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Drawing from the stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R) model, this study examines how
and under what circumstances perceived environmental corporate social responsibility
(ECSR) affects innovative behavior of employees in the context of environmental
protection. Using a sample of 398 employees from different firms in the high energy-
consuming industry of China, the results indicate that, at first, perceived ECSR provides
a positive effect on organizational identification. Secondly, organizational identification
has a positive influence on the innovative behavior of employees. Thirdly, organizational
identification plays an important mediating effect between perceived ECSR and the
innovative behavior of employees. Fourthly, both the effect of perceived ECSR on
organizational identification and the indirect effect of perceived ECSR on the innovative
behavior of the employees via organizational identification will be stronger when the
levels of organizational trust are high. These findings add new insights into the
perceived ECSR-employees’ innovative behavior relationship and provide important
managerial implications for enhancing ECSR perception to improve the innovative
behavior of employees.

Keywords: environmental corporate social responsibility, employees’ innovative behavior, organizational
identification, organizational trust, S-O-R model

INTRODUCTION

There is now considerable agreement that the activities of the firms are the main cause of
environmental degradation (Tian and Robertson, 2019). In China, firms, especially those in the high
energy-consuming industry, are at the heart of persistent debates around whether they have enough
respect for the natural environment (Li et al., 2017). Controlling pollutant emissions from high
energy-consuming firms and developing cleaner energy sources have become the core requirements
of the economic construction of China (Zhang and Liu, 2019; Han, 2021). In such a context, firms
that want to meet these requirements and survive need to depend more on innovation (Tang
et al,, 2021; Wang et al., 2021). As is widely accepted, employee innovation is the foundation of
the innovation of firms (Shin et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2019). Existing research has suggested that
innovative behavior of employees is extremely important not only because it can play a key role
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in the sustainable development of firms, but also helps their firms
gain competitive advantages in the rising pressure associated
with environmental protection (Galbreath, 2019; Javed et al.,
2020). Therefore, it is worth exploring how to effectively promote
the innovative behavior of employees at the present stage. The
innovative behavior of employees is defined as a series of positive
behavioral responses that employees recognize, generate new
ideas for products, services, and implement new ideas (Scott and
Bruce, 1994; Kwon and Kim, 2020; Yuan, 2021). Many studies
on the effects of organizational-level factors on the innovative
behavior of employees are mainly from the economic perspective,
including work process-related lead userness (e.g., Wu C.-H.
et al., 2020), public service motivation (e.g., Miao et al., 2018),
high-performance work practices (e.g., Farrukh et al., 2021), and
perceived innovation job requirement (e.g., Shin et al., 2017),
but a strong theoretical understanding from the non-economic
perspective remains lacking.

In the high energy-consuming industry, environmental
corporate social responsibility (ECSR) activity of firms is often
presented as a non-economic activity (Roeck and Delobbe,
2012). ECSR is described as a voluntarily environmental behavior
that aims to mitigate the influence of firms on the natural
environment (Rahman and Post, 2012). ECSR can reflect the
efforts of firms in a kind of environmental protection activities,
such as waste emission reduction, pollution reduction, and
product recycling (Flammer, 2013; Shah et al., 2021; Zhang
and Ouyang, 2021). In addition, with the rapidly growing
environmental awareness in employees (Ahmed et al., 2020),
employees are more likely to have a passion for challenging and
creative tasks related to the environmental activities of the firms
(Hur et al., 2018). In this context, when employees perceive that
their firms are responsible for the natural environment, they are
more likely to offer their new ideas to the overall ECSR program
of the organization and put such new ideas into implementation.
Previous research has indicated that ECSR, as an issue of concern
to employees within firms, has increasingly been valued by firms
as one environmental stimulus to elicit the behavioral responses
of employees (Orazalin, 2020), which help firms obtain the
attention and support of employees (Su and Swanson, 2019).
Thus, it is worth exploring whether perceptions of employees
toward ECSR activities of firms positively affect the innovative
behavior of employees.

However, the internal mechanisms in the relationship
between perceived ECSR and the innovative behavior of
employees also remain unclear. Some studies have shown
that perceived corporate social responsibility (CSR) may
influence the organizational identification of employees
(Cheema et al., 2020), while others discovered that individual
identification is an important factor that could impact employee
innovations (Litchfield et al., 2018). Considering organizational
identification as a cognitive process, scholars have investigated
the mediating effect of organizational identification in the
relationship between individual perception and behavior
(Tian and Robertson, 2019; Van Dick et al., 2020). As such,
organizational identification might act as the role of a bridge
in the relationship between perceived ECSR and employee
innovation. Although prior research has indicated that a direct

relationship exists between the perceptions of employees on
CSR and employee innovation (e.g., Hur et al, 2018), the
internal mechanisms in the relationship between perceived
ECSR and the innovative behavior of employees are rarely
known. Hence, our work focuses on the mediating role of
organizational identification, which enables us to penetrate
internal mechanisms in perceived ECSR - employees’ innovative
behavior relationship.

Moreover, the boundary conditions of the relationship
between perceived ECSR and the innovative behavior of
employees have also not been fully explored by researchers.
Previous research has suggested that the direct effect of the
perceptions of employees on CSR on employee creativity was
significant (Brammer et al., 2015), but others pointed out that
perceived CSR has no direct impact on employee creativity
(Kim et al, 2021). The reason for such inconsistencies is
that scholars may ignore the influence of moderating factors
on CSR perception — employee innovation relationship. Some
scholars have pointed out that the perceptions of employees
to firms behaviors are shaped by the level of organizational
trust (Taniguchi and Marshall, 2018). Organizational trust is
an important element in a work environment that creates
a collaborative environment by giving employees a feeling
of integrity, commitment, and dependence (Chathoth et al.,
2011; Bak, 2020). As a concept that describes the extent
to the trust of employees in the organization (Chathoth
et al., 2011), organizational trust can inevitably strengthen or
weaken the degree to which the ECSR affects the attitudes
and behaviors of employees (Alfes et al, 2012). Therefore,
the influence of organizational trust should be considered in
our research framework to investigate the perceived ECSR -
organizational identification - employees’ innovative behavior
of relationship.

Accordingly, using the stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R)
model, we examine the relationship between perceived ECSR
as a stimulus and the innovative behavior of employees as the
response, and the mediating role of organizational identification
(organism) in perceived ECSR-employees’ innovative behavior
relationship, and the moderating role of organizational trust in
the relationship between perceived ECSR and the innovative
behavior of employees. The S-O-R model originated from
the field of behavioral psychology and is widely applied in
the consumer behavior literature and organizational behavior
literature (Ahmed et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2021). The S-O-
R model is used to analyze how environmental stimulus
effectively affects internal state of an individual, and then elicits
individual behavior (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974; Jang and
Namkung, 2009; Xu and Wang, 2019). The objectives of this
study are threefold: First, we examine how perceived ECSR
as a stimulus affects the innovative behavior of employees
as a response by using the extended S-O-R model in the
context of environmental protection. Second, organizational
identification as the mediating role through which perceived
ECSR affects the innovative behavior of employees, further
offers new insight into how the perceptions of employees
on implemented ECSR of firms affect the responses of
employees. Finally, by assessing how organizational trust
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positively enhances the direct effect of perceived ECSR on
organizational identification and strengthens the indirect effect
of perceived ECSR on the innovative behavior of employees
through organizational identification, we identify a potential
boundary condition to these relationships, and thus, reveal
under what circumstances employees are more (or less)
motivated to improve their innovative behavior. This study
tests these hypotheses based on a dataset of 398 employees
from different firms in high energy-consuming industries
of China. At present, firms in China are often related to
social negligence and environmental pollution in the eyes
of the public (Wei et al, 2017; Xu et al, 2018; Tian and
Robertson, 2019; Li et al., 2020). Moreover, there is a need
to fill knowledge gaps in the relationship between perceived
environmental corporate social responsibility (ECSR) and the
innovative behavior of Chinese employees from the high
energy-consuming industry. Hence, China provides a suitable
context to investigate these relationships among perceived ECSR,
organizational identification, organizational trust, and innovative
behavior of employees.

Our study makes three contributions: first, this study on
the effects of perceived ECSR on the innovative behavior
of employees will contribute to enriching the predictors
of innovative behavior literature by identifying another
organizational means of promoting the innovative behavior of
employees. Although previous studies have suggested that CSR
perception may be an important predictor for the innovation
of employees (Hur et al.,, 2018), the role of perceived ECSR
as a key antecedent to the innovative behavior of employees
remains unclear. In addition, understanding that the theoretical
connection between the perceived ECSR and the innovative
behavior of employees from the stimulus-organism-response
perspective can provide different effective methods to reduce the
pressure of environmental protection for firms in China. Second,
this study highlights the role of organizational identification in
the enactment of innovative behavior. Although prior studies
have suggested that individual identification has a positive
effect on innovative behavior (Litchfield et al., 2018), scholars
have not fully explored the role of organizational identification
in the relationship between the perceived ECSR and the
innovative behavior of employees. Based on the S-O-R model,
this study expands the work in previous studies by examining
the mediating effect of organizational identification in perceived
ECSR- employees innovative behavior relationship. Finally,
this study contributes to extending the boundary conditions of
the innovative behavior of employees from the perspective of
organizational trust. Previous studies have rarely explored under
what circumstances perceived ECSR can effectively promote
employee innovation (Hur et al., 2018).

RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Stimulus-Organism-Response Model
Based on the stimulus-response theory, Mehrabian and Russell
(1974) posited the S-O-R model which states that environmental

stimulus impacts the internal state of an individual, and then
influences approach behaviors or averting behaviors of an
individual. The stimulus refers to environmental factors that can
be conceptualized as stimulating individuals and impacting their
internal state in the S-O-R model (Eroglu et al., 2001). According
to the research by Jacoby (2002), the environmental factors
include everything we usually understand as external stimuli,
such as perceived quality (product, atmospherics, and service),
brand image, reputation, policy, and countless other influencing
factors (Jang and Namkung, 2009; Kim and Lennon, 2013; Tang
etal., 2019). The organism is considered to be an internal process
which plays an intervening role in the relationship between the
stimulus and the response emitted by an individual (Mehrabian
and Russell, 1974; Jang and Namkung, 2009; Bigne et al., 2020).
Besides, the response is regarded as the final outcomes that can be
approached or averting behavior. Approach behavior is a positive
action in a particular setting, yet averting behavior is an opposite
behavior (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).

The S-O-R model provides an explanatory perspective on the
innovative behavior of employees with regard to environmental
effects (Xu and Wang, 2019). This model states that when an
organism is stimulated by environmental factors, its internal
processes, including its cognitive response (Ferdous et al,
2021), will change, resulting in it approaching or avoiding
the environment that provides the stimulation. Organizational
identification is a cognitive process that can be viewed as
cognitive episodes (Jang and Namkung, 2009). The cognitive
nature is regarded as “the mental structures and the processes
involved in thinking about, understanding, and interpreting the
stimuli and events of the environment” (Sdnchez et al., 2006,
p. 395). Therefore, organizational identification mediates the
impacts of environmental factors on behaviors of employees.
Under the setting of environmental protection, the stimuli
consist of perceived ECSR. The internal psychological states
of the organism include employee identification and other
internal responses (e.g., emotional response; Jani and Han,
2015) that could elicit the behavioral responses of employees,
including innovative behavior. Accordingly, we adopt the
S-O-R model to examine the relationship among perceived
ECSR, organizational identification, and innovative behavior of
employees. Furthermore, previous studies have investigated that
organizational trust plays a key role in improving perceptions
of individuals and promoting positive workplace attitudes,
such as perceived HRM practices (Alfes et al, 2012) and job
satisfaction (Lee et al., 2013). Organizational trust describes
the extent to which employees believe their organization
(Chathoth et al, 2011). Organizational trust is regarded as
an important element in a work environment and creates a
collaborative environment by giving employees a feeling of
integrity, commitment, and dependence (Chathoth et al., 2011;
Ertirk and Vurgun, 2015). According to the S-O-R model,
when perceived ECSR- organizational identification - employees’
innovative behavior relationship is considered as a stimulus-
organism-response relationship, organizational trust might affect
this relationship by creating a collaborative environment. Thus,
we introduce organizational trust as the moderator into our
extended S-O-R model (presented in Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1 | Proposed theoretical framework and hypotheses.

H2

Perceived Environmental Corporate
Social Responsibility and Employee

Responses

Environmental corporate social responsibility (ECSR) is from
the notions of environmental management and CSR (Chuang
and Huang, 2018). ECSR plays a vital part in the process of the
impact of the activities of firms on the natural environment (Kim
etal., 2017; Shah et al., 2021). According to Baughn et al. (2007),
American enterprises have higher levels of CSR compared to
other countries, but the ECSR level of American enterprises is
lower. As such, high CSR does not always produce high ECSR
(Chuang and Huang, 2018). Mazurkiewicz (2004) has defined
ECSR as “the duty to cover the environmental implications of
the operations, products, and facilities; elimination of waste and
emissions; maximization of the efficiency and productivity of its
resources; and minimization practices of the company that might
adversely affect the enjoyment of the resources of the country by
future generations.” According to the extant definitions of ECSR
and the purpose of our study, we defined perceived ECSR as the
subjective perception that employees perceive the extent to which
the ECSRs of organizations are to be fulfilled and to evaluate
his/her organization.

To date, however, the vast majority of studies in the ECSR
literature mainly paid attention to the organizational level of
analysis (Cordeiro and Tewari, 2014; Forcadell et al., 2021; Rela
etal., 2021). For instance, studies on the organizational level have
examined the effect of ECSR on organizational performance, such
as financial performance (Lioui and Sharma, 2012; Zhang and
Ouyang, 2021), export performance (Xu et al., 2018), innovation
performance (Wu W. et al, 2020), business competitiveness,
and environmental performance (Chuang and Huang, 2018;
Orazalin, 2020). Recently, studies on the ECSR literature have
begun to focus on the individual-level analysis of the effect
of perceived ECSR on responses (Hur et al, 2018; Su and
Swanson, 2019). Within the individual-level ECSR literature,
it is a large number of studies on how the ECSR activities
of a firm affect the responses of employees, such as trust
and pride (Roeck and Delobbe, 2012; Suand Swanson, 2019),
organizational commitment and identification (Hofman and
Newman, 2014; Kim et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2018), empathy
(Tian and Robertson, 2019), and job satisfaction of employees

(Ilkhanizadeh and Karatepe, 2017; Kim et al., 2018). Another
stream of the individual level of ECSR literature has also
shown how ECSR perception affects the behavioral responses
of employees (Ruepert et al., 2017; Ahmad et al,, 2021). For
example, many researchers have reported that employees who
positively perceive the ECSR activities of the firms are more
likely to make a kind of the behavioral response of employees,
such as employee creativity (Hur et al., 2018) and organizational
citizenship behavior (Cheema et al., 2020).

Perceived Environmental Corporate
Social Responsibility and Organizational
Identification

Organizational identification refers to “the degree to which a
member defines him or herself by the same attributes that he or
she believes define the organization” (Dutton et al., 1994; Roeck
and Faroogq, 2017). The psychological process of organizational
identification explains internal processes that intervene between
external stimulus to the establishment or maintenance of a
relationship with their social groups of reference and attitudes
of individuals (Dutton et al., 1994; Roeck and Farooq, 2017). In
the context of environmental protection, the ECSR perception
of employees can serve as a stimulus that affects the attitudes of
employees (Ilkhanizadeh and Karatepe, 2017). Perceived ECSR
focuses on the evaluation and understanding of individuals on
the environmental responsibility of the organization in various
aspects (Parker et al., 2003; Turker, 2009).

According to Kim et al. (2010), Korschun et al. (2014),
and Afsar et al. (2018), employees who are attracted by the
organizational image from the effort of environment protection
are more likely to identify with environmentally responsible
firms. This suggests that employees who are impacted by image
evaluation of the organization are especially sensitive to the
ECSR activities of their firm (Vlachos et al., 2010; Lee et al.,
2013; Farrington et al., 2017) because ECSR can reflect the
image of firms whether a firm strives to protect the natural
environment (Rahman and Post, 2012). The other way round,
the ECSR perceptions of employees impact the attractiveness of
image of their organization because it contributes to increasing
the consistency between values of employees and organizational
values (Kim et al., 2010; Glavas, 2016; Afsar et al., 2018).
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According to Dutton et al. (1994), organizational identification
of their organization is reinforced when employees believe to
have the same attributes (e.g., values, beliefs, and goals) with
the organization. Supporting these theoretical arguments, firms
positively engaged in ECSR activities tend to enhance the image
so that employees are more likely to increase organizational
identification of the employee for the company (De Roeck et al.,
2016; Islam et al.,, 2016; Afsar et al., 2018; Su and Swanson, 2019;
Cheema et al., 2020). Thus, the perception of employees of ECSR
activities of their firms may positively impact the degree of their
organizational identification. In association with the literature
above, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesisl. Perceived ECSR has a positive effect on
organizational identification.

Organizational Identification and

Innovative Behavior of Employees

Existing studies have suggested that organizational identification
is related to the behavioral responses of individuals toward
their firms (e.g., Dukerich et al,, 2002; Madjar et al., 2011).
Employees tend to integrate organizational values, goals, and
beliefs into the belief categories related to themselves (Dutton
et al, 1994; Roeck and Farooq, 2017), and then adopt
positive behavioral responses consistent with their values,
goals, and beliefs (Ashforth et al., 2008; Madjar et al., 2011;
Barba-Sénchez and Atienza-Sahuquillo, 2017).

The innovative behavior of employees represents a type of
individual behavioral response in the S-O-R model and is defined
as a series of behaviors that employees recognize, generate new
ideas for products and services, and implement new ideas (Scott
and Bruce, 1994), and is consistent with the organizational values,
beliefs, and goals (Dutton et al., 1994; Roeck and Faroogq, 2017).
Previous research has provided support in that when employees
identify with their organization, they will positively vest in the
success and survival of the firm and are motivated to adopt
positive behavioral responses of individuals (Ashforth and Mael,
1989; Song et al., 2019). Thus, this study states that organizational
identification may be a crucial factor that affects the innovative
behavior of employees. More specifically, our study argues that
employees who identify with a firm because of the same values,
goals, and beliefs with organizations are more likely to support
their firms (Ashforth et al., 2008), which may positively promote
the behavioral responses of employees (e.g., innovative behavior
of employees) that support their firms, such as generating new
ideas and securing all resources to implement these novel and
useful ideas. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis2. Organizational identification has a positive
effect on the innovative behavior of employees.

The Mediating Role of Organizational
Identification

The pattern of relationships discussed above indicates the
potential impacts of ECSR, such that perceived ECSR as
a stimulus may indirectly affect the innovative behavior of
employees (i.e., behavioral responses of individuals) through

organizational identification. Consistent with the S-O-R model,
some studies indicate that perceived ECSR is regarded as a
vital environmental stimulus factor that can impact the degree
of identification of employees, and then the propensity of
employees to produce different behavioral responses in the
organization (Castro-Gonzalez et al., 2019; Boan and Dedeolu,
2020; Cheema et al., 2020; Shah et al., 2020). For instance,
Tian and Robertson (2019) confirmed that perceived CSR
(include environmentally responsible practices; Turker, 2009)
could influence tendency of employees to identify with the
firm and then influence behavioral response of employees to
participate in supporting firm. They also proved that perceived
CSR could indirectly influence the behavioral responses of
individuals via organizational identification (Brammer et al.,
2015). As a result, organizational identification is considered
as an important organism that plays an intervening role in
the relationship between perceived ECSR (i.e., stimulus) and
innovative behavior of employees.

In the S-O-R model, the organizational identification of
employees as the organism is related to perceived ECSR and
innovative behavior of employees. More specifically, our study
suggests that employees tend to identify with their company
when they regard their company as an organization responsible
for the environment (i.e., ECSR; Turker, 2009), and therefore may
be motivated to generate new ideas for products, services, and
implement new ideas that support their firms (Xu and Wang,
2019). In particular, employees who identify with their company
because of its environmental responsibility tend to support the
ECSR activities of the company by fostering innovative behavior
(Madjar et al., 2011; Wu W. et al, 2020). Taken together, we
suggest that organizational identification of employees, as a
mediator, enhances the positive effect of perceived ECSR on the
innovative behavior of employees. Therefore, this study proposed
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis3. Organizational identification  positively
mediates the relationship between ECSR and innovative
behavior of employees.

The Moderating Role of Organizational

Trust

Perceived Environmental Corporate Social
Responsibility, Organizational Trust, and
Organizational Identification

Organizational trust is conceptualized as positive expectations
of employees for the intentions and behaviors of multiple
organizational members based on organizational roles,
relationships, experiences, and interdependencies (Chathoth
et al., 2011). The organizational trust consists of integrity,
commitment, and dependence (Chathoth et al,, 2011). Integrity
refers to the principles and values that the trustee adheres
to and accepted by the trustor, while commitment is about
“a sense of loyalty in the action of the individual leading
to identification and association with a given organization”
(Chathoth et al., 2011). Dependability captures factors that
relate to the loyalty of the organization to its employees and
is considered as the degree of credibility of employees to the
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organization (Chathoth etal,, 2011). Studies on the literature
state that organizational trust is considered to be a critical
variable that affects organizational effectiveness (Ertirk and
Vurgun, 2015). In the context of environmental protection,
organizational trust represents the level of positive expectation
that employees perceive toward a voluntarily environmental
behavior of firms and the degree to which they believe what firms
show the efforts of firms in a kind of environmental protection
activities (Hosmer, 1995). It suggests that employees with high
levels of organizational trust are those who tend to have positive
expectations about organizational activities.

Recently, it has been argued that high organizational trust
affects the relationships between the perception of employees
of voluntarily environmental behaviors and the organizational
identification of firms (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Farooq et al,
2014, 2017). By doing so, a high level of organizational trust
is more likely to strengthen the effect of perceived ECSR on
organizational identification. In addition, high organizational
trust can also make it easier for employees to perceive the
environmental responsibility of firms, bolstering the positive
effect of perceived ECSR on organizational identification. In
contrast, employees with low levels of organizational trust do
not react strongly to the image of the organization (Perry
and Mankin, 2007). Specifically, when employees are at a low
level of organizational trust, they have low expectations for
any activity of the organization because these employees have
questioned the integrity and commitment of the organization
and reduced their dependence on the organization (Thomas,
2015). As such, low organizational trust is less likely to enhance
the organizational identification that employees may experience
under ECSR perception. According to the above studies, we add
organizational trust as a moderator in the S-O-R model, we
hypothesize:

Hypothesis4. Organizational trust positively moderates the
relationship between perceived ECSR and organizational
identification, such that the positive relationship is stronger
for employees with higher levels of organizational trust.

Perceived Environmental Corporate Social
Responsibility, Organizational Trust, and Innovative
Behavior of Employees
Organizational trust is viewed as a critical moderating variable
that impacts employee behavior (Ertiirk, 2010; Su and Swanson,
2019; Bak, 2020) because it seems to provide more insights
into employee behavior based on organizational environment.
In an organizational setting, a high level of organizational
trust positively strengthens the impact of organizational
identification on the behaviors of employees (Ertiirk, 2010).
For instance, employees with high levels of organizational trust
are more likely to identify with the focus of organizational
activities on improving the quality of the environment where
engaging in innovative behaviors in response to organizational
environmentally responsible is expected (Brammer et al., 2015;
Hur et al., 2018).

It follows that the employees with a high level of organizational
trust will be positively motivated to generate new ideas in

response to organizational activities they perceive at work
but also encourage them to engage in innovative behavior
by implementing such ideas for the success and survival of
firms (Hansen et al, 2011; Alfes et al, 2012; Lee et al.,
2013). Specifically, when employees perceive the image of the
organization, that the firms will be responsible for the quality of
the environment, employees with high levels of organizational
trust will positively identify with their firms because of their
ECSR perceptions, and they are more inclined to contribute their
new ideas and secure all resources to implement new ideas that
support the values, goals, and beliefs of the firm. Conversely,
employees with low levels of organizational trust will not be
impacted by the image of organization (Pucétaitée and Limsd,
2008), such employees are less likely to respond positively to their
organizational activities (Archimi et al., 2018). As such, even if
employees with low levels of organizational trust identify with
their organization due to the ECSR perceptions, the indirect effect
of perceived ECSR on the innovative behavior of employees will
be weaker. Altogether, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hpypothesis5. Organizational trust positively moderates the
indirect effect of perceived ECSR on innovative behavior
of employees via organizational identification, such that
the indirect effect will be stronger when the levels of
organizational trust are high.

METHODOLOGY

Sample and Data Collection

To test all hypotheses of the current study, we collected
data from employees of firms in the high energy-consuming
industry of China. The survey was conducted from April
to July 2020. According to “National Bureau of Statistics
of the Peoples Republic of China (2011)” issued by the
Chinese government (National Bureau of Statistics), high
energy-consuming industries mainly include power, steel and
instrument manufacturing, petrochemicals and chemicals, non-
ferrous metals, pharmaceuticals, paper, coal, building materials,
textiles, and mining. Because a list of firms with the telephone
numbers and e-mail addresses of employees has not been fully
disclosed in China, many studies obtain such lists through
government agencies (Walker et al., 2014; Wei et al.,, 2017).
Thus, we approached the government agencies and got a list of
high energy-consuming firms with the contact information of
Human Resource (HR) managers. The high energy-consuming
firms in this list are more than 14,000 firms, from which we
randomly selected 500.

To recruit employees as participants, we first discussed the
objectives and procedures of our study with HR managers
of firms. The HR managers randomly selected employees and
provided us with a list of 500 participants. The survey participants
mainly included managers, technical staff, and production
personnel involved in innovation activities of their firms. Then,
the researchers sent recruitment emails to all participants before
the investigation, informing them of the academic purpose of this
survey. We have promised them that the questions they answered
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are confidential and only used for academic research. We changed
the order of predictor variable (perceived ECSR), mediating
variable (organizational identification), moderating variable
(organizational trust), and control variables in our questionnaire.
Next, we asked participants to answer all survey questions. Based
on the feedback of participants, we confirmed that all items
included in the survey were clear and comprehensive.

The researchers conducted a questionnaire survey after
obtaining the consent of all participants included in the
study. Data were collected in two stages: in the first stage,
participants completed Questionnaire A regarding perceived
ECSR, organizational trust, and control variables (gender,
age, education, industry, and tenure of employees). After
1 month, in the second stage, participants were asked to
complete Questionnaire B on organizational identification and
innovative behavior of employees. During the questionnaire
survey, the researchers asked managers, technical staff, and
production personnel to complete the questionnaire survey. We
conducted a Kruskal-Wallis H to test the position distributions
of the respondents (x* = 2.793, Asymp. Sig. = 0.425 > 0.05).
The results revealed that there is no significant difference in
their positions.

According to Comrey (1988), a sample size of below 100 is
not suitable for factor analysis, a sample size of about 200 is
good for ordinary factor-analytic work, and a sample size of over
300 is great. We sent a total of 500 questionnaires to employees
working in high energy-consuming industries (e.g., non-ferrous
metals) in China. After excluding missing data and those failing
to meet the questionnaire requirements, our final sample consists
of 398 employees, representing an overall response rate of
79.60%. The final sample displays about 52.76% of employees
were male. Of the 398 responding employees, 16.08% held board
senior managers, middle managers, and general managers, and
33.17% were technical staff, 28.64% were production personnel,
and 22.11% were others. Most employees were under 30 years
old, 13.57% of organizational tenure of employees have been
employed for 11-20 years, 5.28% have been employed for more
than 20 years within the firm, and 53.02% of the education of
employees were bachelor’s degrees.

Measures

Walker et al. (2014) pointed out that due to the lack of public
data in China, academic research often needs to rely on surveys to
collect the data required by the research. Our survey is based on
face-to-face interviews and previous research. According to the
method of back translation, all items were translated into Chinese
(Reynolds et al., 1993). All items were measured on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
and depicted in Table 1.

Perceived Environmental Corporate Social
Responsibility

Based on the research of Turker (2009), we retained six items
from the social and nonsocial dimension of stakeholders of the
CSR scale to measure the perception of employees in that which
employees perceived activities of their organization protect the
natural environment (Roeck and Delobbe, 2012). A sample item

is “I can feel our company implements special programs to
minimize its negative impact on the natural environment.”

Organizational Identification

Based on the research of Mael and Ashforth (1992) and Brammer
et al. (2015), our study adapts a measure of organizational
identification on six items measuring employees’ degree of
identification in an organization. Sample items include: “Our
company’s successes are my successes’ and “When I talk about
our company, I usually say we rather than they.”

Organizational Trust

According to the work of Chathoth et al. (2011), we adapt a
measure of organizational trust based on the five items that are
used to evaluate degree of trust of employees in the organization.
The five items are used to measure organizational trust appear
in Table 1.

Innovative Behavior of Employees

Since the innovative behavior of employees has been
conceptualized as a workplace behavior by Yuan and Woodman
(2010) and Wu C.-H. et al. (2020), we measure the innovative
behavior of employees based on a six-item scale from Scott
and Bruce (1994). Sample items are “I can search out new
technologies and new processes in work” and “I often generate
creative ideas in my work.”

Control Variables

Past ECSR research implies that some demographic
characteristics of employees, such as age, gender, education,
and tenure, have been related to general workplace behaviors,
which may impact the results of the hypothesized relationships
in our study (Rahman and Post, 2012; Tian and Robertson,
2019). Therefore, we controlled for the gender, age, education,
and organizational tenure (years) of employees in our analyses.
The gender of employees was coded as “1” for males and “2” for
females. Age of employees was coded as “1” for employees aged
between 18 and 30, “2” for employees aged between 31 and 40,
“3” for employees aged between 41 and 50, and “4” for employees
aged 51 or above. The education of employees was coded as “1”
for a high school education or below, “2” for college, “3” for a
bachelor’s degree, and “4” for a master’s degree or above. Tenure
was coded as “1” for 2 years or below, “2” for 3 to 5 years, “3”
for 6 to 10 years, “4” for 11 to 20 years, and “5” for 21 years or
above. In addition, this study controlled for industry, as this may
affect innovative behavior of employees. This study surveys these
employees from high energy-consuming companies in a variety
of high energy-consuming industries, including power, steel and
instrument manufacturing, petrochemicals and chemicals, non-
ferrous metals, pharmaceuticals, paper, coal, building materials,
textiles, and mining. The industry was coded as “1” for power, “2”
for steel and instrument manufacturing, “3” for petrochemical
and chemical, “4” for non-ferrous metals, “5” for pharmaceutical,
“6” for paper, “7” for coal, “8” for building materials, “9” for
textiles, “10” for mining, and “11” for other industries.
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TABLE 1 | Measurement items.

Variables Items Factor CR AVE Cronbach’s
loading alpha

Perceived ECSR PECSR1: “I can feel our company implements special programs 0.804 0.923 0.665 0.922

to minimize its negative impact on the natural environment.”

PECSR2: “I can feel our company participates in activities 0.829

which aim to protect and improve the quality of the natural

environment.”

PECSR3: “| can feel our company has the necessary 0.817

equipment to reduce its negative environmental impact.”

PECSR4: “I can feel our company makes well-planned 0.825

investments to avoid environmental degradation.”

PECSRS: “I can feel our company targets sustainable growth 0.813

which considers future generations.”

PECSR®: “| can feel our company makes investment to create 0.805

a better life for future generations.”
Organizational O11: “Our company’s successes are my successes” 0.791 0.917 0.647 0.916
identification

0O12: “When | talk about our company, | usually say we rather 0.776

than they.”

0O13: “When someone criticizes our company, it feels like a 0.826

personal insult.”

O14: “l am very interested in what others think about our 0.793

company.”

0O15: “When someone praises our company, it feels like a 0.842

personal compliment.”

016: “If a story in the media criticized our company, | would feel 0.797

embarrassed.”
Organizational trust OT1: “Our company treats me fairly and properly.” 0.767 0.908 0.663 0.907

OT2: “Our company communicates with me openly and 0.855

honestly.”

OT3: “Our company tells me everything that | want to know.” 0.833

QOT4: “Our company considers my advice valuable.” 0.840

OT5: “Our company maintains a long-term relationship with 0.772

me.”
Employees’ EIB1: “I can search out new technologies and new processes in 0.831 0.941 0.725 0.940
innovative behavior work.”

EIB2: “I often generate creative ideas in my work.” 0.877

EIB3: “I often promote and champion new ideas to others.” 0.852

EIB4: “I often investigate and secure founds needed to 0.824

implement new ideas.”

EIB5: “I often develop adequate plans and schedules for the 0.872

implementation of new ideas.”

EIB6: “Generally speaking, | am an innovative person.” 0.852

CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted.

Reliability and Validity Analysis

The KMO of perceived ECSR, organizational identification,
organizational trust, and innovative behavior of employees
were all over 0.70, the significance of Bartlett’s test is 0.000,
and the cumulative variance contribution rate of common
factors extracted by each variable is more than 70%, which
reveals that it is suitable for factor analysis. We examined
all the items using the exploratory factor analysis (EFA). By
adopting the principal component analysis method, EFA was
carried out for all items. The results showed that four factors
were extracted: perceived ECSR, organizational identification,
organizational trust, and innovative behavior of employees.
In addition, the minimum standardized factor loading was 0.697,

more than 0.5. Taken together, the four-factor structure
was confirmed.

We tested the reliability and validity of our four variables
via SPSS 21 and Amos 21. Cronbach’s alpha values of perceived
ECSR, organizational identification, organizational trust, and
innovative behavior of employees were greater than 0.70
(Table 1), indicating that all survey scales show good reliability.
This study used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test our
model fit. The AVE values of all of the constructs are above 0.5,
and the composite reliability (CR) of each variable is larger than
0.8 in Table 1, thereby suggesting that has a high convergent
validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Moreover, results show that
the off-diagonal coefficients are less than the square root of AVE
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for each construct (see Table 3). Meanwhile, the results in Table 2
indicate that the four-factor model was significantly superior
to other models. Thus, there is a good discrimination validity
among the variables.

Common Method Variance

As this study collected data using questionnaires, there might
be a problem with the Common Method Variance (CMV)
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). To reduce the issues related to common
method bias (Spector, 1994), first, we changed the order of
all variables in our questionnaire to reduce predictions of
participants. Second, we set the answers to the questionnaire
as anonymous and signed a confidentiality agreement with
employees. Participants were able to answer the questions by
their spontaneous opinions, as this study emphasized that
there was no definite answer to these questions. For the

statistical control, based on the single factor test (Harman,
1961), we used SPSS 21.0 to analyze all the data. A total of
73.73% of the total variance of item interpretation is more
than 60%, and 42.80% of the total variance of the first-
factor interpretation is less than 50% (Fuller et al., 2016).
We further conduct confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to
test the possibility of CMV. These results corroborated that
the four-factor model is in good agreement with the data
(x* = 358995, df = 224, x*/df = 1.603, RMSEA = 0.039,
NFI = 0.949, RFI = 0.943, CFI = 0.980, IFI = 0.980, TLI = 0.978,
SRMR = 0.039) and was significantly superior to one factor model
(x* = 3433.044, df = 230, x*/df = 14.926, RMSEA = 0.187,
NFI = 0.515, RFI = 0.467, CFI = 0.531, IFI = 0.532, TLI = 0.484,
SRMR = 0.152). Thus, these precautions effectively prevent the
problems that would occur in the data of our study due to
common method bias.

TABLE 2 | Results of confirmatory factor analysis.

Model x2 df x2/df Ax? RMSEA NFI RFI CFI IFI TLI SRMR
1.Four-factor model 358.995 224 1.603 - 0.039 0.949 0.943 0.980 0.980 0.978 0.039
2.Three-factor model (Ol & 1015.342 227 4.473 656.347 0.094 0.857 0.840 0.885 0.885 0.871 0.075
QOT = 1 factor)

3.Three-factor model 1124.245 227 4.953 765.250 0.100 0.841 0.823 0.869 0.869 0.854 0.088
(PECSR & OT = 1 factor)

4 Three-factor model (OT & 1463.318 227 6.446 1104.323 0.117 0.793 0.770 0.819 0.820 0.798 0.144
EIB = 1 factor)

5.Three-factor model 1651.478 227 7.275 1292.483 0.126 0.767 0.740 0.791 0.792 0.767 0.124
(PECSR & Ol = 1 factor)

6.Three-factor model (Ol & 1711.826 227 7.541 1352.831 0.128 0.758 0.731 0.783 0.783 0.758 0.149
EIB = 1 factor)

7.Three-factor model 1766.763 227 7.783 1407.768 0.131 0.750 0.722 0.774 0.775 0.749 0.146
(PECSR & EIB = 1 factor)

8.Two-factor model 2391.665 229 10.444 2032.670 0.154 0.662 0.627 0.683 0.684 0.650 0.160
(PECSR & EIB = 1 factor;

Ol & OT = 1 factor)

9.Two-factor model 2429.049 229 10.607 2070.054 0.156 0.657 0.621 0.678 0.679 0.644 0.168
(PECSR & OT = 1 factor; Ol

& EIB = 1 factor)

10.Two-factor model 2718.791 229 11.872 2359.796 0.165 0.616 0.576 0.635 0.637 0.597 0.191
(PECSR & Ol = 1 factor; OT

& EIB = 1 factor)

11.0ne-factor model 3433.044 230 14.926 3074.049 0.187 0.515 0.467 0.531 0.5632 0.484 0.152
N = 398. PECSR, perceived ECSR; Ol, organizational identification;, OT, organizational trust; EIB, innovative behavior of employees.

TABLE 3 | Descriptive statistics and correlations of variables.

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.Perceived ECSR 3.857 1.065 0.816

2.0Organizational identification 3.984 0.967 0.417**  0.804

3.0rganizational trust 3.855 1.051 0.668**  0.615™* 0.814

4.Employees’ innovative behavior 3.809 1.045 0.320"*  0.369**  0.355"* 0.852

5.Gender 1.472 0.500 —0.018 0.024 0.026 —0.030 -

6.Age 1.807 0.984 0.087* 0.132*  0.113* 0.077 0.207** -

7.Education 2.666 0.893 —0.045 —0.003 —0.114** 0.001 0.055 —0.257**

8.Industry 6.701 3.576 —-0.119"*  —0.022 —0.050 —0.091* 0.141™* —0.134**  0.059 -

9.Tenure 2.309 1.220 0.113* 0.125** 0.094* 0.010 —0.161"*  0.285"* —0.141"* —-0.189"** -

N =398, *p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (two-tailed test). Bold stands for the square root of AVE.
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TABLE 4 | Hierarchical regression analysis results.

Variables DV: Organizational identification DV: Employees’ innovative behavior
b SE t b SE t

Predictors

Perceived ECSR 0.103* 0.051 2.033 0.096 0.060 1.597

Organizational identification 0.372* 0.068 5.498

Organizational trust 0.631** 0.049 12.789 0.185 0.072 2.572

Perceived ECSR x Organizational trust 0.148* 0.028 5.301

Organizational identification x Organizational trust 0.171* 0.042 4,132

Controls

Gender 0.005 0.079 0.059 —0.101 0.100 —1.008

Age 0.053 0.042 1.255 0.054 0.054 0.999

Education 0.118** 0.043 2.723 0.059 0.056 1.055

Industry 0.007 0.011 0.604 —0.022 0.014 —1.647

Organizational tenure 0.059 0.033 1.802 —0.066 0.042 —1.576

R? 0.434 0.221

F-value 37.336** 12.195"

0 < 0.05, *p < 0.01, Bootstrap sample: n = 5,000. SE, standard error.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations
of variables. The variance inflation factors for perceived ECSR
(1.806), organizational identification (1.608), and organizational
trust (2.400) are below the cutoff of 10, indicating that
multicollinearity is not a problem in the current study. As
expected, perceived ECSR is significantly related to the innovative
behavior of employees (r = 0.320, p < 0.01). Furthermore, the
correlations are consistent with the mediation of this study.
The results report that perceived ECSR is significantly associated
with organizational identification (r = 0.417, p < 0.01), and
organizational identification significantly affects the innovative
behavior of employees (r = 0.369, p < 0.01). We also tested
the control variables. Particularly, age (r=0.132, p < 0.01)
and tenure (r = 0.125, p < 0.05) are significantly related to
organizational identification. Industry (r = 0.091, p < 0.1) is
significantly related to the innovative behavior of employees.
We found gender and education are not significantly related to
organizational identification or innovative behavior of employees
in Table 3. Organizational trust is significantly associated
with organizational identification and innovative behavior
of employees, which suggests that organizational trust may
strengthen the effect of perceived ECSR on both organizational
identification and innovative behavior of employees.

Hypothesis Testing

This study adopted PROCESS macros (Hayes, 2013) to test
all of our hypotheses. The bootstrapping procedure with
5,000 bootstrapped samples was employed to test these effects.
If 95% confidence intervals (CI) do not include zero, the
direct and indirect effects are significant. From Table 4,
the results indicated that perceived ECSR affects positively
organizational identification (b = 0.103, p < 0.01), thereby

supporting Hypothesis 1. Meanwhile, education (b = 0.118, p <
0.01) has a positive effect on organizational identification. Results
confirmed that organizational identification has a positive impact
on the innovative behavior of employees (b = 0.372, p < 0.01).
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is supported. Additionally, this study
tested the control variables: gender (b = —0.122, p > 0.05), age
(b =—0.088, p > 0.05), education (b = 0.225, p < 0.01), industry
(b = —0.017, p > 0.05), and tenure (b = —0.006, p > 0.05) and
found only education to be significant.

Supporting Hypothesis 4, we found that the coefficient of the
interaction involving perceived ECSR and organizational trust
is positive and significant (b = 0.148, p < 0.01) in Table 4.
As shown in Table 5, testing the effects on organizational
identification at specific values (i.e., the mean and plus/minus
one SD from mean) of organizational trust values indicated
that the conditional direct effect of organizational trust values
on organizational identification was significant at high levels
of organizational trust [i.e., the mean plus one SD; conditional
direct effect: b=0.258, p<0.01, CI [0.126, 0.391)] and medium
levels of organizational trust (i.e., the mean; conditional direct
effect:b=0.103, p<0.01, CI (0.003, 0.203)], but not at low levels
of organizational trust [i.e., the mean minus one SD; conditional
direct effect: b=0.05, p>0.05, CI (—0.147, 0.042)].

In Table 4, the coefficient of the interaction between
organizational identification and organizational trust is
significantly positive (b=0.171, p<0.01), which demonstrated the
moderating positive effect of organizational trust on the link
between organizational identification and innovative behavior of
employees. Further, Table 6 displays the results of the indirect
effect of the level of organizational trust. The findings suggest
that perceived ECSR is indirectly and significantly related to
the innovative behavior of employees through organizational
identification for employees with high [i.e., the mean plus one
SD; conditional indirect effect: b=0.143, p<0.05, CI (0.045,
0.282)], but not at medium [i.e., the mean; conditional indirect
effect: b=0.038, p>0.05, CI (—0.005, 0.1)] and low [i.e., the mean

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10

January 2022 | Volume 12 | Article 777657


https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

Wu et al.

Employee Behavioral Response to ECSR

TABLE 5 | Conditional effects of perceived environmental corporate social
responsibility (ECSR) on organizational identification at values of
organizational trust.

Organizational trust  Effect SE t P LLCI ULCI
Low (M-1SD) —-0.052 0.048 —-1.084 0.279 -0.147  0.042
M 0.108  0.051 2.033 0.043 0.003 0.208
High (M+1SD) 0.258 0.068 3.830 0.000 0.126  0.391

Bootstrap sample: n = 5,000. SE, standard error. Values for organizational trust
represent the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.

TABLE 6 | Conditional indirect effect of perceived ECSR on employees’ innovative
behavior through organizational identification moderated by organizational trust.

Dependent Moderator: Organizational trust
variable
Condition Effect BootSE Boot 95% CI
LLCI ULCI
Employees’ Low (M-1SD) —0.01 0.015 —0.044 0.017
innovative
behavior
M 0.038 0.027 —0.005 0.100
High (M+1SD) 0.143 0.061 0.045 0.282

Bootstrap sample: n = 5,000. SE, standard error. Values for organizational trust
represent the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.
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FIGURE 2 | Interaction of perceived environmental corporate social
responsibility (ECSR) and organizational trust on organizational identification.

minus one SD; conditional indirect effect: b=0.01, p>0.05, CI
(—0.044, 0.017)] levels of organizational trust. Taken together,
our findings support Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 5.

Figures 2, 3 show when organizational trust value is high,
as perceived ECSR increases, the increase in organizational
identification and innovative behavior of employees is much
steeper than under the condition of low organizational trust.
It suggests that the effect of perceived ECSR on organizational
identification and the indirect effect of perceived ECSR
on the innovative behavior of employees via organizational
identification became stronger when the level of organizational
trust is higher.

. —— Low Organizational trust

--4-- High Organizational trust

Employees’ innovative behavior
w
.

1 T
Low Organizational
identification

High Organizational
identification

FIGURE 3 | Interaction of organizational identification and organizational trust
on the innovative behavior of employees.

DISCUSSION

Based on a sample of employees from high energy-consuming
industries and drawing upon the S-O-R model, our findings
suggest that employees who perceive their firms are responsible
for the natural environment tend to identify with their
organization, and in turn affect the innovative behavior
of employees. Our findings also suggest that organizational
trust moderates positively the link perceived ECSR and
organizational identification, while organizational trust also
positively moderates the strength of the positive indirect link
between the perceived ECSR and the innovative behavior of
employees through organizational identification. Thus, a few
key theoretical contributions and managerial implications are
made in this study.

Theoretical Contributions

Our research contributes several theoretical insights. First, our
first contribution is to the innovative behavior literature. This
study extends the investigation of ECSR perception into the
innovative behavior domain and identifies the predictive role
of perceived ECSR on the innovative behavior of employees.
Although previous studies have verified that perceived ECSR is
a crucial predictor for the behavioral responses of employees
(Ruepert et al, 2017; Ahmad et al., 2021), the exploration
for innovation of employees has only emerged in some recent
literature. Besides, while previous research has stated that CSR
perception might have a positive influence on employee creativity
(Hur et al., 2018), few studies have linked perceived ECSR to the
innovative behavior of employees in China. This study addressed
this gap in our work by adding new insights regarding the
important link in employees perceiving ECSR to promoting their
innovative behavior. We conceptualize the perceived ECSR as a
stimulus to elicit the innovative behavior of employees, which
also echoes previous research (e.g., Shin et al., 2017; Boan and
Dedeolu, 2020) to emphasize how some of the stimulus factors
of innovative behavior are rooted in the perception of employees
of environmental management and environmentally responsible
activities. Moreover, this study clarifies the utility of the extended
S-O-R model that can include perceived ECSR as a stimulus and
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innovative behavior as an employee response in the context of
environmental protection. Furthermore, our findings extend the
work in previous studies (e.g., Hur et al., 2018) by establishing the
theoretical connection between perceived ECSR and innovative
behavior from the stimulus-organism-response perspective.

Second, this study sheds a new theoretical light on both ECSR
and innovative behavior literature by identifying the mediation
effects of organizational identification. Previous research has
investigated how individual identification can impact innovative
behavior (Litchfield et al., 2018), but the role of organizational
identification in the relationship between the perceived ECSR
and the innovative behavior of employees is neglected in the
existing literature. Because previous empirical studies have
shown that organizational identification is a cognitive process
in which individuals’ perception will affect their behavior
(Tian and Robertson, 2019; Cheema et al., 2020). Thus, this
study investigated organizational identification plays a mediating
role in the relationship between the perceived ECSR and the
innovative behavior of employees. Based on the S-O-R model,
we highlighted that perceived ECSR is an important stimulus
to gain organizational identification when perception stimulus
occurs during the organizational identification judgment process.
Our findings also strongly support our argument that the
mediation process is conducive to better understanding the
internal cognitive process of the impact of perceived ECSR on
the innovative behavior of employees. Specifically, the serial
mediation process in our study means that there is a process that
increases their organizational identification when they perceive
their firm as environmentally responsible, and thereby improves
the innovative behavior of employees. Additionally, our findings
responded to the recent call made by Tian and Robertson (2019)
to pay more attention to the individual-level analysis in the ECSR
research by revealing how organizational identification can act
as a mediating role in perceived ECSR - innovative behavior of
employees relationship.

Third, our study contributes to a better explanation of
boundary conditions under which the relationship between
the perceived ECSR and the innovative behavior of employees
be maximized. Although previous studies have highlighted
the value of perceived ECSR (Ahmad et al, 2021), there
has been little understanding of when perceived ECSR can
promote the innovative behavior of employees in the context of
environmental protection. This limited understanding is because
previous studies neglect the contextual factors that condition the
effectiveness of the ECSR perception of employees. We addressed
this gap in our work by identifying the appropriate boundary
conditions that help firms to increase the potential benefits of
the innovative behavior of employees. Considering trust as a
positive and an essential element in the work environment,
we attempted to integrate the influence of organizational
trust in our S-O-R model to identify whether perceived
ECSR - organizational identification - employees’ innovative
behavior relationship varies across organizational trust levels. In
combination with previous studies that treated organizational
trust to be antecedents to the behavioral responses of individuals,
our findings indicate organizational trust can be viewed as the
moderator in the S-O-R model, providing insightful implications

for academia and expanding the prior studies (e.g., Jani and
Han, 2015). Overall, this study provides a better understanding
that increased organizational trust in employees moderates
positively the strength of the mediated relationship between
ECSR perception and innovative behavior based on the S-O-
R model, by strengthening not only the relationship between
perceived ECSR and organizational identification, but also the
indirect effect of perceived ECSR on employees innovative
behavior via organizational identification. Thus, this study
extends the boundary conditions of the effect of corporate social
responsibility. Our findings also highlight the important role
of organizational trust plays in impacting employees’ attitudes
and behaviors.

Practical Implications

Our findings also provide important practical implications
for managers. First, the results indicate that the innovative
behavior of employees is affected by ECSR perception.
When employees perceive their firms as environmentally
responsible, they are more likely to generate innovative
behaviors so that firms could obtain a competitive advantage
through the enhanced employee environmental performance
(Lee et al., 2018; Tian and Robertson, 2019). Therefore, we
suggest that firms who are willing to reduce the pressure of
environmental protection through the innovative behavior
of employees ought to take measures to strengthen the
ECSR perceptions of employees. For example, managers
can increase ECSR perception by involving employees
in their ECSR activities. Further, managers should share
the information with employees, such as waste emission
reduction, pollution reduction, product recycling, and effective
outcomes feedback.

Second, considering the significant effect of perceived ECSR
on the innovative behavior of employees throughout the
mediation of organizational identification, this study suggests
that increasing the organizational identification of employees in
their firms could be beneficial for eliciting the innovative behavior
of employees. Thus, managers should pay more attention to
fostering the organizational identification of employees toward
firms. For instance, managers can enhance the organizational
identification of employees by implementing ECSR activities of
their firm and showing such activities as consistent with the
values, beliefs, and goals of the firm to the employees. The
shared values, beliefs, and goals of firms can help employees
understand how the businesses operations in the natural
environment, helping them foster a sense of identity with the
environmental behavior of firms and then improving innovative
behavior among employees at the individual levels. Besides,
managers also can establish a working environment in which
employees work in cooperation rather than compete with each
other. In addition, to increase organizational identification
of employees, managers should provide regular training (e.g.,
organizational culture training) to employees with low levels
of education.

Finally, this study suggests that organizational trust, as a
moderator, can effectively enhance the impact of perceived ECSR
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on the innovative behavior of employees in an organization,
which provides a managerial implication. Thus, increasing
the organizational trust of employees toward their firms
could be beneficial from both environmental and ethical/moral
perspectives, and particularly for the innovative behavior of
employees. In this respect, managers should cultivate and
enhance the organizational trust of employees in the HR
processes (e.g., recruitment, training, or incentive design; Roeck
and Delobbe, 2012) to maximize the potential return of
the perceptions of ECSR. In the HR processes, to improve
organizational trust, managers should adopt an effective way
of sharing information, which might be future ECSR strategies,
environmental performance feedback, and other work-related
issues. Managers should offer employees complete and reliable
information at work, and express a sense of unity. Furthermore,
managers need to put more effort into showing integrity,
which is important for building long-term commitment and
developing trust.

Limitations and Future Research

Although it has made contributions, our research still has some
limitations which should be solved in future research. First,
this study only investigated employees from some types of
industries (e.g., non-ferrous metals, power, coal, mining, and
pharmaceuticals) in China. It is difficult to generalize other
countries and cultures by only relying on the sample data
from one country. Future research should focus on examining
different countries, such as industries or firms in more developed
countries, and compare the results with this study. Second, we
only tested the influence of organizational identification and
organizational trust on the link between the perceived ECSR
and the innovative behavior of employees based on the S-O-R
framework. But the relationship between the perceived ECSR
and the innovative behavior of employees is highly complex. To
fully examine this complex relationship, future research should
identify additional contingency factors (e.g., firm visibility; Wu
W. et al., 2020) based on different theoretical perspectives, such
as stakeholder theory. Third, only the innovative behavior of
employees was examined in our study. In this respect, person-
organization fit means that individuals and organizations can
have a positive interaction, which may have a direct influence on
innovative behavior and have an indirect impact on innovative
behavior under the influence of internal motivation (Vilela et al.,
2008). The innovative behavior of employees can be divided into
two dimensions: idea generation and idea implementation (Scott
and Bruce, 1994; Amabile and Pratt, 2016). Future research could
further explore the effects of perceived ECSR on idea generation
and idea implementation.
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