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Abstract The purpose of this study is to examine the medi-
ating role of collective self-esteem in the relationship between
employees’ perceived corporate social responsibility (CSR)
and their work engagement. We also explore the moderating
role of employees’ concern for face in the linkage between
their perceived CSR and collective self-esteem. A two-wave
panel data from a final sample of 217 employees in six com-
panies in Wuhan, China, completed the questionnaire survey.
Employees’ perceived CSR has a direct and positive effect on
their work engagement, which is partially mediated by their
collective self-esteem. Furthermore, employees’ concern for
face moderates the relationship between their perceived CSR
and collective self-esteem. CSR has a stronger effect on col-
lective self-esteem for employees who concern more for face
than for those who concern less for face. Understanding the
outcomes, the mediating mechanisms, as well as the boundary
conditions of perceived CSR on work engagement, help firms
to better formulate their CSR strategy. First, we introduce
collective self-esteem as an important mediating mechanism
in the relationship between CSR and employees’ work en-
gagement. Second, we identify concern for face as an impor-
tant limiting condition in the linkage between CSR and

employees’ collective self-esteem. Finally, previous research
investigating employees’ reactions to CSR has predominantly
been conducted in the West. We conduct our study in the
Chinese or Confucian context to provide some new and com-
plementary insights.

Keywords Perceived corporate social responsibility .Work
engagement . Collective self-esteem . Concern for face

Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is now a leading topic in
business academia across the world. CSR could be defined
either narrowly as ‘subset of corporate responsibilities that
deals with a company’s voluntary/discretionary relationships
with its societal and community stakeholders’ (Waddock,
2004: p. 10), or broadly as having economic, legal, ethical
and discretionary/philanthropic components or dimensions
(Carroll, 1999). In this research, we followed the mainstream
to understand CSR as firm actions that aim to further some
social or environmental good beyond its merely economic
considerations (Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi,
2007; Davis, 1973; Eells & Walton, 1974; McWilliams &
Siegel, 2001).

Research on CSR has generally found its positive effect on
corporate financial performance (see Griffin & Mahon, 1997;
Peloza, 2009, for reviews). One of the most important ways
that translating CSR into organisational financial performance
is through its positive effect on employees’ job performance
(Ali, Rehman, Ali, Yousaf, & Zia, 2010; Story & Neves,
2015). Therefore, it is not surprising that to understand the
linkage between CSR and employees’ work behaviour has
received tremendous attention from both academia and prac-
titioners during the past four decades. Extensive evidence
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demonstrates a positive effect of CSR, corporate social perfor-
mance or corporate citizenship on employee-related outcomes
such as job satisfaction (Valentine & Fleischman, 2008),
organisational commitment (Aguilera, Rupp, Ganapathi, &
Williams, 2006), organisational identification (Kim, Lee,
Lee, & Kim, 2010) and organisational citizenship behaviour
(Abdullah & Rashid, 2012).

Unfortunately, despite the various benefits of CSR, existing
literature has seldom investigated why and when CSR may
influence employees’ behaviour and performance at work
(Aguinis & Glavas, 2012; Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014).
Work engagement is a good indicator of job performance
(Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004; Salanova, Agut, &
Peiró, 2005; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, &
Schaufeli, 2009), or even ‘a better predictor of job perfor-
mance than are many earlier constructs’ (Bakker, 2011: p.
265). When employees are fully engaged, they are connected
with their work roles physically, cognitively and emotionally;
they experience positive emotions and good health; they cre-
ate job resources (Kahn, 1990) and they focus their energy on
achieving organisational goals and transferring their engage-
ment to the people around them (Macey, Schneider, Barbera,
& Young, 2009). Given the particular role of work engage-
ment in organisational performance, scholars have recently
begun to pay more attention to the effect of CSR on employee
engagement (Caligiuri, Mencin, & Jiang, 2013; Glavas, 2016;
Lin, 2010).

However, despite these endeavours, the calls remain for
more understanding about the mechanisms linking CSR to
individual-level outcomes including work engagement
(Aguinis & Glavas, 2012; Jones et al., 2014). Our current
study responds to this call by exploring why and when CSR
affects employees’ work engagement. Drawing on social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), we first argue that
CSR increases employees’ work engagement by promoting
their collective self-esteem which is the self-esteem associated
with the firm (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991; Tyler & Blader,
2000). In addition, self-esteem in Confucian cultures, such
as China, is indistinguishable from the concept of face
(Hwang, 2006), which is understood as an individual’s con-
tingent self-esteem (Ng, 2001). Different people within the
same culture may have different levels of concern for their
self-esteem or face (Bao, Zhou, & Su, 2003; White, Tynan,
Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004). Thus, we further argue that the
magnitude of the effect of CSR on collective self-esteem is
influenced by employees’ concern for face. Employees who
concern more for face will benefit more (receive more
collective self-esteem) from CSR than those who concern less
for face. Putting the mediating effect of collective self-esteem
and the moderating effect of concern for face together, we
suggest that the indirect effect of CSR on work engagement
through collective self-esteem will be moderated by em-
ployees’ concern for face.

This study contributes to the CSR literature in the follow-
ing three aspects. First, although prior studies have suggested
that CSR has a positive effect on job performance (Story &
Neves, 2015), the underlying mechanisms are still to be re-
vealed. We extend this line of research by considering collec-
tive self-esteem as an important mechanism through which
employees’ perceived CSR impacts their work engagement.
Second, we identify face as an important limiting condition in
the linkage between employees’ perceived CSR and their col-
lective self-esteem. People with different levels of concern for
face tend to receive different levels of collective self-esteem
from their firms’CSR. Finally, previous research investigating
employees’ reactions to CSR has predominantly been con-
ducted in the West (Abdullah & Rashid, 2012; Aguilera
et al., 2006; Brammer, Millington, & Rayton, 2007; Kim
et al., 2010). We conduct our study in the Chinese or
Confucian context to provide some new and complementary
insights.

Theory and hypotheses

CSR is widely documented to relate to employees’ attitudinal
and behavioural outcomes (e.g. Glavas &Kelley, 2014; Jones,
2010; Rupp, Shao, Thornton, & Skarlicki, 2013). To date,
handful studies have linked CSR to employee (work) engage-
ment. For instance, Caligiuri et al. (2013) reported a positive
relationship between CSR and employee engagement.
Esmaeelinezhad, Boerhannoeddin, and Singaravelloo (2015)
identified organisational identification as mediating mecha-
nism in this relationship. Gao’s (2014) China-based study fur-
ther identified perceived organisational support and Chinese
values as mediating mechanisms linking CSR to employee
engagement. But the mediating role of perceived
organisational support is not supported in the US-based study
conducted by Glavas (2016). The author only reported a pos-
itive mediating role of authenticity in the relationship between
CSR and employee engagement.

In general, prior studies not only demonstrate contradicting
findings about the underlying mechanisms linking CSR to
employee engagement, but also raise calls for more investiga-
tions into the mechanisms linking CSR to individual-level
outcomes including work engagement (Aguinis & Glavas,
2012; Jones et al., 2014). In the current study, we extend this
line of research to suggest a mediating role of collective self-
esteem in the relationship between employees’ perceived CSR
and their work engagement. We draw on social identity theory
to build our arguments.

Social identity theory suggests that an individual’s self-
concept is based on his/her group membership (Turner &
Oakes, 1986). The groups or organisations in which an indi-
vidual holds membership are important sources of self-esteem
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Self-esteem could be distinguished
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between personal self-esteem and collective self-esteem.
Personal self-esteem is a person’s overall evaluation of his/
her own worthiness (Olsen, Breckler, & Wiggins, 2008),
while collective self-esteem is an individual’s overall evalua-
tion towards the social groups or work organisations (s)he
belongs to (Bartel, 2001; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). In the
context of organisations, personal self-esteem is often men-
tioned as organisation-based self-esteem (Pierce, Gardner,
Cummings, & Dunham, 1989). Theoretically, collective self-
esteem and organisation-based self-esteem could be highly
interrelated. Organisations letting employees to highly evalu-
ate their own worthiness (organisation-based self-esteem) will
receive high evaluation from the employees too (collective
self-esteem). However, although interrelated, collective self-
esteem and organisation-based self-esteem are different con-
structs.1 In this study, we used collective self-esteem rather
than organisation-based self-esteem because CSR is expected
to increase a firm’s reputation and status (Gardberg &
Fombrun, 2006; Godfrey, 2005) which further affects the em-
ployees’ evaluation of the firm.

Perceived CSR and collective self-esteem

We first posit that employees’ perceived CSR increases their
collective self-esteem. Collective self-esteem is defined as the
degree to which an individual positively evaluates his or her
social group or work organisation (Bartel, 2001; Luhtanen &
Crocker, 1991, 1992). Such evaluation includes his or her
evaluation of the group or organisation as a whole, as well
as his or her perceptions of others’ evaluations of the group or
organisation (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991; Luhtanen & Crocker,
1991). Social identity theory suggests that employees are self-
esteem seekers (Hogg & Turner, 1987), and the organisations
they belong to are important sources of their self-esteem
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Employees can maintain or even
increase their self-esteem when their firms enjoy a high social
status or have a favourable social reputation (Dutton &
Dukerich, 1991; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Luhtanen &
Crocker, 1992).

CSR is a firm’s actions aiming to improve social or envi-
ronmental situations (Aguilera et al., 2007; Davis, 1973). It is
widely recognised as an effective instrument for firms to build
favourable social reputation (Brammer, Millington, &
Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Godfrey, 2005),
to increase social status and to differentiate themselves from

the competitors (Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006; Porter &
Kramer, 2002). As a result, CSR will lead employees to eval-
uate more positively towards, feel more proud of and satisfy
more with their firms (Brammer et al., 2007; Valentine &
Fleischman, 2008). In addition, social image or reputation is
defined by others. A firm’s favourable social image or repu-
tation suggests positive evaluations of the firm from external
stakeholders (Fombrun, 1996). Since people tend to evaluate
both the organisations and themselves through outsiders’ per-
ceptions of their organisations’ image or reputation (Dutton &
Dukerich, 1991), we believe CSR is going to increase em-
ployees’ positive evaluation of their firms by positively affect-
ing their perceptions of others’ evaluations of the firms.

To sum up, a firm’s CSR not only leads employees to
positively evaluate, and feel proud of, their firm (Brammer
et al., 2007; Valentine & Fleischman, 2008), but also lets
employees to perceive that external stakeholders will evaluate
their firm positively (Brammer et al., 2006; Fombrun, 1996).
Both the self-perceived and others-evaluated firm’s favourable
image and reputation will help employees build collective
self-esteem. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived CSR is positively related to col-
lective self-esteem.

Effect of perceived CSR on work engagement via
self-esteem

Work engagement is ‘a positive, fulfilling, work-related state
of mind that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and ab-
sorption’ (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004: 295). Engaged em-
ployees are fully connected with their work roles physically,
cognitively and emotionally (Kahn, 1990). They are willing to
focus their energy on organisational goals (Macey et al., 2009)
and are even proud of doing so (Schaufeli, Salanova,
González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Engaged employees are
willing to persist in the face of difficulties and are reluctant
to detach themselves from work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

Both job resources and personal resources are important
drivers of work engagement (see Bakker, 2011 for an
overview). Job resources are the physical, social or
organisational aspects of the job that foster both employees’
personal growth and the willingness to dedicate their effort to
work tasks (Bakker, 2011; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), while
personal resources are positive self-evaluations of one’s ability
to successfully control or accomplish some type of work
(Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003). In particular,
self-esteem, a person’s subjective emotional evaluation of
his or her own worth, should act as an important predictor of
work engagement (Bakker, 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).

The extant literature suggests that self-esteem has a positive
effect on work engagement (Albrecht, 2010; Bakker, 2011).

1 We conducted a post hoc validation to the constructs of collective self-esteem
and organisation-based self-esteem and found they are distinct. Using addi-
tionally collected data (sample = 128), we found these two constructs are
significantly correlated (r = 0.332, p < 0.01). CFA suggests that a two-factor
model fits the data better (χ2 = 104.576, df = 64, p < .01, CFI = .958,
GFI = .894, NFI = .900, RMSEA = .071; RMR = .024) than a one-factor
model (χ2 = 386.735, df = 65, p < .01, CFI = .666, GFI = .708, NFI = .629,
RMSEA = .197; RMR = .096).
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Although previous studies have not particularly focused on
collective self-esteem, the logic underlying general self-
esteem and work engagement can be extended to collective
self-esteem. Collective self-esteem, or the act of making em-
ployees feel proud of joining and working for their firms
(Brown & Dacin, 1997; Turban & Greening, 1997), consti-
tutes an important personal resource which can motivate em-
ployees to become more engaged in work tasks
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Combining the effect of collec-
tive self-esteem on work engagement and our hypothesis 1
which suggests that perceived CSR enhances employees’ col-
lective self-esteem, we therefore argue that CSR increases
employees’ work engagement through collective self-esteem.
Thus, we propose the following two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: Perceived CSR is positively related to
employees’ work engagement.
Hypothesis 2b: Collective self-esteem mediates the posi-
tive relationship between perceived CSR and employees’
work engagement.

The moderating role of concern for face

Although CSR is expected to enhance the collective self-
esteem of employees, we further propose that this effect may
vary with the employees’ concern for face. For employees
who concern more for face, CSR may have a greater effect
on their collective self-esteem than for those who concern less
for face. In other words, we expect the positive effect of CSR
on collective self-esteem to be moderated by employees’ con-
cern for face in such a way that concern for face amplifies the
positive effect of CSR on collective self-esteem.

Face, which is based on the need of human beings for
social acceptance, is a general social concept existing in al-
most all cultures (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Hwang,
Francesco, & Kessler, 2003). Face is defined as ‘the positive
social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line
others assume he has taken during a particular contact’
(Goffman, 1967: 5). In Confucian cultures, face is taken as
an individual’s contingent self-esteem (Ng, 2001). Although
almost everyone concerns for face, significant differences are
reported among individuals both across cultures (Hwang
et al., 2003; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998) and within the same
culture (Bao et al., 2003; White et al., 2004). For employees
who concern more for face, they should be more sensitive to
and place more value on CSR because it enhances their so-
cially favourable image in the eyes of outsiders (Adler &
Snibbe, 2003; Goodman, Adler, Kawachi, Frazier, Huang, &
Colditz, 2001; Twenge & Campbell, 2002). As a result, per-
ceived CSR has a greater effect on their collective self-esteem
than on those who concern less for face. In contrast, em-
ployees who concern less for face should be more likely to

discount the effect of CSR on their collective self-esteem or
face. We therefore propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Perceived CSR has a more positive effect
on collective self-esteem for employees who concern
more for face than for those who concern less for face.

Combining our hypothesis 2b about the mediating effect of
collective self-esteem and hypothesis 3 about the moderating
effect of concern for face, we therefore propose a moderated
mediation model: the indirect effect of CSR on work engage-
ment through collective self-esteem is moderated by concern
for face.

Hypothesis 4: The indirect effect of perceived CSR on
work engagement through collective self-esteem is great-
er for employees who concern more for face.

Figure 1 summarises our conceptual model.

Method

Data collection

To test the proposed model, we conducted two waves of ques-
tionnaire surveys with 240 employees in six companies in
Wuhan, China: four information technology (IT) companies,
one construction company and one real estate company.2

Because the constructs used in this study were originally de-
veloped in English, we invited three independent bilingual
translators to first translate English to Chinese and then
reverse-translate from Chinese to English to ensure the equiv-
alency and accuracy of meanings (Brislin, 1980).

Data were collected at two points in time with an interval of
about two weeks. At time 1, we distributed a questionnaire to
evaluate employees’ perceived CSR and their demographic
characteristics. About two weeks later, we conducted a second
round of survey towards the same respondents to measure
their concern for face, collective self-esteem and work en-
gagement. Among the 240 respondents that we sent the ques-
tionnaire to at time 1, 217 of them fully completed our second
round survey, yielding a response rate of 90.4%. The demo-
graphic characteristics of the respondents are reported in
Table 1.

2 Although our data comes from three industries, there is no reason to suspect
that employees within different industries will have different responses to-
wards their perceived CSR. We did a post hoc analysis by introducing three
industry dummies (put 2 into the regression model) and found they were not
significant. We also selected only IT industry (N = 145) to repeat our analysis;
the results were consistent with our original results.
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Measures

Dependent variable: Work engagement Work engagement
was measured by the 9-item (UWES-9) scale developed by
Schaufeli and his colleagues (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003;
Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). This scale has been
widely used in different cultural contexts (Balducci,
Fraccaroli, & Schaufeli, 2010) and has high reliability
(Cronbach’s α varies between .85 and .92) in ten European
countries (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Self-rated responses were on
a 7-point scale from 1 (‘Never’) to 7 (‘Always’). Sample
questions include ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’,
‘I am enthusiastic about my job’, ‘My job inspires’ and ‘I am
immersed in my job’. The coefficient alpha of work engage-
ment in our study was .933, and all nine items were loaded
into a single factor, which explained 66.266% of the total
variance in the items. The smallest loading was .753 (average
loading = .813).

Independent variable: Perceived CSR To date, there is no
consistent and reliable instrument to measure CSR due to
diverse definitions from different scholars (Akremi, Gond,
Swaen, De Roeck, & Igalens, 2016). Some researchers have
used the Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini and Co. (KLD) ratings
(Barnett & Salomon, 2006; Turban & Greening, 1997), while
others developed self-rating scales based on Carroll’s (1979)
pyramid (e.g. Maignan & Ferrell, 2000; Zhang, Fan, & Zhu,
2014) or stakeholder view (Turker, 2006), to measure CSR,
CSP or ‘corporate citizenship’. In this study, we adopted
Rego, Leal, and e Cunha’s (2011) scale because it integrated
both Carroll’s (1979) CSR pyramid and the stakeholder view
(Freeman, 1984), but we dropped the items addressing the
interests of owners to keep in line with the social view of
CSR (Aguilera et al., 2007; Davis, 1973; McWilliams &
Siegel, 2001).3 Although there is inconsistent regarding
whether or not abiding laws and addressing the interests of
customers should be treated as components of CSR, we
followed prior studies (Decker, 2004; Maignan & Ferrell,

2000; Turker, 2009) and kept them in our measure of CSR,
given customers’ rights are not protected well and law-
breaking behaviours are rampant in transition China where
shifting institutions (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012) and tenta-
tive legal enforcement (North, 1990) make these easy to hap-
pen. Nevertheless, we conducted a post hoc robustness check
by excluding these two components from the measure of CSR

3 Our post hoc analysis suggests that including the CSR-owner dimension in
measuring overall CSR produced similar results. In addition, we used the 9-
item Zhang et al. (2014) scale of CSP to measure perceived CSR and conduct-
ed a robustness check. The results are also consistent with our original results.

Corporate social 

responsibility 

Collective 

self-esteem 

Work 

engagement 

Concern for 

face 

H1 

H3, H4 

H2b

H2a 

Fig. 1 The conceptual model

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of respondents

Demographics Number of people (frequency) % of total N

Gender

Male 114 52.5

Female 103 47.5

Age

Less than 20 0 0

21–30 152 70.0

31–40 61 28.1

41–50 3 1.4

Above 50 1 0.5

Education

Primary school or below 0 0

Junior high school 0 0

High school 4 1.8

Junior college 58 26.7

Bachelor 136 62.7

Master’s degree or above 19 8.8

Salary (monthly)

Less than RMB 2000 19 8.8

RMB 2000–3999 92 42.4

RMB 4000–6999 63 29.0

RMB 7000–9999 34 15.7

RMB 10000 or above 9 4.1

Years with company

Less than 1 year 37 17.1

1–3 years 112 51.6

4–6 years 36 16.6

7–9 years 24 11.1

10 years or above 8 3.7

Note: N = 217
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and found the same results as keeping them. All items were
measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (‘strongly
disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). The original scale has high
reliability (Cronbach’s α for all dimensions of CSR is above
.90 except the dimension for owners). In our study,
Cronbach’s alpha for the six dimensions of CSR (CSR-cus-
tomer, CSR-employee, CSR-community, CSR-environment,
CSR-legal and CSR-ethic) was .890, .844, .874, .920, .904
and .865, respectively. Validity tests showed that all items
for the above six CSR dimensions could load onto a single
factor which explained 69.73, 57.101, 61.767, 71.442, 68.38
and 60.509% of the variance, respectively, and corresponding-
ly, the smallest loading was .793 (average loading = .834),
.668 (average loading = .754), .725 (average loading = .786),
.814 (average loading = .845), .705 (average loading = .825)
and .677 (average loading = .776). Further validity tests sug-
gested that the six dimensions of CSR could load onto a
higher-order factor (only one eigenvalue is greater than 1.0,
which explained 67.823% of variance, and all the loadings are
equal to .761 or above). In addition, we conducted exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) using the method of principal compo-
nent analysis (with varimax rotation) to all items consisting of
CSR. We found each item loaded on its expected factor with
the smallest loading larger than .5 and no cross-loading
exceeded .4, suggesting good convergence. We computed
the average score of the six dimensions to assess the overall
CSR.

Mediator: Collective self-esteem We adopted a 3-item pri-
vate collective self-esteem scale of Luhtanen and Crocker
(1992) to measure employees’ collective self-esteem.4

Sample questions were ‘I feel good about working for [com-
pany]’, ‘I often regret that I work for [company] (reverse
item)’ and ‘Overall, I often feel that working for [company]
is not worthwhile (reverse item)’. All items were measured on
a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5
(‘strongly agree’). The original scale has high reliability
(Cronbach’s α > .82). In our study, Cronbach’s α was .855.
The validity test showed that four items were loaded onto a
single factor, which explained 78.092% of the total variance in
the items. The smallest loading was .820 (average loading =
.883).

Moderator: Concern for face Concern for face was mea-
sured by the original 8-item scale developed by Chan, Wan,
and Sin (2009). Although Chan et al. (2009) suggest that only
six items could be loaded onto the same single factor
(Cronbach’s α is about .90), we still adopted the original 8-
item scale because prior studies suggest that the additional two

items could be integrated with other six items (Cocroft &
Ting-Toomey, 1994; White et al., 2004). Self-rated responses
were on a 5-point scale from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5
(‘strongly agree’). Sample questions were ‘I care about praise
and criticism from others’, ‘I care about others’ attitudes to-
ward me’ and ‘I hate being taken lightly’. The coefficient
alpha was .842. The validity test showed that all eight items
loaded onto a single factor, which explained 48.873% of the
total variance in the items. The smallest loading was .563
(average loading = .696).

Common method bias issue

In this study, our data came from the same group of respon-
dents. The use of self-report data may be subject to common
method bias (CMB) (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff,
2012). To reduce the possibility of CMB,we had taken several
procedural measures. First, we used existing scales and tried
to keep the questions simple and specific to avoid ambiguity
which is regarded as a main source of CMB (Zhang et al.,
2014). Second, we conducted two waves of survey to separate
questions concerning the independent variables (i.e. em-
ployees’ perceived CSR) from other variables. This design
also reduced the possibility that respondents might speculate
about the purpose of the survey. Third, the survey was anon-
ymous, encouraging respondents to answer questions honest-
ly. All of these steps help to reduce CMB (Podsakoff et al.,
2012). In addition, the analysis involved a complicated regres-
sion model with a moderation effect, which is less likely to be
affected by CMB (Podsakoff et al., 2012; Siemsen, Roth, &
Oliveira, 2010). Finally, we used Harman’s single-factor test
to check the CMB problem (Podsakoff et al., 2012). The items
loaded onto four factors with the largest factor only explaining
less than 41.4% of the variance. The results suggest that CMB
is not a serious concern in this study.

Analysis and results

Confirmatory factor analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to con-
firm the hypothesized four-factor structure of perceived CSR,
collective self-esteem, work engagement and concern for face.
Considering the constructs in our model contain a great num-
ber of indicators that may undermine model fit, we employed
a parcelling technique (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, &
Widaman, 2002). A parcelling approach is reasonable because
our primary interest is the interrelations of our constructs rath-
er than that of items within constructs (Little, Rhemtulla,
Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013). We created parcels of two to
three items for all scales except perceived CSR. For perceived
CSR, parcels were created along with the six dimensions of

4 The original private collective self-esteem of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992)
contain four items, but we dropped one item because of its serious cross-
loading (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992, p. 307).
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CSR (six dimensions represent six parcels). For work engage-
ment and concern for face, parcels were created using an item-
to-construct balance technique, where the highest loading
items were paired with the lowest loading items to create
parcels (Little et al., 2002). Model fit was then evaluated on
the basis of the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), root mean square residual (RMR), goodness-of-
fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI) and the comparative
fit index (CFI).

The hypothesized four-factor model demonstrated good fit
to the data (χ2 = 142.876, df = 71, p < .001, CFI = .972,
GFI = .915, NFI = .946, RMSEA = .068; RMR = .033).
This four-factor model fit the data better than a three-factor
model grouping perceived CSR and collective self-esteem
(χ2 = 493.254, df = 74, p < .001, CFI = .836, GFI = .731,
NFI = .814, RMSEA = .162; RMR = .079), or grouping col-
lective self-esteem and work engagement (χ2 = 457.615,
df = 74, p < .001, CFI = .850, GFI = .763, NFI = .827,
RMSEA = .155; RMR = .066). This four-factor model also
fit the data better than a two-factor model grouping perceived
CSR, collective self-esteem and work engagement
(χ2 = 1018.686, df = 76, p < .001, CFI = .631, GFI = .515,
NFI = .615, RMSEA = .240; RMR = .084), and a one-factor
model grouping all four constructs (χ2 = 1222.485, df = 77,
p < .001, CFI = .552, GFI = .490, NFI = .538, RMSEA = .262;
RMR = .086).

Descriptive statistics and correlations

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and correlation matrix
of the variables. The results demonstrate that both perceived
CSR and collective self-esteem are significantly correlated
with work engagement, and perceived CSR is also significant-
ly correlated with collective self-esteem. Perceived CSR and
concern for face are significantly related to each other. To
minimise the potential multicollinearity issue, we mean-
centred the independent variable and the moderator, then cre-
ated interaction terms by multiplying the two mean-centred
variables (Aiken&West, 1991). The variance inflation factors
(VIFs) in the following regression analysis show that the larg-
est VIF in all models is 1.322, falling below the threshold of
10, and suggesting that multicollinearity is not a concern in
this study.

Testing main and mediation effect

In this study, we used PROCESS for SPSS (17.0 version)
developed by Hayes (2013) to test our arguments.We selected
95% confidence for bias-corrected boostrap confidence inter-
vals (CIs) with 5000 bootstrap samples estimate. We first
chose model 4 (see the template of PROCESS) to test the
direct effect of perceived CSR on work engagement and the
mediation effect of collective self-esteem. Then, we chose
model 7 to test the moderation effect of concern for face.

The results by using model 4 of PROCESS to test the main
andmediation effect are summarised in Table 3. FromTable 3,
we see that perceived CSR has a positive effect on collective
self-esteem, and this effect is significant because 95% CI does
not contain zero (0) (β = .563, SE = .092, 95% CI [.382, .745],
see model (1) in Table 3). As a result, hypothesis 1 is
supported.

In addition, perceived CSR has a positive effect on work
engagement, and this effect is significant since 95% CI does

Table 2 Means, standard deviations and correlations

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4

1 Work engagement 5.28 1.08 1

2 Perceived CSR 3.70 .46 .486** 1

3 Collective self-esteem 3.86 .71 .469** .369** 1

4 Concern for face 3.84 .54 .365** .324** .141** 1

Note: N = 217; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (2-tailed)

Table 3 Results for main and mediation effect

Collective self-esteem Work engagement

Model (1) 95% bias-corrected
bootstrap CI

Model (2) 95% bias-corrected
bootstrap CI

Model (3) 95% bias-corrected
bootstrap CI

Constant 1.771** (.334) [1.092, 2.449] 1.216* (.493) [.245, 2.188] .335 (.491) [− .632, 1.303]

Perceived CSR .563** (.092) [.382, .745] 1.097** (.132) [.836, 1.357] .816** (.134) [.551, 1.081]

Collective self-esteem .497** (.092) [.317, .678]

R square .148 .243 .334

F value 37.339** 68.998** 53.737**

Figures in parentheses are standard errors

Note: N = 217; * p < .05, ** p < .01
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not contain zero (0) (β = 1.097, SE = .132, 95% CI [.836,
1.357], see model (2)). Thus, hypothesis 2a is supported.

Finally, from model (3) in Table 3, we also see that collec-
tive self-esteem has a significant and positive effect on work
engagement (β = .497, SE = .092, 95% CI [.317, .678]). In
this model, the effect of perceived CSR on work engagement
keeps significant and positive (β = .816, SE = .134, 95% CI
[.551, 1.081]). Considering perceived CSR has also a signif-
icant and positive effect on collective self-esteem as we re-
ported earlier, we suggest that collective self-esteem partially
mediates the relationship between perceived CSR and work
engagement. As a result, hypothesis 2b is supported.

Testing moderation effect

To test the moderation effect of concern for face, we used
model 7 of PROCESS. The results for the moderation effect
of concern for face on the relationship between perceived CSR
and collective self-esteem are firstly reported in Table 4. From
Table 4, we see clearly that the interaction term between per-
ceived CSR and concern for face is positive and significant as
95%CI does not contain zero (0) (β = .408, SE = .174, 95%CI
[.064, .752]). Simple slopes (see the first stage in Table 5),
plotted in Fig. 2 suggest that, for employees who concern
more for face, CSR is more positively correlated with collec-
tive self-esteem (γ = .715, p < .01) than for those who concern
less for face (γ = .301, p < .05). The results are consistent with
our expectations. Thus, hypothesis 3 is supported.

In addition, the moderating effect of concern for face on
the relationship between perceived CSR and work engage-
ment via collective self-esteem is also significant
(Index = .203, SE = .094, 95% CI [.064, .434]). Table 5 re-
ports the mediation effect at different levels of concern for
face.5 For low concern for face (i.e. one standard deviation
below the mean, that is, − .508), the first stage of the indirect
effect equals .301, the second stage of the indirect effect is
.497, and the direct effect is .816, and the indirect effect for
low concern for face (equals the product of the first and sec-
ond stages, or .301 × .497) is .15, and the total effect (equals

the sum of the direct and indirect effects, or .816 + .150) is
.966. For high concern for face (i.e. one standard deviation
above the mean, that is, .508), the first stage of the indirect
effect is .715, the second stage is still .497, and the direct
effect is still .816. The indirect effect is .356, and the total
effect is 1.172.

Differences in the effects for low and high concern for face
suggest that the first stage of the indirect effect was stronger
for high concern for face (.715 − .301 = .414, p < .01), and this
difference contributes to a significantly stronger indirect effect
for high concern for face (.356 − .150 = .206, p < .05). In
addition, the total effect is also stronger for high concern for
face (1.172 − .966 = .206, p < .05).

Post hoc analysis

Scholars have suggested that given its multidimensional na-
ture (Husted, 2000; Wood, 1991), CSR may convey different
things to employees. As a result, it would be both interesting
and meaningful to look into the different dimensions of CSR
and their effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviour. We
therefore conducted a post hoc analysis to examine the effect
of each of the six dimensions of CSR on work engagement as
well as the mediation effect of collective self-esteem and the
moderation effect of concern for face.

The results indicate that all six dimensions of CSR, includ-
ing CSR-customer, CSR-employee, CSR-community, CSR-
environment, CSR-legal and CSR-ethic, have a significant
direct effect on work engagement. CSR-employee seems to
be the most critical dimension of CSR in motivating

Table 4 Results for the
moderation effect of concern for
face on collective self-esteem

Coefficient
(β)

SE t p 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI

Constant 3.822 .047 81.839 .000 [3.730, 3.914]

Concern for face − .002 .093 − .017 .986 [− .186, .183]

Perceived CSR .509 .099 5.127 .000 [.313, .705]

Perceived CSR × concern for face .408 .174 2.339 .020 [.064, .752]

Note: N = 217; R square = .169; F value = 14.487; p < .01

5 The tests for differences in Table 5 are conducted by using Edwards and
Lambert’s (2007) SPSS syntax.

Table 5 Conditional indirect effects of CSR on work engagement
through collective self-esteem at levels of concern for face

Stage Effect

Moderator variable First Second Direct Indirect Total

Concern for face

Low .301* .497** .816** .150* .966**

High .715** .497** .816** .356** 1.172**

Difference .414** 0 0 .206* .206*

Note: N = 217; * p < .05, ** p < .01
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employees’ work engagement, followed by CSR-ethic and
CSR-environment. The mediating effect of collective self-
esteem is also supported for all CSR dimensions. Concern
for face positively moderates the relationship between collec-
tive self-esteem and four CSR dimensions: CSR-employee,
CSR-community, CSR-environment and CSR-ethic. It does
not influence the relationship between collective self-esteem
and the other two CSR dimensions: CSR-customer and CSR-
legal.

Discussion

In this study, we explored the relationship between em-
ployees’ perceived CSR and their work engagement, as well
as the mediating role of collective self-esteem and the moder-
ating effect of concern for face. We found a positive relation-
ship between perceived CSR and work engagement which is
partially mediated by collective self-esteem. In addition, we
found that employees who concern more for face seem to
benefit more from CSR by increasing their collective self-
esteem and work engagement more significantly. This study
has critical theoretical and practical implications.

Theoretical implications

This study contributes to the CSR, self-esteem and work en-
gagement literature in the following three respects.

First, previous studies have examined the effect of CSR
on some employees’ attitudes and behaviours towards their
firms, such as organisational commitment, organisational
identification and citizenship behaviour (Abdullah &
Rashid, 2012; Aguilera et al., 2006; Brammer et al.,
2007; Kim et al., 2010; Lin, Lyau, Tsai, Chen, & Chiu,
2010). Work engagement as an important behavioural

predictor of job performance, and more importantly,
organisational productivity only received limited attention
(Caligiuri et al., 2013; Esmaeelinezhad et al., 2015;
Glavas, 2016). Gallup (2013) estimated that only 13% of
employees are engaged worldwide and the economic loss
due to the decreased productivity of disengaged employees
is about USD 450 to 550 billion annually in USA alone. As
a result, it is meaningful to explore the effect of CSR on
employees’ work engagement. We extend the studies
concerning about the influences of perceived CSR by ex-
ploring its effect on employees’ work engagement in the
largest transition economy, China.

Second, through identifying collective self-esteem as an
important underlying mechanism linking perceived CSR to
work engagement, we respond to a recent call in the
organisational literature to investigate the underlying mecha-
nisms linking CSR to individual-level outcomes (Aguinis &
Glavas, 2012; Jones et al., 2014). Previous studies have gen-
erally suggested that employees support CSR, and CSR ben-
efits employees and their organisations. However, the under-
lying reasons why organisations’ actions in the external com-
munity can motivate their internal stakeholders-employees are
still to be identified. Some scholars have suggested that CSR
may enhance employees’ self-esteem because it helps the firm
to build a favourable image and reputation, and enhanced self-
esteem further motivates employees to reciprocate (Riordan,
Gatewood, & Bill, 1997; Tyler & Blader, 2000). Nonetheless,
to date, there is no empirical evidence to support this argu-
ment. Meanwhile, although the literature onwork engagement
has noted that as one form of personal resources, personal self-
esteem can affect work engagement (Albrecht, 2010;
Xanthopoulou et al., 2009); it is not clear whether or not col-
lective self-esteem has a similar effect. This study contributes
to the self-esteem literature by identifying collective self-
esteem as one of the mechanisms linking CSR to work
engagement.

Finally, this study found that employees’ concern for face
moderates the relationship between CSR and collective self-
esteem and additionally moderates the indirect effect of CSR
on work engagement through collective self-esteem. The effect
of perceived CSR on individual employees’ attitudes and be-
haviours may not be universal for all employees within the
same organisation. Previous studies have not investigated what
kind of employees is more likely to favour and respond to CSR
than others. As a result, firms do not know the limiting condi-
tions when they use CSR to motivate employees. Our study
found that employees who concern more for face are more
likely to value CSR than those who concern less for face.
These employees’ collective self-esteem is therefore more like-
ly to be enhanced by CSR, and they are more likely to be
motivated by CSR to become engaged in their jobs. These
findings have significant implications for future studies exam-
ining the different responses among employees towards CSR.
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Practical implications

This study also has important practical implications. First, we
found CSR has a positive effect on employees, motivating
them to engagemore deeply in their work tasks (work engage-
ment). Combining this finding with the well-acknowledged
positive effect of work engagement on organisational produc-
tivity, we can claim that engaging in CSR activities eventually
benefits the firms. More important, CSR might contribute to
employees’ well-being by making their job more meaningful,
increasing their job satisfaction, offering them a sense of ac-
complishment and cultivating their positive attitude towards
others and the society. As employees’ well-being becoming a
main purpose of business activities and an important instru-
ment for sustainable business performance, CSR’s role should
not be undervalued.

In addition, we find that employees support CSR because
CSR can increase their self-esteem. Firms can use CSR to
increase their social status or reputation which further helps
their employees build collective self-esteem. If employees feel
proud of working for a firm (Brown &Dacin, 1997; Turban &
Greening, 1997), they will invest their energy in work tasks.
Our findings suggest that firms should conduct CSR activities
that are highly visible to their employees or that have high
possibility for the firms to increase their social status and
reputation.

Finally, firms with employees who have higher level of
concern for face should be in a better position to use CSR to
enhance employees’ collective self-esteem and ultimately
their work engagement. However, our post hoc analysis re-
vealed that CSR-customer and CSR-legal tend to be basic
social responsibilities of firms. They are preconditions and
act as hygiene factors, but they are less likely to motivate
employees who concern for face than other four dimensions
of CSR (i.e. CSR-employees, CSR-community, CSR-
environment and CSR-ethic) that are more likely to be moti-
vation factors.

Limitations and future study directions

This study has also limitations. One of the major limitations is
the possibility of common method bias (CMB). We used self-
reported data from the same respondents to measure all vari-
ables (perceived CSR, concern for face, collective self-esteem
and work engagement), believing these variables in our study
could be consistently rated by employees themselves (Zhang
et al., 2014). Although we have taken several measures to
reduce the potential CMB and at the same time, our moderated
mediation model is less likely to be affected by it (Podsakoff
et al., 2012), we cannot rule out CMB completely. In addition,
given the self-reported nature of work engagement, social de-
sirability response bias may contaminate the validity of our
findings. Future studies could develop a new scale and

measure work engagement from the supervisors’ perspective
(asking supervisors to assess the work engagement of their
subordinates). In addition, future studies could consider using
supervisor-rated or customer-rated data on job performance to
explore the influence of CSR.

A final potential limitation in the current research is that we
only considered the moderating role of individual employees’
concern for face and the mediating role of their collective self-
esteem in the relationship between employees’ perceived CSR
and work engagement. Future research might consider the
influence of peers and supervisor in delineating this process.
The reactions of supervisor and peers towards CSR may in-
fluence the effect of the focal employees’ perceived CSR on
their collective self-esteem, which may further influence em-
ployees’work behaviour. In addition, scholars have suggested
that CSR may lead employees to find greater meaningfulness
at work and thus motivates them to be more engaged in work
(e.g. Glavas, 2012; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010).
Future studies could empirically test the mediating role of
work meaningfulness in the relationship between CSR and
work engagement.

Conclusion

As CSR has become a dominant concept in macro
organisational behaviour and has aroused quite an interest in
the literature (Bondy & Starkey, 2014; Muthuri, Matten, &
Moon, 2009), the effect of CSR on employees’ work behav-
iour needs more exploration and clarification. From the social
identity perspective, we found that employees’ perceived CSR
enhances their collective self-esteem, which further improves
their work engagement. Meanwhile, employees’ concern for
face makes the effect of CSR more salient. We expect our
effort to evoke more studies on this important topic.
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