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Abstract

:

So far, there have been no studies that explore how employee brand commitment moderates CSR practice outcomes. Employee brand commitment is often claimed as a focal input and output of the CSR. So, it means that it shapes CSR conditions. Then, it is a moderator. This study aims to verify it. Besides, commitment exists in many forms and can be achieved in many ways. Hence the question, if employees are committed to the brand, then how does it affect the outcomes of social responsibility practices such as corporate reputation or brand performance? This study analyzed a sample of 282 cases from the construction industry in Europe, using SPSS Amos and the PROCESS macro, to reveal the strong alignment of an excellent level of all three: CSR practice, corporate brand reputation, employee brand commitment. Still, it also shows that the high level of CSR practice may leverage corporate brand reputation even though employees are not brand committed. It exposes how meaningful the excellent level of CSR practice is. Moreover, the study also reveals that the lack of employee brand commitment may jeopardize reputation. So, the simplest way to achieve sustainability of brand performance is to keep employee brand commitment and CSR practice at the highest possible level to secure corporate brand reputation, which is a strong mediator between CSR practice and brand performance. The people are the company. So, in light of the study findings, it is clear that the future of corporate brands is in employees’ hands. Thus, companies should focus on improving employee commitment to achieve better corporate social responsibility practice outcomes. Moreover, the findings in this study present evidence supporting the importance of internal branding. This is the first study that has explored how employee brand commitment moderates CSR outcomes in a national context.
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1. Introduction


Brands are one of the key intangible assets of a company. They significantly influence the company’s competitive advantage and income [1]. Moreover, strong brands are powerful and can leverage countries’ economies [2]. Brands are a key asset created by employees, who have the power to create a competitive advantage for their company. Corporate responsibility and the strength of the company’s brand are some of the top drivers of employee engagement [3]. Thus, employee brand commitment (EBC), corporate social responsibility (CSR), corporate brand reputation (CR), and company performance (BP) are not only significant factors in a company’s success but they are also closely related and support each other. Hence, in the context of a circular economy, the mechanism of their relationships, which changes the way companies conduct business, is worth exploring in more depth [4].



CSR reporting has resulted in companies facing increasing demands to be socially responsible. According to stakeholder theory [5], employee involvement is pivotal in the successful implementation of CSR practice (CSRp) [6] because the daily efforts and routines of employees shape the company’s performance. Testa, Boiral, and Iraldo [7] stressed that CSR performance depends on employee commitment. Hamadamin and Atan [8] described a sustainable competitive advantage as an employee’s commitment output. Hence, this study aims to provide up-to-date knowledge about the structure and influence of employee commitment, CSR, corporate brand reputation, and brand performance.



Employee commitment has recently received quite a lot of attention from human resources (HR) managers and scientists [9,10]. Dixon-Fowler et al. [11] proposed a sustainable HR model that included commitment as a significant predictor of employee loyalty and the performance of an organization. Engagement reflects the enthusiasm in acting (e.g., towards work); commitment reflects the bond with the organization as a place of work [12]. Both constructs are closely related and may be perceived to be proxies for one another. However, it is possible for an employee to be committed to the organization but not engaged in their job, and vice versa. According to Becker [13,14], commitment is a consistent favorable behavior towards the object to which the commitment is observed. Thus, corporate brand commitment is consistent positive behavior towards the corporate brand and is a core driver of brand-aligned behaviors [15]. Consistent employee commitment behavior increases corporate brand value [16] and may significantly moderate all corporate brand relationships. Given that employees are the main supporters of CSR strategies [7], does employee brand commitment moderate relationships with CSRp, reputation, and corporate brand performance? If so, how are they shaped? This study aims to answer.



Some studies have shown that employee brand commitment is driven by a company’s brand reputation [17,18]. In contrast, Wæraas and Dahle [19] claimed that employees are reputation ambassadors. Moreover, committed employees are efficient brand builders, according to de Chernatony et al. [20], who create a company’s real value [21]. Gupta [22] claimed that CSR influences employee workplace behavior. Kowalczyk and Kucharska [23,24] inspired by Cheung et al. [25] and Garas et al. [26] noted that employee’s commitment, next to brand reputation is one of the key CSRp outcomes. So, there is a high level of probability that employee brand commitment is a focal input and output of the CSRp. It means that EBC shapes conditions for CSR practices. So, it is a focal moderator, probably. This study aims to verify it. Thus, it is worth exploring how employee brand commitment moderates the relationships between CSRp, reputation, and corporate brand performance. The construction industry in Europe, which is the most invasive and faces the strictest laws to ensure safety, constitutes a good case study to analyze the above aims. Table 1 summarizes the framework presented in this study.




2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Formulation


Value creation is a central concept in management studies [27]. A company’s brand is a source of its value [28], and committed employees make a significant contribution to the value creation of the company’s brand [29]. Companies’ ethical values enhance brand commitment [30,31]. Employee brand commitment is a psychological process involved in “brand citizenship behavior” and is defined as a strong bond between the employer’s brand and the employee [31].



Employees’ CSR engagement is vital to the success of CSR [32,33,34,35,36]. McShane and Cunningham [37] called employees internal CSR “ambassadors.” Most CSR studies, including those on employees’ perceptions, have focused on the effect of CSR on employees’ identification or engagement as a focal group of stakeholders.



Glavas [38,39,40], Caligiuri [41], and Gupta [22] proved that employees’ positive perceptions of CSR enhance organizational commitment. Many positive employee outcomes have resulted from CSRp [42], including commitment [43,44,45,46] and employee identification with the company’s brand [47,48,49].



According to Thompson and Bunderson [50], an ideology-infused psychological contract (IPC) based on common values leads to employee commitment that benefits both the organization and the employee. Thus, CSR can be considered a ‘common ideology.’



Few studies have examined how employee brand commitment affects CSR outcomes. Commitment exists in many forms and can be achieved in many ways [51,52]. As employee commitment is an evident source of value, it becomes an increasingly important topic for researchers. According to Dixon-Fowler et al. [10], present-day workers are more engaged in their jobs but not as committed to their organizations as they used to be some decades ago. They change employers more often and face difficulty seeking value in work relationships that often do not include socioemotional factors such as loyalty and job security. Given the lack of reciprocal loyalty, employees need to examine why they work so hard for their employer at the expense of their family, hobbies, and even their health [10]. Can CSR be a kind of “ideology” that justifies the employee’s emotional bond with the organization? How do committed and uncommitted employees react to CSR practices? How does being committed or uncommitted moderate CSR outcomes? To answer these questions, hypotheses will be proposed in light of the above literature review. Based on the hypotheses, a theoretical model will then be developed and empirically verified. Finally, the results will be presented and discussed, and a conclusion will close the investigation.



Hypotheses


Reputation is a key CSRp outcome. CSRp gives companies a positive reputation among various stakeholder groups [53,54,55] and is associated with positive financial performance [56]. According to Neville et al. [57], reputation plays a major role in social and financial relationships. Story and Neves [36] found that organizations may jeopardize their position if they do not engage in CSRp, and it may harm their short-term and long-term performance. Thus, the following hypothesis has been developed:



H1. 

CSRp directly and positively influences companies’ brand reputations.





Reputation improves brand value [58]. Porter and Kramer [59] and Lee [60] argued that short-term profits are no longer a company’s primary aim. Thus, CSR-oriented companies use a profit-seeking approach in the long term, mainly by building up brand value [60]. López-Pérez et al. [61] stressed that CSRp enhances the brand image of a company and improves its financial value. Lai et al. [62] found that corporate reputation positively influences brand performance. Thus, the following hypothesis has been formulated:



H2. 

The stronger the company’s brand reputation, the stronger the performance of the company’s brand.





Expected Mediation



Mediation is observed when a third intervening variable supports the causal effect between the other two variables [63]. Based on the literature discussed above, brand reputation influences brand performance. Moreover, Torres et al. [64] found that CSR towards stakeholders (e.g., customers, shareholders, employees, suppliers, and communities) has a positive effect on global brand equity. Pratihari and Uzma [65], and Cowan and Guzman [66] identified a positive relationship between CSR, corporate branding, and brand loyalty, while Kowalczyk and Kucharska [24] found that CSRp indirectly influences corporate brand performance. Thus, brand reputation is expected to have a mediating effect on the relationship between CSRp and brand reputation. As a result, the following hypothesis has been formulated:



H3. 

CSRp indirectly and positively influences companies’ brand performance.





Expected Moderated Mediation



Moderation explains the conditions under which a particular causal effect occurs [63]. It provides a better understanding of how a particular relationship is shaped by the existing condition. The condition may facilitate, enhance, or inhibit the effect [63]. In contrast to the intermediary variable (mediator), which explains “how” the causal effect occurs, the moderating variable (moderator) explains the conditions that change the effect of the causal effect. According to Karazsia and Berlin [67], the same variable can be considered both a mediator and a moderator, depending on the study’s context and aims.



In the current study, it is expected that the mediated reputation effect of CSRp on brand performance will be moderated by employee brand commitment. In turn, this will lead to organizational citizenship behavior, which is perceived to be the best way to create superior value. The organizational citizenship behavior of employees results in their strong brand commitment, which is positively related to the expected benefits of CSR [16]. Cheung et al. [25] and Garas et al. [26] proved that internal branding dedicated to increasing employee commitment leads to significant brand performance improvement. Namely, in light of the literature review, we expect a moderated effect of employee brand commitment on the relationship between CSRp and corporate reputation. It is possible that a committed employee moderates all the above relationships. The dichotomous employee brand commitment representation of variable has been used intentionally to show clearly how the relationship between CSRp and brand reputation is shaped in conditions of high (1) and low (0) employee commitment. Hence, based on the explanation above, the following hypothesis has been formulated:



H4a. 

Employee brand commitment moderates the relationship between CSRp and brand performance.





Corporate brand reputation is the consequence of CSRp linked to employees [68]. Verčič and Ćorić [69] noted that strong employer brands have higher perceived reputations. This observation suggests that CSRp results in the greater commitment of employees to their company’s brand. Hence, we should expect that the effect of CSRp on corporate reputation will be stronger for committed employees than for uncommitted employees. This expectation is reflected in the following hypothesis:



H4b. 

Employee brand commitment moderates the relationship between CSRp and brand reputation.





Expected Moderated Moderation



The hypothesized moderated mediation will be analyzed based on an international sample. Halkos and Skouloudis [70] noted that national CSR and institutional conditions are related; hence, CSRp may differ in various national societies. Therefore, a “country” moderator has been added to verify whether the employee brand commitment moderated effect on the relationship between CSRp and BP varies in different European countries, as suggested by Kowalczyk and Kucharska [24]. Hence, based on the above explanation, the hypothesis has been formulated as follows:



H5. 

The country factor moderates the relationship between CSRp and brand reputation moderated by employee brand commitment.





The structure of all hypothesized relationships is presented in Figure 1.





3. Method


3.1. Sample and Data Collection


To achieve the aim of this study—that is, to assess the moderated effect of employee commitment on the relationship between CSRp and brand performance mediated by reputation—only employees who were familiar with brand results were invited to participate in the survey. Data were obtained electronically using a self-report questionnaire, mainly via emails addressed to HR departments of construction companies. To determine whether the respondents had the necessary knowledge to complete the questionnaire correctly, they had to have been working in the construction industry for more than one year and be familiar with the company’s results at a general level during that period.



Before undertaking the main survey, a pilot study was run to improve the flow and understanding of the statements. Data were collected between April and June 2019. In total, 282 valid cases were gathered across Europe, including France (20%), Great Britain (21%), the Netherlands (19%), Germany (20%), and Poland (20%). The sample was controlled to gather an equal number of cases from each country. The convenience method of sampling was employed in this research. HR departments of construction companies were asked for help in data gathering. Respondents had to work in the construction industry for more than one year and be members of a completed and assessed project. The country of origin of the organizations was controlled, but not the respondents’ origin. Hence, the countries were selected by availability. Respondents answered voluntarily. Other countries, where the number of gained cases was lower than fifty, were excluded from the analysis. The construction industry is dominated by men, so it does not surprise that the majority of respondents were men (96%) aged 26–35 (43%) or 36–45 (32%) who worked as team members (78%) in large-sized (39%) or medium-sized (28%) companies. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin [71] test of the sample’s adequacy to the measured factors was applied, and the obtained result was 0.929, which is considered excellent. The total variance explained by the sample was 64%, which was also positive [72,73].




3.2. Measures


The eligible respondents answered questions adapted from validated measurement scales for all constructs included in the theoretical model. Appendix A, Table A1 lists the sources of the scales and statements, as well as reliabilities for each of the investigated constructs.



The subjects responded to statements based on a 7-point Likert scale using self-report questionnaires. To ensure that any potential bias in the responses was caused by the data gathering instrument (questionnaire) rather than the predisposition of the participants, Harman’s single-factor test [74] was applied. The obtained result was 48%; at less than 50%, it was considered an acceptable level of bias [75]. So, the little bias detected was probably caused by gender factors or by the fact that big groups of respondents may come from the same companies (it was not controlled to ensure anonymity). Next, a common method variance test [76] of the “marker variable” was run, with an obtained result of 15%. Thus, the potential bias level was low, and further analysis could proceed. Next, the Fornell–Larcker [77] criterion was used to verify potential cross-loading of the constructs by comparing the square root of each average variance extracted (AVE) in the diagonal with the correlation coefficients (off-diagonal) for each construct in the relevant rows and columns (see Table 2).



AVE exceeded the minimum of 0.5 for all constructs, suggesting that the principal constructs captured much higher construct-related variance than error variance [72,73]. Cronbach’s α was used to confirm the consistency of the measurement model. The Alpha coefficient was higher than 0.82 for all constructs, which was good [78]. The composite reliability was higher than 0.72 for all loadings, which was more than the required minimum of 0.7 [72,73], indicating internal consistency. Thus, all samples were good enough to create the empirical models and continue the study.




3.3. Data Analysis Procedure


The structural model estimation was preceded by employing the structural equation modeling method using SPSS AMOS 25 software. The model fit was assessed using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) [79], the reference value of ≤0.08, CMIN/df [80], using a reference value of ≤ 5, the Tacker–Lewis index (TLI) [81], and the comparative fit index (CFI) [82], using a reference value close to 1 for both. Hence, the data analysis proceeded as follows: first, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) measurement model was used to conduct factor analysis. Next, after the positive CFA evaluation, the structural model was developed and evaluated, including analysis of causal and mediated effects. Finally, PROCESS macro software [63] was employed to verify the hypothesized moderations.





4. Results


This study aimed to provide up-to-date knowledge about the structure and influence of employee commitment, corporate brand reputation, and brand performance in the construction industry in Europe. Based on the obtained results, all hypotheses formulated above were confirmed, except for H4a—regarding the moderated effect of employee brand commitment on CSRp and BP—which was not significant. H5 was partially confirmed. That is, the moderated effect of “country” is confirmed (statistically significant) only for Germany. This effect was not significant for Poland, France, Great Britain, and the Netherlands. Figure 2, Figure 3, Figure 4 and Figure 5 and Table 3 present the results of the study.



As Figure 4 shows, the effect of CSRp on corporate reputation in the total sample of highly committed employees is higher than in the group of not committed employees. Hence, a higher brand reputation effect is observed for high employee brand commitment. However, when CSRp is at the highest level, this “shift” effect is minimal. Thus, a high level of CSRp is very important if we want to build a corporate reputation. In the case of a lower level of CSRp, employee brand commitment supports reputation meaningfully. It means that the high level of CSRp is very efficient for corporate reputation, but only in cases where low employee brand commitment shifts it. Based on the verification of H3 and H4 presented in Table 3, the mediated effect of reputation for CSRp and BP relationship has been confirmed. Moreover, this mediation is stronger for less brand-committed employees. For those who are not committed, brand reputation driven by CSRp strongly supports perceived brand performance. For highly committed employees, the observed mediation effect is weaker. It means that employee brand commitment is a significant power that drives brand performance via reputation. It is reflected in the negative verification of H4a. The lack of the significant moderated effect of EBC on CSRp-BP relation is caused by the full mediated effect of corporate reputation on brand performance driven by CSRp. So, the employee brand commitment influence on brand performance by influencing on CSRp and brand reputation relation. Namely, it moderates this relation significantly (H4b).



Thus, a high level of CSRp is important for final brand performance supported by brand reputation, especially for employees with low brand commitment. Results show that the high level of CSR may leverage corporate brand reputation even though employees are not brand committed. It shows how meaningful it is to secure an excellent level of CSR practice.



A surprising result was obtained for brand-committed German employees (see Figure 5; Table 3, H5 analysis). The effect of CSRp on corporate reputation was positive and comparable to the effect obtained for the total sample. Whereas for those of German employees who were not committed, the observed effect was negative. Therefore, we could conclude that corporate brand commitment is a much more powerful driver in Germany than in other countries, as shown by the strong negative results observed in the countries that lacked corporate brand commitment. Figure 5 shows that corporate reputation was higher in Germany than in Europe for both groups, i.e., committed and uncommitted, and that a high level of CSRp among uncommitted employees does not drive reputation, as observed for the rest of the sample. We could ask the question “why”? The discussion section proposes a hypothesized scenario.




5. Discussion


The most surprising result of the study was a negative moderated effect of focal mediation in the condition of a lack of brand commitment observed for Germany. The high level of corporate reputation for both: committed and uncommitted employees obtained at the same, middle level of CSRp suggests that German companies’ reputations are generally highly perceived by both groups committed and uncommitted. However, for the uncommitted, the higher CSRp level is noted, the lower brand reputation is observed. It means that for this group, CSRp regulations have resulted in a negative effect. Therefore, the uncommitted may have a problem in adapting to and engaging with these regulations. Based on the sample of 1674 cases, Kowalczyk and Kucharska [24] noted the phenomenon of national CSR system consistency in Germany. It suggests that perhaps this uncommitted group does not originally come from Germany. The questionnaire only controlled the respondents’ employer, for whom they worked for a year on a project that had been completed and assessed. However, the sample did not control the respondents’ country of origin. The number of emigrants in Germany is quite high. Germany’s foreign population reached a record of 10.6 million in 2017 [83]. According to the Central Register of Foreign Nationals, in 2018, there were approximately only 4.79 million nationals from the EU (from European culture) [84]. So, it may be that they have a problem with engaging with these regulations due to cultural issues. Hence, there is a chance that the hypothesized scenario explains the unexpected negative effect of CSRp on corporate reputation outcomes observed for uncommitted employees. However, this is just a hypothesis that requires to be verified. Another explanation is much simpler but tied with the previous one. It is a common habit that uncommitted persons feel even more alone and disappointed when the commitment of the majority rises. It makes them (uncommitted) feel even more alone.



Moreover, the indirect effect of CSRp via brand reputation moderated by employee commitment was larger and negative among uncommitted German employees. For the total sample, the moderated mediated effect was larger and positive for uncommitted employees. This shows that employee brand commitment is a kind of “superpower” in Germany. In the case of a lack of commitment, the observed brand reputation level decreased, even if the CSRp level rose. This also suggests that the involvement of a corporate brand in Germany is more important than in any other country, which is why the lack of a corporate brand is so severe and visible. Based on the Gallup German Engagement Index, Nink [85] highlighted that employee engagement is an essential factor linked to the economic value in Germany, and that German employees are brand ambassadors. Moreover, according to Effectory International [86], of the engagement and commitment indexes of all countries included in this study, the highest index was observed for Germany. Furthermore, as Kowalczyk and Kucharska [24] noted, Germany is characterized by a strong and consistent CSR business system in the construction industry. Hence, the lack of brand commitment negatively influenced the reputation output, even though the CSR level was high. It confirms that the law system creates the perception, and it is a consistent view in Germany. It may be a problem for somebody who does not share the same values as Germans do (e.g., culture or law). To conclude, this study confirms Ghosh’s [87] findings and Wæraas and Dahle’s [19] summary that the efficient reputation management of a company involves active people management in the company.




6. Practical Implications


This study shows that employee brand commitment is simply necessary and must be enhanced and supported by companies, even if people today do not work in one company for their entire career. Employee commitment strongly supports CSR outcomes, and the lack of it is a waste of human capital and is against the idea of a circular “zero waste” economy. Employee brand commitment is a strong influencing power. As Dixon-Fowler et al. [10] noted, the lack of reciprocal loyalty between temporary employees and their employers negatively impacts both groups. From a practical point of view, employee brand commitment is valuable and worth the investment. It is beneficial for companies because of its effects on company performance, and it is rewarding for employees and society because of how it affects the psychological wellbeing of people.



The study exposes the strong alignment of CSR and corporate brand reputation with strong brand commitment. Still, it also shows that the high level of CSR may leverage corporate brand reputation even though employees who are not brand committed. It shows how meaningful is the excellent level of CSR practice for an organization. Moreover, the study also reveals that the lack of employee brand commitment may jeopardize reputation. So, the CSR, brand reputation, and employee brand commitment are strongly related. Thus, the simplest way to achieve sustainability is to keep employee brand commitment and CSR on the possible highest levels to secure corporate brand reputation and brand performance effects.




7. Limitation and Further Research


The main limitation of the current study was its comparably small sample. Each of the five countries was represented by around 50 cases. It would be interesting to replicate the study using a larger sample, which would enable the creation of full structural models for each country. Moreover, the little bias detected was probably caused by gender factors, or by the fact that large groups of respondents may have come from the same companies (it was not controlled to ensure anonymity).



According to Effectory International [86], the highest engagement and commitment index in Europe is observed for Austria. Hence, it would be interesting to determine how employee brand commitment moderates CSRp -> brand reputation -> BP mediation in Austria (35.4%). A comparison between Austria and Germany could have important implications based on studies conducted in Germany [24,85]. Further, other CSR outcomes linked to employee brand commitment could provide a broader understanding of the complexity of the phenomenon. Moreover, the study which controls not only the respondent’s place of work, but also the country of origin may bring interesting practical implications and verify the hypothesis given in the discussion section.




8. Conclusions


This study aimed to provide up-to-date knowledge on the structure and influence of employee commitment, corporate brand reputation, and brand performance in the construction industry in Europe. The findings suggest that employee brand commitment is, in a way, a “superpower” that shapes CSRp outcomes. This conclusion suggests that the future of corporate brands is in employees’ hands. Thus, employee brand commitment is a valuable and worthwhile investment. Therefore, the companies should do all they can to turn uncommitted employees into committed ones. This study focuses on the attention the companies should pay to enhance employee commitment today to achieve better brand performance in the future. Moreover, the presented evidence suggests the importance of internal branding as a tool supporting commitment.
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Table A1. Scales, sources, and reliabilities






Table A1. Scales, sources, and reliabilities





	Construct
	Scale
	Reliability assessment





	CSR practice, adapted from You and Choi [88]; Eisingerich and Rubera [45]; He and Li, [50]
	The organization is socially responsible.

My company cares about the local community.

It is important to act ethically.

The company cares about the environment.
	AVE = 0.61

CR = 0.86

Cronbach’s α = 0.863



	Corporate reputation (CR)), adapted from Lai et al. [62]
	Our customers’ overall perception of total experience in the firm is rather good.

Our customers perceive us better than others.

Our customers claim that we are doing well.

Our customers are positive about our future.
	AVE = 0.59

CR = 0.85

Cronbach’s α = 0.85



	Brand performance (BP), adapted from Lai et al. [62]
	Customers choosing us are increasing our sales growth.

Customers choosing us enlarge our market share.

Customers choosing us improve our margin.

Customers choosing us improve our brand’s overall performance.
	AVE = 0.60

CR = 0.82

Cronbach’s α = 0.82



	Employee brand commitment
	I am proud of our brand (Yes/No).
	na







Note: na—not applicable.
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Figure 1. Theoretical model. 
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Figure 2. Structural model. Direct influence of CSRp on brand performance. Note: n = 282 χ2(13) = 31 CMIN/df = 2.38 ML, standardized results, RMSEA = 0.07, 90% CI [0.039, 0.102], CFI = 0.981, and TLI = 0.969. *** p < 0.001 
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Figure 3. Structural model. Indirect (mediated) influence of CSRp on brand performance. Note: n = 282 χ2(41) = 85 CMIN/df = 2.08 ML, standardized results, RMSEA = 0.062, 90% CI [0.043, 0.081], CFI = 0.974, and TLI = 0.965. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001. 






Figure 3. Structural model. Indirect (mediated) influence of CSRp on brand performance. Note: n = 282 χ2(41) = 85 CMIN/df = 2.08 ML, standardized results, RMSEA = 0.062, 90% CI [0.043, 0.081], CFI = 0.974, and TLI = 0.965. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.
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Figure 4. Regression model. Visualization of the focal predictor CSRp moderated by employee brand commitment effects on corporate reputation. Note: Moderator (employee brand commitment) is presented by dichotomous values: 0 = low commitment, 1 = strong commitment. PROCESS Model 8 has been applied. Standardized coefficients are not available for models with moderators. 
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Figure 5. Regression model. Visualization of the focal predictor CSRp moderated by employee brand commitment moderated by “country” effects on corporate reputation. Note: Moderator (employee brand commitment) is presented by dichotomous values: 0 = low commitment, 1 = strong commitment. PROCESS Model 11 has been applied. Standardized coefficients are not available for models with moderators. 
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Table 1. Study framework.






Table 1. Study framework.





	
RQ

	
How does employee brand commitment moderate the CSR-practice, reputation, and corporate brand performance relationships?






	
General aim

	
To examine if and how employee brand commitment moderates the mediated by reputation CSR-practice effect on corporate brand performance.




	
Specific aims

	
1. To assess, if the mediated moderation effect exists or not.




	
2. If it exists, find out how it is shaped for committed and uncommitted employees.




	
Main literature assumptions

	
Testa, Boiral, and Iraldo [7] stressed that CSR performance depends on the employee’s commitment.




	
Corporate brand commitment is a core driver of brand-aligned behaviors [15].




	
Committed employee behavior increases corporate brand performance [16].




	
Employee brand commitment is an effect of CSRp [24,25,26].




	
Research gap

	
In light of the literature, employee brand commitment seems to be a focal input and output of the CSRp. It means that EBC shapes conditions for CSRp practices. So, it is a high level of probability that is a focal moderator for CSRp relations. There is a lack of studies that explore how employee brand commitment level moderates CSR practice effects such as corporate brand reputation and brand performance. The study aims to verify it.




	
METHOD




	
The theoretical model was verified on 282 cases collected electronically across Europe—mainly via emails addressed to human resources departments in construction companies from April to June 2019.

Method of data analysis:

a. SEM model (SPSS AMOS 25 software); H1: H3 verification.

b. Regression model (PROCESS macro software); moderated mediation and moderated moderation verifications; H4: H5 verification.




	
Novelty

	
This is the first study that has explored employee brand commitment as a moderator of CSR practice outcomes such as corporate brand reputation and brand performance in a national context.








Abbreviations: CSR—corporate social responsibility; CSRp—corporate social responsibility practice; CR—corporate brand reputation; BP—brand performance; EBC—employee brand commitment; SEM—structural equation modeling.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and constructs correlation matrix with square root of the AVE on the diagonal.
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	Mean
	SD
	AVE
	CR
	Cronbach alpha
	CSRp
	CR
	BP
	EBC





	CSRp
	5.39
	1.030
	0.61
	0.86
	0.86
	0.783
	
	
	



	CR
	5.38
	1.025
	0.59
	0.85
	0.85
	0.754
	0.768
	
	



	BP
	5.33
	1.026
	0.60
	0.82
	0.82
	0.601
	0.674
	0.774
	



	EBC
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	0.579
	0.631
	0.539
	na
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Table 3. Results.
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Hypothesis

	
Structural Model (Figure 2 and Figure 3), SPSS AMOS Output




	
β

	
t-Value

	
p-Value

	
Hypothesis Verification






	
H1

	
0.744

	
10.81

	
***

	
supported




	
H2

	
0.795

	
6.53

	
***

	
supported




	
H3 Mediation analysis

	
TOTAL

	
DIRECT

	
INDIRECT

	
supported




	
0.682 (***)

	
0.09 (ns)

	
0.59 (***)




	
CSRp->CR->BP full mediation observed




	
H4a Moderation analysis

	
Regression models SPSS PROCESS output (Figure 4 and Figure 5)




	
Moderation by EBC influence of CSRp on BP—not significant effect.

Model Summary

R    R-sq   MSE   F     df1    df2    p

0.5164  0.2667  0.6939  33.7044  3.0000  278.0000  0.0000

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

      R2-chng  F    df1    df2    p

CSRp*EBC 0.0000  0.0143  1.0000  277.0000  0.9047

Note: PROCESS, Model 8, not standardized effects.

	
not supported




	
H4b Moderated mediation Analysis

	
Moderation by EBC influence of CSRp on BR – significant effect (Figure 4).

Model Summary

R    R-sq   MSE   F   df1   df2   p

0.5164  0.2667  0.6939 33.7044 3.0000 278.0000 0.0000

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

     R2-chng  F   df1   df2   p

CSRp*EBC 0.0208 7.9021 1.0000 278.0000 0.0053

Moderated by EBC mediation CSRp->BR->BP

   EBC  Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI

Low 0.0000 0.2362 0.0701  0.0966  0.3685

High 1.0000 0.1076 0.0308  0.0492  0.1704

Index of moderated mediation CSRp->BR->BP (difference between conditional indirect effects):

     Index   BootSE   BootLLCI  BootULCI

EBC   −0.1286   0.0697   −0.2624   0.0157

Based on the index of moderated mediation: for employees who are strongly brand committed the effect of CSRp->BR->BP is lower than for those who are not commitment.

Note: PROCESS, Model 8, not standardized effects.

	
supported




	
H5 Moderated moderated Mediation analysis

	
Germany: moderated moderation by EBC influence of CSRp on BR—significant effect (Figure 5).

Model Summary

R   R-sq  MSE   F   df1  df2    p

0.5634 0.3175 0.6553 18.2055 7.0000 274.0000 0.0000

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

        R2-chng  F   df1   df2  p

CSRp*EBC*GER 0.0327 13.1179 1.0000 274.0000 0.0003

Moderated moderated mediation CSRp->BR->BP

    EBC  GER Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI

 Low 0.0000 0.0000 0.3261 0.0787  0.1684  0.4808

 Low 0.0000 1.0000 −0.2111 0.2381 −0.5870  0.3404

 High 1.0000 0.0000 0.1161 0.0362  0.0516  0.1926

 High 1.0000 1.0000 0.1060 0.0805 −0.0625   0.2608

Index of moderated moderated mediation CSRp->BR->BP (difference between cond. indirect effects):

        Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI

CSRp*EBC*GER 0.5272 0.2823 −0.0825  1.0064

Based on the index of moderated moderation: for brand committed German employees the effect of CSRp->BR->BP is positive and comparable to the rest of sample, whereas for those who are not committed vitally negative.

Note: PROCESS, Model 11, not standardized effects.

	
supported








Note: The index of moderated meditation is an estimate of the parameter of a function linking the indirect effect to the values of a moderator (Hayes, 2018). The parameter is calculated on bootstrap samples. The test for moderated mediation is significant if the confidence interval excludes 0. Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in the output: 95.0000. Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 5000. Standardized coefficients are not available for models with moderators.
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