaf, 1970) can increase CSR identity and/or
behavior (Liden et al., 2008). In addition, organizations can actively facilitate CSR
programs (e.g., corporate volunteering or payroll giving) in order to engage

employees in ESR behavior (Van der Voort et al., 2009).
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Relational Factors

The social-responsibility pattern of an employee or an organization can also be
determined by the dynamics of the relationship between them. Through mutual
affect, organizations have the ability to influence the positions of their employees
with regard to social responsibility, and zice versa. An organization with a strong and
accessible CSR program can affect the behavior of employees and encourage them
to participate, thereby altering their ESR behavior (Cornelius et al., 2008). On the
other hand, employees can initiate CSR programs, thereby affecting the behavior of
their employers. We argue that both companies and employees can use mutual
affect to change the social-responsibility pattern of the other, thereby affecting the
level of congruence. We nevertheless acknowledge the imbalance in the distribution
of power between employees and employers, with the organization generally having
a stronger influence on the employees (Gulati and Sytch, 2007).

The positioning of employees and organizations within the matrix can also
be affected by several processes. The process of organizational socialization
teaches employees to adopt organizational values and expected behavior (Schein,
1967), including attitudes toward social responsibility at work. For example,
employees who are attracted to an organization due to its reputation for CSR or
those who are exposed to CSR during selection are more likely to participate in CSR
once employed (Gully et al., 2013). At the organizational level, CSR learning
processes (Zadek, 2004) initiated by the leadership or due to external pressures or
other reasons can affect a company’s pattern of social responsibility. Furthermore,
in line with the instrumental model of CSR, companies become more aware of the

benefits of social responsibility as they invest more effort into it (Liu et al., 2013).
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This process can also contribute to positioning of companies within the Social-
Responsibility Matrix.

External Factors
A third group of determinants affecting the social-responsibility patterns of

employees and companies consists of external factors. For employees, the external
factors affecting ESR patterns include family and work obligations, as well as
broader social norms (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004). In recent times, social norms
have been changing, with increasing awareness of social and environmental issues
(Morsing and Schultz, 20006), thus affecting the sense of social and environmental
responsibility in the workplace. The media are playing an important role in this
awareness-raising process, as they pay increasing attention to such topics as
sustainability, human rights, ethical (and unethical) behavior, volunteerism, and
community needs. This process can affect perceptions of social norms, including
individual social responsibility and ESR.

At the organizational level, several external factors can influence CSR
behavior and identity. First, stakeholder pressure is a prominent determinant of
corporate engagement in CSR (Brammer and Millington, 2004; Helmig et al., 2016).
For example, non-profit organizations are increasingly pushing companies to
assume social and environmental responsibility (Utting, 2005), and governments are
passing regulations and policies that pressure companies to pay more attention to
ethics and sustainability (Albareda et al., 2008). Consumers and activists can also
push for increased CSR and better industry standards through boycotts, social
media pressure, and other means (Matten and Moon, 2008; Zadek, 2004). Second,

particular industries also seem to affect the identity and/or behavior of
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organizations within them. For example, tobacco companies continue to struggle
with creating a CSR identity while operating within a sector that is perceived as
harmful to human health. Organizations in the financial services industry tend to
exhibit high levels of CSR behavior, as they appear to be very much involved with
the community (Brammer and Millington, 2003). Finally, in addition to affecting the
organizational cultures of the organizations acquired, mergers and acquisitions by
larger companies affect identities, behaviors, and patterns relating to CSR (Austin
and Leonard, 2008).

Patterns of Social Responsibility and Levels of Congruence

According to the theories of person-environment fit and person-organization fit, an
individual’s attitudes and behaviors within an organization are influenced by the
level of congruence between the individual and the organization (Argyris,

1957; Pervin, 1989). P-O Fit has been defined in a variety of ways, including in
terms of value congruence and goal congruence (Kristof, 1996). We extend the
concepts of fit and congruence by including socially responsible behavior and values
(as part of socially responsible identity) to demonstrate potential fit or congruence
between employees and companies. As discussed in the previous sections, employee
assessments of the CSR efforts of companies are influenced by both values and
behavior (McShane and Cunningham, 2012).

Studies that include multiple conceptualizations as basis for congruence
produce stronger effects because they tap into multiple mechanisms in which
congruence has an impact (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). We therefore examine social
responsibility congruence based on the two aforementioned constructs: identity and

behavior. Consequently, we propose that congruence on the social-responsibility

211



patterns of companies and employee range from full ESR-CSR congruence (i.e., actors
manifest exactly the same pattern); via single-dimensional ESR-CSR congruence (i.c., the
two actors share the same level of either behavior or identity, but not both); to #o
ESR-CSR congruence (i.e., the actors share neither identity nor behavior levels). As
illustrated in Table 1, each of the 16 possible combinations leads to a particular type

of congruence and related outcomes and challenges.

212



Employee/
employer

Entwined CSR

Behaviot-based CSR

Identity-based CSR

Low CSR

Entwined CSR

Full congruence

Outcomes: P-O Fit, attraction,
commitment and retention (Kristof-
Brown et al, 2005; Verquer et al,
2003)

Challenge: sustaining high levels of
CSR  engagement and congruence

Single-dimensional congruence
Outcomes: potential for
organizational citizenship behavior
and role performance (Jones, 2010)
Challenge: socializing employees
into socially responsible identity
(Du et al., 2010)

Single-dimensional congruence

Outcomes: possibly positive HR
outcomes due to shared values,
such as organizational
identification (Kim et al., 2010)

Challenge: creating opportunities
for active participation (Van der

No congruence

Outcomes: employee indifference
(Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008)
Challenge: engaging employees in
both identity and behavior

(Austin and Leonard, 2008) Voort et al., 2009)
Behavior-based | Single-dimensional congruence Full congruence No congruence Single-dimensional congruence
CSR Outcomes: employee partipation in | Outcomes: employee participation | Outcomes: employee | Outcomes: indifference (Hansen
CSR (Jones, 2010) with risk of lack of | in CSR (Jones, 2010). Possible | disengagement and organizational | et al, 2011)
trust and no wvalue congruence | positive outcomes, but not | withdrawal (Kristof-Brown et al, | Challenge: increasing
(Hansen et al., 2011) maximized due to gap (Osuji, 2011) | 2005) patticipation through policy (Van
Challenge: influencing organizational | Challenge: building a socially | Challenge: aligning interests, values | der Voort et al., 2009)
values responsible identity (McShane and | and  actions  (McShane and
Cunningham, 2012) Cunningham, 2012)
Identity-based | Single-dimensional congruence No congruence Full congruence Single-dimensional congruence
CSR Outcomes: possibly positive HR | Outcomes: employee resentment | Outcomes: P-O fit on SR identity | Outcomes: employee
outcomes due to shared values, but | (Wymer and Samu, 2003) lack of | alone; attraction, retention and | indifference, lack of trust (Hansen
risk of disengagement due to the lack | trust (Hansen et al., 2011) commitment (Verquer et al., 2003; | etal., 2011)
of action (Kim et al., 2010) Challenge: aligning interests, values | Kim et al., 2010;Kristof-Brown et | Challenge: socialize employees
Challenge: employee-led CSR (Van | and  actions  (McShane and | al, 2005) into company’s CSR values (Du et
der Voort et al., 2009) Cunningham, 2012) Challenge: align identity and | al, 2010)
behavior (Osuji, 2011).
Low CSR No congruence Single-dimensional congruence Single-dimensional congruence Full congruence
Outcomes: employee disengagement | Outcomes: HR  outcomes mnot | Outcomes: disengaged employees | Outcomes: indifferent employees

and organizational  withdrawal
(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005)
Challenge: employee-led CSR (Van
der Voort et al., 2009)

related to E-CSR; potential danger
for lack of trust (Hansen et al.,
2011)

Challenge: employee-led CSR to
stimulate company to organize CSR

(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005); lack of
trust (Hansen et al., 2011)
Challenge: employee-led CSR to
change the CSR identity and values
(Van der Voort et al., 2009)

(Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008)
Challenge: stakeholder pressure
(Brammer and Millington, 2004);
possible social and environmental
challenges (Bratton and Levitin,
2013)

Table 5.1: Social Responsibility Pattern Combinations and Consequences
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Full ESR-CSR Congruence
Four of the combinations presented in Table 1 lead to full ESR-CSR congruence

(i.e., when both actors are positioned on the same social responsibility pattern).
Based on the theory of P-O fit and related research detailed below, we argue that
particular outcomes are likely to emerge when full congruence occurs, depending on
the specific patterns in which both actors are positioned. It is argued that combined
dimensions of congruence (here, Entwined Social Responsibility) are more likely to
capture a more holistic assessment of P-O fit and have a stronger connection than

single-dimensional congruence (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

Firstly, full ESR-CSR congruence on Entwined Social Responsibility can
generate several positive outcomes in the workplace. Employees are more likely to
remain within the organization and to report higher levels of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment (for a meta-analysis, see Verquer et al., 2003; Kristof-

Brown et al., 2005).

Secondly, full congruence on Behavior-based Social Responsibility might
also produce positive outcomes, as employees participate in the CSR efforts of their
employers. Studies show that employees who are actively involved in CSR programs
are more likely to remain in their organizations and to exhibit higher levels of
organizational citizenship behavior and role performance (Jones, 2010). This also
suggests that behavior-based congruence can lead to several positive workplace
outcomes. In these cases, however, the positive outcomes may not be maximized,

due to the gap between identity and behavior (Osuji, 2011).
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Thirdly, full ESR-CSR congruence on Identity-based Social Responsibility
can produce high levels of value congruence leading to specific potentially positive
outcomes, such as attraction, retention and commitment (Verquer et al., 2003). For
example, employees with strong social values identify more strongly with CSR
oriented organizations, and in turn, show high levels of organizational identification
(Kim et al., 2010). Moreover, employees whose self-concept is based on social
responsibility tend to have positive attitudes toward the CSR practices of their
employers (Morris, 1997). As observed by Rupp and colleagues (2013, p. 899), “this
would only occur if the social responsibility was something that the employee

valued a priori”.

Finally, in the case of full congruence in the pattern of Low Social
Responsibility, one of the outcomes could be disengaged employees (Rodrigo and
Arenas, 2008). To achieve employee engagement, companies might need to exert
additional effort (e.g., in terms of salary, holidays, brand loyalty, and interest in the
product) as social responsibility plays in these companies no part in establishing

congruence between employees and their companies.

However, even when full ESR-CSR congruence occurs, challenges are
likely to emerge. While high ESR-CSR congruence on the Entwined Social
Responsibility pattern is likely to require sustained high levels of engagement and
congruence in terms of social responsibility, companies cannot rest on their laurels,
believing that they have achieved the highest levels of CSR and related congruence.
Ongoing efforts are needed to maintain this pattern of engagement in social

responsibility, possibly by exploring new directions in CSR (e.g., creating shared
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value), altering stakeholder expectations, and increasing awareness concerning new
problems and updated regulations (see for example Albareda et al., 2008; Beddewela
and Fairbrass, 2015; Brammer and Millington, 2003, 2004; Helmig et al., 2016;
Pearce and Manz, 2011). In the case of full congruence on Behavior-based or
Identity-based Social Responsibility, the challenge could be maintaining the
congruence when one of the parties (employees or employers) could increase the
current low identity/behavior and congruence could be lost. Thetefore, the
challenge on behavior-based congruence would be building a socially responsible
identity (McShane and Cunningham, 2012) and on identity-based congruence it
would be to increase socially responsible behavior to align values with actions
(Osuji, 2011). When full congruence occurs on Low Social Responsibility, the
challenges may not be obvious at first, since both employers and employees are
indifferent to social responsibility. However, such a company could have a challenge
dealing with external stakeholders (Brammer and Millington, 2004; Helmig et al.,
2016) and could pose a different challenge to the community and the environment
in which it operates (Bratton and Levitin, 2013).

Single-dimensional ESR-CSR congruence

Table 1 also includes eight pattern combinations in which employers and employees
share cither the same level of identity or the same level of behavior, but not both.
The result is single-dimensional ESR-CSR congruence. Due to the gap between
identity and behavior, the positive outcomes are more limited than in the full
congruence combinations. When employees and employers both share high levels
of socially responsible identity (e.g., Entwined CSR + Identity-based ESR), positive

outcomes may emerge due to shared values, such as organizational identification
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(Kim et al., 2010). When both employees and employer share high socially
responsible behavior (Entwined ESR + Behavior-based CSR), we might see
employee participation in CSR and related positive outcomes (Jones, 2010) with risk

of lack of trust and lack of value congruence (Hansen et al., 2011).

It should be noted that Single-dimensional ESR-CSR congruence could
also occur because employees and employers share low levels of socially responsible
behavior or identity (e.g., Low CSR + Behavior-based ESR). In these instances,
outcomes could either be negative (e.g., employee disengagement) or unrelated to

social responsibility (see for other drivers of P-O fit: Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

Challenges also emerge where there is single-dimensional ESR-CSR
congruence. As suggested by P-O fit theory and related research, employees and
employers strive for congruence (Cable and Parsons, 2001; Meglino et al., 1989;
Veage et al., 2014) and therefore both actors are likely to strive for higher levels of
congruence through mutual influence. Alignment of values, interests and actions are
important to achieve the potential positive outcomes, such as organizational
commitment and retention (see also McShane and Cunningham, 2012). The
imbalance of power generally leads employers to hold more power to influence and
socialize employees than the other way around (Gulati and Sytch, 2007). Within the
context of ESR-CSR congruence, however, we argue that employees may also have
the power and the motivation to affect the CSR congruence levels of their
employers. Influence could originate with employees (see Van der Voort et al.,
2009), particularly if they exhibit the pattern of Entwined ESR and their employers

do not.
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For example, when employees are positioned on Entwined ESR in a
company with Behavior-based CSR, the challenge for employees is to influence the
CSR identity of their employer. Employee-led CSR initiatives (actions) within the
organization are more suitable for companies characterized by Identity-based CSR
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). Such initiatives take a bottom-up approach, in which
employees shape CSR activities within the organization, with or without the formal

support of the organization (see Van der Voort et al., 2009).

In turn, companies with higher levels of socially responsible identity
and/or behavior than is common among their employees can intervene by
socializing the employees to CSR values or by increasing participation and
awareness (Du et al., 2010; also see Bhattacharya et al., 2008 for the overall
importance of employee engagement in CSR). Processes of socialization are likely to
have a strong impact on ESR-CSR congruence (Duarte, 2010), as they help
employers identify employees who fit the culture and values of their organizations
(Gully et al., 2013). Organizations can also use their resources (e.g., role modeling
on the part of corporate leadership or corporate communication) to stimulate

awareness of and participation in CSR efforts (Du et al., 2010).

No ESR-CSR congruence
Lastly, four pattern combinations lead to no ESR-CSR congruence, with

companies and employees sharing neither socially responsible identity nor socially
responsible behavior. These patterns pose a challenge to companies wishing to
achieve a congruent and possibly engaged workforce based upon social
responsibility. No ESR-CSR congruence is likely to result in one of three employee

responses to the company: indifference, resentment, and disengagement. For an
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employee with low ESR in a company positioned on Entwined CSR, the lack of
ESR-CSR congruence may result in indifference. Because they are uninterested in
or unaware of the CSR positioning of their employers, such employees are also
likely to be indifferent to the lack of congruence on social responsibility (Rodrigo
and Arenas, 2008). On the other hand, Entwined ESR combined with Low CSR
could lead to disengagement and other negative outcomes (e.g., detachment,
absenteeism and intention to leave, see Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). These outcomes
could be avoided, however, if the employee feels empowered to lead a change in the
company’s socially responsible organizational identity and socially responsible
behavior (Lamberti and Lettieri, 2009). Finally, other pattern combinations could
lead to resentment. For example, resentment could occur when one actor exhibits
Identity-based Social