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Abstract 

As enterprises expand, they have increasingly consumed social resources and influenced the society. The public 
has gradually become aware of this, and consequently, enterprises have begun to emphasize corporate social 
responsibility as a core business strategy. The interviewees/participants in the study were listed electronics 
companies in central Taiwan. Questionnaires were used in the study to collect data. A total of 211 valid 
questionnaires were collected and IBM SPSS 20 was used to analyze the data. The result of the study shows that 
interviewees participants doubt whether their companies fairly assess their performance or not; however, they 
consider that their companies take the responsibility of complying with the law and maximizing profits. As a 
result, medium or large enterprises, or listed electronics companies that intend to fulfill corporate social 
responsibility, should invite supervisors, senior employees, or female employees and those who do not typically 
participate in decision making or regular meetings (e.g., employees who work on production lines, or those who 
are not supervisors or do not work in marketing) to participate in meetings, and provide them training, or 
distribute manuals or send letters to them. This can enhance organizational citizens’ identification with their 
company, motivate them to help their companies fulfill corporate social responsibility and thereby improve 
corporate image, enhance employees’ commitment and awareness of organizational citizenship, and create an 
improved organizational climate. 

Keywords: corporate social responsibility, economic responsibility, electronics firms, organizational citizenship 
behavior 

1. Introduction 

Fulfilling corporate social responsibility is crucial for business operation. According to Carroll (1979), corporate 
social responsibility has four dimensions: economic, legal, ethical, and charitable responsibilities. Carroll (1996) 
indicates that enterprises have economic, legal, and moral responsibilities. According to Griffin (2000), 
corporate social responsibility refers to enterprises’ obligations to protect and improve their society. Most 
profit-seeking enterprises are concerned about the substantive effect of paying attention to corporate social 
responsibility. Vogel (2005) considers that companies should not only abide by the law but also take 
responsibilities because of strategic, defensive, or altruistic considerations. Kotler and Lee (2005) consider that 
fulfilling corporate social responsibility is typically recognized by the public, and that public recognition 
positively influences companies. Porter and Kramer (2006) indicate that fulfilling corporate social responsibility 
can create competitive advantages, and Brown (2008) explained that numerous enterprises consider corporate 
social responsibility a brand strategy and a competitive advantage. Therefore, if an enterprise can consider the 
interests of stakeholders, it can use its business strategy to maximize its profits. In addition, whether or not an 
enterprise is willing to fulfill corporate social responsibility, the public evaluates corporate performance based on 
its fulfillment of corporate social responsibility; accordingly, enterprises often develop their business strategies 
depending largely on the public’s evaluation. 

Wei and Zhuang (2009) indicate that corporate social responsibility has a wide scope, and that two types of 
corporate social responsibility exist: external and internal. “External” refers to an enterprise’s corporate social 
responsibility for the public and consumers (e.g., environmental protection and participation in charitable 
activities), whereas “internal” refers to corporate governance, financial performance, legal compliance, and the 
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protection and welfare of employees. Numerous researchers have explored the influence of corporate social 
responsibility on corporate externality and specific groups (e.g., employees or customers). When fulfilling 
corporate social responsibility, an enterprise should understand employees’ views about the enterprise’s 
performance. Turker (2009) indicates that companies that fulfill corporate social responsibility positively 
influence employees’ organizational commitment. 

The concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) was proposed by Katz (1964) in role theory, which 
holds that employees are typically required to complete their organizational tasks and to present in-role behavior, 
but in addition, they must engage in extra-role behavior (i.e., spontaneity, cooperation, and innovation) to 
achieve their organizations’ goals. Organ (1988) and Konovsky and Pugh (1994) indicate that organizational 
rewards are irrelevant to employees’ organizational citizenship behavior (OCB); OCB is typically spontaneous 
and not required by the employers. Organ (1990) proposes that OCB can benefit organizations and is not defined 
according to employees’ roles or contracts. Organ (1988) also indicates that no organization is perfect and that 
an organization cannot effectively achieve its goals by depending solely on employees’ in-role behavior. Lin 
(1992) expresses that organizations should rely on employees’ extra-role behavior to achieve their goals. 
Researchers vary in their understandings of OCB. Smith, Organ and Near (1983) consider OCB to have two 
dimensions (altruism and general compliance behavior), whereas Organ (1988) considers it to have five (altruism, 
courtesy, sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and civic virtue) and Graham (1991) considers it to have three 
(compliance, loyalty, and participation). Organ et al. (2006) explain that employees make their own decisions 
about whether to adopt OCB; even if they choose not to, they do not worry about being punished by their 
employers. Bateman and Organ (1983) and Smith et al. (1983) indicate that OCB is a crucial research topic for 
researchers in the organizational behavior field. Numerous researchers have explored the definition of OCB and 
paid attention to the relationship between variables. 

Valentine and Fleischman (2008) and Kunda, Ataman and Kartaltepe Behram (2019) indicate that corporate 
social responsibility influences employee job satisfaction. By encouraging OCB, an organization can enhance 
performance and create a harmonious atmosphere. The questions are how OCB can be encouraged, whether 
employees commit themselves to their organizations if their organizations fulfill corporate social responsibility, 
and whether employees’ positive feelings are correlated with OCB and organizational performance. 

Corporate social responsibility means that an enterprise undertakes activities to attain social values and improve 
society. In a righteous and sympathetic environment, employees engage in OCB, by, for example, identifying 
with their organizations, providing useful suggestions, protecting resources, and avoiding disputes with their 
colleagues. The present study considers that a company that emphasizes corporate social responsibility takes 
responsibility for its employees (e.g., by stressing environmental safety and employee welfare); accordingly, the 
company creates an altruistic atmosphere and a satisfying workplace, thereby encouraging its employees to 
engage in OCB. However, questions arise whether employees unconditionally agree with their organizations’ 
behavior regarding corporate social responsibility and whether their own attitudes toward corporate social 
responsibility influence their OCB. 

In the present study, we explore employees’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility and the relationship 
between their attitudes and OCB. The research questions for this study are as follows: 

1) What are employees’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility? 

2) What are employees’ attitudes toward OCB? 

3) Do differences in the attitude toward corporate social responsibility and OCB exist between employees of 
varying backgrounds? 

4) Is the attitude toward corporate social responsibility related to the attitude toward OCB? 

In the present study, we explore employees’ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility and the relationship 
between their attitudes and OCB. 

2. Materials  

2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility 

Corporate social responsibility has become a major issue receiving substantial attention. Given that enterprises 
are held accountable to stakeholders, society, and the public, corporate social responsibility is a crucial 
consideration. Bowen (1953), the father of corporate social responsibility, defines corporate social responsibility 
as “the obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of 
action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society”. Carroll (1979) considers that 
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business operators who intend to take on corporate social responsibility must understand its fundamental 
definition, as well as the problems related to the existence of social responsibility and those reflected in 
normative business philosophy. Singh et al. (2008) considers that corporate social responsibility had three 
dimensions: commercial, moral, and social. As Gao (2008) indicates, corporate social responsibility means that 
enterprises that abide by ethical and moral principles must protect the interests of stakeholders, shareholders, and 
consumers while valuing the human rights of employees, supplier management, environmental protection, 
community participation, and the disclosure of financial information. In addition, corporate social responsibility 
includes economic, legal, moral, and charitable responsibilities. These are detailed as follows: (1) Economic 
responsibility: A business organization is a basic economic unit; an enterprise has a responsibility to provide 
products and services and to generate profits; (2) Legal responsibility: Enterprises are producers and their 
production activities must follow all relevant regulations; (3) Moral responsibility: The public expects that 
enterprises should take responsibilities beyond complying with the law and regulations; (4) Charitable 
responsibility: In spite of no rule defined in the law and ethics, enterprises should be willing to participate in 
charitable activities, to meet public expectations, and improve life in wider society. 

2.2 Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

According to Bateman and Organ (1983), OCB has the following dimensions: helping new employees become 
familiar with working conditions, providing suggestions, complying with company regulations, tolerating 
unpleasant working conditions, and avoiding creating problems for the company or colleagues. Organ (1988) 
proposes five types of OCB: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. Altruism 
means that organization members are willing to spend time unconditionally helping their colleagues solve 
problems at work. Conscientiousness means that organization members not only fulfill their duties but also 
actively endeavor to achieve organizational goals. Sportsmanship means that organization members hold a 
positive attitude despite their disappointments at work, including the internal imperfections of their organizations. 
Courtesy means that organization members actively inform other members of work-related information to avoid 
problems. Civic virtue means that organization members take the initiative to understand organizational 
operations, participate in various organizational activities, provide suggestions, and improve service quality. 

Organ (1990) indicates that OCB is meaningful behavior not inherent in a formal role or limited by contracts, but 
rather arising from unofficial dedication. People typically do not consider punishment or incentives when 
deciding whether to engage in OCB. Williams and Anderson (1992) propose the concepts of organizational 
citizenship behavior-individual (OCBI) and organizational citizenship behavior-organization (OCBO). OCBI is a 
type of OCB useful directly for individuals and indirectly for organizations, whereas OCBO is a type of OCB 
useful directly for organizations. 

Konovsky and Pugh (1994) consider OCB a type of behavior that employees engage in not because it is within 
their duties or salary structure, but at their discretion. From the perspective of a psychological contract, Robinson 
and Morrison (1995) indicate that OCB goes beyond employment contracts and beyond formal duties; whether 
to engage in OCB depends on particular situations, and no formal rewards are granted for it.  

Coleman and Borman propose three types of OCB: individual-oriented, organization-oriented, and task-oriented. 
Individual-oriented OCB means that employees take greater initiative than expected to support their colleagues, 
cooperate with them, and achieve organizational goals. Organization-oriented OCB means that employees 
dedicate themselves to their organization, complying with its rules and protecting its interests. Task-oriented 
OCB means that employees make an extra effort to enhance their job performance; for example, employees 
endeavor to provide quality service to consumers. In the aforementioned studies, OCB is described through the 
characteristics and meanings of behavior. Lin (2005) described OCB on the basis of who is targeted by the 
behavior and explains that OCB involves employees taking initiative to help their supervisors present leadership 
behavior. In summary, OCB involves organization members dedicating themselves to help other members of 
their organization despite the lack of formal rewards, making a contribution that enhances the overall 
effectiveness of their organization. 

2.3 The Relationship Between Corporate Social Responsibility and Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

The present study elucidates the relationship between corporate social responsibility and OCB from a practical 
perspective. This perspective considers that individuals learn from observation, experience, identification, 
imitation, and most of all by interacting with their environment. Farh et al. (1997) indicate that employees who 
fit in with their organizational culture commit to their organizations and achieve enhanced job satisfaction. 
Therefore, integrating corporate social responsibility into organizational culture, helping employees to recognize 
its importance and associate it with their values, can enhance their job satisfaction and strengthen their 
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commitment to their organization. According to Xie and Xu (2009) corporate social responsibility means that 
enterprises take responsibility for their employees, shareholders, investors, consumers, supply chain, community, 
and government, and recompense the society from which they obtain resources. In this manner, enterprises can 
enhance their corporate image and create a satisfying workplace with a caring and altruistic atmosphere. As 
Zhang (2010) claims, enterprises can persuade their employees that they are not only concerned about their own 
interests if they exhibit making social contributions, rewarding consumers, and caring for their own employees. 
Accordingly, if employees can recognize the organization’s values in the resulting altruistic atmosphere, they 
can understand the meaning of corporate social responsibility and engage in positive behavior. Therefore, in the 
present study, we hypothesize that corporate social responsibility positively influences OCB. Louise Tourigny, 
Jian Han, Vishwanath V. Baba and Polly Pan (2019) propose that the ethical stance of supervisors influences 
subordinates’ perceptions of corporate social responsibility (CSR) which in turn influences subordinates’ trust in 
the organization resulting in their taking increased personal social responsibility and engagement in 
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) oriented toward both the organization and other individuals 

Zhou, Chen and Wu (2012) and Kunda, Ataman and Kartaltepe Behram (2019) find that when employees 
discover new meaning in their jobs and identify with their organization, they feel that they are truly part of it and 
closely connect with their workplace. When employees recognize the relevance of corporate social responsibility 
and that their values are consistent with organizational values, they are motivated to engage in OCB. If an 
enterprise can contribute to society and meet societal requirements in many aspects, its employees support each 
other, are proud of the enterprise, and their performance improves. 

H3: There is no significant correlation between corporate social responsibility and organizational 
citizenship behavior. 

3. Methods 

The interviewees/participants in the study were listed electronics companies in central Taiwan. Questionnaires 
were used in the study to collect data. A total of 211 valid questionnaires were collected, and IBM SPSS 20 was 
used to analyze the dThe research mainly studies whether corporate employees’ implementation of corporate 
social responsibility has an impact on organizational citizenship behavior. Based on the above literature 
discussion, the research framework of this study is established. 

 

 
Figure 1. Research architecture diagram 

 

3.1 Labeling of Hypothesis 

Corporate social responsibility is the pursuit of all activities that conform to social values and satisfy the society. 
Employees are in an environment that contributes to social justice, sympathy and empathy, which will have an 
impact on the individual employee and thus identify and maintain the organizational environment, or care about 
and put forward suggestions that are beneficial to the organization, Performance of organizational citizenship 
behaviors such as reducing conflicts among colleagues and protecting resources within the organization. For 
example, scholars Zhou CongYou and Wu JiaLing (2010) proposed in their research that corporate social 
responsibility has a positive and significant impact on organizational citizenship behavior. Therefore, this study 
will discuss the following research hypotheses based on the above inference theory. The main questions of this 
study are as follows: 

H1: There is no significant difference in CSR among different demographic variables. 

H2: There is no significant difference between different demographic variables and organizational citizenship 
behavior. 
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H3: There is no significant correlation between corporate social responsibility and organizational citizenship 
behavior. 

3.2 Research Instruments 

Following previous studies, we first designed questions for various assessment dimensions and then invited 
scholars and experts to revise the questions for a pilot study. The validity of the questionnaire draft was 
examined once more by experts and the questionnaire draft modified before the pilot study was conducted. 
Following the pilot study, no questions were removed or added to the questionnaire. The values of Cronbach’s α 
were 0.944 for the questionnaire, 0.945 for the dimension of corporate social responsibility, and 0.874 for 
organizational citizens’ identification with corporate social responsibility (> 0.7), indicating that this 
questionnaire possesses excellent reliability and high consistency. 

The questionnaire comprised three parts: the corporate social responsibility scale, the OCB scale, and 
demographic information. The corporate social responsibility scale was designed according to previous reports 
on global environmental, economic, and social sustainability, as well as previous questionnaires developed by 
Mowday et al. (1979), Bateman and Organ (1983), Smith et al. (1983). It covered the four dimensions of 
corporate social responsibility (economic, environmental, ethical, and legal) and consisted of 24 questions. The 
OCB scale was designed according to Farh et al. (1997). This scale covered two dimensions (identifying with 
corporate social responsibility and providing support to colleagues) and comprised 8 questions. The 
demographic information included gender, educational attainment, age, marital status, department, current 
position, and number of years employed in the current organization. In the first and second parts, a 5-point Likert 
scale was adopted, and the third part used a category scale. The data collected were used for empirical analysis. 

3.3 Participants 

To analyze the influence of corporate social responsibility on OCB, we recruited employees from listed 
electronics companies in central Taiwan. Since collecting questionnaires from a business organization was 
challenging, we adopted a convenience sampling method. We first contacted company staff by telephone to 
obtain their permission to distribute questionnaires to their employees; subsequently, we requested that managers 
distribute the questionnaires. After employees filled them out, the questionnaires were sealed and collected by a 
representative. To maintain the validity of the questionnaire, only full-time employees were recruited. Overall, 
300 questionnaires were distributed, and 256 questionnaires returned; after 45 incomplete questionnaires were 
discarded, a total of 211 valid questionnaires remained for data analysis. Thus, the return rate was 85.33% and 
the valid sample was 70.33%. 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Information 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for participants’ demographic information. Most participants were men 
(55.9%). By age, the largest proportion of participants were 31 to 40 years old (41.2%). Most participants were 
not supervisors (88.1%). Married participants accounted for 53.1% of the sample (46.9% were single), and 
81.9% had a bachelor’s or master’s degree. The largest proportion of participants had been employed by their 
current organizations for 6 to 10 years (38.4%), followed by those who were employed for 0 to 5 years (37.4%); 
together, these groups accounted for 75.8% of the total employees. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for demographic information 

Variable  Frequency Percentage 

Gender Men 118 55.9 
 Women 93 44.1 
Educational attainment Graduate school 52 24.6 
 University 121 57.3 
 Junior college 33 15.6 
 Senior or vocational high school or below 5 2.4 
Age 30 years or below 63 29.9 
 31−40 years 87 41.2 
 41−50 years 50 23.7 
 51 years or more 11 5.2 
Marital status Single 99 46.9 
 Married 112 53.1 
Department Marketing 28 13.3 
 Management 46 21.8 
 Research and development 6 2.8 
 Others 131 62.1 
Position Non-supervisor 186 88.2 
 Supervisor 25 11.8 
Years of employment 0−5 years 79 37.4 
 6−10 years 81 38.4 
 11−15 years 28 13.3 
 16 years or more 23 10.9 

 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for various variables. In the corporate social responsibility dimension, the 
employees identified with legal responsibility to the highest degree, followed by economic responsibility. In the 
OCB dimension, employees scored highest on providing support to colleagues. Regarding individual questions: 
In the corporate social responsibility dimension, the employees identified the least with evaluation fairness (M = 
3.79, SD = 0.85) and the most with complying with the law (M = 4.26, SD = 0.70). In the OCB dimension, 
employees scored highest on actively helping new colleagues (M = 4.12, SD = 0.63) and lowest on companies’ 
participation in activities related to corporate social responsibility (M = 3.82, SD = 0.80). 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

Dimension Sub-dimension Item No. Questions Mean Standard 
deviation

Corporate social responsibility 4.09 0.56 
 1.1 Economic responsibility 4.13 0.61 
  1.1.1 The company not only endeavors to maximize profits but also takes corporate 

social responsibility. 
3.69 0.77 

  1.1.2 The company continues to increase effective production and to reduce operation 
costs.  

4.13 0.67 

  1.1.3 The company continues to provide training to employees to increase employees’ 
productivity.  

4.17 0.70 

  1.1.4 The company has short-term, medium-term, and long-term business strategies and 
plans.  

4.21 0.71 

  1.1.5 The company regularly modifies its business direction and develops sustainable 
plans according to market demands.  

4.19 0.71 

 1.2 Legal responsibility 4.18 0.66 
  1.2.1 The company normally operates and pays taxes according to the provisions of tax 

law.  
4.11 0.81 

  1.2.2 The operation and management departments in the company comply with the law. 4.26 0.70 
  1.2.3 The operation department in the company fully protects intellectual property.  4.22 0.69 
  1.2.4 The company competes fairly with its rivals.  4.15 0.76 
 1.3 Environmental responsibility 4.09 0.60 
  1.3.1 The company fulfills its obligation to protect the environment and complies with 

regulations related to environmental protection. 
4.16 0.78 

  1.3.2 The company has developed plans to reduce energy and resource consumption. 4.13 0.70 
  1.3.3 The company endeavors to prevent pollution. 4.16 0.68 
  1.3.4 The company has excellent plans for protecting the environment. 4.09 0.68 
  1.3.5 The company has helped the community tidy up the environment.  3.91 0.80 
 1.4 Ethical responsibility 3.96 0.62 
  1.4.1 The company provides an excellent working environment for its employees. 4.05 0.72 
  1.4.2 The company complies with legal regulations related to employee recruitment and 

welfare.  
4.16 0.67 

  1.4.3 The company employs people with diverse backgrounds (age, gender, and 
ethnicity).  

3.87 0.78 

  1.4.4 The company has policies to avoid treating employees unfairly regarding salary 
and promotion.  

3.93 0.84 

  1.4.5 The company has employee code of conduct.  4.09 0.70 
  1.4.6 The company frequently provides courses to employees to improve their 

professional skills.  
3.98 0.77 

  1.4.7 The company fairly assesses employee performance.  3.79 0.85 
  1.4.8 Employees in the company must provide complete and correct information to all 

customers or suppliers.  
3.93 0.78 

  1.4.9 The company encourages its employees to receive further training. 3.86 0.83 
  1.4.10 The company’s flexible policies help its employees balance their work and lives.  3.95 0.77 

Organizational citizens’ identification with corporate social responsibility 4.00 0.59 
 2.1 Identifying with organizations 3.95 0.64 
  2.1.1 I am willing to participate in activities related to corporate social responsibility 

organized by the company.  
3.82 0.80 

  2.1.2 I am willing to take corporate social responsibility.  4.05 0.65 
  2.1.3 Fulfilling corporate social responsibility can enhance a corporation’s image.  4.00 0.68 
  2.1.4 I am willing to participate in community activities organized by the company.  3.91 0.76 
 2.2 Providing support to colleagues 4.06 0.59 
  2.2.1 I often actively help colleagues solve their problems at work.  4.00 0.76 
  2.2.2 I often actively help colleagues and expect no return.  4.11 0.63 
  2.2.3 I often actively help new employees. 4.12 0.78 
    2.2.4 I often share my work experience with colleagues. 4.02 0.64 

 

4.3 T-Tests for Gender, Marital Status, and Position (Table 3) 

For the corporate social responsibility and OCB dimensions, the scores of women, married employees, and 
supervisors were significantly higher than those of men, single employees, and nonsupervisory, respectively. 
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Table 3. T-test results 

Variable Gender Frequency Mean Standard deviation Ｔvalue P value 

Corporate social responsibility Men 118 3.97 .555 -3.644 .000 
Women 93 4.25 .535   

Dimension A Men 118 3.96 .633 -4.952 .000 
Women 93 4.36 .508   

Dimension B Men 118 4.04 .643 -3.637 .000 
Women 93 4.37 .638   

Dimension C Men 118 4.00 .594 -2.472 .014 
Women 93 4.20 .599   

Dimension D Men 118 3.88 .570 -2.087 .038 
Women 93 4.06 .667   

OCB Men 118 3.91 .549 -2.758 .006 
Women 93 4.13 .618   

Dimension E Men 118 3.87 .568 -1.919 .056 
Women 93 4.04 .716   

Dimension F Men 118 3.94 .588 -3.180 .002 
Women 93 4.22 .663   

Variable Marital status Frequency Mean Standard deviation Ｔvalue P value 
Corporate social responsibility  Single 99 3.95 .549 -3.447 .001 

Married 112 4.21 .547   
Dimension A Single 99 3.98 .668 -3.615 .000 

Married 112 4.27 .525   
Dimension B Single 99 4.04 .636 -2.995 .003 

Married 112 4.31 .657   
Dimension C Single 99 3.97 .598 -2.672 .008 

Married 112 4.19 .592   
Dimension D Single 99 3.82 .572 -3.094 .002 

Married 112 4.08 .636   
OCB Single 99 3.81 .565 -4.587 .000 

Married 112 4.17 .561   
Dimension E Single 99 3.76 .604 -4.093 .000 

Married 112 4.11 .631   
Dimension F Single 99 3.87 .619 -4.316 .000 

Married 112 4.23 .603     

Variable Position Frequency Mean Standard deviation Ｔvalue P value 
Corporate social responsibility  Non-supervisor 186 4.06 .542 -2.641 .009 

Supervisor 25 4.37 .646   
Dimension A Non-supervisor 186 4.08 .607 -3.743 .000 

Supervisor 25 4.55 .494   
Dimension B Non-supervisor 186 4.16 .641 -1.746 .082 

Supervisor 25 4.40 .764   
Dimension C Non-supervisor 186 4.06 .579 -2.045 .042 

Supervisor 25 4.32 .733   
Dimension D Non-supervisor 186 3.93 .590 -2.048 .042 

Supervisor 25 4.20 .779   
OCB Non-supervisor 186 3.96 .580 -3.198 .002 

Supervisor 25 4.35 .553   
Dimension E Non-supervisor 186 3.90 .631 -2.562 .011 

Supervisor 25 4.25 .645   
Dimension F Non-supervisor 186 4.01 .631 -3.332 .001 

Supervisor 25 4.45 .540    
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4.4 One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Age, Department, the Number of Years Employed, and 
Educational Attainment (Table 4) 

 

Table 4. ANOVA results 

Item Degree of 
freedom 

F P 1 2 3 4 Post hoc tests 

Educational attainment    
Dimension A 3 1.424 .237 4.14  4.08  4.33 4.04  3>1 1>2 2>4 
Dimension B 3 1.871 .136 4.15  4.15   4.41   3.85  3>1=2 1=2>4  
Dimension C 3 1.675 .174 4.09  4.03   4.30   4.12  3>4 4>1 1>2 
Dimension D 3 1.522 .210 4.01  3.90   4.14   3.84  3>1 1>2 2>4 
Corporate social responsibility 3 1.849 .139 4.10  4.04   4.29   3.96  3>1 1>2 2>4 
Dimension E 3 1.516 .211 3.92  3.90   4.16   3.80  3>1 1>2 2>4 
Dimension F 3 1.118 .343 4.05  4.03   4.23   3.85  3>1 1>2 2>4 
OCB 3 1.529 .208 3.99  3.97   4.20   3.83  3>1 1>2 2>4 
Age    
Dimension A 3 21.767 .000 3.71  4.21   4.50   4.35  3>4 4>2 2>1 
Dimension B 3 15.514 .000 3.80  4.23   4.55   4.43  3>4 4>2 2>1 
Dimension C 3 15.462 .000 3.74  4.12   4.43   4.33  3>4 4>2 2>1 
Dimension D 3 12.303 .000 3.62  4.02   4.20   4.33  4>3 3>2 2>1 
Corporate social responsibility 3 20.491 .000 3.72  4.14   4.42   4.36  3>4 4>2 2>1 
Dimension E 3 12.669 .000 3.61  3.98   4.21   4.43  4>3 3>2 2>1 
Dimension F 3 10.813 .000 3.73  4.11   4.32   4.41  3>4 4>2 2>1 
OCB 3 14.104 .000 3.67  4.04   4.26   4.42  4>3 3>2 2>1 
Department    
Dimension A 3 10.354 .000 4.34 4.47 4.27 3.96 2>1 1>3 3>4 
Dimension B 3 11.892 .000 4.44 4.56 4.38 3.99 2>1 1>3 3>4 
Dimension C 3 10.405 .000 4.31 4.43 4.07 3.93 2>1 1>3 3>4 
Dimension D 3 7.754 .000 4.08 4.30 3.88 3.82 2>1 1>3 3>4 
Corporate social responsibility 3 12.613 .000 4.29 4.44 4.15 3.93 2>1 1>3 3>4 
Dimension E 3 16.478 .000 4.25 4.32 4.42 3.73 3>2 2>1 1>4 
Dimension F 3 24.938 .000 4.29 4.58 4.38 3.81 2>3 3>1 1>4 
OCB 3 24.717 .000 4.27 4.45 4.40 3.77 2>3 3>1 1>4 
The number of employment years    
Dimension A 3 6.616 .000 4.06 4.00 4.44 4.47 4>3 3>1 1>2 
Dimension B 3 4.326 .006 4.12 4.07 4.46 4.48 4>3 3>1 1>2 
Dimension C 3 6.141 .001 4.01 3.98 4.36 4.43 4>3 3>1 1>2 
Dimension D 3 4.087 .008 3.90 3.88 4.04 4.35 4>3 3>1 1>2 
Corporate social responsibility 3 6.205 .000 4.02 3.98 4.32 4.43 4>3 3>1 1>2 
Dimension E 3 5.925 .001 3.81 3.88 4.17 4.35 4>3 3>2 2>1 
Dimension F 3 5.490 .001 3.93 4.00 4.41 4.29 3>4 4>2 2>1 
OCB 3 6.480 .000 3.87 3.94 4.29 4.32 4>3 3>2 2>1 
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Table 5. Correlation analysis 

  Dimension 
A 

Dimension 
B 

Dimension 
C 

Dimension 
D 

Corporate social 
responsibility 

Dimension 
E 

Dimension 
F 

OCB 
dimension

Dimension A Pearson correlation 1 .825** .714** .644** .883** .509** .574** .586** 
& significance 
(two-tailed) 

  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Dimension B Pearson correlation   1 .821** .701** .931** .560** .575** .614** 
& significance 
(two-tailed) 

    .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Dimension C Pearson correlation 
& 

    1 .792** .922** .615** .554** .634** 

significance 
(two-tailed) 

      .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Dimension D Pearson correlation 
& 

      1 .869** .672** .605** .692** 

significance 
(two-tailed) 

        .000 .000 .000 .000 

Corporate 
social 
responsibility 

Pearson correlation 
& 

        1 .653** .640** .700** 

significance 
(two-tailed) 

          .000 .000 .000 

Dimension E Pearson correlation           1 .705** .924** 
& significance 
(two-tailed) 

            .000 .000 

Dimension F Pearson correlation 
& 

            1 .923** 

significance 
(two-tailed) 

              .000 

OCB  Pearson correlation 
& 

              1 

significance 
(two-tailed) 

                

Note. The symbol “**” indicates that the significance level is 0.01 for a two-tailed test and a correlation coefficient is significant. 

 

4.5 Correlation Analysis (Table 5) 

These results show a significant difference in the corporate social responsibility dimension between men and 
women; in addition, men significantly differed from women in the following sub-dimensions: economic, legal, 
environmental, and ethical responsibilities. Compared with men, women identified with corporate social 
responsibility to a greater degree, with higher scores than men on the following questions: “the company has 
fulfilled its obligation to protect the environment,” “the company provides an excellent working environment for 
its employees,” “the company employs people with various backgrounds,” “the company has employee code of 
conduct,” “the company provides complete and correct information to customers.” 

The scores of married employees concerning the economic responsibility sub-dimension of corporate social 
responsibility were significantly higher than those of single employees. This was also the case for certain 
questions in the sub-dimensions of legal responsibility (“The company operates normally and pays taxes 
according to the provisions of tax law” and “the operation and management departments comply with the law”), 
environmental responsibility (“The company fulfills its obligation to protect the environment and has complied 
with regulations related to environmental protection”), ethical responsibility (“The company employs people 
with diverse backgrounds”), and in the OCB dimension (“I often actively help new employees”). 

The scores of employees aged 31 or above were significantly higher than those of employees aged 30 or below 
regarding the following: the entire economic responsibility sub-dimension, and these questions in the 
sub-dimensions of legal responsibility (“The company operates normally and pays taxes according to the 
provisions of tax law,” and “The operation department in the company fully protects intellectual property”); 
environmental responsibility (“The company fulfills its obligation to protect the environment and has complied 
with regulations related to environmental protection” and “The company has helped the community tidy up the 
environment”); ethical responsibility (“The company provides an excellent working environment for its 
employees,” “The company complies with legal regulations related to employee recruitment and welfare,” “The 
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company employs people with various backgrounds,” “The company has employee code of conduct,” 
“Employees in the company provide complete and correct information to all customers or suppliers,” and “The 
company encourages its employees to receive further training”); identifying with organizations (“I am willing to 
participate in corporate social responsibility-related activities organized by the company,” and “Fulfilling 
corporate social responsibility can enhance a corporation’s image”); providing support to colleagues (“I often 
help colleagues solve their problems at work”), in addition to the corporate social responsibility and OCB 
dimensions. In addition, the scores of employees aged 41 to 50 years were significantly higher than those of 
employees aged 31 to 40 years for the following questions: “The company continues to maximize profits” and 
“The company continues to increase effective production and to reduce operation costs” in the economic 
responsibility sub-dimension; “The company operates normally and pays taxes according to the provisions of tax 
law,” “The operation and management departments comply with the law,” and “The operation department fully 
protects intellectual property” in the legal responsibility sub-dimension; and “The company has endeavored to 
prevent pollution” in the environmental responsibility sub-dimension. The scores of employees aged 41 to 50 
years were also significantly higher than those of employees aged 31 to 40 years for the sub-dimensions of 
economic, legal, and environmental responsibility. The scores of employees aged 41 to 50 years were 
significantly higher than those of employees aged 30 or below for the following questions: “The company has 
developed plans to reduce energy and resource consumption” and “The company endeavors to prevent pollution” 
in the environmental responsibility sub-dimension; “The company has policies for avoiding unfairly treating 
employees regarding salary and promotion” in the ethical responsibility sub-dimension; and “I often actively 
help colleagues and expect no return” in the providing support to colleagues sub-dimension. The scores of 
employees aged 31 to 50 years were significantly higher than those of employees aged 30 years or below for the 
following questions: “The company competes fairly with its rivals” in the legal responsibility sub-dimension; 
“The company has excellent plans for protecting the environment” in the environmental responsibility 
sub-dimension; “The company’s flexible policies help its employees balance their work and lives” in the ethical 
responsibility sub-dimension; and “I often actively help new employees” in the providing support to colleagues 
sub-dimension. The scores of employees aged 41 years or above were significantly higher than those of 
employees aged 30 years or below for “The company frequently provides courses to employees to improve their 
professional skills” in the ethical responsibility sub-dimension, as well as “I am willing to take corporate social 
responsibility” and “I am willing to participate in community activities organized by the company” in the 
identifying with organizations sub-dimension. 

The scores of supervisors were significantly higher than those of non-supervisors for the sub-dimension of 
ethical responsibility as well as the following questions in that of environmental responsibility: “The company 
has fulfilled its obligation to protect the environment and has complied with regulations related to environmental 
protection,” “The company has endeavored to prevent pollution,” “The company has excellent plans for 
protecting the environment,” and “The company has helped the community tidy up the environment.” 

Compared with employees who were employed for 0 to 10 years, the scores of employees who were employed 
for 16 years or more was significantly higher for the question “The company endeavors to maximize profits.” 
The employment duration significantly influenced the economic responsibility sub-dimension. In the legal 
responsibility dimension, employees who were employed for 11 years or more scored significantly higher than 
all other employees for “The company operates normally and pays taxes according to the provisions of tax law” 
and “The company competes fairly with its rivals,” as well as for the following questions in the environmental 
responsibility sub-dimension: “The company fulfills its obligation to protect the environment and has complied 
with regulations related to environmental protection” and “The company has excellent plans for protecting the 
environment.” The scores of employees who were employed for 16 years or more were significantly higher than 
those who were employed for 10 or fewer years for the ethical responsibility dimension and the following 
questions: “The company provides an excellent working environment for its employees,” “The company 
complies with legal regulations related to employee recruitment and welfare,” “The company has employee code 
of conduct,” “The company encourages its employees to receive further training,” and “The company’s flexible 
policies help its employees balance their work and lives.” Employees who were employed for 16 years or more 
also scored significantly higher than those employed for 15 or fewer years on the identifying with organizations 
dimension and the following questions: “I am willing to participate in corporate social responsibility-related 
activities organized by the company,” “I am willing to take corporate social responsibility,” “Fulfilling corporate 
social responsibility can enhance a corporation’s image,” and “I am willing to participate in community activities 
organized by the company.” Employees who were employed for 11 to 15 years scored significantly higher than 
all other employees on the providing support to colleague dimension. In addition, those who were employed for 
11 years or more scored significantly higher than other employees on the OCB dimension. 



ijms.ccsenet.org International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 14, No. 1; 2022 

29 

The scores of employees who graduated from university were significantly higher than those of employees who 
graduated from junior college for the question “I am willing to participate in activities related to corporate social 
responsibility organized by the company” in the sub-dimension of identifying with organizations. 

The scores of employees in the marketing and management departments were significantly higher than those of 
employees in other departments regarding the following questions: “The company endeavors to maximize 
profits,” “The company continues to increase effective production and to reduce operation costs,” and “The 
company regularly modifies its business direction and develops sustainable plans according to market demands” 
in the economic responsibility sub-dimension; “The operation department in the company fully protects 
intellectual property” and “The company competes fairly with its rivals” in the legal responsibility 
sub-dimension; “The company fulfills its obligation to protect the environment and has complied with 
regulations related to environmental protection” and “The company has developed plans to reduce energy and 
resource consumption” in the environmental responsibility sub-dimension; “The company provides an excellent 
working environment for its employees,” “The company has employee code of conduct,” “I am willing to 
participate in activities related to corporate social responsibility-related organized by the company,” and “I am 
willing to take corporate social responsibility” in the ethical responsibility sub-dimension; and all of the 
questions in the providing support to colleagues sub-dimension. The scores of employees in the marketing and 
management departments were also significantly higher than those of employees in other departments regarding 
the sub-dimensions of economic, legal, environmental, and ethical responsibility, the corporate social 
responsibility dimension, as well as the identifying with organizations sub-dimension, the providing support to 
colleague sub-dimension, and the OCB dimension. The scores of employees in the management department were 
significantly higher than those of employees in other departments for the following questions: “The company has 
short-term, medium-term, and long-term business strategies and plans” in the economic responsibility 
sub-dimension; “The company operates normally and pays taxes according to the provisions of tax law” and “the 
operation and management departments in the company comply with the law” in the legal responsibility 
sub-dimension; “The company has endeavored to prevent pollution,” “The company has excellent plans for 
protecting the environment,” and “The company has helped the community tidy up the environment” in the 
environmental responsibility sub-dimension; “The company complies with legal regulations related to employee 
recruitment and welfare,” “The company employs people with diverse backgrounds,” “The company fairly 
assesses employees’ performance,” “Employees provide complete and correct information to all customers or 
suppliers,” “The company’s flexible policies help its employees balance their work and lives,” and “Fulfilling 
corporate social responsibility can enhance the company’s image” in the ethical responsibility sub-dimension; 
and “I often actively share my work experience with colleagues” in the providing support to colleagues 
sub-dimension. In addition, the scores of employees in the marking, management, and research and development 
departments were significantly higher than those of employees in other departments for the identifying with 
organizations sub-dimension. 

5. Result 

The present study used listed electronics companies in central Taiwan as an example to investigate the influence 
of corporate social responsibility on OCB. We draw the following conclusions and discus the theoretical and 
practical implications of the findings. 

5.1 Results of Hypothetical Tests 

We found that people with diverse backgrounds understood corporate social responsibility to varying degrees. 
The scores of married employees, women, older employees, senior employees, and supervisors were higher than 
those of single employees, men, younger employees, junior employees, and non-supervisors, respectively. In 
addition, the scores of employees in the marketing, management, and research and development departments 
were higher than those of employees in the production department; therefore, the results support H1. Employees 
with diverse backgrounds had similar understandings of OCB and corporate social responsibility, which supports 
H2. Employees who understood that enterprises should fulfill corporate social responsibility presented positive 
OCB. Therefore, the understanding of corporate social responsibility significantly positively influenced OCB, 
supporting H3. 

5.2 Management Implications 

The results of the present study agree with Brammer et al. (2007), according to whom employees engage in 
positive OCB when they understand that enterprises should take corporate social responsibility. Collier and 
Esteban (2007) found that the fulfillment of corporate social responsibility positively influenced OCB: if an 
enterprise fulfilled corporate social responsibility, its employees would identify with the enterprise considerably. 
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An enterprise’s fulfillment of corporate social responsibility significantly positively influences its employees’ 
OCB. When an enterprise meets social values and requirements, its employees work in a just and sympathetic 
environment, which enhances their identification with the enterprise. An enterprise’s fulfillment of corporate 
social responsibility can enhance its employees’ sense of superiority, make them proud of the enterprise, and 
endeavor to protect its reputation. 

Interviewees doubted that their companies fairly assessed their performance; however, they considered that their 
companies complied with the law and endeavored to maximize profits. 

6. Conclusion 

Medium or large enterprises, or listed electronics companies that intend to fulfill corporate social responsibility, 
should invite supervisors, senior employees, or female employees to communicate with those who do not 
typically participate in decision making or regular meetings (e.g., employees who work on production lines, or 
those who are not supervisors or do not work in marketing) by holding meetings, providing training, or sending 
them manuals or letters. This can enhance organizational citizens’ identification with their company, motivating 
them to help their companies fulfill corporate social responsibility and thereby improve corporate image, 
enhance employee commitment and awareness of organizational citizenship, and create an improved 
organizational climate. Although employees often express that their organizations should run activities related to 
corporate social responsibility, they seldom participate in these activities. Therefore, taking on such activities, 
companies should explain their meanings and goals to encourage organizational citizens to participate in them. 

The employees of the company should take the initiative to participate in the corporate social responsibility 
activities organized by the company, and encourage the surrounding colleagues to participate together to assist 
the company in fulfilling its obligations in corporate social responsibility, and make the organizational 
atmosphere more harmonious, and the centripetal force of the employees will be powerful. 
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