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ABSTRACT
Master with Thesis

THE IMPACT OF EMPLOYEE PERCEPTION OF CORPORATE SOCI AL
RESPONSIBILITY ON ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

Duygu TURKER

Dokuz Eylul University
Institute of Social Sciences
Department of Business Administration (English)

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is one of thenost controversial concepts in the
literature. A reason of this debate can be found inthe different perspectives of
scholars when drawing the conceptual and theoreti¢tdramework of CSR. However,
another axis of the ongoing debate is the potentialmpacts of CSR on the
organizations and their stakeholders. Although thee have been a growing number of
empirical studies investigating different dimensios of this impact, there are very few
studies that tries to identify the impact of CSR oremployees in the literature.

This study aims to investigate the impact of the eptoyee perception of CSR on
organizational commitment (OC) based on propositioa derived from the social
identity theory (SIT). In order to analyse the proposed relationship, an empirical
study was conducted on 269 business professionalsorking in the different

organizations in Turkey. The results of survey indtated a relationship between
organizational commitment and ‘CSR to social and n-social stakeholders’, ‘CSR to
employees’ and ‘CSR to customers’, but no link wagdentified with ‘CSR to

government’.

The distinctiveness of the study mainly emanatesdm analysing CSR based on the
stakeholder management theory in the scale develommt process. Therefore, the
study has contributed the development of the literure in terms of clarifying the
impact of CSR on organizational commitment and proiding a new, valid and reliable
scale to measure CSR.

Keywords: 1) Corporate Social Responsibilit) Stakeholder Management TheoBy Social
Identity Theory4) Organizational Commitmens) Scale Development Study
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OZET

Yuksek Lisans Tezi

CALI SANLARIN KURUMSAL SOSYAL SORUMLULUK

ALGISININ ORGUTSEL BA GLILIKLARI UZERINDEKI ETKISI

Duygu TURKER

Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisu
ingilizce isletme Anabilim Dal
ingilizce Isletme Programi

Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk (KSS), literatiirdeki en ¢ok tartisilan kavramlardan
biridir. Bu tartt smanin bir nedeni, akademisyenlerin KSS’nin kavramsave teorik
cercevesini olgtururken ortaya koyduklari farkh perspektiflerde b ulunabilir. Fakat
bu tartismanin bir diger ekseninde, KSS'nin drgutler ve paydsglari tGzerindeki olasi
etkisi yer almaktadir. Bu etkiyi farkli boyutlariyl a arastiran, artan sayidaki gorgul
calismaya ragmen, literatirde KSS’nin calisanlar tzerindeki etkisini ortaya koyan
cok az sayida ¢cakma bulunmaktadir.

Bu calismanin amaci, calsanlarin KSS algisinin, 6rgutsel bghliklar tzerindeki
etkisini sosyal kimlik teorisi baglaminda ortaya koymaktir. Onerilen bu iligkinin
varligini analiz etmek icgin, Turkiye’de bulunan farkl orgutlerde calsan, 269 Ksi
Uzerinde gorgul bir calisma yapilmistir. Ara stirmanin sonuglari, orgutsel baslilikla,
‘sosyal ve sosyal olmayan paygtara yonelik KSS’, ‘calisanlara yonelik KSS’ ve
‘musterilere yonelik KSS’ arasinda bir iliski ortaya koyarken, ‘devlete yonelik KSS’
ile bir ili ski olmadigini isaret etmektedir.

Bu calismay literaturdeki diger calismalardan ayiran en temel 0Ozellik, Olgek
gelistirme sirecinde, KSS'nin payda yonetimi yaklasimi baglaminda analiz
edilmesidir. Boylelikle bu ¢alsma, bir taraftan KSS’nin drgutsel baghlik Gzerindeki

etkisi hakkinda bilgi vermek yoluyla, diger taraftan ise yeni, gecerli ve guvenilir bir
Olcek sunarak, literattiriin gelisimine katkida bulunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 1) Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk) Payda Yonetimi Teorisi,3) Sosyal
Kimlik Teorisi, 4) Orgiitsel Balilik, 5) Olgek Gelitirme Calsmasi
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1. Purpose and Obijectives of the Study

Since the beginning of the ®Ccentury, the impacts of businesses on the ecombmic
political, social, and natural environment have roeme of the main concerns for the
society and the scholars. As a source of power, liheinesses have affected the
economical, political and social mechanism of theiety, the natural environment, and
next generation in a great extent. Therefore, egetiyity of the businesses has been in the
centre of the discussion and criticised in term#opositive or negative impacts. In this
context, as a business activity, corporate soesgpansibility (CSR) has been under the
inspection as well. Besides the conceptual andréhieal debate, CSR has been discussed
with its impacts on the stakeholders and orgaronaitself.

The main purpose of the current study is to proddmmplete and elaborate analysis of
the impact of corporate social responsibility (CS#t) the employee attitude. More
specifically, the current study tries to examinee thelationship between employee
perceptions of CSR and organizational commitmermweler, in order to measure the
concept of CSR based on the stakeholder theorge thea need to develop a scale due to
the fact that the existing measures in the liteeathave not focused on social
responsibility, specifically considering the retetships with stakeholders. Because CSR
can be analysed more effectively with using a fraorék based on the stakeholder
management theory. Therefore, the secondary arallgdguportant aim of this study is to

propose a valid and reliable scale as well.

As it is known that there is an ongoing debate ha titerature about the existence,
importance and effectiveness of the CSR both omrorgtions and society. This study
does not aim to state a contradictory or supportioiipn about this discussion. Regardless
of exposing any belief and taking a position instbhontroversy, the concept of CSR is
analysed objectively throughout the study in terofsits impact on organizational

commitment. Therefore CSR is only seen as an impbdomponent of business decisions
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affecting organizational success and effectivenkss.intended that this study will pave
the way for the further studies in the literature.

1.2. Scope of the Study

There has been an enormous body of literature aB&R as a result of the historical
background and deep scope of the concept. As aromemsial concept of business
literature, there has been still an ongoing deladteut the different dimensions of the
concept. Naturally, it is impossible to deal wilie tconcept elaborately including all of the
literature within a single study. Therefore, thaitiof the study is carefully designed at the
beginning of the study in order to include only ttedated part of the literature. This
limitation has hampered to embody all the detdilthe evolution and the ongoing debate

around the concept.

In the study, the impact of CSR on employee’s omgional commitment is examined

through an analytical approach. Therefore, theystlmes not aim to reach a conclusion
about the impact of CSR on the other stakeholddrs.main reason of this limitation is to

specify the subject to a particular focus and ogaideas in order to develop accurate
conclusions (Fogiel, 2002: 6).

1.3. Significance of the Study

The main contribution of the current study is topde empirical information about the

impact of CSR on organizational commitment basedamial identity theory. The survey

results suggest that the CSR to different stakehmsldffects the commitment of employee
differently. Therefore, the findings of the survagth contribute to the development of the
literature and guide the organizations in theirlenpentations.

Furthermore the study suggests a new, valid anidbiel scale for CSR based on
stakeholder management theory. The four subscélg® study provide to evaluate CSR
in terms of different stakeholders. Although thesBrg scales in the literature analysed

socially responsible activities from different peestives, there is a need to assess CSR in
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terms of the stakeholders as well. In this regtré,current study tries to contribute to the
literature in terms of providing a new scale forRC&s well.

The study also provides information about the CBRurkey. Although there are some
studies in the literature about the ethical or oesfble actions of the corporations in
Turkey (Ekin and Tez6lmez, 1999; Kuskl and Zarkadeser, 2004; Ararat, 2005), any
study that specifically investigates the impactG8R on the organizational commitment
has not been identified yet. Therefore, the curstmdly provides empirical findings about

the mentioned relationship and contributes to trestruction of literature in Turkey.

1.4. Limitations

As stated in the studies of Peterson (2004) andnBrx et al. (2005), one potential
limitation of the current study is to collect all the data from a single source. Thus the
results of the survey may be subject to a commothadevariance and halo effect.
However, as Peterson (2004) explained “...these &iase generally systematic are
unlikely to influence only certain responses. Thene it would seem unlikely that a
systematic bias could account for most of the irtgdr findings in the current
study...”(p.315). The same explanation is true fa trrent study as well. Additionally
the studies of Peterson’s (2004) indicate thatdrdlgss of the accuracy of the employee’s
perception, social identity theory assumes thaisitmembers’ perceptions that are
important in determining self-concept rather thawy possible objective measure of the
organization’s social performance.”(p.315).

Although a secondary source can be used to renmevienpact of the single source bias, it
is impossible because of the nature of the dati@atmn method. However, in order to

confirm the privacy of the respondents, the nanid¢keir organizations were not recorded
during the data collection process. Moreover, ailyehere has been no reputation index
in Turkey that classifies the organizations in terof their socially responsible activities.

Accordingly the information gathered through thsp@ndents is not confirmed through an
index. Consequently the method used in this stedyns to be the most accurate way to

collect data from specified sample.
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1.5. Basic Terminology

Organization:An organization is a group of individuals that waogether in a system to
achieve a common goal. According to their purposeganizations can be classified as
for-profits, governments, or nonprofits. Basicalfgr-profits seek gain for their owners;
governments exist to define the rules and strustupé society within which all
organizations must operate; and nonprofits emeogachieve social good when the
political will or the profit motive is insufficiento address society’'s needs (Werther and
Chandler, 2006:3). In this study, organization sedito cover all of these three types of
organizations and for-profit organization is usetéichangeably with business, company,
firm, corporation etc. Based on the definition obghins (2003), business is “a social
organization with a clear objective of earning afprfrom its activities through the
activity of interdependent elements.” (p.157).

Corporate social responsibilityAlthough there are many definitions for CSR in the
literature, a common definition is created basedlbrof these definitions as “corporate
behaviours which are affecting stakeholders padiivand going beyond its monetary

goals”.

Corporate social activitiesin order to indicate all of the interrelated cgptseincluding
corporate social responsibility (CSR), corporateiaoresponsiveness (C9R corporate
social performance (CSP), corporate social oriemafCSO), and corporate citizenship

(CC) as well, a general title as is used in thessurstudy.

Organizational commitmentThe psychological identification that an individugdels
toward his or her employing organization (Mowdaylket 1982).

StakeholderThe stakeholders of a firm include those who effactare affected by the
firm’s goals (Freeman, 1984)

17



1.6. Structure of the Study

In the following two chapters, the theoretical amdpirical parts were articulated in order
to investigate the proposed relationship betweelR @8d organizational commitment.

First the existing literature is reviewed basedlmscope of the study. In this section, the
conceptual and theoretical framework of CSR is drdw understand the nature of the
concept. Then the impact of CSR is presented abghgt based on the different

perspectives of the scholars and the relevant &apstudies will be assessed to enlighten
the relations between an organization and its bt@kers. Then, the theoretical ground is

constituted to find out and analyse the impact 8R®n organizational commitment.

Building on existing literature and earlier empalicesearches, the process and findings of
the empirical survey of the study will be explainedthe third chapter. Although two
reliable and valid scales will be selected from éxésting scales in the literature, CSR

scale will be developed through a systematic stalelopment process.

The survey is conducted to a sample of 269 busimedgsssionals, working in the different
organizations in Turkey. Using factor analysis,rfdimensions of CSR were extracted and
based on the theoretical ground, eight differeqotiyeses were tested though hierarchical
regression analysis. Finally, the findings of thedg will be elaborately analysed at the

end of the study.
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. What is Corporate Social Responsibility?

Despite its prominent position, corporate sociaponsibility (CSR) is one of the most
controversial concepts in the business literatline continuous debates about the concept
can be analysed in two different layers. In thetfor inner layer, the ongoing debate has
been related with drawing conceptual and theoretiemework of CSR. Especially, the
most problematic issue is to reveal the distindiand connections with CSR and other
interrelated concepts. In the second or outer Jahere has been a growing dispute about

the impact of socially responsible actions on ttganization itself and its stakeholders.

2.1.1. The Conceptual and Theoretical Framework

2.1.1.1. The Conceptual Framework

When considering the continuously growing literatabout CSR, it has been a difficult
task to draw a conceptual framework and disting 3R from other closely related
concepts. In the general business literature, msartsus has been achieved to form a
commonly used definition for CSR. As Votaw (1972J:2&ated that CSR ‘means
something, but not always the same thing, to ewmlyb In fact, there is a definitional
abundance or confusion in the literature. In hislgt Carroll (1999) traced the evolution of
the CSR construct and provided the different defing of the concept which has been
stated by many scholars since the 1950s - the biegirof ‘the modern era of CSR’.
Among these definitions, some of them are listedhi@ Table 1. As it derived from
different definitions, CSR is the corporate soeiivities aiming to affect the stakeholders
positively. However, one of the main contradictiomghe conceptualisation of CSR is to
describe it as going beyond the economic, socnl,legal obligations of the corporation,
or not. As an example, when Davis excluded legadd@nce from concept, Carroll found
it a restricted definition of CSR (1999:277) andlie the legal expectations as one
component of his definition (1979:500).
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Table 1: The Definitions of Corporate Social Responsibiiitythe Literature

CSR Definition

“It refers to the obligations of businessmen tospe those policies, to make those decisions, or to
follow those lines of action which are desirableégrms of the objectives and values of our
society” (Bowen,1953:6)

“[Social responsibilities] mean that businessméoutd oversee the operation of an economic
system that fulfils the expectations of the publ{Erederick,1960:60)

“...businessmen’s decisions and actions taken fasaes at least partially beyond the firm’s direct
economic or technical interest” (Davis,1960:70)

“The idea of social responsibilities supposes thatcorporation has not only economic and legal
obligations but also certain responsibilities taisty which extend beyond these obligations”
(McGuire,1963:144)

“...the intimacy of the relationships between thepowation and society and realizes that such
relationships must be kept in mind by top managershe corporation and the related groups
pursue their respective goals” (Davis and Bloms{i®67:18)

“[CSR] refers to the firm’'s consideration of, aresponses to issues beyond the narrow economic,
technical, and legal requirements of the firm...Itame that social responsibility begins where the
law ends. A firm is not being socially responsilifeit merely complies with the minimum
requirements of law, because this is what any gitimén would do.” (Davis,1973:312-313)

“In its broadest sense, corporate social respditgitepresents a concern with the needs and goals
of society which goes beyond the merely economisoflar as the business system as it exists
today can only survive in an effectively functiogifree society, the corporate social responsibility
movement represents a broad concern with businesls’sn supporting and improving that social
order.” (Eells and Walton,1974:247)

“...social responsibility implies bringing corporabehavior up to a level where it is congruent
with the prevailing social norms, values, and exgiguns of performance” (Sethi,1975:62)

“Corporate social responsibility is defined as #erious attempt to solve social problems caused
wholly or in part by the corporation” (Fitch,1978)3

“The social responsibility of business encompassesconomic, legal, ethical, and discretionary
expectations that society has of organizationsgiwen point in time.” (Carroll,1979:500)

“Corporate social responsibility is the notion ttltarporations have an obligation to constituent
groups in society other than stockholders and baybat prescribed by law and union contract”
(Jones,1980:59)

“Corporate Social Responsibility relates primartty achieving outcomes from organizational
decisions concerning specific issues or probleméctwiby some normative standard) have
beneficial rather than adverse effects upon perttireorporate stakeholders. The normative
correctness of the products of corporate actiorehagen the main focus of corporate social
responsibility.” (Epstein,1987:104)

“The CSR firm should strive to make a profit, glike law, be ethical, and be a good corporate
citizen” (Carroll,1991:43)

(Source: Adapted from Carroll, 1999)

Although all of these definitions provide some gigiinto the concept, it can be noticed
that there is a great conceptual vagueness initdrature as well. Carroll described the
reasons of this complexity as ‘an eclectic fieldthwiloose boundaries, multiple
memberships, and differing training/perspectives;oaldly rather than focused,
multidisciplinary; wide breadth; brings in a widerange of literature; and

interdisciplinary.” (Carroll,1994:14). Especiallyfter the 1980s, while the empirical
researches about CSR were increasing on one hant alternative themes began to
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mature on the other hand (Carroll,1999). Thereftire,field has been more complex and

dispersed than being in the past.

In fact, the underlying reasons of this complexgyto distinguish CSR from other
concepts including business ethics, corporate koesponsiveness (CQR corporate
social performance (CSP), corporate social oriemafCSO), and corporate citizenship
(CC). According to Clarkson (1995), the main proble the field of business and society
is that “there are no definitions of corporate abgerformance (CSP), corporate social
responsibility (CSH), or corporate social responsiveness (g3Rat provide a framework
or model for the systematic collection. No theoag lyet been developed that can provide
such a framework or model, nor is there any gersgedement about the meaning of these

terms from an operational or a managerial viewpoint

Figure 1 clearly demonstrates that the history 8RGas been progressing simultaneously

with the emerging of some new concepts.

Corporate
Citizenship
Triple
Bottom Line
Sustainable
Development
Corporate Social

Rectitude
CSP Corporate Social

Performance
Stakeholder Model

Corporate Social Responsiveness

CSR Corporate Social Responsibility

Business Social Responsibility / Social Responsibility of Businessman

Business Ethics / Business Philanthropy, Charity

1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2002

Figure 1: Developments of CSR-Related Concepts
(SourceMohan, 2003: 74)
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According to Mohan (2003), CSR is “an empirical cept that refers to one or a few of
the many incarnations of the business-societyioglship. The meaning of the concept
varies in time and place. Furthermore, it is a eph¢hat relates to, but sometimes also

competes with other concepts...”

As one of the competing concept with CSR, busieg¢isies is still a significant concept in
the literature. As a branch of philosophy, ethgsléfined as the conception of what is
right and fair conduct or behaviour (Carroll,1998imply, business ethics is the
interaction area between ethics and business. Arcgprto the definition of Hopkins
(2003) “ethics comprises a set of values and prlesithat influence how individuals,
groups and society behave. Business ethics areegmwtt with how such values and
principles operate in business.” (p.24). Howevehaivis the relation between business
ethics and social responsibility? Hopkins (2003)laks this relationship as;

“CSR is part and parcel of the management stratégy company, thus social responsibility

encompasses good business ethics. This is becaeseaymally thinks of business ethics

applying to what business does within its walls.. i8loesponsibility encompasses good ethics,

both within the walls of the company and withoutehcourages enterprises to be involved in
social issues...”(p.24)

In this regard, business ethics can be associaifdtie insider policies and conduct of
doing business, while CSR provides a frameworkHerrelationship between the business
and all stakeholders.

Another alternative concept of CSR in the literatis the corporate social responsiveness
(CSR,) that became commonplace after the 1970s. Accgtdisome scholars, the term of
‘responsibility’ was not dynamic enough to fullysdeibe the willingness and activity of
business and it emphasised motivation rather tieafoqmance. Therefore, they started to
argue that the term of ‘social responsiveness’nsoae apt description of what is essential
in the social arena (Ackerman and Bauer, 19765ébhi (1979), placed CSkh a position
beyond CSRn an evolutionary pattern of corporate social irement. Nevertheless

CSR is sometimes used as a replacement term for CSR.

The most closely related concept in the literatsreurely corporate social performance
(CSP) which was firstly described by Carroll (19&8) three dimensional integration of
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CSR, CSR2 and social issues. Mostly, CSP has bseth as a synonym for corporate
social responsibilities, corporate social respagrsdss, or any other interaction between
business and the social environment (Wartick andh@m, 1985: 758). However, some

scholars stated that CSP is a more broader cortbgpt CSR and includes social

responsibilities, responsiveness and policies dgeel to address social issues (Wartick
and Cochran,1985; Wood, 1991). By integrating these concept, CSP model provides
a macro framework for overall analysis of busirasg society, rather than focusing on the
interface between the firm and its environment asel social responsibility as the starting
point for corporate social involvement (Wartick a@dchran,1985:758). However, there
are some attempts to separate CSR and CSP inténature as well (Ackerman and

Bauer,1976; Sethi, 1979; Frederick, 1994). Fre#gi994) claimed that CSR can be seen

as pertaining to principles, whereas CSP relatdset@utcomes of such action.

Another interrelated concept, corporate socialraion (CSO) based on the notion that
organizations make trade-offs between economic somal principles, reflecting the
seemingly inherent tensions between the econondcsawial interests of organizations
where attention to one often involves subordinatiregother (Aupperle, 1982). In fact, this
‘trade-off’ notion was previously analysed in th&R& model proposed by Carroll (1979)
as including economic, legal, ethical and discretiy components. Thus, corporate social
orientation appears to have considerable explapat@ue in understanding how
organizations manage their social impacts and tsthmngly influenced by external and

internal environmental influences on the organorati

As a recently emerged concept of the literaturepaate citizenship (CC) has also
attracted the attention of most scholars. Accordinlylaignan and Ferrell (2000), although
much of past research has not investigated themati CC, the conceptual grounds of
corporate citizenship can be found in the bodiésrdiure on CSR, CSRCSP and

stakeholder management and “an integration of tlg$erent perspectives leads to the
definition of corporate citizenship as the extemtthich businesses meet the economic,
legal, ethical, and discretionary responsibilitiegposed on them by their stakeholders”
(p.284). As the authors also stated this definitimtorporates Carroll's (1979)

classification of four CSR components again. Theeef it was very difficult to
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differentiate these concepts from each other. @szall of these mentioned concepts are
overlapping and closely interrelated. For the fertetage in the literature, Carroll stated
that (1999);

“The CSR concept will remain as an essential pausiness language and practice, because it

is a vital underpinning to many of the other thesrand is continually consistent with what the

public expects of the business community today. theory is developed and research is

conducted, scholars may revise and adapt existifigitions of CSR or new definitions may

come into the literature; however, at the presemetit is hard to imagine that these new

concepts could develop apart and distinct fromgfmindwork that has been established over
the past half century.” (p.292)

In the analysis of social, environmental and ecadnaoaativities of a firm, Pierick et al.

(2004) stated that CSR, CgRand CSP represent different parts of a puzzle tard

analyses should be combined and connected to gdtllhpicture. In this puzzle, the key
questions for CSR, CSRand CSP are “What are the responsibilities asepexd by the

firm?”, “How does the firm approach its environm&htand “What does the firm actually
do? Where does it lead to?”, respectively (Pieetél., 2004: 12-13).

As it can be noticed that each of these conceptdelpful to expand the understanding of
the relationship between business and its stakelgldnd they can be seen as a part of a
macro theory that should integrate all conceptadbss of corporate social issues.
Although the proliferation of definitions in thedrature, in the current study, among those
diverging definitional views, only CSR was usecttmceptualise the relationship between
business and its stakeholders — without overlookhrgy existence of other interrelated
concepts. In the current study, CSR indicates ¢orgorate behaviours which are affecting
stakeholders positively and going beyond its mayegmals”? In order to indicate all of
the other interrelated concepts including corposateial responsibility (CSR), corporate

social responsiveness (C8R corporate social performance (CSP), corporateiabo

! However, as mentioned previously, ‘going beyonel l¢gal obligations, or not’ was a subject of agoth
discussion among scholars. As Sims (2003) empltatisd “ ‘social responsibility’ and ‘legality’ areot
one and the same thing. CSR is often seen aslattgd beyond what is prescribed by the law.” (p.46
Therefore, the corporate activities including olbgythe established legal framework of the goverrtnoen
the payment of the taxes (regularly and on time)rext considered as CSR activities. They shoulalteady
done and not go beyond the legal framework. Howewethe Carroll’'s model (1979) the legal obligaitso
was seen as a complementary part of CSR and Carctlded legal expectations to his definition.olmer
to define CSR in a more broader perspective likedllg1979), in the current study, CSR definitidid not
include a criterion of ‘going beyond the legal doesations’ as well.
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orientation (CSO), and corporate citizenship (C€)weell, a general title as ‘corporate

social activities’ was used in the current study.

2.1.1.2. The Theoretical Framework: Stakeholder Maagement Theory

In fact, there are many attempts to theorise timeeot of CSR in the literature. According
to Garriga and Melé, (2004) the field of CSR is anly ‘a landscape of theories’ but also
‘a proliferation of approaches, which are contrei@r complex and unclear’. In their
study, the authors tried to clarify the main CSRotiies and related approach in four
groups: “(1) instrumental theories, in which theparation is seen as only an instrument
for wealth creation, and its social activities ardy a means to achieve economic results;
(2) political theories, which concern themselvethwhe power in the political arena; (3)
integrative theories, in which the corporation &cused on the satisfaction of social
demands; and (4) ethical theories, based on ethésgonsibilities of corporations to

society.” In the Table 2, these four categorie€ 8R theories can be seen as well.

All of these theories and approaches have a gmdtileution in the development and
conceptualization of CSR. However the stakeholdanagement theory provides one of
the most explanatory theories to analyse the ogsltiip between a business and its stakes.
Carroll also stated that (1991:43) there is a @étfir between the idea of CSR and an
organization’s stakeholders. As stated previoUSHR is a corporate behaviour or activity
that mainly targets to affect the stakeholders.r@loee, the theory provides a systematic
framework to understand the concept comprehensitébyvever, before explaining the

theory, there is a need to explain the conceptaddeholder.

Although there has been no consensus about theitaefiand scope of the concept of
stakeholder, it can be simply defined as the othli@tthe organizations certainly interact
with, while pursuing their goals (Wherther and Giian 2006: 4). According to the
definition of Freeman (1984) the stakeholders dirra include those who effect or are
affected by the firm’s goals. In a much broaderirdgdn, stakeholders include “those
groups or individuals who can affect or are affdctey the achievement of the
organization’s objectives or are those actors vatldirect or indirect interest in the
company” (Verdeyen et al., 2004:326-327).
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Table 2: Corporate Social Responsibility Theories and Rel&pproaches

Types of Theory Approaches Short Description

Instrumental Maximization of shareholder Long-term value maximization
Theories value

(focusing on Strategies for competitive * Social investment in a competitive
achieving economic advantages context

objectives through * Strategies based on the natural
social activities) resources view of the firm and the

dynamic capabilities
* Strategies for the bottom of the
economic pyramid

Cause-related marketing Altruistic activities stigisecognised used as
an instrument of marketing
Political Theories Corporate constitutionalism Social responsibilitédusinesses arise from
(focusing on a the amount of social power that they have
responsible use of Integrative Social Contract ~ Assumes that a social contract between
business power in  Theory business and society exists
the political arena) Corporate (or business) The firm is understood as being like a citizen
citizenship with certain involvement in the community
Integrative Issues management Corporate processes of respotieesé social
Theories and political issues which may impact
(focusing on the significantly upon
integration of social Public responsibility Law and the existing publwipy process are
demand) taken as a reference for social performance
Stakeholder management Balances the interestie stakeholders of
the firm

Corporate social performance  Searches for sogjiligcy and processes to
give appropriate responses to social issues.

Ethical Theories Stakeholder normative theory  Consider fiduciaryefutowards stakeholders
(focusing on the of the firm. Its application requires reference to
right thing to some moral theory (Kantian, Utilitarianism,
achieve a good theory of justice, etc.)
society) Universal rights Frameworks based on human ridgdaibsr
rights and respect for the environment
Sustainable development Aimed at achieving humarldpment
considering present and future generations
The common good Oriented towards the common gbsdaety

(Source: Adapted from Garriga and Melé, 2004: 6B-64

In spite of its long-standing practicing historjpetformal writing about the stakeholder
management began in the 1970s (Garriga and Mek&290and has captured the most
attention in the 1990s (Carroll,1999:290). Brief§takeholder management theory has
identified the different types of stakeholders amtightened the nature of the relationship
between an organization and its stakes in termsheir expectations and corporate
responsibilities. As stated by Garriga and MeléO@0 “Stakeholder management tries to
integrate groups with a stake in the firm into ngeraal decision making.” Two basic

principles underpinning stakeholder managemen{Ereshoff and Freeman, 1978);
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= The central goal is to achieve maximum overall evafjon between the entire
system of stakeholder groups and the objectivéiseoorporation.

= The most efficient strategies for managing stakadrolelations involve efforts,
which simultaneously deal with issues affecting tipi¢ stakeholders.

The stakeholders of an organization are classkiedifferent approach. Some of the other
useful stakeholder classifications are;

= Primary/ Secondary stakeholders: According to Feeen(l984) the primary
stakeholders are those whose continuing participa necessary for the survival
of the corporation. The secondary stakeholders tlage other groups who are
affected by or can affect indirectly the organiaati Based on Clarkson’s
classification (1995), primary stakeholders areséhavith whom the firm has a
formal, official, or contractual relationship, thiest of the stakeholders are the
secondary stakeholders.

= External/ Internal stakeholders: external stakedmsldof an organization —
customer, suppliers, government, special interesugs, media, trade unions,
financial institutions and competitors — influertbe organization from the outside.
Internal stakeholders are those stakeholders asethtakeholders for whom the
organization’s management takes responsibility §¢gen et al., 2004: 327).

= Contracting/ public stakeholders: contracting dshak#ders are managers,
shareholders, employees, customers, suppliersitargdetc. The groups of public
stakeholders includes consumers, the governmewnifoement action groups,
social residents, press and media, universitied@tarkham, 1994).

» Voluntary/ Involuntary stakeholders: The voluntasyakeholders are certain
stakeholders who chose to invest some form of ahipitthe organization including
shareholders, investors, employees, managers, ncegp suppliers. Involuntary
stakeholders do not choose to enter into, nor ¢y twithdraw from, the
relationship with the organization, including inidivals, communities, ecological
environments, or future generations (Clarkson, 1994

= Internal/ External/ Societal stakeholders: Internalorganizational stakeholders
include employees, managers, stockholders and siniBrternal or economic
stakeholders include customers, creditors, didiitsy suppliers. Societal
stakeholders include communities, government argllaéors, nonprofits and
NGOs, environment (Wherther and Chandler, 2006: 4).

» Primary Social/l Secondary Social/ Primary Non-Soti&econdary Non-social
Stakeholders: primary social stakeholders incluBésreholders and investors;
employees, managers, customers, local communisegpliers, other business
partners. Secondary Social Stakeholders includmsergment and regulators,
social pressure groups, civic institutions, tradedies, media, academic
commentators, competitors. Primary Non-social Stalders are the natural
environment, future generations, nonhuman speckscondary Non-social
stakeholders are environmental pressure groupsnahnielfare organizations
(Wheeler and Sillanpaa,1997:167-168).

Wheeler and Sillanpaa (1997:167-168) is one of thest expanded stakeholders
classification in the literature. In fact, thereasstrong similarity between Wheeler and
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Sillanpaa’s primary social stakeholders and Clankswoluntary stakeholders and between
the involuntary stakeholders with primary non-sbstakeholders. However, Wheeler and
Sillanpaa’s secondary stakeholders do not featuf@arkson’s model (Cooper, 1970: 41).
Although the classification proposed by Whether @méndler also provides an expanded
typology of stakeholder, Wheeler and Sillaanpaaslude more stakeholders (media,

future generations, nonhuman species etc.) again.

The scholars working on the stakeholder manageimerg also focused on the interests,
needs and rights of multiple stakeholders of armss (Greenwood 200Dawkins and
Lewis 2003; Maignan and Ferrell 2004). The resgunhises to some stakeholders can be

seen in the Table 3.

Table 3: Stakeholder View of Corporate Responsibility

Stakeholder Nature of the Stakeholder Claim

Shareholder Participation in distribution of prsfitadditional stock offerings assets on liquidgtion
inspection of company books; transfer of stockctd® of board of directors; and such
additional rights as have been established in ¢inéract with the corporation

Employees Economic, social, and psychological featiion in the place of employment; freedom from
arbitrary and capricious behaviour on the partahpany officials; share in fringe benefits,
freedom to join union and participate in collectibargaining, individual freedom in
offering up their services through an employmemit@xt; adequate working conditions.

Customers Service provided with the product; tediniata to use the product; suitable warranties;
spare parts to support the product during use; R&&dihg to product improvement;
facilitation of credit.

Creditors Legal proportion of interest payments émel return of principal from the investment;
security of pledged assets; relative priority iremtvof liquidation; management and owner
prerogatives if certain conditions exist with themgany (such as default of interest

payments)

Suppliers Continuing source of business; timelyscmnption of trade credit obligations; professional
relationship in contracting for, purchasing, anceieing goods and services.

Unions Recognition as the negotiating agent for eyg#s; opportunity to perpetuate the union as a
participating the business and organization.

Competitors Observation of the norms of competitteaduct established by society and the industry;
business statesmanship on the part of peers.

Governments Taxes (income, property, and so on)eradbe to the letter and intent of public policy

dealing with the requirements of fair and free cotitip@; discharge of legal obligations of
businesspeople (and business organizations); aufeete antitrust laws.

Local communities  Place of productive and healtlefuVironment in the community; participation of quemy
officials in community affairs, provision of regul&mployment, fair play, reasonable
portion of purchases made in the local communitgerest in and support of local
government, support of cultural and charitable guty.

The general public  Participation in and contribntio society as a whole; creative communicationsvéen
governmental and business units designed for mc@brunderstanding; assumption of fair
proportion of the burden of government and socidgir price for products and
advancement of the state-of-the-art technologytti@product line involves.

(Source: Sims, 2003: 41)
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As clearly stated above, in the inner layer, thgoomg debate among scholars is mostly
related with the conceptualisation and differerdgiatof the CSR from the other closely
related concepts of the literature. Although itmssevery difficult to draw a conceptual
framework, a general CSR definition was adoptedetbagn the extensive literature;
‘corporate behaviours which are affecting stakedddoositively and going beyond its
monetary goals’. This definition of CSR indicatée trelationship between corporate and
its stakeholders. Therefore, the definition wasfuls® articulate the model of the study

based on the stakeholder management theory.

After drawing a conceptual and theoretical framdwfor the concept, the impacts of CSR
on different stakeholders should be analysed as$. Welfact, as it was stated at the
beginning, the existence and impacts of CSR onehtalklers is the outer layer of the

debate.

2.1.2. The Impacts of CSR

The existence and impacts of CSR is one of the mpradilematic issues in the literature.
Some scholars strongly opposed the existence ofrespgonsibility of organizations to
their stakeholders, other than its economic corscefiiheir most important argument
behind this rejection is the possible negative icbjgd corporate social activities on the

business and its stakeholders.

In his well-known article, Friedman stated that tmy responsibility of a business is to
maximise profits within the legal boundaries andst®ngly denied that business has a
fiduciary responsibility to any group, except thie stockholders (Friedman,1970).
Besides Friedman, some other scholars are alsticaegbout the concept and stated that
the managers should consider only the interedfsenf stockholders; because the corporate
social activities use the organizational resourgesthe social goods and it would
undermine the free market mechanism, threatenuhaval of the business and make the
managers like non-elected policy-makers (Londor@319Carson, 1993). Petit (1967)

summarised this contradictory view as;
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“The business enterprise must pursue the singleajqarofit for the price system to work at

maximum efficiency. It is the competitive interastiamong enterprises in the market which
activates the control mechanism in the price systérmusinessmen take into account other
goals besides profit, the price system loses muchsocontrol over them. They become

autonomous and no longer have an objective guieldtinrational calculation. This interferes

with the corporation’s primary social function aset economizing unit in democratic

capitalism...Therefore, economists argue that theparation should specialize in the

production of goods and services an leave othealsfunctions to the family, church, school,

and the government.” (p.61)

This point of view is known as the agency theoryG8R and it briefly stated that the
managers of the organization are the agents ofotineers and their main goal is to
maximise the interests of those owners. In additoits negative impact of CSR on the
society, according to some scholars, such corpaatities can also jeopardise the

overall success of the organization as \{Rikston and Carroll, 1996).

On the other hand, there has been also some adsaufathe CSR in the literature as well.
As Monsen stated (1974) that business has a rapgiipsor at least an obligation toward
solving problems of public concerns as an infllEdmnember of the society. In fact, the
root of these ideas can be found in the ideas @fipus scholars including Elton Mayo,
Peter Drucker, Adolf Berle and John Maynard Keyidthough they did not deal with the
concept of CSR directly, they presented some thisughthe same direction. In fact their
approaches differ in many ways, but they agreewanliasic ideas “(1) Industrial society
faces of the large corporation and (2) managers oarsluct the affairs of the corporation
in ways to solve or at least ameliorate these probl” (Petit, 1967: 58). These early
thoughts about the role of businesses in the sob#te evolved to CSR, especially after
the 1950s. According to Wood (1991), the sociatlyponsible actions of corporatiosesek
to limit the negative impacts of business on sgcievhile optimizing its social

performance.
Some of these opposite arguments, presented bydhecates of both views, can be

summarised in the Table 4. However, growing numbéstudy have specifically focused

on the impact of corporate social activities ondhganization and different stakeholders.
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Table 4: Arguments for and against CSR

Arguments for CSR Arguments against CSR

Balances power with responsibility Lowers economic efficieny and profits

Discourage government regulation Imposes unequal costs among competitors
Promotes long-run profit Imposes hidden costs on society

Improves a company’s image Creates internal confusion and unjustified public
Responds to changing public needs amXpectation

expectations Gives business too much power

Corrects social problems caused by business Requires special social skills which business lacks

Applies useful resources to difficult problems Lack of social accountability

Recognizes business’s moral obligations Places responsibility on the corporation instead of
individuals

(Source: Frederick et al. 1988: 36,40)

As stated by Carroll (1999) especially after th&0$f there have been more attempts to
measure and conduct research on the impact of @8Ralternative frameworks. Some of
these empirical studies support the idea that dinpotate social activities positively affect
the overall organizational performance. Some schotaggest a link between these
activities and reputation, competitiveness andasoability of the organizations (Burke
and Logsdon, 1996; Porter and Kramer, 2002; Johri&od3; Snider et al. 2003). Some
other emphasised that these corporate activitiésctatthe customer responses and
preferences directly (Brown and Dacin, 1997; Creyedl Ross, 1997; Ellen et al., 2000;
Murray and Vogel, 199aignan et al., 1999; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2@00dditionally,
the studies shows that the corporate social aesvimproved the financial performance of
the businesses as well (McGuire et al., 19B8yva and Krausz, 1996; Stanwick and
Stanwick, 1998). The study of Pava and Krausz (L@8ficated that 12 of the examined
21 studies suggested a positive link between CSRfimancial performance, only one
found a negative link. However, the evidence altbet relationship between financial
performance and corporate social activities ateigtionclusive. (McWilliams and Siegel,
2001; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Ruf et al.,1998; Auppeet al., 1985%.As a key factor in the
organizational performance, employees are alsochanamportant indicator to determine

the impact of CSR on the organization.
2.2. Impact of CSR on Employees

In the literature, some studies investigate theaichpof corporate social activities on

employees as a stakeholder. Generally, the imgaCiS&® on the prospective employees

2 According to Peterson (2004), establishing sulthkais very difficult without excluding the effesif
numerous potential variables on the financial pentnce.
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has been analysed by the scholars (Turban and BggelP96; Greening and Turban,
2000; Albinger and Freeman, 2000; Backaus et 8022 These studies suggest that
corporate social activities create a positive rafpoih and increase the attractiveness of the
organization as an employer. As Viswesvaran et(E398) wrote that “Lacking any
previous interaction with the organisation, thevidual has to rely on information such as
the organisation’s social performance to judgetthst worthiness of the organisation.”. In
their study, Greening and Turban suggested thaisfean use their corporate social
performance (CSP) activitige attract job applicant. The authors explain stastement
based on social identitiieory and stated that a firm’s CSP sends signgisaspective job

applicantabout what it would be like to work for a firm.

Besides these studies investigating the impachemnob seekers, especially in recent years,
the scholars have been increasingly interestelgeimpact of corporate social activities on
employees as well (Wood and Jones, 1995; Riordah,et997; Viswesvaran et al., 1998;
Maignan et al., 1999; Peterson, 2004; Brammer.&0dl5; Rupp et al., 2006). The study
of Riordan et al. (1997) discussed the impact ofad@erformance of an organization on
its employees' perceptions of image, attitudes, iatehded behaviours. In their study,
Viswesvaran et al. (1998) tried to investigate rilationship between CSR and employee
counterproductive behaviours and stated that “aigerperception that their employer is
socially responsible may induce employees to désist counterproductive behaviours.”
As conducting a more comprehensive survey, Maigetaal. (1999) suggest that market-
oriented cultures and humanistigltures lead to proactive corporate citizenshipiclv in
turnis associated with improved levels of employee cament, customeloyalty, and
business performance. In his study, Peterson (2@084pucted a survey on business
professionals and the results verified a relatigndbetween employee perceptions of
corporate citizenship and organizational commitmAndditionally, Brammer et al. (2005)
specifically examined the impact of three aspedtsarially responsible behaviour —
including employee perception of CSR in the comnynprocedural justice in the
organization and the provision of employee trainingn organizational commitment. In
the same manner, Rupp et al. (2006) also stateddeIlnm which employees’ perceptions
of CSR impact their subsequent emotions, attitudes] behaviours, mediated by
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instrumental, relational, and deontic motives/neadswvell as moderated by organizations’

social accounts.

Social identity theory (SIT) provides a possibleglexation to investigate the proposed
link between CSR and work attitudes. In fact, wlaalysing the impact of corporate
social activities on job seekers, SIT suggestdtearttical base for the previous studies. In
the study of Greening and Turban (2000), job seekeave higher self-images when
working for socially responsive firms over theis$eresponsive counterparts. The same
type of interation may be also expected on theectly working employees as well. In
their order to construct a theoretical frameworkatwalyse the impact on employee’s
organizational commitment, the theory again servease (Peterson,2004; Brammer et
al.,2005).

2.2.1. Impact of CSR on Organizational Commitment

Especially in recent years, there has been anaseren the application of ideas derived
from SIT to organizational aspects. In fact, a®@ad psychological theory, SIT proposes
explanations for group processes, intergroup celatiand social self. The theory proposes
that people tend to describe their self descriptiona social context and classify
themselves and others into different social caiegprsuch as their demographic
characteristics and different memberships (Tajfed &urner, 1985; Ashforth and Mael,
1989; Dutton et al., 1994). The basic idea of Sh be summarised as;

“...a social category (e.g. nationality, politicafiidition, sport team) into which one falls, and

to do which one feels one belongs, provides a dieimof who one is in terms of the defining

characteristics of the category — a self-definitibat is a part of the self-concept. People have a

repertoire of such discrete category membershigsuthry in relative overall importance in the

self-concept. Each of these memberships is repiexben the individual member’s mind as a

social identity that both describes and prescrin@ss attributes as a member of that group —
that is, what one should think and feel, and hoe simould behave.” (Hogg et al., 1995: 259).

According to the theory, the self-definition of andividual is mainly formed in terms of
the four notions of social categorization, socialentity, social comparison and
psychological distinctiveness. Hewstone and Jagi8@&4) summarised these four notions

briefly and stated that;
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“Social categorization is the starting-point foretktheory, referring to the segmentation and
organization of the social world in terms of so@ategories or groups. Social identity consists
of those aspects of an individual's self-image \Whiterive from the categories to which that
individual perceives him or herself to belong. tdgion to the value and emational significance
ascribed to that membership. It is proposed thdividuals strive for a positive social identity,
by means of social comparisons is to establish hpdggical distinctiveness for one’s own
group, or to achieve intergroup differentiation.3g1)

Ashfort and Mael (1989) explained the identificatias ‘the perception of oneness with or
belongingness to a group, involving direct or vicas experience of its success and
failures” (p.34). The SIT literature proposed soiaetors that are likely to be associated
with identification: the distinctiveness of the gpis values and practices in relation to
those of comparable groups, the prestige of themgron competition with, or at least
aware of other groups (Mael and Ashfort, 1989: 31-2mong these four factors, ‘the
prestige of group’ is mainly based on the arguntlat, social identification, through
intergroup comparison, affects self-esteem (Mae&l Ashfort, 1989: 25). Based on the
proposed model by SIT, if the employees perceivar tiorganization as a socially
responsible member of the society, it may affedirttself concept. Because, ‘being
socially responsible’ can be perceived as a prestcg maybe, an indicator of being
successful) and the belongingness to a favourapletable organization can enhance the
self-concept of an employee, especially, aftercthraparison of the his or her organization
with the other organizations (Smith et al., 200darBmer et al., 2005: 7). Therefore, it can
be proposed that the work attitudes of the emplayilebe positively influenced, if the
employee start to be proud to identify with the awmgation that has a favourable
reputation (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Dutton et 4094; Maignan and Ferrell, 2001,
Peterson, 2004; Brammer et al., 2005). In otherdgjoas proposed by these studies as
well, it is expected that the employees enhancougjas identity — as a result of being a
member of reputable organization — will affect thevork attitudes, specifically

organizational commitment.

As one of the most important concepts of orgaroral theory, organizational
commitment can be defined as the psychologicaltifieation that an individual feels
toward his or her employing organization (Mowdayagt 1982). “More specifically,
organizational commitment is characterized by (sfrang belief in, and acceptance of, the
organization’s goals and values; (b) a willingnesgxert considerable effort on behalf of

the organization; and (c) a strong desire to maintaembership in the organization”
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(Steers, 1977). Organizational commitment reflélsts employee’s relationship with the
organization and has implications for his or hecisien to continue membership in the
organization (Meyer and Allen, 1997). Because, fEgpme to organizations with some
needs, skills, expectations and they hope to worln environment where they can use
their abilities and satisfy their needs and if agamization can provide these opportunities,
the likelihood of increasing commitment is increthas well (Vakola and Nikolaou, 2005)

It is natural that there is a positive link betwede corporate social activities directly
satisfying the needs and expectations of emplogeesthe organizational commitment
based on the motivation theories (Tuzzolino and @&xch, 1981). As Peterson stated that
“...it might be expected that a measure of sociafgoerance based on the existence of
employee-friendly programs and policies would bsifpely associated with employee-
related measures” (2004: 297). However, the imp&d@SR to the other stakeholders on
organizational commitment should be analysed asl. wBhe studies, specifically
investigated this link found a positive impact e brganizational commitment (Peterson,
2004; Brammer et al., 2005).

However, organizational commitment is not a homegers concept. According to Meyer
and Allen (1991), there are three components ofrecibment:

» Affective component refers to the employee’s emotional attachment aod
identification with, and involvement in the orgaaiiimn. Employees with a strong
affective commitment continue employment with thgamization because they
wantto do so.

* Continuance component refers to an awareness of the costs associatdd wit
leaving the organization. Employees whose primani to the organization is
based on continuance commitment remain becausendssifo do so.

* Normative component reflects a feeling of obligation to continue emyieent.
Employees with a high level of normative commitméeel that they ought to
remain with the organization. (p.67)

Among these three types of components, the rekttiprbetween affective component of
organizational commitment and CSR is more preciageth on the SIT. As explained
above, ‘to be proud of being a member of favourabputable organization’ can enhance
the social identity and mainly influence the affeet component of organizational

commitment. It can be noticed that there is an @nat interaction in the sequence of this

relationship and therefore it is wise to expectrapact on the affective component, rather
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than continuance and normative components. Thetaffecomponent was firstly defined
by Kanter (1968) as ‘the attachment of an individufand of affectivity and emotional to
the group’ (p.507); and then Sheldon (1971) defitleel term as ‘an attitude or an
orientation toward the organization which linksattaches the identity of the person to the

organization’ (p.143).

To sum up, the current study proposed a link betw&8R and organizational commitment
on the ground of social identity theory and différated the CSR based on stakeholder
management theory which proposed different typestaieholders, including their needs
and expectations. In the analysis, affective omonal commitment was measured as a
component reflecting the ideas deriving from sodaintity theory. Secondly, CSR was
measured based on the perception of the employgesnalar to the previous studies
(Peterson,2004; Brammer et al.,2005). However thel@yees may not reflect the CSR in
their organization accurately. In this case thexe loe a difference between the employee’s
perception and the actual involvement level ofrtieeganizations into the CSR activities.
However, the organizational commitment was alscerti@ned by their perceptions,
regardless of the accuracy of the CSR perceptibtahdn, 2002; Whetten and Mackey,
2002). Therefore, both of the CSR and the orgaioizak commitment reflected the
employees’ perceptions and it balanced the accyaoiyjiem.

It is a fact that this proposed link between empperception of CSR and organizational
commitment can be affected by other external facasrwell. In the study, as one of these
factors, the importance of CSR for the employee ass included in the proposed model.
If the employee, as a member of society and ancades of CSR, believes that ‘a business
has a social responsibility beyond making profinghapakdi et al., 1996), a strong
relationship can be expected between employee meyneof CSR and organizational
commitment. This factor was also included in thedeigproposed by Peterson (2004) as
well and he stated that;

“...organizational commitment for employees with sgdbeliefs in the social responsibility of

businesses is likely to be highly influenced by thgzenship behavior of their employer,

whereas the organizational commitment of employe®s do not believe strongly in the social

responsibilities of businesses would be less inftee by the citizenship behavior of their
employer.”(p.313)
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Therefore, when analysing the proposed relationsl@fween CSR and organizational
commitment, it was also important to consider thpleyee’s ideas about the importance
of the CSR.

37



CHAPTER IlI

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Questionnaire Design

In the questionnaire, three scales were used tsuneaemployee perception of CSR,

organizational commitment, and importance of CSBuie 2).

Literature Review
[
Selection of Scale

Organizational
Commitment

Standard item scale
(Shortened OCQ)
(Mowday et al., 1982)
9 items

Employee Perception of CSR

l

Conceptualization
of the Scale

Item generation through
Literature Review

Exploratory Survey:
Item generation through
exploratory survey with open-
ended 8 questions (n=21)

Importance of CSR

Standard item scale
(A subscale of PRESOR
(Singhapakdi et al.,1996

Etheredge, 1999)
5 item:

Group Discussion-1tem generation

through group discussion (n=5) /55 items

Group Discussion-Atem generation through

group discussion (n=3) / 42 items

Pilot Survey:

Item selection and examination

of validity of 7-point scale
through pilot survey

(n=30"

v

A 4

Assessment of
Standard item scale

Assessment-ltem extraction through
Correlation Analysis / 29 iter

9 items

Assessment-Atem extraction through
Exploratory Factor Analysis / 21 ite

Final version of scale/ 18 items

A 4

v
Assessment of
Standard item scale

5 items

A

> Main Survey (n=300'

Figure 2: The Questionnaire Design Process
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The first two scales were adapted from the exissiogles in the literature. However, the
last scale was developed through a systematic sbaelopment procedure. In the
following sections, every stages of this processewexplained elaborately. However,
firstly, other two scales that were used to measuganizational commitment and the

importance of CSR were explained in the next sactio

3.1.1. Organizational Commitment

In the literature, many scholars have attemptedideelop a useful scale to measure
organizational commitment (Mowday et al., 1979; Kamd Wall,1980; Mowday et al.,
1982; Marsden et al.,1993; Dunham et al., 1994foBaland Wechsler, 1996). However,
measuring affective component of organizational maiment was especially important for
the current study to analyse CSR based on the |sabemtity theory. Therefore
organizational commitment was measured using a-itene shortened version of the 15-
item Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OQ®pwday et al., 1983) The
selected scale is one of the most frequently usedsares and a reliable measure of

affective commitment.

OCQ was originally developed by Mowday, Steers Boder (1979) and uses 15 items to
describe global organizational commitment. Coeffiti alpha values of this original
guestionnaire ranged from 0.81 to 0.93 (Fields,22@®). The shortened OCQ has been
shown to have a large positive correlation withittsa OCQ (Huselid and Day, 1991).
Coefficient alpha values ranged from 0.74 to 0.88ell on the results of different studies
in the literature. (Fields, 2002: 49)

The languale of the original scale is English ahghdy modified and then carefully

translated into Turkish by bilingual speakers. Aplaining in the next section, before
main survey, this scale was tested through a pilotey to measure validity and reliability,
preliminarily. In the pilot survey, responses weldained on a 7-point Likert-type scale
with 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agreedabon the original scale. However, the

7-point Likert-scale caused some problems and #& m@iced that the respondents could

® The original Organizational Commitment Questiona&DCQ) developed by Mowday, Steers and Porter
(1979) and the nine-item shortened version develdgyeMowday et al., 1982.
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not understand the slight difference among the ekgm the scale. In this situation, a 5-

point Likert-type scale was preferred in the mairdy.
3.1.2. The Importance of CSR

The importance of social responsibility for emplegavas measured through a subscale of
the Perceived Role of Ethics and Social RespoityifPRESOR) modified by Etheredge
(1999) into two-factor structure. The PRESOR wagioally developed by Singhapakdi et
al. (1996) to measure managers’ perception ofdreeaf ethics and social responsibility in
achieving organizational effectiveness. The scaleludes items selected to reflect
different dimensions and the importance of ethind aocial responsibility relative to
organizational effectiveness. In this scale, tHeextorial subscales comprised of 13 items
was identified as “Social responsibility and prafiiity”, “Long-term gains” and “Short-
term gains” and reliability analysis of these thfaetorial subscales had coefficient alpha
values of 0.71, 0.51 and 0.64, respectively (Sipghdi et al., 1996). However, the
replication of the exploratory factor analysis mdare of the PRESOR was applied by
Etheredge (1999) in Hong Kong and failed to supjloet three-factor structure of the
original PRESOR but instead suggested a differemb-factor, structure (Etheredge,
1999). Etheredge labelled these two factor strectirPRESOR as ‘Importance of Ethics
and Social Responsibility’ and ‘Subordination dhiés and Social Responsibility’; and
the subscales had coefficient alpha values of @& 0.73, respectively. As Table 5
presents that the first subscale includirfy 12", 10", 6" and 7" items of the scale
proposed by Singhapakdi et al. (1996).

Table 5: ‘Importance of Ethics and Social ResponsibilitybScale
No. Item
1. Being ethical and socially responsible is thesmimportant thing a firm can do.
12. Business has a social responsibility beyondimgabrofit.
10. Business ethics and social responsibility ateal to the survival of a business enterprise.
6. The ethics and social responsibility of a figressential to its long-term profitability.
7. The overall effectiveness of a business careberchined to a great extent by the degree to wihich
is ethical and socially responsible.

(Source: Adapted from Etheredge,1999:57)

This subscale was found appropriate to measurentpertance of CSR in the current
study. However, in order to adopt the scale to specific need of the study, some
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adoptions were applied by inserting only “sociap@nsibility” in the places of “ethics and
social responsibility” in the fband &' items; “socially responsible” in the places of

“ethical and socially responsible” in th& and 7" items. The 12 item remains the same.

In the study of Peterson (2004), employees’ socia@sponsible attitudes were measured
with the ‘Socially Responsible Attitudes’ scale dmped by Hunt et al. (1990). Although,
as an alternative scale, it could be used to meastre importance of social
responsibility’, some meaning losses and differeneere noticed after the translation of
the scale from English into Turkish. Additionallyero-order correlations and multiple
regression analyses showed that scale developétubiy et al. (1990) was significantly
and positively correlated with all three dimensiohshe PRESOR instruments (Etheredge,

1999: 53). Thus, the subscale of PRESOR was mgm®ppate for the current study.

The subscale used in the study was in English &gbtly modified and then carefully
translated into Turkish by bilingual speakers. Aplaining in the next section, before the
main survey, this subscale was also tested thraugiot survey to measure validity and
reliability. In the pilot, responses are obtained a 7-point Likert-type scale with 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree based erotlginal scale. However, because of
the mentioned problems in the OCQ scale, a 5-pdketrt scale was preferred instead of a

7-point Likert scale the main study. In the stuithys scale was denoted as ‘ICSR’ scale.
3.1.3. The Employee Perception of CSR: A Scale Démement Study

The employee perception of CSR was measured thrawsgtale developed in the current
study. In fact, the previous studies in the literatprovide valid and reliable scales to
measure the corporate social performance, corpoc#tieenship, corporate social
orientation (Carroll, 1979; Aupperle, 1982; Woodlalones, 1995; Quazi and O’Brien,
2000; Maignan and Ferrell, 2000).

However, in this study, it was aimed to measure @®R based on stakeholder

management theory, as explained previously. Thexefb was important that the scale
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should embody the corresponding responsibilitiedifferent stakeholders and the existing

scales in the literature do not exactly meet thigwon.

However, the development of a valid scale to measiue employee perception of CSR
was one of the most problematic parts of the stlithg. factors of the scale were designed
through a standard scale development process &mrdhcal construct (Bagozzi et al.,
1991). As Figure-2 presents that the scale devedoprprocess was started with the
conceptualization of the model. Then the items gaserated through literature review,
exploratory survey, and group discussions. Aftdamiing an initial version of the scale, it
was tested through a pilot survey of 30 responddifite details of this scale development

process was described with the following four steps
3.1.3.1. Stage-1: Conceptualization of the Scale

The first step was to develop a detailed concepfmmthe target construct and its
theoretical context. As it was explained in therhture review part of the study, the
stakeholder management theory has proposed a tisabrground to classify various
stakeholders and their expectations. Based onhbery, a stakeholder typology was
identified for the study and the corresponding oesjbilities were determined.

I dentification of the Stakeholders

In the current study, Wheeler and Sillanpaa’s (398ur-dimensional conceptualisation of
stakeholders (primary social stakeholders, secgndacial stakeholders, primary non-
social stakeholders, secondary non-social stakehs)ldprovided a useful means of

categorization of the CSR to stakeholders.

However, it was not possible to include every stakaer to the scale. Thus, it was decided
to select two representative stakehollefom every stakeholder group that was
approximately common for every organization. These

= First group: CSR to employees (denoted as ‘empd)c@rstomers (denoted as ‘cus’)

* For the third class, it was decided to selectefttigferent stakeholders in order to representrafidct the
typhology of Wheeler and Sillanpaa’s typhology (229
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= Second group : CSR to society (denoted as ‘sooYemqment (denoted as ‘gov’),
and competitors (denoted as ‘com’)

= Third group : CSR to natural environment (denotedeav’) and next generations
(denoted as ‘gn’)

= Fourth group: CSR to non-governmental organizati(aenoted as ‘ngo’)

Although the stakeholders were classified basedWimeeler and Sillanpaa’s (1997)
typology, it was not expected to find a similarster at the end of the scale development
process. In the literature, there has been no @apstudy that confirmed the accuracy of
the typology. It was selected as a ground becatisheobroadness of the classification
based on the Freeman’s (1984) definition. By theywthis study had an exploratory
structure to provide a possible distribution okstaolders among these dimensions, rather
than confirmatory of a proposed model. Howeverséhour groups or dimensions may
propose an initial model to conceptualise the stakkers in the construction of the scale.

Conceptualization of the Corresponding Responsibilitiesto Stakeholders:

The responsibilities of an organization was analysethe literature review part. In this
stage, these previous attempts to conceptualizeagsdss the CSR and other closely
related constructs has been reviewed once agaidetermine these corresponding
responsibilities for the selected stakeholders r@larl979; Aupperle, 1982; Quazi and
O’Brien, 2000; Maignan and Ferrell, 2000; Petarst004; Brammer et al., 2005). After
constructed the conceptual base of the scale, tdmasi related with these selected
stakeholders was pooled in the next step.

3.1.3.2. Stage-2: Development of an Initial ltem Rb

The creation of an initial item pool was one of theost important stages in the
construction of the scale. However, there is nostedg data-analysing technique to
simplify this stage. The main aim at this stag®isample systematically all content that is
potentially relevant to the target construct (Logdr, 1957: 659). Therefore, the initial
pool was planned to include an adequate samplemfkiwithin each of the major content

areas to be a sufficient breadth of content ancesgmt all of these areas. As based on the
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conceptualization process, a list of statementsesgmting the four dimensions of model
was derived from the previous studies in the litewa (Carroll, 1979; Aupperle, 1982;
Wood and Jones, 1995; Quazi and O’'Brien, 2000;ghtan and Ferrell, 2000).

3.1.3.3. Stage-3: Exploratory Survey

Although some items of the scale were generatélemprevious stage, there was a need to
gather the ideas of the target group of the stiwdwell. Therefore, in the third stage, an
exploratory survey was conducted to create newsitand adapt the existing items based
on the thought of respondents. The survey cons@dfteiyht open-ended questions related
with selected eight stakeholders. This questioenais asked to 30 subjects working in

the different organizations and had different deraphics.

The data was analysed to generate a list of item®dch dimension. This process was
performed by a group of academiciars eliminate the perceptional distortions of the
researcher. In order to select the new items that ke classified as “corporate social
responsibilities to stakeholders”, three main dotes were used: “beyond the monetary
goals”; “being an outcome of organizational deesjohave a positive effect on the

stakeholders”. These criteria were formed basetherCSR definition of the current study
as ‘corporate behaviouwhich areaffecting stakeholders positivetynd going beyond its

monetary goals

As explained above, to classify a corporate behavag CSR, the criteria of “beyond the
legal consideration” was not considered in the \stuthe results of exploratory survey
reveals that all respondents replied the questiowhbhat should be the responsibility of an
organization to the government@s such corporate activities that are not exceedepal
framework (paying taxes or obeying to laws etcddiionally, the previous construct in
the literature also indicates that the main resjbditg of corporation to government is ‘to
adherence to legislation’. Therefore, the itemdjaating corporate behaviours which do

not go beyond the legal bounds, were also incliud¢ke scale.

® The group was including 5 academicians from défferdisciplines (Business Administration, Statitic
Economics).
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After the elimination process of the collected dé#ta new items were included to the item
pool. Therefore, the enlarged item pool (55 items)uding the items from other reliable

and valid scales in the literature and based otoeadory survey was constructed at the
end of this process. In order to eliminate the laed items from the pool, the items were
reviewed again and the number of items was narrdiwetigh a second group discussion.
Finally, a scale including 42 items was constru¢tedse in the pilot survey.

3.1.3.4. Stage-4: Item Selection and Evaluation tbugh Pilot Survey

The remaining items after discussion were included the next version of the

guestionnaire. In this step, the standard validityg reliability of the scales was analysed
through a pilot survey. Before explaining this stéghould be noted that the result of this
analyses did not provide absolutely accurate alabte information about the scale. This
step was only seen as a preliminary pilot analgsi€onducting on a limited number of
respondents. Although, this step of the processweag useful to improve and shape the
scale, it did not provide sufficient information cakh the construct. More accurate and

reliable results were gathered after conductingpeimain survey.

In this version of CSR (Appendix-1), a seven-paicele was used and it was conducted to
30 subjects working in the different organizatioAs.stated previously, the scales used to
measure “organizational commitment” (OCQ) and “theportance of corporate social

responsibility” (ICSR ) were tested as well.

Before the dual assessments of the data, some dapidcs of 30 respondents were
analysed through descriptive statistics. The mesnevof age was 32.47; the 11 of the
total respondents were male and 19 of them weralterihe 3 of respondents had a blue-
collar works; the remaining 27 respondents had embailar works. Among all
respondents, 6.7 percent of them graduated fromgoyi school; 10 percent of them
graduated from high school; 3.3 percent of themdgmted from vocational school.

However, 60 percent of them had a bachelor dedé&; percent of them had a master

® The group was including 3 academicians from déffiedisciplines (Business Administration, Statitic
Economics)
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degree; 3.3 percent of them had a PhD degree. Bam wf the total experience level and

the tenure in the current organization was 2.971aifl, respectively.

In the Assessment-1, according to the correlatimalyais, the highly intercorrelated items
were excluded from the scale. In the first corretatinalysis applied to all of the 42 items,
some items were highly correlated with each otbppér than .80) and they excluded from
the scale directly. In order to demonstrate thelltesiore easily, a second correlation
analyses was applied to only these remaining itgtsitems) and the highly correlated
items (upper than .70) were excluded from the s@&#eause, it is known that once one of
them is included in the scale, the other(s) couatéalvirtually no incremental information.

Therefore, based on the correlation matrix, ony toderately intercorrelated items was

included to the scale.

In fact, the high intercorrelation between somegecould be expected at the beginning of
the survey. Because, some statements used inlthetpidy were target to measure exactly
the same thing. For example, it is obvious thatrtfeaning and aim of the statements in
emp.e {Su anki simde, yeteneklerimi getirmemi sglayacak yeterince firsat vardir.” -
“There are sufficient opportunities to develop amdprove my skills in my current
organization.”) and emp.f (“ Sirketimiz calsanlarin yeteneklerini ve kariyerlerini
gelistirmelerini tesvik edici politikalara sahiptir.” — “The company eourages the
employees to develop real skills and long-term ear€) are very close to each other.
Despite this close meaning in these two statemeémts, of them included to the scale at
the same time. Because, after the analysis, thé ibEs (in terms of correlation
coefficient) among them was involved to the sctilsn emp.f was better than the other

alternative emp.e that was eliminated from theescal

Although the correlations among remaining itemsensgill high, they were included to the
scale. Because, factor analysis is mainly basdti@correlations among the variables and
the objective is to identify interrelated sets ddriables. Therefore, some degree of

multicollinearity is desirable for the nature ofetlstudy (Hair et al., 2006:114). The

" The goal of this scale construction is to maximiatidity rather than reliability. However it doast mean
that internal consistency estimates are useleisgppropriate.
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sufficiency of the correlations among variables wasted in through Barlett’'s test of
sphericity in the following section.

Based on this first assessment, the half of test@1 items) was excluded from the scale
and the remaining 21 items were included to thdyaisain the next step. Factor analysis
was used to eliminate other unrelated items froenpiteliminary scale. Because, a factor-
analytic procedure is very helpful in the procetsl@veloping good scales, whether they
are simple or complex scales (Comrey, 1988: 758% known that factor analysis is an

interdependence technique and its primary purpsge define the underlying structure

among the variables in the analysis (Hair et &l062104). Therefore, this technique was

very suitable for developing a scale in the curstnicture.

Factor analysis provides two distinct, but inteatetl outcomes: data summarization and
data reduction. These two outcomes were gathemmligh two different methods as
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. lis 8tudy, exploratory factor analysis was
used for data reduction. The general logic of engitry factor analysis is to uncover the
underlying structure of a relatively large set afiables. As explained in the previous part,
although there was actually a prior base theorthis study, the aim of applying a factor
analysis was to conceptually define the possiblatiomship and the nature of these
relationships between organization and its stakigre] not to confirm any relationships
specified prior to the analysis. Therefore explonatfactor analysis was more appropriate

for the study.

Before examining the data with factor analysis, dssumptions underlying the statistical
bases for a multivariate analysis should be tefststlly. In fact, the assumptions of factor
analysis are more conceptual than statistical.>d$agned in the first stage of this process,
the scale has a strong theoretic and conceptuaindr@and this assumption had been
adequately met by this study. From the statisstahdpoint, normality, homoscedasticity
and linearity are the most known assumptions fonudtivariate technique, but they are
rarely used for the factor analysis. Among thenly mormality is necessary if a statistical
test is applied to the significance of the fact@rable 6). Table 6 contains the empirical

measures reflecting the shape of the distributsteyness and kurtosis) and Kolmogorov-
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Smirnov test. Based on these results, except thablas of emp.f, emp.g, emp.i and
ngo.b, the most of the variables show some dewiativom normality in the overall
normality test. When viewing the shape characiesissignificant deviations were found

for skewness and kurtosis in some variables.

Table 6: Tests of Normality for CSR Scale

Variables Kolmogorov- Shapiro-Wilk Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov

Statistic  df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
emp.d 221 26.002 .882 26 .010 -1.169 427 1.351 .833
emp.f 127 26.200° .923 26 .062 -.322 427 -.689 .833
emp.g 135 26.200 .954 26 .365 -.198 427 -.835 .833
emp.h .185 26 .022 .948 26 .289 -114 427 -.753 .833
emp.i 128 26.200° .959 26 .431 .024 427 -.675 .833
cus.d .205 26 .007 .829 26.010** -1.014 441 .818 .858
cus.e 217 26.003 .768 26.010*  -1.246 448 .599 872
cus.f .238 26 .001 727 26.010** -1.746 434 3.083 .845
soc.a 161 26.081 .887 26.010**  -.773 427 .239 .833
soc.c 193 26.014 .880 26.010**  -.839 434 .166 .845
soc.d 162 26.078 .898 26 .016 -.393 434 -1.026 .845
gov.a .336 26 .000 .616 26.010** -1.479 434 .534 .845
gov.b .335 26 .000 .562 26.010** -2.484 441 5.838 .858
com.b .229 26 .001 .818 26.010*  -.673 434 -1.004 .845
com.d .269 26 .000 .753 26.010** -1.135 434 -.031 .845
env.a 192 26.015 .848 26.010**  -.231 434 -1.550 .845
env.b 224 26 .002 .856 26.010**  -.391 434 -1.401 .845
gn.a .230 26 .001 .836 26.010** -1.028 434 112 .845
gn.b .189 26 .018 .880 26.010**  -.800 427 -.331 .833
ngo.b 135 26.200° 911 26 .034 -.295 427 -1.206 .833
ngo.c .148 26 .146 .880 26.010**  -.317 427 -1.213 .833

** An upper bound of the true significance. / *léwer bound of the true significance. /
a Lilliefors Significance Correction

Although there are some variables were signifigandifferent from the normal curve,
while some others were identified with the overtbts. Additionally, it should be
emphasised again that the factor analysis in thigeswas not used for the final decision
making about the scale construct; it was only saema helpful tool to examine the
preliminarily results of the scale. Therefore, thessults were seemed as sufficient for the
further step of the study and a transformation @doce was not applied to these variables

in this stage.
The measure of the sampling adequacy is anotheortand consideration for the factor

analysis. In generally, factor analysis requiresmamimum of 200-300 respondents

(Comrey, 1988; Guadagnoli and Velicer, 1988). Hosvewas explained above, this pilot
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survey was only conducted on 30 subjects. Dedpigelimitation, an analysis was applied
to the collected data to see the preliminary resfulhe study before main survey. Based on
these preliminary results, the exclusion and resdjant of the problematic variables
could be possible to create more reliable and \sdale. However, the sample size of the
pilot survey was always considered and involvedh® decision making stage of the

analysis.

In spite of this limited size of sample, the Kaiéeyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy is .614, slightly greater than 0.6 — tiveshold value as recommended by
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). Thus indicating tha data was slightly factorable. In
order to assess the overall significance of theetation matrix, the Barlett's test of
sphericity was also considered in the analysis. Béwdett's test finds that the correlations,

when taken collectively, are significant at theQD0evel.

In order to understand how variance can be pargtip component analysis was performed
to data set. This statistical method was chosenwder to explain as much of the variance
as possible using the fewest number of compondis.total variance explained in the
study can be seen in the Table 7. In the studysdfaR rule, which is the most widely used
rule and basically proposed to drop all componeuits eigenvalues under 1.0, was used to
decide how many factors to retain. By this wayesala factor extracts at least as much as
the equivalent of one original variable, it was gped from the scale. Factor analysis
revealed five distinct factors with eigenvaluesafee than 1.0 and explaning 83,191
percent of the variance and were extracted ancestdg to VARIMAX rotation to obtain
the solution shown in Table 7. As seen from théetdlactor 1 accounts for approximately
52 percent of the variance (eigenvalue: 10.90&}ofa2 for 9.761 percent, and so on. As

expected, the sum of the eigenvalues is equaktodimber of variables, 21.

Table 7: Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalue Rotation Sums of Squared Loading
Total % of Variance  Cumulative %  Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 10.906 51.934 51.934 4,274 20.354 20.354
2 2.050 9.761 61.695 4.041 19.243 39.597
3 1.995 9.499 71.193 3.702 17.631 57.227
4 1.484 7.069 78.262 3.296 15.693 72.920
5 1.035 4,929 83.191 2.157 10.271 83.191
Between 6-21  lessthan 1 16.808 16.808

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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In order to decide how many factors to retain,Gla¢tell scree test was applied to the data.
Although the scree criterion generally tends taltas more factors than the Kaiser

criterion, the result of scree test was similaprevious criterion.

As the unrotated factor matrix did not have a catghy clean set of factor loadings, a
rotation technique was applied to improve the pregation. In this survey, VARIMAX

rotation was used and its impact on the overatbfdoadings was seen in the Table 8.

Table 8: Principal Component Analysis with VARIMAX Rotatiand Communalities

Variables Components Extraction
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5
emp.d .803 273 -111 173 -6.588E-02 .767
emp.f .735 .249 .530 -2.754E-025.486E-03  .884
emp.g 724 .224 .262 .232 .245 757
emp.h .808 7.148E-02 194 .202 .231 .790
emp.i .698 4.709E-02 .486 9.989E-06.968E-03  .736
cus.d A72 .185 .245 797 173 .788
cus.e 212 .281 151 791 214 .817
cus.f .165 3.533E-02 .283 .890 7.109E-02  .905
soc.a .246 .159 .617 467 .336 .798
soc.c 292 .263 .646 .347 447 .892
soc.d 731 .343 8.869E-02 .203 .306 .795
gov.a 144 .336 -5.536E-02 .148 .872 919
gov.b .150 142 .335 .382 .704 .796
com.b .233 .748 -.118 401 161 .814
com.d .186 .146 .764 479 211 913
env.a 7.925E-02 .828 .223 3.410E-02 .358 .871
env.b .223 .790 .349 .185 -1.323E-02 .830
gn.a 9.378E-02 .465 774 222 -5.416E-02 .876
gn.b .500 .318 .680 .235 -1.773E-02 .870
ngo.b .375 .699 .253 A77 7.437E-02 .730
ngo.c .235 .831 .297 2.820E-02 .295 .921

Rotation converged in 9 iterations. / Extractionthel: Principal Component Analysis

As it is known that the interpretation of factorafysis is highly subjective and to reduce
this subjectivity, researchers have establisheguide interpretation like considering the
variables only with loadings greater than 0.40 dacdor (Ford et al., 1986: 296). As seen
in the Table 8, all of the factors have loadingagee than .40. However, when considering
the sample size of the survey (less than 30), anatlie of thumb should be used for
measuring the adequacy of the factor loadings. liog to a “Guidelines for Identifying

Significant Factor Loadings Based on Sample Sidefhe sample size is equal to 50, a
factor loading of .75 is required for significamigir et al., 2006: 128). In the Table 8, the

loadings of the variable upper or very close ts tefined level of loadings.
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As it can be noticed, there occurred a problemoics variable (the fourth question of
society dimension). The statement in this variaBléirketimiz, ksizlere § imkani
sgglamak icin caba gostermektedir.”-“Our company makasgreat effort to create
employment opportunity for unemployedwas included to the construct to measure ‘the
CSR to society’ and expected to place under theR'@& society’ dimension. However,
this variable placed into the same factor with ¢hgp.d, emp.f, emp.g, emp.h,emp.i items,
simply called as ‘CSR to employees’ dimension. Aspatential explanation, the
respondents perceived soc.a as a statement reldkethe employees, not with the society

in general. Therefore, this variable was excludethfthe scale.

Although the second statement of competitor dinemétom.b) was adopted from a valid
scale in the literature, ‘double-barrelled’ problemas noticed after the factor analyses.
Before analysis, com.b was expected to place uth@edimension of CSR to competitors,
it was placed under the ‘CSR to society’ dimensi@gain, it can be perceived as a
statement related with the ‘CSR to society’, nathvthe ‘CSR to competitors’. Therefore,

this variable was excluded from the scale. By Wy, there was only one variable related
with the competitors dimension in the scale, corAgla unique variable, com.d could not
represent for a dimension, thus it was excludeah fiive scale as well.

As seen from Table 8, five components were obtaineldding the variables of emp-cus-
S0C-gov-env-gn-ngo:

= First Factor : including CSR to employees (emp.g/é@mp.g/emp.h/emp.i) and
society (soc.d were excluded from the scale)

= Second Factor : including CSR to natural environnfenv.a/env.b), non-
governmental organizations (ngo.b/ngo.c) and congoet(com.b/com.d were
excluded from the scale)

= Third Factor : including CSR to society (soc.a/spmext generations (gn.a/gn.b)
and competitors (com.d-excluded from the scale)

= Fourth Factor : including CSR to customers (cusisl&/cus.f)

= Fifth Factor : including CSR to government (govaa/gp)

After the factor matrix of loadings was interpretedch variable’s communality was also
examined in the same table as well. As it is kndhat communalities represents the
amount of variance accounted for by the factortgmiufor each variable. In the table, all

the variables met the acceptable levels of explamatthere was no variable with
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communalities less than .50. In this second ass&ds the factor analysis was carried out
to determine whether the various subscales arepgrbun clusters showing possible
dimensions of the scale. Although it was only atp#tudy conducted on a limited sample
size, it was helpful to show the possible relatiops and preliminarily results of main
survey. In this stage, it was too early to expldie reason of this clustering. The factor
structure may be unreliable because of the samphnigbility. After conducting the main

survey with an enough sample size, it would beiptesgo make final interpretations.

As a result of these assessment processes, a ipaiynversion of CSR scale including 18
variables was developed to use in the main surdpéndix-2). Finally, the reliability
was checked for every scale in the questionnaireedls Cronbach alphas calculated for
each of scale produced the following results: CIEISR and OCQ scales have coefficient
alpha values of .9399, .72 and .9174 respectivEable 9). As it can be seen, all scale
reliabilities are above the recommended .70 leMahfally, 1978)

Table 9: Reliability Analyses of CSR-ICSR-OCQ Scales

Scales Number Cronbach Standardized
of items Alpha Iltem Alpha
CSR 18 .9399 .9436
ICSR 5 .7200 .7293
0OCQ 9 9174 .9235

Finally, a response bias caused by 7-point Likgretscale was noticed in the pilot survey
result. Therefore, it was decided to change theirtscale in the pilot survey with the 5-

point scale in the main survey.
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3.2. Population and Sample Selection

The population consists of all ‘business profesali®nvorking in a for-profit organizations
located in Turkey. In order to ensure the overafiresentativeness of population, some
criteria were specified at the beginning of the glenselection process. These criteria
included;

= age — older than 18 (not including the child lalsyur
= education level — higher than high school degrees
= job position — white-collars

= tenure — not specified

= general experience level — not speficied

However, it was important to reach employees whoeweorking in different companies
in terms of;

= sectors (agriculture, industry, service)

= ownership style (domestic, foreign, domestic-fomeigoublic, private, public-
private, NGO)

= scale (micro, small, medium, large)

= geographical regions — in Turkey

By the way, the selected data collection methodukshbe carefully designed in order to

reach this defined criteria in the sample selectizased on these criteria, it was important
to collect data mainly from the respondents whoenader than 18 years old; higher than
high school degree and white-collar, simply caléed‘business professionals’. However,
the data belongs to the respondents who were net oree of these criteria were not

excluded from the analysis. Because, it was bdii¢kat the nature of data collection — as
elaborately explained in the next section — woulelvpnt the collection of these data in a

great extent.

3.3. Data Collection and Analyses

In the study, two main considerations determineddata collection method. The first and
foremost consideration was to conduct the survep sample of ‘business professionals’
according to the pre-specified sample selectiontertai to ensure the overall

representativeness of population and be generi&dizdlhe second consideration was to

collect the data within a defined period of timeheT combination of these two
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considerations created a method of sending “setfhaidtered questionnaire” via e-mails
to the management and business-related mailingpgfolihese mailing groups included a
variety of people who were actively in the businkfgsin Turkey and they were different

in terms of sectors, companies, departments, jshipos, and so on.

These e-mails included an explanation about thpgaér of the study as a cover letter and
attached with the questionnaire (Appendix-3). Asile of thumb, it was aimed to reach
300 questionnaires within a pre-specified timel{tiee first two weeks of April, 2006).
From the target sample of 300 questionnaires, @8y completed questionnaires were
returned; 11 were discarded as being incompletaecélethe final number of usable
qguestionnaires was 269 — a response rate of 89demie Although the e-mails were

received after the specified time, they were naleakdto the data.

The research ethics had a highest priority and n@apected during the process of data
collection. In order to guarantee anonymity, nospaelly identifying information was
requested from the respondents. After downloadmgattached questionnaires from the
received e-mails, and numbered them accordingdeivig sequence, they were deleted
from the system in order to keep the e-mail adéxes$ the respondents confidential.

The collected questionnaires were coded and entetedhe statistical software packages,
and most of the analyses were applied with usinSSRnd Minitab. In addition to
descriptive statistics, the analyses included #pdoeatory factor analysis of the scale sets
to test alternative factor structures, the religbdssessment of the scales, and hierarchical
regression analyses to assess the impact of engplpgeception of CSR on the

organizational commitment.

® These mailing groups were selected among curreutliye management and business yahoo-groups and

include is_yonetimi@yahoogroups.com; yonetim_gel@yahoogroups.com; Turk-Biz@yahoogroups.com;
kobiturk@yahoogroups.com; finans-grubu@yahoograaps; ik_yonetimi@yahoogroups.com;
(Subscription Date: 01.04. 2006)
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3.4. Statistical Method

3.4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Respondents in this study were 269 business profeds (89.6 % response rate) working
in different for-profit organizations and sectamsTiurkey. In terms of gender, 127 (47.2%)
were female, 140 (52%) were male, and 2% was ngs$ata. The age of the respondents
were changing in the range of 19-61 and mean vial@&.23 for the sample. According to
the age group, 17% were between 18- 25, 41% wedwmeba 26-30, 19% were between
31-35, 13% were between 36-40, 10% were above 4te Mhan the half of respondents
had a bachelor degree or more. Among all respoadehpercent of them graduated from
middle school; 2.2 percent of them graduated fragh tschool; 1.9 percent of them
graduated from vocational school. But, 66.2 peradrthem had a bachelor degree; 22.7
percent of them had master degree; 5.9 percertienh thad PhD degree. Based on this
higher education level, among all the respondet@i§, of them (97%) had a job position
classified as white-collar, only 7 (2.6%) of themdha blue-collar job, and 1 (.4%) was
missing. As it can be realised that there was poredent who had a middle-school degree

and there were only 7 respondents who were bluarombrkers’

When analysing the general experience level oféspondents, 18.2 percent of them had
less than 2 years, 28.3 percent had 3-5 years p2bcgént had 6-10, 14.1 percent had 11-15
years, 14.1 percent had more than 16 years experigkccording to the tenure of the
respondents, 38.3% of them had less than 2 yegmsrience in the organization, 30.9
percent had 3-5 years, 17.5 percent had 6-10 y&a2spercent had 11-15 years, 7.8
percent had more than 16 years experience, andrcémqt did not provide data. It means
that over half (69.4 %) of the employees had beepleyed at the company for less than 5
years.

° Although the sample selection criteria of the gtwgere only interested in the respondents who were
graduated from high school or higher degree andeadullar workers, the data belongs to respondehts

did not meet one of these criteria had also addethé analysis. Because, despite they did not mheet
requirements, they were the member of these busiedsted groups and they would have a very minor
effect on the final results of the analyses.
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As Table 10 presents, most of the respondents¥9lvare working in the service sector.
The industry and agriculture sectors had a portdr33.1 percent and 4.1 percent,
respectively. Additionally, the 204 of the respomide (75.8%) were working in the
domestic companies; the 31 of them (11.5) werdenféreign-owned companies. In order
to analyse the organizational size, a classificatiased on the numbers of the employee in
the organization was used in the std¥s seen from table again, more than half of the
respondents (51.7%) were working in the large-scatg@nizations; the 48.1 percent of
them were working less than middle-scale orgaromati Moreover, the respondents’

organizations were geographically dispersed in &wurk

Table 10: Descriptive Statistics of Respondents’ Organizegio

Sector Frequency %  Type Frequency % Org. Size Frequency %
Agriculture 11 4.1 Domestic 204 75.8 Micro-Scale 22 8.2
Industry 89 33.1 Foreign 31 11.5 Small-Scale 38 14.1
Service 165 61.3 Domestic-foreign 33 12.3 Medium-Scale 69 25.7
Total 265 98.5 Total 268 99.6 Large-Scale 139 51.7
Missing 4 1.5 Missing 1 4 Total 268 99.6
Total 269 100.0 Total 269 100.0 Missing 1 4
Total 269 100.0

Although the missing data had a small portion drelrelationships in the data were not
affected by any missing data process, ‘all-avadagbproach’ was used as an imputation

method to deal with these missing data.

19 According to this taxanomy, the organizations thas employees between 1-9 employees is classiied
micro-scale; 10-49 is classified as small-scale289 is classified as medium-scale and more th&nhi®4
classified as large-organizations
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3.4.2. Factor Analyses

3.4.2.1. Factor Analysis of Employee Perception &SR Scale

In order to perform more precise analysis, factualygsis was performed within the six-

stage model-building framework introduced by Haiale (2006). (Figure 3)
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Figure 3: The Stages of Factor Analysis Decision Diagram
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3.4.2.1.1. Stage-1: Objective of Factor Analysis

In this stage of the scale development, the objectias same with the factor analysis of
pilot survey as ‘identifying the structure of a sétvariables and providing a process for
data reduction’. Briefly in this stage, the scatemeasure the employee perceptions of
CSR were examined for the following reasons:

= To group these 18 variables in terms of an undaglgonceptual construct
= To reduce the 18 items into a smaller set of n@mposite dimensions or factors
with a minimum loss of information

Therefore, again ‘Exploratory factor analysis’ wkmind appropriate to reach these

objectives, rather than confirmatory factor analysi

3.4.2.1.2. Stage-2: Testing Assumptions in Factomalysis

Conceptual Linkages. As stated previously, the critical assumptions ulydey factor
analysis are more conceptual than statistical thierowords, a basic assumption of factor
analysis is to define some underlying structuresteng in the set of selected variables.
(Hair et al., 2006: 113). As explained in “the ceptualization of the scale” part, this scale
was mainly based on the stakeholder managementyth@berefore, this foremost
criterion of the analysis was met sufficiently. Wdugh the conceptual requirements seem
to be relatively more important for soundness ef dmalysis, it is also important to meet

the statistical requirements.

Sample Size: In fact, there are many different decision makimgeda to measure the
sampling adequacy. However, as a rule of thumbs#meple must be more than variables
and minimum absolute sample size should be 50 wis@ns — more acceptable sample
size would have a 10:1 ratio. In this study, theeze 269 observation and 18 variables; the
ratio is approximately 15:1. It also indicates ttiet sample size was adequate to perform a
factor analysis. Moreover, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkireasure of sampling adequacy was
.876; it was greater than the recommended threskallee of .60 and indicates that the
data was factorable. The Barlett's test finds thatcorrelations, when taken collectively,

were significant at the .0001 level.
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Normality: As it was stated in the assumptions check of tlee purvey, the data gathered
from the main survey was tested through a striagsumption procedure. The first test
contains the empirical measures and normal prababpibts of the variables in data. As
seen from the Table 11, significant deviations wienend for skewness and kurtosis in
only 3 of the 18 metric variables (cus.f, gov.ad ajov.b). However, there were no
variables that showed any deviation from normaiitshe overall normality test.

Table 11: Tests of Normality for CSR Scale

Variables Kolmogorov- Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov

Statistic  df Sig. Statistic Std. Error Statistic  Std. Error
emp.d 179 269.000 -.391 .149 -.529 .296
emp.f .209 268.000 -.343 .149 -.441 297
emp.g 196 268.000 -.257 .149 -.463 297
emp.h 197 266.000 -.357 .149 -.321 .298
emp.i .188 267.000 -.281 .149 -471 297
cus.d 279 264.000 -.954 .150 .949 299
cus.e 237 265.000 -711 .150 .245 .298
cus.f .264 266.000 -1.152 149 1.875 .298
soc.a .243 267.000 -.494 .149 -.318 297
soc.c .220 269.000 -.449 .149 -.225 .296
gov.a .328 264.000 -1.340 .150 1.790 299
gov.b .318 268.000 -1.461 149 2412 297
env.a 226 265.000 -.609 .150 -.005 .298
env.b .203 261.000 -.361 151 -.570 .300
gn.a .265 264.000 -.661 .150 .007 .299
gn.b 192 266.000 -.226 .149 -.511 .298
ngo.b .186 265.000 .017 .150 -.650 .298
ngo.c 177 263.000 -.021 .150 -.696 .299

** An upper bound of the true significance. / *léwer bound of the true significance. /
a Lilliefors Significance Correction

In order to identify the shape of the distributiatata was tested graphically - through
normal probability plots - as well. Based on thepeioal and graphical methods, it was
identified that these variables met the assumptadnsormality and could be used in the

further step of the study.

Overall & Variable Specific Measures of Intercorrelation: The next step was to analyse
that the variables were sufficiently intercorrethte produce representative factors. Table
12 presents the correlation matrix for 18 itemsthed scale. Review of the correlation
matrix reveals that 141 of the 153 correlationgapimately 93%) are significant at the
.01 level, which provide adequate basis to perfarfactor analysis on both an overall

basis and for each variable.

59



Table 12: Correlation Matrix of CSR Scale

Var. emp.d emp.f emp.g emp.h emp.i cus.d cus.e cus.f soc.a soc.c gov.a gov.b env.a env.b gn.a gn.b ngo.b

emp.d

emp.f .718

emp.g 475 .629

emp.h 521 .698 .702

emp.i .400 .566 .587 .722

cus.d .259 .340 .363 .446 .495

cus.e .232 .351 .353 .388 .397 .689

cus.f 273 351 .302 .389 .422 .657 .633

soc.a 328 452 410 426 .373 .438 .460 .464

soc.c 416 477 .380 .418 .316 .283 .288 .293 .692

gov.a .144 088 .105 .091 .125.350 .343 .406 .243 .156

gov.b .205 .138 .140 .142 .162 .353 .338.395 .282 .217 .868

envaa .303 .289 .230 .230 .152 .285 .298 .217 .4238 .261 .310

env.b .290 .268 .222 .232.080 .173 .180 .127 .381 .455 .164 .207 .735

gn.a 359 .387 .307 .298 .242 272 .195 .234 .44%0..250 .310 .540 .577

gn.b 405 440 .307 .343 .251 .180 .179 .174 .5@®8..145 .205 .500 .578 .707
ngo.b .392 432 .416 412 .324 .194 .192 .160 .45Bl6 .098 .170 .427 .480 .451 .635
ngo.c .424 414 363 .343 .291 .163 .15408 .473 551 .127 .173 .432 .466 .430 .622 .726
a Determinant = 6,225E-06

Note: Bolded values indicate correlations significat the .01 significance level.

To evaluate the overall significance of the cotreta matrix, the Barlett's test was used
again. The Barlett's test found that the correfsijowhen taken collectively, were
significant at the .0001 level.

3.4.2.1.3. Stage-3: Deriving Factors and Assessi@gerall Fit

The data gathered from the main survey was analysedgh principal components factor
analysis. As explained previously, one of the reago choose this statistical method was
to explain as much of the variance as possiblegusie fewest number of components.
However, in this process of the study, the mainceom of using this method was to
determine which item was related to which componiaimely, it was more important to
determine whether the various subscales were gdoupeclusters showing possible
dimensions of the scale. As it can be rememberisdsttale development study tried to
combine and classify the stakeholders of an orgdiniz according to the CSR perception

of the employees.
Table 13 shows the information regarding to thepb8sible factors and their relative

explanatory power as given by their eigenvalueshéntable, it was possible to assess the

importance of each component and select the nuofidactors with using the eigenvalues

60



at the same time. Although there was not a gemelalabout retaining how many factors
in a scale, 3 to 5 factors could be suitable fos ¢fiven number of variables (18). If again
Kaiser Rule was applied to decide how many factorsetain or to drop from the scale,
analysis revealed four distinct factors with eigdnes greater than 1.0. Scree test also
indicated that four factors could be appropriateemwhconsidering the changes in

eigenvalues.

Table 13: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalue Rotation Sums of Squared Loading

Component Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
1 7.230 40.169 40.169 4.481 24.896 24.896
2 2.412 13.400 53.569 3.596 19.977 44.873
3 2.048 11.378 64.947 2.754 15.298 60.171
4 1.050 5.835 70.782 1.910 10.611 70.782
Between 5-18 Less than 1 29.218 29,218

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

The four factors retained represented 70,228 peiethe variance of the 18 variables,
deemed sufficient in terms of total variance expdi As seen from the Table, factor 1
accounts for approximately 40 percent of the vaeatEigenvalue: 7,172), factor 2 for
13,271 percent, and so on. In the light of these ¢viteria, it was decided to retain four

factors for further analysis.

3.4.2.1.4. Stage-4: Interpreting the Factor

After determining the number of the retaining fasfahe interpretation process started
with examining the unrotated and then rotated factatrices.

I dentify the Significant Loadings in the Unrotated Factor Matrix: In the interpretation of
factor analysis results, the variables with loadirtggher than 0.40 on a factor was
considered to reduce subjectivity (Ford et al., 689896). This rule of thumb was
appropriate for the sample size of 269 as well. oddimg to defined threshold, the
unrotated matrix provided little information to &y any form of structure. Every
variable, except gov.b, mainly loads in the firgttbr and 8 of 18 variables have cross-
loadings. In this situation, it was difficult toterpret the matrix theoretically and rotation

could improve the understanding of the relationgimpng variables.
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Applying VARIMAX Rotation: As explained above, the unrotated factor matrix ratl

have a completely clean set of factor loadingghis situation, it was required to apply a
rotation technique that simplifies the factor stane. In fact there is no specific rule in
selecting a rotation method among orthogonal oriqabl rotations? Thus, as an

orthogonal rotational approach, VARIMAX rotation svaselected to use in the
interpretation of the matrix. The VARIMAX rotatiofTable 14) improved the structure
and each of the variables and had a significardihga(given as a loading above .40).
However, there was a cross-loading problem in caméable (soc.a); this variable cross-

loaded on two factors (factor 1 and 3) at the same.

Table 14:Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (VARIMAX)

Variables Factor Communalities
Factor1l Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
env.b .819 .684
gn.b .815 732
env.a .745 .634
gn.a 723 .603
ngo.c .703 .632
soc.c .672 .607
ngo.b .694 .633
soc.a .564 .502 .635
emp.f .806 762
emp.h .806 778
emp.g .760 .663
emp.i .728 .685
emp.d .708 .628
cus.e .824 .748
cus.d .814 .761
cus.f 775 .720
gov.a 921 918
gov.b 915 .918
Total
Sum of Squares (eigenvalues) 7.230 2.412 2.048 1.050 12.74
Percentage of trace 40.169 13.400 11.378 5.835 70.782

Factor loadings less than .40 have not been prantddvariables have been sorted by loadings onfeatdr.

There were three possible actions to be takenismsituation; decreasing the number of
factors, using another rotation technique or sing#ieting soc.a to eliminate the cross-
loading. The first alternative was not appropri@ecause both of the factor 1 and factor 3
had a significant explained variance, 24.896 % Hn@98, respectively. For applying the
second alternative, it was decided to use otherdwimogonal methods (QUARTIMAX

1 Orthogonal rotations are utilized more frequentigduse the analytical procedures for perfomingabli
rotations are not as well developed and are siilject to some controversy.
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and EQUIMAX). Table 15 presents that additional Ilgsia showed that the other
orthogonal methods still reveals the same crossifiggporoblem as well.

Table 15:Rotated Factor Loading for soc.a in Different Ogbioal Methods

Variable Rotation Method Factor
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
soc.a VARIMAX .564 .255 .502 2.257E-02
soc.a QUARTIMAX .605 231 464 -1.628E-02
soc.a EQUAMAX 537 .253 527 7.237E-02

In this situation the final alternative of deletisgc.a from the analysis and leaving the
scale 17 variables was appropriate. The rotatetbrfamatrix for reduced set of 17
variables is seen in Table 16. The factor loadfingshe 17 variables presented the similar
results, pattern and almost same values for thagiriga. The amount of explained variance
increased slightly from 70.782 percent to 71,688 ¢et.

Table 16:Rotated Factor Loading Matrix (without soc.a)

Reduced Set of Variables Factor
(soc.a deleted) Factor 1 Factor2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Communalities
env.b .848 .739
gn.b .805 731
env.a 74 .690
gn.a 732 .614
ngo.c .679 .639
ngo.b 677 .638
soc.c .626 .558
emp.f .808 .755
emp.h .807 T77
emp.g 761 .659
emp.i 731 .686
emp.d .696 .603
cus.d .827 .783
cus.e .824 754
cus.f .759 .708
gov.a 925 .926
gov.b 919 .924
Total
Sum of Squares (eigenvalues)6.721 2.412 2.044 1.009 12.186
Percentage of trace 39.537 14.188 12.021 5.937 71.683

Extraction Method: Principal Component AnalysifRatation Method: VARIMAX with Kaiser Normalization.
Factor loadings less than .40 have not been pranteldvariables have been sorted by loadings onfaatdr.

Assess the Communalities: The communalities before and after the deletioisarf.a are
seen in the previous tables. Both of them inditdagesimilar results that the communalities
for all of the variables are higher than 0.6. Thenmunalities for the variables gov.a and

gov.b are quite high, 0.913 and 0.910, respectiwrebhe first table. This is an indication
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that these two variables are likely to be highlyreated with the other variables in the
scale and with each other. However, the commuealiior other variables such as gn.a,
soc.c, emp.d etc. are approximately in the intergal 0.60-0.70, lower than the
communalities of gov.a and gov.b. This is not tp theat these variables are less important
than gov.a and gov.b; only that the CSR to nextegsion, society, employees etc.

measured by these variables are independent othiee variables.

Label the Factors: The structure of the scale based on factor anahgischanged from
the pilot survey to main survey. As it can be rerberad, despite its limited sample size,
the results of pilot survey provided five comporsemicluding the variables of emp-cus-
SOC-gov-env-gn-ngo:

= First Factor : including CSR to employees (emp.g/ét@mp.g/emp.h/emp.i) and
society (soc.d-excluded from the scale)

=  Second Factor : including CSR to natural environnfenv.a/env.b), non-
governmental organizations (ngo.b/ngo.c) and congpet(com.b- excluded from
the scale)

= Third Factor : including CSR to society (soc.a/spmext generations (gn.a/gn.b)
and competitors (com.d-excluded from the scale)

= Fourth Factor : including CSR to customers (cusigl&/cus.f)

= Fifth Factor : including CSR to government (gova/p)

However the result of main survey (with adequataga size) revealed a more different
result than the previous one:

= First Factor : including CSR to society (soc.c)tunal environment (env.a/env.b),
next generations (gn.a/gn.b) and non-governmenganizations (ngo.b/ngo.c)

= Second Factor : including CSR to employees (empya/femp.g/emp.h/emp.i)

= Third Factor : including CSR to customers (cus.sl/eicus.f)

= Fourth Factor : including CSR to government (gaosa/b)

When considering the related literature and theabégs included in these factors, the
factors can be labelled as:

= CSR to social and non-social stakeholders : inolgdCSR to society (soc.c),
natural environment (env.a/env.b), next generatiqge.a/gn.b) and non-
governmental organizations (ngo.b/ngo.c)

= CSR to employees : including CSR to employees(etampl.f/femp.g/emp.h/emp.i)

= CSR to customers : including CSR to customers déuiss.e/cus.f)

= CSRto government : including CSR to governmenv.@agov.b)
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3.4.2.1.5. Stage-5: Validation of Factor Analysis

In this stage, the degree of generalizability ef tbsults to the population was assessed. In
fact the direct way for this assessment is to afiptysame scale to new samples from the
population. However, it could be somewhat difficiltrepeat the analysis on entirely new
sample due to the time limitation. Therefore sghimple analysis was chosen for the
validation assessment. The sample was splittediwd equal samples of 134 respondents
and the factor analysis procedure was applied em tio compare the results. Table 17 and
Table 18 presents the VARIMAX rotations for the tfeator models, along with the
communalities. The two VARIMAX rotations are quienilar to each other in terms of

loadings and communalities for all of the variables

Table 17:Split-Sample 1 Rotated Component Matrix

Variables Component Communalities
1 2 3 4
env.b .854 745
gn.b .814 .760
env.a .765 .687
soc.c 742 733
ngo.b 732 .634
ngo.c .716 .642
gn.a 715 .620
emp.f .808 776
emp.d .793 715
emp.h .719 .827
emp.g 17 713
emp.i .585 .676
cus.d .859 .812
cus.e .834 .842
cus.f .781 .745
gov.a 915 .909
gov.b 913 .907
Total
Sum of Squares (eigenvalues) 7.683 2.260 1.776 1.025 12.744
Percentage of trace 45.191 13.296 10.445 6.030 634.9

Factor loadings less than .40 have not been pranteldvariables have been sorted by loadings onfaatdr.
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Table 18: Split-Sample 2 Rotated Component Matrix

Variables Component Communalities
1 2 3 4
env.b .834 a7
gn.b .798 729
env.a .792 .764
gn.a .735 .605
ngo.c .670 .643
ngo.b .650 .667
soc.c 491 434
emp.h .844 731
emp.f .804 .784
emp.i .799 .703
emp.g 739 .603
emp.d .623 .563
cus.e .810 .684
cus.d .768 749
cus.f .620 .611
gov.b .902 .906
gov.a .900 .891
Total
Sum of Squares (eigenvalues) 5.812 2.612 2.382 1.039 11.845
Percentage of trace 34.185 15.365 14.009 6.110 769.6

Factor loadings less than .40 have not been pranteldvariables have been sorted by loadings onfaatdr.

Based on these results, it can be said that thétsegre stable within this two splitted
samples. Surely the further studies can confirns tlasult to generalize across the

population.

3.4.2.1.6. Stage-6: Additional Uses of the Factomalysis Results

As stated in the literature review part, the maaective of this study is to examine the
relationship between employee perception of CSR arghnizational commitment.
Therefore this scale was planned to use in theesulesnt application of other statistical
techniques. For the further usage of the scalee thee two main options. The first one is
to select the variable with the highest factor lngd as ‘a surrogate representative’ for a
particular factor dimension. As Table 16 shows thatselected surrogate variables should
be env.b, emp.f, cus.d and gov.a for factor-1,0ia2t factor-3 and factor-4, respectively.
In spite of its simplicity, there is a risk of pat&lly misleading results by selecting only a
single variable to represent more complex reslitthis scale, for example, the first factor
combines variables representing CSR to natural remvient, next generation,
nongovernmental organizations and society andutdcbe misleading to represent all of

these variables with only env.b.
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The second alternative is replacing the origindl cfevariables with an entirely new,
smaller set of variables through creating summatzdes or factor scores. In this study,
summated scale method was not preferred becauassiimes that weights for each
variable are equal in the averaging procedure. WMewéactor scores are based on the
factor loadings, meaning that every variable cbotes to the factor score based on the
size of its loading? Therefore, the factor scores of every factor wesmputed for the

further usage.

3.4.2.2. Factor Analysis of OCQ

Before applying the factor analysis to this sc#éhe assumptions were analysed again.
Table 19 presents the correlation matrix of thdesemd it can be seen that all of the
correlations are significant at the .01 level. Tieisult provides adequate basis to perform a

factor analysis on both an overall basis and focheariable.

Table 19: Correlation Matrix of OCQ
ltems ocg.a ocqg.b ocg.c ocgd ocqg.e ocqg.f ocq.g ocg.h
ocg.a
ocq.b 436
ocqg.c 443 742
ocq.d .294 .354 427
ocg.e 432 .639 .707 442
ocq.f .493 .738 710 .348 .664
0cq.g 431 .703 734 .391 672 .699
ocg.h 551 .604 .613 .289 .588 .678 .567
ocq.i .352 .628 .679 438 .636 .681 677 .581
a Determinant = 2,801E-03
Note: Bolded values indicate correlations significat the .01 significance level.

According to the Barlett’s test, the correlationdien taken collectively, are significant at
the .0001 level. In the same table, the Kaiser-M&l&in measure of sampling adequacy
also shows that the value is much higher than reoemded threshold. Table 20 contains
the empirical measures for the variables in dataerd@ is a significant deviation for

skewness in the only ocg.h. As Kolmogorov-Smirnegttshows that there were no

variables that showed any deviation from normatitthe overall normality test. The shape

12 gpss provides three ways of estimating factor scareegression method; a method termed ‘Bartdei
‘Anderson-Rubin’ method. In generally, Bartlett tacscores have been recommended as these estamates
least biased (closest to the population values)véver, after examining the correlation matrix oégh
scores based on three methods, it was determiagéthérse scores did not differ too much.
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of the distribution was tested graphically throutje normal probability plots as well.
Based on the empirical and graphical methods, & id@ntified that these variables met the

assumptions of normality and used in the furthep sif the study.

Table 20: Tests of Normality for OCQ

Variables Kolmogorov- Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov

Statistic  df Sig. Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
ocg.a 276 267.000 -.934 .149 .875 297
ocg.b 216 269.000 -.610 .149 .023 .296
ocqg.c .206 269.000 -.457 .149 -.335 .296
ocq.d .204 266.000 426 .149 -.696 .298
ocg.e .189 266.000 -.218 .149 -.543 .298
ocq.f .235 267.000 -572 .149 -.260 297
0cq.g .180 268.000 -.167 .149 -.706 297
ocg.h .258 269.000 -1.073 149 .906 .296
ocq.i .180 269.000 -.034 .149 -.692 .296

As seen from Table 21, the unrotated componentysisalfactor matrix, only one
component was extracted, as it was expected, amd tle variables have a value higher
than the threshold value. Since there is only @uotof that has an eigenvalue higher than
1.0, this construct was considered as unidimenkioflas unique factor represented
61.781 percent of the variance (Eigenvalue: 5.568@yee test also indicates the same

result. In this case, the solution cannot be rdtate

Table 21:Unrotated Factor Loading Matrix and Communalities

Variables Factor Communalities
ocg.a .609 371
ocq.b .844 713
ocqg.c .873 761
ocq.d 534 .285
ocg.e .829 .687
ocq.f .867 .752
0cqg.g .847 17
ocqg.h .781 611
ocq.i .815 .664
Sum of Squares (eigenvalues) 5.560

Percentage of trace 61.781

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a 1 components extracted.

Finally, the factor scores were calculated to use s$cale in the further statistical

application of study.
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3.4.2.3 . Factor Analysis of ICSR Scale

Following on the same procedure, the assumptioms tested for the ICSR scale as well.
Table 22 presents the correlation matrix of theles@nd it can be seen all of the
correlations are significant at the .01 level. Tdisained result also support that there are
adequate basis to perform a factor analysis on&otbverall basis and for each variable.

Table 22: Correlation Matrix of ICSR Scale

Variables icsr.a icsr.b icsr.c icsr.d
icsr.a
icsr.b .523
icsr.c .430 428
icsr.d .350 .359 .627
icsr.e 448 442 .558 .567

a Determinant =,182
Note: Bolded values indicate correlations signiftcairthe .01 significance level.

Similar to this result, the Barlett’s test alsogmets that the correlations are significant at
the .0001 level when they are taken collectivelye Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test shows that
the value is much higher than recommended thresA@tle 23 contains the empirical
measures and normal probability plots for the \@es in data, respectively. There is no
significant deviation for skewness or kurtosis afy a/ariable in the scale. Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test also support the normality of the gidata.

Table 23: Tests of Normality for ICSR Scale

Variables Kolmogorov- Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov

Statistic  df Sig. Statistic Std. Error Statistic  Std. Error
icsr.a .235 269.000 -.749 .149 .318 .296
icsr.b .252 268.000 -.974 .149 744 297
icsr.c 221 268.000 -.594 .149 -.332 297
icsr.d 241 268.000 -.864 .149 .299 297
icsr.e 222 269.000 -.300 .149 -.455 .296

The normality of data was tested graphically ad.wBased on the empirical and graphical
methods, it was identified that these variables thetassumptions of normality and used

in the further step of the study.
Table 24 shows the unrotated component analysierfawatrix. This construct is also

considered as unidimensional, like OCQ. This unifaotor represented 58.014 percent of

the variance (Eigenvalue: 2.901). Scree test aldicates the same result.
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Table 24:Unrotated Factor Loading Matrix and Communalities

Variables Factor Communalities
icsr.a .710 .504
icsr.b .710 .504
icsr.c .810 .657
icsr.d 71 .595
icsr.e .801 .641

Sum of Squares (eigenvalues) 2.901
Percentage of trace 58.014
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
a 1 components extracted

Finally, the factor scores were calculated to use scale in the further statistical

application of study.

3.4.3. Reliability Analyses

In the reliability assessment, two commonly usedhaws were chosen for every scale.
Firstly, the inter-item correlations of each socakre computed and interpreted. In here the
rule of thumb suggests that the item-to-total datrens should exceed .50 and that the
inter-item correlations should exceed .30 (Hamlet2006: 137). In the second method, the
internal consistencies of each scale were asséissmeh computing Cronbach’s alpha —
as one of the most widely used measure. Althouglergdly agreed upon lower limit for

Cronbach’s alpha is .70, the taken decisions wamlgnbased on the number of items,

number of dimensions, and average inter-item caticels (Cortina, 1993).

3.4.3.1Reliability Analysis of Employee Perception of CSR5cale

As it can be remembered from Table 12, the coroglanatrix including 17 variables —

after the deletion of the variable soc.a. Therel&@ different item pairings or correlations

and the average inter-item correlation is .35, @ighan the suggested threshold value of
.30. Table 25 presents the results of reliabdityalysis applied to the scale. As computed
above, inter-item correlation is .35, and the scadtudes 17 items in four dimensions. The
suggested alpha for the similar conditions (r 7.3@ items/ 3 dimensions) described by
Cortina (1993) is .64. The Cronbach’s alpha of @&®R scale is much higher than this

suggested alpha value as .9013.
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Table 25: Reliability Analysis of CSR Scale

Items Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared Alpha if
if Item Variance if Item- Total Multiple Item
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
emp.d 57.6805 98.9433 .5836 5326 .8950
emp.f 580083 972999 .6821 .6890 .8916
emp.g 581369 98.1103 .6253 5581 .8935
emp.h 580664 98.1039 .6679 .6921 .8922
emp.i 580415 998316 .5559 5646 .8959
cus.d 572739 1023830 5270 .6051 .8968
cus.e 53776 1023527 .5101 5622 .8973
cus.f 571452 1039580 4678 5271 .8985
soc.c 577593 989085 .6351 4785 .8933
gov.a 568755 107.4928 .3022 .7448 .9025
gov.b 569129 1060882 .3633 7473 .9012
env.a 57934 1003923 .5578 5773 .8958
env.b 578506 1000693 5224 6131 .8972
gn.a 576266 995433 .5978 5925 .8945
gn.b 579627 984278 .6358 6762 .8932
ngo.b 583859 974880 .6238 6117 .8936
ngo.c 58.2158 98116 .5908 .6090 .8948
Reliability Coefficients 17 items
Alpha .9013
Standardized item alpha .8991

The Cronbach alpha values for factor 1, 2, 3 anehd calculated as .8915, .8836, .8554
and .9279, respectively. All of the subscales ravalpha value greater than .70 threshold

level.

3.4.3.2 Reliability Analysis of OCQ

Table 19 presents that the correlation matrix idiclg 9 variables and 36 different
correlations. The average inter-item correlationapproximately .56, higher than the
suggested threshold value of .30. Table 26 revib@lsesults of reliability analysis. As
computed above, inter-item correlation is .56, dhd scale includes 9 items in one
dimension. The suggested alpha for the similar itimmd (r =.50 / 12 items/ 1 dimesions)
described by Cortina (1993) is .92. The Cronbaalpfa of the OCQ is very close to this
suggested alpha level as .9177.
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Table 26: Reliability Analysis of OCQ

Items Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared Alpha if
if Item Variance if Item- Total Multiple Item
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
ocg.a 26.6409 48.8667 .5350 .3558 .9189
ocg.b 26.8571 44.8283 .7825 .6728 .9036
ocg.c 27.1004 43.7418 .8178 .6979 .9008
ocqg.d 28.0386 47.7582 .4599 .2609 .9268
ocg.e 27.4247 44.2453 .7768 .6110 .9037
ocq.f 26.8764 44.5506 .8049 .6944 .9021
ocq.g 27.3784 44.0501 .7828 .6473 .9033
ocg.h 26.5907 45.7156 .7140 5717 .9081
0cqg.i 27.6332 44.3959 7475 5971 .9057
Reliability Coefficients 9 items
Alpha 9177

Standardized item alpha .9187

3.4.3.3 Reliability Analysis of ICSR Scale

In the previous section, Table 22 presented thesladion matrix including 5 variables and
10 different correlations. The average inter-iteorrelation is .4732, higher than the

suggested threshold value of .30.

The results of reliability analysis of the scalgigsented in the following table. As given

above inter-item correlation is approximately .48d the scale includes 5 items in one
dimensions. The suggested alpha for the similaditionms (r =.50 / 6 items/ 1 dimesions)

described by Cortina (1993) is .86. The Cronbaalpba of the ICSR scale is very close to
this suggested alpha value again, as .8159.

Table 27:Reliability Analysis of ICSR Scale

Items Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared Alpha if

if Item Variance if Item- Total Multiple Item
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted

icsr.a 153835 9.6939 .5426 .3482 7991

icsr.b 152444 96419 .5536 3513 7961

icsr.c 156015 8.3840 .6693 4814 7615

icsr.d 154624 8.8231 .6154 4565 7785

icsr.e 150474 8.6463 .6575 4404 .7654

Reliability Coefficients 5 items

Alpha 8168

Standardized item alpha .8159
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3.4.4. Hypotheses Testing

3.4.4.1. Hypotheses

As analysed in the literature review part of thedgt there are sufficient theoretical ground
and empirical evidence supporting the relationsbhgiween CSR and organizational
commitment. In the current study, CSR was analysddrms of expectations of different
stakeholders and based on the stakeholder manageheory. In order to cluster
stakeholders into different subscales, a CSR swake developed and analysed through
factor analysis and four factors were derived tghothe exploratory factor analysis of the
CSR scale. These were labelled as;

» CSR to social and non-social stakeholders — derededSR-1 — including CSR to
society, natural environment, next generations, andn-governmental
organizations

» CSR to employees — denoted as CSR-2 — including t6®/ployees

» CSR to customers — denoted as CSR-3 — including tG$Rstomers

» CSR to government — denoted as CSR-4 — including t©jovernment

However, as explained previously, the strengthhcd telationship is affected by another
factor as the importance of CSR for the employeesseen from the Figure 4, a structural

model can be drawn when combining the theoreticdleanpirical parts of the study.

(Independent Variables)

CSR-1 CSR-2 CSR-3 CSR-4

\ 4

ICSR >

\ 4

\ 4

A A 4 VY

Organizational
Commitmen

(Dependent Variabl
Figure 4: The Structural Model of the Study
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Based on this structural model, the eight diffefgyotheses were proposed by the study:

Hypothesis 1Employee perception of “CSR to social and nonaatakeholders” (CSR-
1) will be positively related to their organizatadrcommitment.

Hypothesis 2The strength of the relationship between emplggreeption of “CSR to
social and non-social stakeholders” (CSR-1) anamigational commitment will increase
as the employee’s beliefs supporting the importari¢eSR increases.

Hypothesis 3Employee perception of “CSR to employees” (CSRvifl)be positively
related to their organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 4The strength of the relationship between empl@greeption of “CSR to
employees” (CSR-2) and organizational commitmetitincrease as the employee’s
beliefs supporting the importance of CSR increases.

Hypothesis SEmployee perception of “CSR to customers” (CSRvH)be positively
related to their organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 6The strength of the relationship between emplggreeption of “CSR to
customers” (CSR-3) and organizational commitmefitincrease as the employee’s
beliefs supporting the importance of CSR increases.

Hypothesis 7Employee perception of “CSR to government” (CSRvil) be positively
related to their organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 8The strength of the relationship between emplggreeption of “CSR to
government” (CSR-4) and organizational commitmeilitincrease as the employee’s
beliefs supporting the importance of CSR increases.

3.4.4.2. Variables

Based on the proposed structural model and hypeghebe dependent, independent,
moderator and control variables of the models @sden in the following section.

Dependent VariableThe dependent variable of the model is organizatioommitment.

Independent VariablesThe four factors derived from the factor analysigrev the
independent variables of the study as CSR-1, CSRSR-3 and CSR-4.

Moderating VariableModerating variable is one that has a strong cgetih effect on the
independent variable-dependent variable relatignébéekaran, 2003:91) and it affects the
direction or stenght of the relationship (Baronnkg 1986). In this study, the importance
of the CSR concept for the employee as moderataabie.
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Control Variables:In order to analyse the proposed relation setsenmbearly, it is
important to consider possible factors affecting sets. In the literature, some researches
indicate that several factomscluding job satisfaction, age, tenure in a positigender,
organizational size, span of control, achievemeotivation, sense of competence, stress,
and role of ambiguity influence organizational comment (Wolverton and Gmelch,
2002: 79). However, some studies have reported @k veed inconsistent relationship
between organizational commitment and demograpai@bles (age, gender and tenure)
(Meyer and Allen, 1997: 43-44; Mowday et al.,1988R)fact, the relationship between the
work experiences and affective commitment has ttiengest and most consistent
correlations across the studies (Meyer and All&971 45). In the current study, some of
these factors were included to the model as comtnoables. These are age, gender, tenure

and organizational size.

3.4.4.3. Assumptions Testing

Before performing the regression analysis, the rmpsions including normality, linearity
and homoscedasticity were tested. As it can be mdmeed that some assumptions of the
regression analysis are common with the factoryaisabnd these had been already tested
before performing the factor analysis procedure. this stage, only linearity and

homoscedasticity assumptions were tested.

The most commonly used way of checking homoscetigswrisually is to produce the
scatterplot of the residuals (ZRESID) with the el values (ZPRED) (Cramer,
1998:179). The Scatterplots (Appendix-5) shows tiate are no obvious outliers on these
plots, and the clouds of dots evenly spaced outuralothe line, indicating
homoscedasticity.

The histograms are helpful to analyse the normalityhe data (Appendix-5). All the

histograms indicated a symmetric and moderatedtaistribution. The normal probability
plots had been analysed as well and the resulfgmad the normality of the data.
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It can be concluded from these figures that theehappears to be accurate for the sample
and generalizable to the population. Thereforeadsmptions seem to have been met and

so it can probably assume that this model generédizany record being released.
3.4.4.4. Application of the Analysis

The descriptive statistics and correlations cogfit of all the main variables including
dependent, independent variables and moderatingblarare presented in Table 28. The
correlations matrix shows that the correlation fioeint between the dependent variable
(OCQ) and other variables (including CSR-1, CSKE3R-3, ICSR, Age and Tenure) are
positive and significant at the 0.01 alpha levdie Tresults indicate that the correlations
coefficient between dependent and independenthiasgaf CSR-1, CSR-2, and CSR-3 are
.325, .622, and .350, respectively. Among thesdicant, the highest positive correlation
has found between organizational commitment and -€SRCSR to employees’.

Moreover, to note that the data does not indicateitticollinearity problem as well.

Table 28: Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix

Variables n M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Dependent
Ve he | 10CQ 259 0.01 .995
2 CSR-1 241-0.021 .983 .325**
Independent 3 CSR-2 2410.0037 .990 .622** .015
Variables 4 CSR-3 2410.057 .976.350* .008 .005
5 CSR-4 2410.021 .974 .035 -.056 .016 -.043
Moderator ¢ ~gp 2660.0072.993.217* .175* 085 .025 .000
Variable
contro] 7 Age 269 31.23 6.99.189* .155¢ .010 .122 .089-.020
Vapiables 8 Gender 267 1.48 .50 -.077 .095 -.147* -.093 -.024.175* -188**
9 Tenure 268 2.13 1.21.174* 106 -.019 .159*136* .011 .704**-.104
1ogirzgea”'za“°”a267 3.22 .98 -.093.244*-211*-201* 085 .105 .069 .1301090

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

To test the relationships in the proposed hypothesdierarchical regression analysis was
conducted in the study. Table 29 presents thetsefad Hypothesis 1 predicted that the
employee perception of “CSR to social and non-$atekeholders” would be positively

related to their organizational commitment. The gratbr effect predicted in Hypothesis 2

was tested by calculating interaction terms betw&emportance of corporate social

76



responsibility” and “CSR to social and non-soctakeholders”. A three-stage hierarchical

regression was then applied to the data set. Bathges in the adjusted Bnd the level of

significance in the regression equations were usedetermine the existing and the

strength of the relationship in the hypothesizedieho

As seen from the Table 29, in the first step, thatwl variables were entered into

prediction model. The adjusted Ralue shows that age, gender, tenure and orgémiat

size, together, explained the 5.8 percent of th&l twvariance in organizational

commitment. As expected that it has relatively & level of explanatory power. In this

first step, tenure and organizational size emeggethe only significant factors, while the

other two factors were found statistically insigraint as well.

Table 29: The Results of Hierarchical Regression AnalysidHgpothesis 1 and 2
Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment

Model Variable Adjusted R® F Change Unstandardized Standardized t
R? Change Coefficients B Coefficients Beta

1 Stepl .058 .074** 4.527**
Age 0.009 .065 .683
Gender -0.027 -.014 -.213
Tenure 155 197 2.123*
Org. Size -131 -.137 -2.095*

2 Step2 .200 147 21.075**
Age -0.0026 -.019 -.217
Gender -.158 -.082 -1.313
Tenure .178 .227 2.641*
Org. Size -221 -231 -3.730**
ICSR .146 .149 2.438*
CSR-1 341 .350 5.559**

3 Step3 221 .024** 7.129%
Age -0.00007 -.001 -.006
Gender -.151 -.078 -1.268
Tenure .160 .204 2.396*
Org. Size =221 -231 -3.773**
ICSR .149 151 2.507*
CSR-1 .320 .328 5.232**
ICSRXCSR1 .150 .158 2.670**

* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level

The standardized Beta coefficient of tenure is .48 it indicates a positive relations with
organizational commitment. Therefore, it can benpteted like that when the tenure of an
employee in his/her current organization increaség organizational commitment

increases as well. However, a contradictory pasii® true for the control variable of
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organizational size. It is interesting that the amigational commitment is negatively
affected by increasing size of the organization.

In the second step, the moderator variable, ICSRiagependent variable CSR-1 were
entered into the model. As it can be seen frometattie adjusted Rexplained the 20
percent of the variance of the organizational commaint and the Rchange is 14.7
percent. The moderator fact@=(149) was significant at the 0.05 level. More imtpotly,
the employee perception of CSRE(350) was significant at the 0.01 level and predid
support to the Hypothesis 1. To detemine the aatesn effect of ICSR and CSR-1, the
joint effects of their scores were entered (ICSRSR-1) in the third step. The interaction
variable was significant at the 0.01 and providgspsert to the Hypothesis 2. However, the
slight difference in Rbetween the second and third steps indicates figatnteraction

variable only explain a small percentage of theat@mn in organizational commitment.

The same hierarchical regression procedure wasriakde for the Hypothesis 3 and
Hypothesis 4 and Table 30 presents the resulthersecond step, ICSR and independent
variable CSR-2 were entered into the model.

Table 30: The Results of Hierarchical Regression AnalysidHgpothesis 3 and 4
Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment

Model Variable Adjusted R® F Change Unstandardized Standardized t
R? Change Coefficients B Coefficients Beta

1 Stepl .058 .074** 4 527
Age 0.009 .065 .683
Gender -0.027 -.014 -.213
Tenure .155 197 2.123*
Org. Size -131 -.137 -2.095*

2 Step2 451 .391** 81.871**
Age 0.0069 .050 .688
Gender 0.0653 .034 .650
Tenure .165 .210 2.959**
Org. Size -0.0156 -.016 -.320
ICSR 111 113 2.232*
CSR-2 .599 .619 12.139**

3 Step3 448 .000 .009
Age 0.703 .050 .692
Gender 0.065 .034 .645
Tenure .164 .209 2.935**
Org. Size -0.0162 -.017 -.329
ICSR 112 114 2.201*
CSR-2 .599 .619 11.955**
ICSRXCSR2 0.00462 .005 .097

* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
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As it can be seen the adjusted &plained the 45.1 percent of the variance of the
organizational commitment and thé hange is 39.1 percent. It is relatively a higrele

of R? and indicates that the explanatory power of thwose model. The moderator factor
(B=.113) was significant at the 0.05 level. The empto perception of CSR-%£.619)
was significant at the 0.01 level and provided suppo the Hypothesis 3. In the third
step, the interaction variable of ICSR and CSR-2 watered into the model. This variable

was statistically insignificant and Hypothesis @ confirmed by the analysis.

In order to test Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6,hieearchical regression analysis was
performed in the three steps as seen in Tablendhelsecond step, ICSR and CSR-3 were
entered into the model. The adjustedeRplained the 17.3 percent of the variance of the
organizational commitment and thé hange is 12 percent. Both the IC$R.(87) and
CSR-3 (=.295) were significant at the 0.01. Therefore,ypothesis 3 was supported by
the analysis. However, in the third step, the axtgon variable of ICSR and CSR-3 was
entered into the model. This variable was staififiansignificant and Hypothesis 4 is not

confirmed by the analysis.

Table 31: The Results of Hierarchical Regression AnalysidHgpothesis 5 and 6
Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment

Model Variable Adjusted RZ F Change Unstandardized Standardized t
R? Change Coefficients B Coefficients Beta

1 Stepl .058 .074** 4,527
Age 0.009 .065 .683
Gender -0.027 -.014 -.213
Tenure .155 197 2.123*
Org. Size -.131 -.137 -2.095*

2 Step2 173 .120** 16.671**
Age 0.00547 .039 441
Gender -0.0836 -.043 -.683
Tenure .128 .163 1.857
Org. Size -0.852 -.089 -1.424
ICSR .184 .187 3.043**
CSR-3 .293 .295 4,740%*

3 Step3 174 .005 1.363
Age 0.00389 .028 312
Gender -0.0794 -.041 -.650
Tenure .135 A71 1.951
Org. Size -0.088 -.092 -1.471
ICSR 179 .183 2.964*
CSR-3 .292 .294 4,731**
ICSRXCSR3 -0.0654 -.071 -1.167

* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level
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The result of hierarchical regression analysisHgpothesis 7 and 8 can be seen in the
following table. In the second step, ICSR and CSR«te entered into the model.
Although ICSR $=.203) was significant at the 0.01 level, CSR-3 vgatistically
insignificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 7 was not supg by the analysis. In the third step,
the interaction variable was entered and it wasstatistically significant again. The last
hypothesis was not also supported by the analysis.

Table 32: The Results of Hierarchical Regression AnalysidHgpothesis 7 and 8
Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment

Model Variable Adjusted R2 F Change Unstandardized Standardized t
R Change Coefficients B Coefficients Beta

1 Stepl .058 .074** 4.,527**
Age 0.009 .065 .683
Gender -0.027 -.014 -.213
Tenure .155 197 2.123*
Org. Size -.131 -.137 -2.095*

2 Step2 .090 .040 5.014
Age 6.894E-03 .049 .530
Gender -.104 -.054 -.813
Tenure .159 .202 2.206*
Org. Size -.146 -.153 -2.369*
ICSR .200 .203 3.154**
CSR-4 2.524E-02 .024 .378

3 Step3 .088 .002 416
Age 7.071E-03 .051 542
Gender -.101 -.052 -.784
Tenure .158 .201 2.191*
Org. Size -.147 -.154 -2.369*
ICSR .186 .189 2.768**
CSR-4 3.087E-02 .029 458
ICSRxCSR4 4.808E-02 .043 .645

* Significant at the 0.05 level
** Significant at the 0.01 level

The results presented above seem to indicate soatamtieresting results. Based on the
hypotheses testing, the results are summarisdxifotlowing;
= As supporting the Hypothesis 1, it can be statatl ¢éimployee perception of “CSR
to social and non-social stakeholders” (CSR-1) asitpvely related to their
organizational commitment.
= As supporting the Hypothesis 2, it can be statatltthe strength of the relationship
between employee perception of “CSR to social and-social stakeholders”
(CSR-1) and organizational commitment increasesthas employee’s beliefs

supporting the importance of CSR increases.
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= As supporting the Hypothesis 3, it can be statatl éimployee perception of “CSR
to employees” (CSR-2) is positively related to tlwganizational commitment.
= As supporting the Hypothesis 5, it can be statatl ¢éimployee perception of “CSR

to customers” (CSR-3) is positively related to tlwganizational commitment.

However, the Hypothesis 4, 6, 7, and 8 were nopatpd based on the hypotheses testing

process.
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CONCLUSION

As being one of the most essential and popularestdbpf literature, the concept of CSR
has been a source of continuous discussion amaigsbaiety and scholars. In the inner
level, the ongoing debate is mostly related with ¢bnceptual and theoretical, and the up
to now, a commonly accepted definition of the caides not developed in the literature.
Moreover, after the arising of other interrelateoh@epts including corporate social
responsibility (CSR), corporate social responsigsne(CSR), corporate social
performance (CSP), corporate social orientationqz&nd corporate citizenship (CC), it
has been very difficult to define and distinguisBRCin the literature. However, in the
current study it was tried to define CSR basedhmnliterature as corporate behaviours
which are affecting stakeholders positively andhgdbeyond its monetary goals. In order
to indicate all of the other interrelated concaptshe literature as well, a general title of
‘corporate social activities’ was used as well. CiSRalso a common working field of
many scholars from many different perspectivess Ia fact that these wide range of
perspectives have proliferated the field in terrmdeveloping theories and approaches. On
the other side, as Carroll stated that the fiettbsk boundaries’ through these different

perspectives.

In the outer level of the debate, the existenceianmécts of CSR have been discussed by
the scholars as well. Although some of the schaamngly opposed the existence of any
responsibility of organizations to their stakeheo)d=cept making profit as an economic
responsibility. However, most of the scholars stateeir positive point of views about
CSR. Besides the explanations in the theoretic@l l¢he most important argument of the
advocates of CSR is the increasing numbers of érapistudies indicate the positive
impact of CSR on the organizations. Although sorhéehe studies present somewhat
inconsistent results, the most of them also indidghat CSR has a positive impact on
organizations’ overall and financial performanceputation, competitiveness and
sustainability, customer responses and preferemqaential job seekers, and employees
working in the organization. As it is known thatetlturrent study mainly aims to

investigate the impact of CSR on this last grouppleyees.
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In the literature, some of the studies analyseinigact of corporate social activities on
employees. Generally, the impact of CSR on thegacs/e employees has been analysed
and it was proposed that corporate social acts/iteeates a positive reputation and
increase the attractiveness of the organizaticanasmployer. Moreover, in last years, the
scholars started to focus on the impact of corposatial activities on employees as well.
The results of these studies signals that corp@@tel activities have reduced employee
counterproductive behaviours and positively afféceenployees’ perceptions of image,
attitudes, and intended behaviours. In the liteegatsome scholars stated that corporate
social activities have a positive impact on theaoigational commitment as an important
work attitude. Based on the propositions of presigtudies, social identity theory (SIT)
provides a possible explanation to investigate shiggested link, especially with affective

commitment.

According to SIT, the self-definition of an indiwdl is mainly formed in terms of the
different demographics and memberships. In ordemexplain this proposition more
elaborately, SIT literature stated some factorsthat are likely to be associated with
identification: the distinctiveness of the groupaues and practices in relation to those of
comparable groups, the prestige of the group, mpadition with, or at least aware of
other groups. Among these four subsets, espetialprestige of the group is important to
understand the suggested link between CSR and inagi@mal commitment. Because, SIT
proposed that if the employees perceive their orgéion as a socially responsible
member of the society, it may affect their self agpt and their organizational

commitment.

In order to analyse this proposed relationshipyraesy was conducted during April, 2006.
The survey is conducted to a sample of 269 busimedgsssionals, working in the different
organizations in Turkey. In order to measure orgaimwnal commitment and importance
of CSR, two standard scales exist in the literatueee used in the study. However, in
order to conceptualise CSR, in terms of differéakaholder, a new scale was developed
through a systematic scale development process.prbcess was one of the main parts of

the study. In order to create a valid and reliagale, every step of process was carefully
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designed and a strict factor analysis procedureinvpkemented. In the study, based on the
stakeholder management theory, Wheeler and Sillesp§l997) four-dimensional
conceptualisation of stakeholders (primary sociahkeholders, secondary social
stakeholders, primary non-social stakeholders, re#ary non-social stakeholders)
provided a useful means of categorization of th& @& stakeholders. This typology was
used to provide and define a wide range of staklghslat the same time. The results of
factor analysis, four dimensions of CSR were exéaéncluding CSR to social and non-
social stakeholders (denoted as CSR-1 — includi8& @ society, natural environment,
next generations, and non-governmental organizaticBSR to employees (denoted as
CSR-2 — including CSR to employees), CSR to custsrf@enoted as CSR-3 — including
CSR to customers) and CSR to government (denote@S#-4 — including CSR to

government).

The split-sample validation analysis confirmed vaédity of the CSR scale. However, the
scale should be used in the further analyses ierdacdensure this result. The reliability of
the scale was analysed through inter-item cormatiand Cronbach’s alpha procedure.
The Cronbach’s alpha of the CSR scale is much hittas this suggested alpha value as
.9013. The Cronbach’s alpha of the OCQ and ICSR again in the level of the
recommended alpha level as .9177 and .8159, regplgctTherefore all of the scales used

in the questionnaire are reliable in terms of Cemtitss alpha levels.

Based on the theoretical background of SIT, eigiferént hypotheses were tested through
a hierarchical regression analysis. The resulth@fcurrent study are consistent with the
proposal that the CSR has an positive impact onotiganizational commitment. When
interpreting the results collectively, some impottalues can be also derived from the
study. First of all, only three factors (“CSR ta®d and non-social stakeholders” (CSR-1),
“CSR to employees” (CSR-2), and “CSR to customdf3SR-3)) of CSR Scale were
significant predictors of organizational commitmert is very important that the
employees’ organizational commitment is affected their organizations socially
responsible activities to the social and non-sosiakeholders, including society, natural

environment, next generations, and non-governmeamganizations. Therefore, it can be
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stated that CSR to these stakeholder can be acpyedin change of the organizational

commitment level of employees.

Among these three statistically significant relaip“CSR to employees” (CSR-2) has a
highest level of beta coefficient; therefore it thias most significant predictor among these
proposed factors. In fact, such a high relations @gected at the beginning of the study.
Because the main concern of individuals in thé& is to meet their needs and wants. As
stated in the literature review part, Maslow anadlyshe needs within a hierarchical
framework and in the literature, CSR has also amalyin this context as well. When
considering the statement of this subscale, ithmmoticed that they are related with the
higher level needs in the Maslow’s framework likereer, training and development
opportunities provided by the organization, to joive decision making process in the
organization, organizational justice etc. Daft (2@50) stated that these mentioned needs
in the organization can be placed under the higleroneeds of esteem needs and self-
actualization. As it can be interpreted from tha@suit of the survey, the fulfilment of these
high-order needs are strongly affecting the orgatromal commitment of the employees.
Again the CSR to customers are considered as arfalohat affects the level of the

organizational commitment.

Based on the hypotheses testing, it can be alsaddstzat “CSR to government” (CSR-4) is
not a significant factor for organizational commémb. It means that the socially
responsible activities of the organizations to gbgernment (like paying the tax regularly
and timely basis or obeying the legal frameworkh&f government exactly) have not any
effect on the organizational commitment. One pdssiason is that the employees are not
interested in the CSR to government at all. Howeamother possible underlying reason of
this result can be associated with defining CSR asrporate behaviour which is going
beyond the legality or not. The employees may tselihat such corporate actions should
be already done by the firm and they are not gbkgpnd the legality framework of the
government. As it can be remembered that the kygdiimension is also presented as an
important part of the concept when defining CSRhim current study. However, the main
concern in defining CSR is to reflect the gened®ai of the literature and provide a

comprehensively definition simultaneously. Therefte legality dimension is not added
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to the definition and the results of exploratoryvey also confirmed the decision in the
same way. However, the main survey reveals thap#éneeption of CSR to government
can be another important debate and maybe thisitledanension should be added to the

analysis.

As a conclusion it can be stated that employeeddidee to work in socially responsible
organizations and their organizational commitmeosijvely affected by these factors.
The theoretical reason of this link is mainly expéal by the SIT which proposes that
individuals tend to describe their self description a social context and classify
themselves and others into different social caiegprsuch as their demographic
characteristics and different memberships. As dnth® most important membership in
their lives, the organizational membership is suedfecting their self concept. Based on
the proposed model of SIT, the prestige of the mizgdion affects self-esteem directly. As
stated previously, according to SIT, the perceptadnthe organization as a socially
responsible member of the society may affect tHe g®cept and the organizational
commitment of the study. The results of the curstntly are consistent with the proposed
model of SIT as well. Therefore, the organizatioaa draw a conclusion in terms of the
impact of their CSR on their reputation and empésyeorganizational commitment.
However, there should be further studies that itigate the similar structure between CSR
and organizational commitment in the future as wbslbreover, as one of the main
contribution of the study, the developed scale pies a valid and reliable scale to
measure CSR or organizations. The further studidisaiso confirm the validation and
reliability of the proposed model.
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APPENDIX-1

CSR SCALE USED IN THE PILOT SURVEY

emp | CSR to Employees

emp.a| Sirketimiz, calsanlarina ygam kalitesini artiran sosyal haklar (ula-yemek-spor vs.) gayor.

emp.b| Sirketimiz, calsanlarina hayatlarini sirdirmek icin yeterli bir ietet vermektedir.

emp.c| Sirketimiz, calsanlarin salik, givenlik ve refahini koruyan uygun dizenlemelsahiptir.

emp.d| Sirketimiz, egitim almak isteyen ¢ajanlarini destekler.

emp.e| Su anki simde, yeteneklerimi gafiirmemi sglayacak yeterince firsat vardir.

emp.f | Sirketimiz calsanlarin yeteneklerini ve kariyerlerini gglrmelerini tesvik edici politikalara sahiptir.

emp.g| Sirketimiz, calsanlarin §-6zel ygam dengesini kurmalarini@ayan esnek politikalar uygular.

emp.h| Sirketimiz, calsanlarin istek ve ihtiyacglarina 6nem veren bir yimetsahiptir.

emp.I | Yonetimin cajanlar hakkinda al@i kararlar genellikle adildir.

emp.j | Sirketimizin tim calganlara eit firsatlar sundguna inaniyorum.

cus CSR to Customers

cus.a | Sirketimizin temel prensiplerinden biri, mgigrilere kaliteli irlin veya hizmet sunmaktir.

cus.b | Sirketimiz misterilere ulusal/uluslararasi standartlara uygum iuglya hizmetler sunmaktadir.

cus.c | Urettkimiz Grunlerin garanti kapsami, tiiketici icin padaki en avantajli segenektir.

cus.d | Sirketimiz, Griin veya hizmetleri hakkinda gtérilere tam ve dgru bilgi sunmaktadir.

cus.e | Sirketimiz, tiketici haklari konusunda yasal dizemerin 6tesinde bir duyarlga sahiptir.

cus.f | Sirketimiz misteri memnuniyetine bliyik énem verir.

cus.g | Sirketimiz, misterilerin sikayet ve isteklerine duyarlidir.

cus.h | Sirketimiz, saygin ve glvenilir biirket olarak bilinir.

soc CSR to Society

soc.a | Sirketimiz topluma yonelik sosyal sorumluluklarinéyiik nem verir.

soc.b | Sirketimiz toplumun ihtiyaclari dgrultusunda okul, hastane, park vb gibjitteprojelere baista
bulunmaktadir.

soc.c | Sirketimiz topluma katki gdayacak organizasyon ve projelere katkilamaya ¢cakmaktadir

soc.d | Sirketimiz, issizlere § imkani sglamak icin caba gostermektedir.

gov CSR to Government

gov.a | Sirketimiz, her zaman vergilerini zamaninda ve eiildder.

gov.b | Sirketimiz, devlete kay yasal yukumluliklerini zamaninda ve eksiksiz gergetirmeye énem verir.

gov.c | Sirketimiz, devletin ulgamadg! alanlarda, ona yardimci olmaya 6zen gdsterir.

gov.d | Sirketimiz, her konuda yasalara uygun davranir.

com | CSR to Competitors

com.a | Sirketimiz her tur § ili skilerinde durustlik ilkesine tgh hareket eder.

com.b | Sirketimiz sorumluluk bilinci tartyan projelerde rakigirketlerle birlik ve dayagma icindedir.

com.c | Sirketimiz, ticari ahlaka uygun bir rekabet ankaga sahiptir.

com.d | Sirketimiz, her zaman haksiz ve ezici rekabettenrkagaya 6zen gosterir.

env CSR to Natural Environment

env.a | Sirketimizde ¢evreye olan olumsuz etkileri azaltnigik enerji ve materyal kullanimini azaltan bir gram
uygulanmaktadir.

env.b | Sirketimiz dasal cevreyi korumaya ve gglirmeye donuk faaliyetlere aktif olarak katilmaktad

env.c | Sirketimiz ¢evre kirliligini azaltmaya doniik gerekli donanima sahiptir.

env.d | Sirketimiz ¢cevreye zarar vermeden Uretim yapmak ptanh yatirim yapar.

gn CSR to Next Generation

gn.a | Sirketimiz, gelecek nesilleri de gdzeten bir surdébilir biyimeyi hedefler.

gn.b | Sirketimiz gelecek nesillere yonelik sosyal yatimmyapmaya cafir.

gn.c | Sirketimiz gelecek nesillerg imkani sglamak icin yeni yatirimlar yapmaya cait

gn.d | Sirketimiz, gelecek nesillere daha iyi birggan sglamak icin argtirma ve gelitirmeye énem verir.

ngo CSR to NGOs

ngo.a | Sirketimiz hayir kurumlarina yeterli dizeyde maddik« sglamaktadir.

ngo.b | Sirketimizde yoneticilerin ve ¢afanlarin gonulli cagmalara/hayir kurumu faaliyetlerine katilmasyvik edilir.

ngo.c | Sirketimiz toplumun sorunlu alanlarinda gaha yapan dernek ve vakiflari si¢# yollarla tesvik eder.

ngo.d | Derneklerin dirudan ve dolayh olaragirketimizi ilgilendiren uyarilari mutlaka dikkatdiair.
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APPENDIX-2

CSR SCALE USED IN THE MAIN SURVEY

No.2 | No.1 Dimensions/Variables Source
emp CSR to Employees

1 emp.d | Sirketimiz, ggitim almak isteyen ¢ajanlarini destekler. OS

2 emp.f | Sirketimiz ¢alganlarin yeteneklerini ve kariyerlerini gglrmelerini tegvik edici politikalara sahiptir. (O]

3 emp.g | Sirketimiz, calsanlarin §-6zel ygam dengesini kurmalarinig@ayan esnek politikalar uygular. (O]

4 emp.h | Sirketimiz, ¢alsanlarin istek ve ihtiyaglarina énem veren bir yémetsahiptir. ES

5 emp.i Yonetimin ¢abanlar hakkinda aldi kararlar genellikle adildir. OS
cus CSR to Customers

6 cus.d | Sirketimiz, Uriin veya hizmetleri hakkinda gtérilere tam ve dgru bilgi sunmaktadir. (O]

7 cus.e | Sirketimiz, tiketici haklari konusunda yasal dizemdderin 6tesinde bir duyarl@a sahiptir. (OF]

8 cus.f Sirketimiz migteri memnuniyetine blyidk énem verir. ES
soc CSR to Society

9 soc.a | Sirketimiz topluma yonelik sosyal sorumluluklarinayik 6nem verir. oS

10 soc.c | Sirketimiz topluma katki gglayacak organizasyon ve projelere katkilamaya ¢calmaktadir. ES
gov CSR to Government

11 gov.a | Sirketimiz, her zaman vergilerini zamaninda ve eggilbder. OS

12 gov.b | Sirketimiz, devlete kan yasal yukumluliklerini zamaninda ve eksiksiz gergetirmeye 6nem verir. ES
env CSR to Natural Environment

13 env.a | Sirketimizde ¢evreye olan olumsuz etkileri azaltagit programlar uygulanmaktadir. (O]

14 env.b | Sirketimiz dgzal gevreyi korumaya ve gglirmeye donik faaliyetlere aktif olarak katilmaktiad ES
gn CSR to Next Generation

15 gn.a Sirketimiz, gelecek nesilleri de gdzeten bir strdébilir bllyimeyi hedefler. ES

16 gn.b Sirketimiz gelecek nesillere yonelik sosyal yatiramyapmaya cafir. ES
ngo CSR to NGOs

17 ngo.b | Sirketimizde tim cakanlarin gonilli ¢cagmalara ve hayir kurumu faaliyetlerine katilmasvile edilir. | ES

18 ngo.c | Sirketimiz desisik alanlarda ¢agan dernek ve vakiflari, gl yollarla tegvik eder. ES
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APPENDIX-3

QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

KURUMSAL SOSYAL SORUMLULUK
ARASTIRMASI

Sayin Katilimci,

Bu arastirmanin amaci, sirketlerin sosyal sorumluluklar ile calisanlarin tutumlan
arasindaki iligkiyi incelemektir. Latfen, sorulan sorulara iliskin olarak verilen segenekler
arasinda durumunuza en uygun olan segenedi isaretleyiniz ve anketi doldurduktan
sonra duygu.turker@yasar.edu.tr veya turkerduy@yahoo.com adresine geri
gonderiniz. Sizin gorisleriniz bizim igin gok 6nemlidir. Arastirmamiza gosterdiginiz ilgi
icin simdiden tesekkdir ederiz...

Duygu Turker
Dokuz Eyldl Universitesi

ANKET FORMU

1. Cinsiyet :[ |Bay [IBayan
2. Yasiniz
3. Egitim Durumunuz :
4. Toplam kag yillik bir is tecriibesine sahipsiniz:
[] 2 yildan az [13-5 [le6-10 []11-15 [ 116 yildan
fazla
5. Calistiginiz sirketteki goreviniz :
6. Kag yildir bu sirkette galisiyorsunuz:
[] 2 yildan az [13-5 [le6-10 []11-15 [ 116 yildan
fazla

7. Sirketinizin faaliyet gosterdigi il:

8. Liitfen sirketinizle ilgili olarak asagida verilen 4 ayri soruyu cevaplayiniz:

8.1 Sektorii : LlTarim [Isanayi [ IHizmet

8.2 Tiirii : [yerli [ lyabana  [Yerli-Yabanci ortakli

8.3 Tiirii : [ IKamu [ 10zel [ IKamu-Ozel ortakl [ | Dernek-Vakif
8.4 Calisan sayisi : [ ]1-9 []10-49 [150-250 []250'den fazla
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9. Liitfen asagida verilen ifadeleri okuyarak kendinize en uygun segenegi

isaretleyiniz.

(1-Kesinlikle katilmiyorum / 2=Katilmiyorum / 3=0rta / 4=Katiliyorum / 5-Kesinlikle

katiliyorum)

Sosyal sorumluluk sahibi olmak, bir sirketin yapabilecegi en énemli seydir.

Sirketlerin, kar elde etmenin 6tesinde bir sosyal sorumlulugu vardir.

Sosyal sorumluluk, bir sirketin varligini siirdirmesinde ¢ok 6nemlidir.

Bir sirketin sosyal sorumlulugu, uzun-vadede karllik icin cok 6nemlidir.

Bir sirketin genel basarisi, bliylik oranda sosyal sorumluluk sahibi olmasina gére
belirlenebilir.

Oojgogle

Ogjg|ojgdis

OQoigf|dw

Ogojgio|als

Oojgo| Qe

10. Liitfen calistiginiz sirketle ilgili olarak asagida verilen ifadeleri okuyup,

kendinize en uygun secgenegi isaretleyiniz.

(1-Kesinlikle katilmiyorum / 2=Katilmiyorum / 3=0rta / 4=Katiliyorum / 5-Kesinlikle

katiliyorum)

Bu sirketin basarili olmasinda yardimci olmak icin, normalde beklenenin 6tesinde,
bliylk bir caba gdéstermeye hazirim.

Ise basladigim zaman g6z éniine aldigim diger sirketler yerine, bu sirkette calismayi
sectigim icin son derece memnunum.

Arkadaslarima bu sirketin, calismak icin cok iyi bir 6rglit oldugunu séyliyorum.

Bu sirkette calismaya devam etmek icin hemen hemen her tir gorevi kabul ederdim.

Benim dederlerimle, sirketin degerlerinin cok benzer oldugunu distnidyorum.

Bu sirketin bir parcasi oldugumu diger insanlara séylemekten gurur duyuyorum.

Bu sirket, is performansi acisindan beni cok iyi tesvik ediyor.

Bu sirketin kaderini gercekten umursuyorum.

Bence, bu sirket calisilacak bitilin sirketler icerisinde en iyi olanidir.
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11. Litfen calistiginiz sirketle ilgili olarak asagida verilen ifadeleri okuyup,

kendinize en uygun segenegi isaretleyiniz.

(1-Kesinlikle katilmiyorum / 2=Katilmiyorum / 3=0rta / 4=Katiliyorum / 5-Kesinlikle

katiliyorum)

Sirketimiz, editim almak isteyen calisanlarini destekler.

Sirketimiz galisanlarin yeteneklerini ve kariyerlerini gelistirmelerini tesvik edici politikalara
sahiptir.

Sirketimiz, calisanlarin is-6zel yasam dengesini kurmalarini saglayan esnek politikalar
uygular.

Sirketimiz, galisanlarin istek ve ihtiyaglarina 6nem veren bir yonetime sahiptir.

Yonetimin galisanlar hakkinda aldigi kararlar genellikle adildir.

Sirketimiz, tGrin veya hizmetleri hakkinda musterilere tam ve dogru bilgi sunmaktadir.

Sirketimiz, tlketici haklari konusunda yasal dlizenlemelerin 6tesinde bir duyarliliga
sahiptir.

Sirketimiz musteri memnuniyetine biytk énem verir.

Sirketimiz topluma ydnelik sosyal sorumluluklarina bliylik 6nem verir.

Sirketimiz topluma katki saglayacak organizasyon ve projelere katki saglamaya
calismaktadir.

Sirketimiz, her zaman vergilerini zamaninda ve eksiksiz 6der.

Sirketimiz, devlete karsi yasal yukimltliklerini zamaninda ve eksiksiz yerine getirmeye
Onem verir.

Sirketimizde gevreye olan olumsuz etkileri azaltan gesitli programlar uygulanmaktadir.

Sirketimiz dogal gevreyi korumaya ve gelistirmeye déniik faaliyetlere aktif olarak
katilmaktadir.

Sirketimiz, gelecek nesilleri de gbzeten bir strdirtlebilir blyimeyi hedefler.

Sirketimiz gelecek nesillere yonelik sosyal yatinmlar yapmaya calisir.

Sirketimizde tim galisanlarin génulli gahsmalara ve hayir kurumu faaliyetlerine katilmasi
tesvik edilir.

Sirketimiz degisik alanlarda galisan dernek ve vakiflari, gesitli yollarla tesvik eder.
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Katkilarinizdan dolayi tesekkiir ederiz...
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APPENDIX-5

ASSUMPTION TEST (NORMALITY, LINEARITY AND HOMOSCEDA STICITY)
Scatterplots / Dependent Variable: Organizatiorah@itment
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Histograms / Dependent Variable: Organizational @ament

Regression Standardized Residual
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Expected Cum Prob

Expected Cum Prob

Normal P-P Plots / Dependent Variable: Organizati@ommitment
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