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Abstract: In recent years, there has been a noticeable increase in scholarly interest in corporate
social responsibility and its impact on employee attitudes. We intend to add to this literature by
introducing unique explanatory and contextual variables. The study explains the impact of Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) on employee attitudes through justice within the context of cooperative
employee relations. We argue that the concept of justice, which is implied in both socially responsible
organizational policies and cooperative employee-employer relations, may be an important addition
as a mediating variable. In essence, the study explores the mediating effects of the two primary
types of justice, i.e., distributive and procedural, on the relationship between perceived corporate
social responsibility, and job satisfaction, and affective commitment. Additionally, we introduce
ethics-based psychological foundations, i.e., heuristic and deontic fairness theories to explain the
studied relationship. The study also examines the moderated mediation effects of the cooperative
industrial relations climate on perceived corporate social responsibility and justice perceptions.
Our analysis supports the mediating role of both distributive and procedural justice perceptions.
However, a moderated mediation role of the industrial relations climate was only found in the
relationship between perceived corporate social responsibility, procedural justice, and employee
attitudes. Implications of the study are discussed.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility; sustainable management practices; organizational justice;
affective commitment; job satisfaction

1. Introduction

In recent years, various studies have demonstrated a direct positive relationship between
employee CSR perception and positive employee attitudes [1–6]. We agree that CSR perception is an
important variable that affects employee attitudes. However, we argue there may be some explanatory
and contextual variables that may collectively provide a thorough and integrated understanding
of the impact of CSR on employee attitudes. Hence, we propose mediating roles of distributive
and procedural justice between CSR perception and job satisfaction and affective organizational
commitment. Furthermore, we explore the moderating influence of cooperative industrial relations
(IR) on the stated relationships.

In subsequent sections, we will discuss and illustrate the relevant existing academic literature,
the observed gaps in that research, and our intended contribution. However, suffice here to say that
we intend to make two singular contributions to the literature on CSR perception and its impact on
employee attitudes.
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First, we attempt to pay the deserved homage to the concept of justice in the relationship between
CSR perception and job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment. We argue that CSR and
justice share a similar tripartite structure of human needs, i.e., instrumental, relational, and ethics-based [7].
Hence, it would be useful to understand how these two different organizational policies with similar
psychological underpinnings interact with each other. We achieve our tribute to justice in two ways. First,
we explain the relationship between CSR and employee attitudes by testing new explanatory variables,
i.e., distributive and procedural justice, as mediators, and suggest a full mediation model. Additionally,
we propose unique psychological mechanisms, i.e., heuristic and deontic fairness, to explain the impact
of CSR on job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment. Second, most studies utilize social
identity theory (SIT) and social exchange theory (SET) as psychological mechanisms to explain the impact
of CSR on employee attitudes and behavior [7]. We argue that SIT and SET satisfy the instrumental and
relational psychological foundations of the relationship between CSR and employee attitudes, whereas,
heuristic and deontic fairness theories represent non-egocentric cognitive processes that embody the
principles of fair treatment of all human beings. Hence, they offer an ethics-based mechanism to explain
the impact of CSR on employee attitudes [8].

Second, we argue that the proposed relationships in our model will be further strengthened if the
organizational context is based on the underlying principles of fairness [9]. Hence, we consider a contextual
factor, i.e., cooperative industrial relations (IR) climate in a unionized setting, and suggest a moderated
mediation role of a cooperative IR climate in the studied relationships. In recent years, cooperative IR
systems have proliferated in most developed nations in union and non-union settings. We argue that
these IR systems signify management practices that focus on egalitarian workplace environments with
empowerment, autonomy, inclusive decision-making, and trust [10]. Therefore, a cooperative IR climate
may reinforce the employee perception, in a union setting, of organizational CSR and fairness.

Finally, we achieve the objectives of our study by conducting our research in the Korean industrial
relations context. We discuss the Korean context in the following section. However, it is pertinent to
add here that Korea provides our study with an appropriate context where the Korean government
is actively promoting both cooperative employment relations and social responsibility. Additionally,
our studied firm, Hyundai Motor Company, has over the years, due to particular institutional and
business needs, improved its cooperative IR and CSR profile.

The paper begins with a discussion of the context of the study, i.e., employment relations and
social responsibility in Korea in general and Hyundai Motor Company in particular. This discussion
highlights certain contextual factors that help explain our results. Then we present our hypotheses
and comprehensively discuss pertinent literature. The subsequent sections outline the methodology,
results, and implications of our findings.

2. Context of the Study

2.1. Cooperative Industrial Relations Climate and Social Responsibility in Korea

Kong [11] argues that Korean employment relations are affected by three legacies of late
industrialization: rapid industrialization between the 1960s and the 1980s achieved through state
planning; the rise of the government-promoted conglomerate system, i.e., Chaebol system, that
weakened the direct control of employment relations by the Korean state and increased autocratic
control of the leading industrial houses; and successful industrialization combined with domination
of an autocratic and repressive Chaebol system, creating the environment for a hostile and militant
labor movement. This movement gained further support during the political democratization of Korea
in 1987, when an era of confrontational employment relations was ushered in. Korea, unlike most
industrial nations, did not enjoy an extended period of employment stability; this instability had an
overall negative effect on industrial relations. These factors, combined with the 1997 financial crisis,
increased the labor–management difficulties and antagonism in the late 1980s and the 1990s.



Sustainability 2017, 9, 1992 3 of 24

Heightened industrial antagonism created the need for the Korean government to support
cooperative employment relations practices [12]. Essential ingredients in this strategy were the
promotion of Labor Management Councils (LMC) and high-performance work systems (HPWS) [13,14].
Although created in 1963, LMCs only became a substantive part of the Korean employment relations
system in 1996 with the Promotion of Worker Participation and Co-operation act. The act aimed at
improving worker participation rights and gave LMCs legal, independent, and autonomous status [15].
As a result of this act, LMCs started to function more effectively, enhancing labor–management
cooperation and providing both parties with a useful forum to address issues of mutual concern [16].

To improve labor–management relations at the shop floor level and promote competitiveness
through innovation and collaboration, institutional support for HPWS was provided by the Korean
government [11,14]. Several steps were taken to achieve this support: in 1997, the government provided
financial assistance to companies that adopted labor–management partnership arrangements; in 1999,
policy guidelines were established stressing practices that encouraged greater communication and
information sharing [14]; and, in 2009, a Korea High-Performance Workplace Innovation center was
created, in which expert and specialized consulting on HPWS was offered. These efforts resulted in
the proliferation of several HPWS practices in the Korean workplace [17].

In recent decades, CSR has also become an important part of the Korean corporate agenda. This
trend is evident from the increase in CSR expenditure of the top 220 Korean firms from $1.9 billion USD
in 2008 to $2.5 billion USD in 2010 [18]. Both Korean history and culture and institutional pressures have
influenced this trend. Because their culture is based on Confucianism, Koreans emphasize collectivism,
harmony, and cohesion [19]. The government, which considers social responsibility expenditure as a
quasi-tax or job creation mechanism, also puts pressure on Korean firms to be socially responsible [20].
Finally, to operate in international markets, Korean corporations have followed the global trend towards
CSR and have complied with international standards emanating from several different sources [20].

2.2. IR Climate and CSR at Hyundai Motor Company (HMC)

In 1968, HMC was an assembler for Ford Motor Company. It launched its first original car design
in 1976 [21]. HMC was initially part of the Hyundai business group, which is one of the oldest and
most successful Chaebols in Korea [22]. As HMC grew, it was separated from Hyundai to curtail the
power and influence of the conglomerate [21]. HMC is now a multinational company with operations
in 13 countries with close to 100,000 employees [23].

Over the years, in accordance with the overall evolution of employment relations in Korea,
employment relations practices in HMC have become less paternalistic and more inclusive and
cooperative. In its formative years, the HMC HR policies focused on: a dual labor market strategy by
differentiating between managers and employees on: selection criteria and benefits; a seniority system
of promotion; and paternalistic management practices [24]. Like companies in all other industrial
sectors in Korea, HMC’s paternalistic and suppressive policies led to worker dissatisfaction and strikes.
Thus, HMC has a long history of adversarial relations with one of the most well-organized and militant
unions in Korea: the Korean Confederation of Trade Union [25,26].

Union militancy and industrial strife made HMC realize the importance of labor–management
cooperation. To resolve its problems, HMC started to negotiate with unions over wages and working
conditions, and a collective bargaining agreement was reached in 2000 [26]. In addition, an extensive
welfare system was implemented, training was increased, and cultural programs were offered [21].
Finally, the company established a broad range of HR policies to promote convergence of interests
between employees and management. As a result, union members became part of project teams,
joining with management to oversee the new welfare programs. Wages increased by 20% in 1987, 30%
in 1988, and 28% in 1989, compared with 6% between 1982 and 1986, and union members received
similar benefits from welfare systems to those of managers [21].

In addition to achieving cooperative employment relations, HMC has also improved and
promoted its CSR profile. HMCs journey towards social responsibility effectively started in 2001 when
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its Ethics Charter and Employee Code of Conduct was established. From 2002 to 2007, the company
implemented a voluntary Fair Trade Compliance program, published guidelines for ethical business
conduct, and established an Ethics Committee within the Board of Directors. Since 2008, HMC has
joined the Global Compact, signed a Fair Trade Agreement with its suppliers (Phases I, II, and III),
established new accounting standards, and promoted its Voluntary Fair Trade Compliance program.
In 2012, HMC spent close to $70 million USD in expenses related to social projects, and 31,862 of its
employees freely volunteered for community involvement and service programs [23].

Finally, HMC has published comprehensive sustainability reports since 2003. The 2013
sustainability report met the parameters of the G3.1 Global Reporting Initiative guidelines, and
the data were collected and organized under ISO 26000 standards. To improve the validity of its
reports, HMC gets its data verified annually by outside experts in accordance with the ISO 14001
certification procedures.

The 2013 report illustrates the companys core management philosophy that focuses on a
multistakeholder approach to business and revolves around three key ideas: a sense of unlimited
responsibility (signifying stakeholder responsibilities and sustainable growth), the realization of
possibilities (signifying imaginative ideas and innovation), and love for humanity (signifying the
contribution of humanity). Based on these management principles, HMC’s report is divided into
sections that elucidate a stakeholder approach to management and illustrate steps that HMC has taken
to create collaborative relationships with different stakeholders.

3. Literature Review and Hypotheses

3.1. Organizational CSR and Employees Attitudes

We follow the broad definition of CSR as propounded by Carroll [27,28]. Carroll [27] emphasizes
four types of organizational responsibilities: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic. These
four categories are neither mutually exclusive nor on a continuum; they can co-exist and represent
classifications of organizational actions and motives [27]. Furthermore, these four responsibilities
are not to be fulfilled sequentially, but all must be realized concomitantly [29]. Most importantly,
these CSR domains underscore the idea that organizations seek to attain social as well as traditional
economic benefits by creating congruence between societal expectations, ethical business standards,
and business needs [30,31].

In the last two decades, findings of several studies (including some meta-analyses) suggest
somewhat of a consensus that there is a positive relationship between social responsibility and
firm-level performance [32–36]. It has also been found that perceptions regarding organizational
CSR not only help attract good employees [37,38], but they also have a positive effect on employee
work-related attitudes, emotions, and behaviors [1–3,6,39–42].

Pertinent to our study, there has also been considerable scholarly work on the psychological
mechanisms, i.e., mediators, moderators, and contextual factors underlying the relationship between
CSR perception and positive employee attitudes (Table 1). A closer look at this literature reveals
that most of the studies look at individual psychological mediating variables (e.g., ideological needs,
organizational support, meaningfulness, organizational identity, organizational trust, organizational
pride, and organizational citizenship behavior). Some studies include organizational level variables or
attempt to establish a link between individual and organizational variables (e.g., organizational prestige
(external), and congruence between employee-employer CSR orientations). Regarding moderators,
studies have focused on an array of individual (e.g., CSR proximity perceived overall justice, calling
orientation, type of employees, and socio-economic consciousness), organizational (e.g., organizational
social accounts), and institutional (e.g., cultural dimensions) variables.
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Table 1. Selected Studies on impact Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Perception on
Employee Behaviors.

Authors Type of Study Variables

IV DV Mediators Moderators

Haski-Leventhal
et al. [43]

Theoretical Model
with a short
Case Study

CSR Efforts Outcomes for
employees

Congruence and
non-congruence of

Employer-employee
Social Responsibility

-

Hameed
et al. [44]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

External and
Internal CSR

Organizational
Identity

Perceived Internal
Respect and

Perceived External
Prestige

Calling Orientation

Fryzel and
Seppala [45]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

Identity
Orientation

Affective
Attachment to CSR

Evaluation of CSR
Motives -

De Roeck and
Maon [46] Theoretical Model

The authors draw on Social Identity Theory and Social Exchange Theory to outline the
psychological mechanisms that explain the relationship between CSR, employee

outcomes, and organizational outcomes.

De Roeck
et al. [47]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative) Perceived CSR Organizational

Identification

Perceived External
Prestige and

Organizational Pride

Perceived Overall
Justice

De Jong and Van
der Meer [48]

Empirical Study
(Qualitative

Content Analysis)

The authors take up the question of congruence between
Organizations and their CSR activities

Du et al. [49] Empirical Study
(Quantitative) CSR Initiatives

Job Satisfaction
and Turnover

Intention

Developmental
Needs Fulfillment

and Ideological
Needs Fulfillment

CSR Proximity

Slack et al. [50]
Empirical Study

(Qualitative
Case Study)

An exploratory case study that looks at employee engagement with CSR and the
impediments related to this engagement.

Glavas and
Kelley [51]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

Perceived CSR
(External)

Job Satisfaction
and Organizational

Commitment

Meaningfulness and
Perceived

Organizational
Support

-

Tsai et al. [52] Empirical Study CSR Job Pursuit
Intention - Socio-economic

Consciousness

Farooq et al. [53] Quantitative Study CSR Organizational
Commitment

Organizational Trust
and Organizational

Identification
-

De Roeck
et al. [54] Quantitative Study Perceived CSR Job Satisfaction

Overall Justice and
Organizational
Identification

-

Lee et al. [55] Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

Corporate Culture
and CSR Activities
and Perceived CSR

Capability

Employee
attachment, and

Perceived
Corporate

Performance

Employee perception
of CSR activities -

Glavas and
Godwin [56] Theoretical Model

Perceived External
Image of CSR and
Perceived Internal

Image of CSR

Employee
Organizational
Identification

Salience of CSR to
Employee -

You et al. [57] Quantitative Study CSR Investment
Job Satisfaction

and Organizational
Commitment

Organizational
Commitment
through Job
Satisfaction

-

McShane and
Cunningham [58]

Empirical Study
(Qualitative

Interview Based)

The research was looking at how employees distinguish between Authentic and
Inauthentic organizational CSR programs. How this judgment influences their perception

of the firm. The study finds that Perceived authenticity
leads to organizational identification.
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Table 1. Cont.

Authors Type of Study Variables

IV DV Mediators Moderators

Mueller et al. [59] Empirical Study

Employee
Perception of

Organizational
Responsibility

Affective
Organizational
Commitment

-

Global Leadership
and Organizational

Behavior
Effectiveness

(GLOBE)

Bauman and
Skitka [60] Theoretical Study

This theoretical paper identifies four paths through which CSR may affect employees
based on four psychological needs, i.e., security, self-esteem, belongingness,

and meaningful existence. The study, in essence, provides us with psychological
underpinnings of the relationship between CSR and employee attitudes.

De Roeck and
Delobbe [61]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

CSR
(Environmental)

Organizational
Identification Organizational Trust -

Hansen et al. [62] Quantitative Study Perceived CSR
Organizational

Citizenship
Behavior

Organizational Trust -

Herrbach and
Mignonac [63]

Empirical Study
(Quantitative)

Perceived External
Prestige

Job Satisfaction,
Affective

Organizational
Commitment, and
Affective Wellbeing

at Work

- Type of Employee

Rupp et al. [39] Theoretical Study Perceptions of CSR

Employee
Emotions,

Attitudes, and
Behaviors

Instrumental,
Relational, and

Deontic
Motives/needs

Organizations‘
Social Accounts

The scholarly contributions on the relationship between CSR and employee attitudes are no doubt
considerable. However, we intend to add to this literature by making three assertions: (1) justice is
an important variable in the relationship between CSR and employee attitudes; (2) there is a need to
stress on ethics-based cognitive processes to elucidate the relationship between CSR and employee
attitudes; and (3) a supportive organizational milieu is important and may reinforce the relationship
between CSR and employee attitudes. The third assertion will be discussed later, let us now delve a
little more in-depth in the first two.

We argue that the psychological underpinnings of the impact of employee perception of
organizational CSR and justice on employee behaviors and attitudes are predicated on the fulfillment
of three commonly experienced intrinsic employee needs, i.e., self-interested or instrumental [64];
relational [65]; and norms of justice and ethics [7,8]. Therefore, justice and CSR though two different
concepts representing different organizational policies and structure share common psychological
assumptions [39,66]. We argue that we may get a more integrated and comprehensive understanding
of the impact of CSR on employee attitudes if we explain this relationship through justice.

Before we explore our second claim it is pertinent to discuss, in some detail, the mentioned shared
cognitive foundations of CSR and justice. Instrumental needs focus on economic or quasi-economic
personal goals and may signify the desire for greater control over the achievement of one’s goals [7,8,67].
The relational or interpersonal needs signify the standing of the individual within a valued group where
injustice might indicate exclusion from the group or diminished value in the group [7]. The ethics-based
needs denote that employees may “care about fairness due to what seems to be an evolutionary based,
universally held moral norm of justice” [7]. In essence, the first two needs are egocentric and may
ignore principles of moral justice that may include employee response to fair treatment of others by
the firm. The ethics-based need, on the other hand, represents a different cognitive process that may
consist of deontological judgments based on principles derived from moral ideas of respect for human
beings, human dignity, and fair treatment [8,68]. Additionally, the desire for fair treatment of others
may suggest that employees will not only react to injustice when it is done to them, but they will also
react negatively to organizational injustice to others [7,69,70].
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We predicate our second claim on the argument that the individual need for CSR and justice cannot be
fully understood without discerning moral or ethical motives [8]. Most studies have relied on SIT to explain
the direct link between CSR and employee attitudes [2,41,42,54]. Recently, however, Farooq et al. [53] have
introduced SET as another mechanism to predict the relationship between CSR initiatives and employee
attitudes. We argue that SIT and SET only invoke the instrumental and relational cognitive explanations
of the relationship between CSR perception and positive employee attitudes [8,53], whereas, fairness
heuristic and deontic theories embody the underlying ethical imperatives of fair treatment and represent
the ethics-based core of CSR and justice. Let us now explore this argument in detail.

The danger in social interactions is that there is always a chance that the other party will engage
in opportunistic behavior. Individuals in social interactions with social entities suffer diminished
capacity to control the outcomes of the interaction as social entities usually wield higher levels of
power, resources, and knowledge [67]. In an organizational context, this translates into an individual
agreement to be vulnerable on some level while dealing with the firm. In such situations, individuals
are more likely to trust the organization when there are strong indications that they will be treated
fairly [67]. Fairness heuristic theory postulates that a significant exchange can be facilitated if
individuals can evaluate with some level of confidence the overall fairness proclivities of the interacting
social entity through readily available information on the entity [67]. In other words, employees
may consider knowledge about their organization’s corporate policy of social responsibility and
socially responsible acts as a heuristic device to assess organizational propensity towards treating all
stakeholders reasonably [46,67]. These evaluations once instituted may be considered by employees as
implicit promises with moral imperatives [4,71], where the fulfillment of these promises may obligate
the employees to reciprocate in kind [72]. In sum, a comprehensive organizational CSR profile that
establishes the firm’s inclination towards treating its myriad stakeholders fairly may develop an
employee perception of overall organizational fairness and may compel the employees to reciprocate
through positive workplace attitudes [39,52].

Deontic fairness theory suggests that in the organizational context, the perception of justice may
mostly be based on self-interest, but could also transcend self-interest and be driven by a broader
universal idea of fairness [8,41]. This idea of fairness suggests that, “people innately possess moral
duties to treat others fairly and that when people see others violate these duties by treating others
unfairly, they will react, at least to a degree, as if they were the ones being treated unfairly” [62]
(p. 31). Scholars have suggested that while employees do care about how organizations treat them,
they are also influenced by how organizations treat other stakeholders, even to the point of resisting
organizational unfairness at some personal cost [8]. In essence, from the deontic viewpoint, norms
of fairness are universal, and individuals may hold organizations responsible and accountable for
their behavior standards and their role in dispensing social justice to external individuals and societal
groups [39,67,73]. Therefore, if employees perceive that their organization is being socially responsible
and treating all its stakeholders fairly, then they may exhibit positive workplace attitudes [39].

In sum, we argue that fairness heuristic theory adds to the social exchange mechanism by
suggesting that indication of fairness towards all stakeholders can be an antecedent to an equitable
exchange relationship, while, fairness deontic theory represents a cognitive mechanism in which
employees judge organizations based on how the organization dispenses justice to its external
stakeholders [47]. Collectively, the fairness heuristic and deontic theories represent the ethics-based
imperatives of fair treatment that are predicated on the norms of respect of human dignity.

3.2. CSR on Distributive and Procedural Justice

Corporate social responsibility and the concept of justice share the instrumental, relational,
and ethics-based desire for normative treatment [39]. Organizational justice signifies standards of how
employees are treated while CSR signifies organizational norms of treatment of employees and other
external stakeholders [39]. Employees may evaluate organizational CSR and subsequently establish
their perceptions of organizational justice [6]. Additionally, based on the foundational similarities
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between CSR and justice, it would not be too presumptive to argue that a positive increase in one
might lead to an increase in the other.

We now clarify the relationship between the two primary types of justice, i.e., distributive and
procedural [74] and CSR. In organizational terms, distributive justice refers to the employee-perceived
fairness of outcomes (ends) and distribution of organizational resources [67]. On the other hand,
procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the process (means) used to determine
organizational outcomes [75]. Additionally, distributive justice is related to the assessment of specific
individual outcomes, and procedural justice is related more to the evaluation of the systemic and
institutional features [74].

Despite their distinctive meanings, both distributive and procedural justice may be affected by
employee perceptions of organizational CSR and both may be explained by similar cognitive theories,
i.e., heuristic and deontic fairness. Socially responsible organizational corporate strategy and related
fair and consistent organizational processes are usually manifested through annual reports, CSR
reporting, and codes of conduct. These revealed organizational tendencies may create a perception
in employees that the firm will be fair with respect to their expected personal outcomes through
established, reliable, and unbiased mechanisms, i.e., distributive and procedural justice, respectively.
Additionally, employee perceptions of organizational distributive and procedural justice may also
be positively motivated when their innate desire for third-party justice is satisfied by observing that
their organization indulges in the concept of morality and dispenses due share to organizational
stakeholders through established and impartial procedures.

Finally, in the context section, we have discussed the actions taken by HMC to improve its CSR
profile. HMC has in the last fifteen years or so created codes of conduct, joined global organizations to
be a part of the global discussion on the promotion of socially responsible behavior, signed Fair Tarde
Agreement, has established adequate procedures, and has reported its efforts to its many constituents.
Hence, it can be argued that after observing HMC’s socially responsible policy, acts, and efforts its
employees may have received adequate signals of HMC’s socially responsible tendencies and may
also have adequately satisfied their ethics-based needs leading to approbation and the development of
a positive view of HMC’s distributive and procedural justice.

Based on these ideas, the following hypotheses are presented:

Hypothesis 1. Perceptions of CSR and distributive justice are positively related.

Hypothesis 2. Perceptions of CSR and procedural justice are positively related.

3.3. The Mediating Role of Distributive and Procedural Justice in the Relationship between CSR, and Affective
Organizational Commitment, and Job Satisfaction

The importance of justice lies in the fact that justice maintains an underlying emphasis on
the satisfaction of vital individual psychological needs related to self-esteem, meaningful existence,
belongingness, and respect as a valued organizational member [67]. Hence, scholars have established
the relationship between organizational justice and employee outcomes. Colquitt et al. [76], in a
meta-analytic review of 183 studies, show that both distributive and procedural types of justice
are highly correlated with several organizational outcomes, including job satisfaction and affective
commitment. Scholars have also found that employee work attitudes and behaviors are positively
influenced by their perception of organizational fairness [4,7,67], and perceived injustice is often
considered a moral transgression to which employees have an adverse reaction [7].

Justice is important for employees, but there has been some academic debate over the relative
importance of distributive versus procedural justice for certain types of employee outcomes.
As previously discussed, distributive justice exists when employees perceive a congruence between
their efforts and outcomes. Procedural justice, on the other hand, refers to the means by which fair
distribution of resources has been achieved. Scholars have argued and found that distributive justice
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may contribute more than procedural justice to personal employee outcomes like job satisfaction [76].
On the other hand, scholars have argued and found that procedural fairness may be a better
predictor of employee satisfaction with institutions and their representatives and may account more
for organizational commitment than distributive justice [75,77]. However, others have also found
that procedural justice may predict job satisfaction [76] and that distributive justice may predict
organizational commitment [78].

This debate, though not the primary focus of our paper, is critical, as we argue that
both distributive justice and procedural justice affect job satisfaction and affective organizational
commitment. We base our argument on the ground that job satisfaction and organizational affective
commitment are multifaceted, multilayered, general employee responses; hence, both may be affected
by distributive and procedural justice [77].

As a broad, multifaceted employee response, job satisfaction may include several internal and
external aspects of the job and may be predicted by both personal and institutional aspects of
organizational life. Distributive justice may lead to job satisfaction as employees may expect a fair
distribution of resources [79] and a fair chance at achieving their instrumental goals. On the other hand,
procedural justice may also independently predict job satisfaction when individuals value fair procedures
within the workplace [80] that convey respect of the organization towards individual employees [79].
This communication of respect confirms and guarantees employee importance in the organization, thus
fulfilling their relational needs and improving their self-worth and eventually job satisfaction.

Affective organizational commitment to an organization refers to “the extent to which a business
unit’s employees are fond of the organization, see their future tied to that of the organization and are
willing to make personal sacrifices for the business unit” [81]. This definition brings out the affective
aspect of organizational commitment that indicates to a deeper affiliation between the employee and
the organization by linking at least a part of individual identity with the organization [63]. We argue
that affective organizational commitment is, like job satisfaction, a multilayered concept that can be
affected by both personal and institutional variables [63]. Based on the norms of reciprocity, which are
the basis of all meaningful social exchanges [82] employee perceptions of distributive justice may set a
pattern in which employees may increase their investment in the company, demonstrating positive
workplace attitudes, and high organizational affective commitment [83]. Additionally, procedural
justice may affect organizational affective commitment when employees develop trust in the overall
fairness of the procedures of the firm [77].

In line with the preceding discussion, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3. Distributive justice is positively related to: (a) affective organizational commitment; and (b)
job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4. Procedural justice is positively related to: (a) organizational affective organizational
commitment; and (b) job satisfaction.

Given our discussion in the preceding two sections, we argue that the relationships among CSR
perceptions, employee job satisfaction, and organizational affective commitment are mediated by
distributive justice and procedural justice. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 5. The relationship between perceptions of CSR and affective organizational commitment will be
mediated by both distributive and procedural justice.

Hypothesis 6. The relationship between perceptions of CSR and job satisfaction will be mediated by both
distributive and procedural justice.
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3.4. The Moderated Mediated Effects of IR Climate

Perceptions of management’s fairness and trustworthiness often rely on environmental contexts
that represent embedded organizational values [73]. We argue that contingent factors impacting the
relationship between CSR and positive employee attitudes have been ignored in existing research [73].
More importantly, the nature of the employee-employer relationship has not yet been adequately
discussed in the discourse of CSR and its impact on employees. Therefore, we introduce IR climate
as a contextual variable and argue that employee perceptions of a cooperative and collaborative
union–management relationship will strengthen the relationship between employee perceptions of
CSR, organizational justice, and affective organizational commitment and job satisfaction.

In addition to the presented assertion, we justify our choice of cooperative IR climate as a
moderator based on three arguments. First, in response to the increasing global competition, most
developed countries have widely experimented with labor management cooperation in both union
and non-union settings [84,85]. Hence, the high prevalence of cooperative IR necessitates, from a
managerial point of view, to assess how they may interact with other organizational policies. Second,
we argue that there may be similarities between the expected employee outcomes from cooperative
IR, enumerated later, and organizational CSR and justice. Therefore, it could be of great managerial
value if we can ascertain how these three different policies may interact to produce desirable employee
results. Third, trade unions often consider organizational CSR activities as a threat because they
believe that CSR policies may be an attempt by the organization to replace unions by influencing their
functions [86]. We argue that CSR perceptions in unionized workplaces may depend on the degree of
trust employees have in their organization’s intentions.

The IR climate is a subset of organizational climate and describes the quality of labor–management
relations in organizations [87]. It is “an umbrella-type, or molar, concept that has the capacity to
convey the general psychological atmosphere of an organization, which can influence employee
workplace attitudes” [88] (p. 22). Organizational IR climate may be created by organizations based on
their strategy, however, as in the case of the Korean context, it is also often affected by institutional
imperatives that establish the regulatory, normative, and cultural realities of business survival in
different institutional environments [89,90].

IR climate can be cooperative or non-cooperative. Kaufman [91] has argued that since the
1960s employee-employer relations, especially in the US, have been seen as pluralistic, antagonistic,
and conflicting. The antagonistic view of employee–management relations, though dominant in much
research, is not the only view of employment relations. In recent years, there have been attempts to
develop more cooperative models of industrial relations [92]. These cooperative models have examined
high-commitment or high-involvement employment relations in which organizations create HPWS
and promote labor–management cooperation [93]. In these systems, employees are considered the
organization’s most valuable resource [94]; studies written from this viewpoint emphasize workforce
participation, team and group work, greater autonomy, and employee empowerment [95]. Other
studies have shown that where union and management are integrated into the decision-making
processes, goodwill and trust will emerge and adversarial attitudes will slowly dissipate [10].

An important question at this point is that how cooperative IR strengthens the relationship
between CSR and positive employee attitudes through justice perception. We argue that cooperative IR
climate emerges when management and employees realize that the gains from such relations are mutual
and greater than having antagonistic employment relations [85]. This mutual desire to work together
implies joint pursuance of agreed goals. These agreed goals may represent some shared and some
exchange goals where some goals may benefit the management, and some may benefit the employees.
Additionally, this joint activity may also signify some mechanisms and procedures of participation,
discussion, and information sharing [92]. It is argued that cooperative activities that involve employees
in the process of determining policies and resolving shared concerns through discussion, mutual give
and take, and procedural agreements may create employee perceptions of organizational behavioral
consistency and organizational integrity. In union settings, the perception of organizational integrity
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may reinforce a positive view of organizational socially responsible activities that may enhance the
impact of CSR perception on employee attitudes. Additionally, reduced antagonism and improved trust
may strengthen employee perceptions that they can achieve their desired goals through established
procedures [10].

The preceding discussion leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7a. The relationship between perceptions of CSR and distributive justice will be moderated
by the IR climate so as to strengthen that relationship when the IR climate is cooperative rather than when
it is antagonistic.

Hypothesis 7b. The relationship between perceptions of CSR and procedural justice will be moderated by
the IR climate so as to strengthen that relationship when the IR climate is cooperative rather than when
it is antagonistic.

All of the presented hypotheses are reflected in our theoretical model, illustrated in Figure 1.
However, research models of this configuration are recognized as moderated mediation models [72].
Therefore, we present our final hypotheses that emphasize the moderated mediation effect of IR climate:

Hypothesis 8a. IR climate moderates the mediating effect of distributive justice on the relationship between
CSR and organizational affective commitment, such that the indirect effect of CSR on affective organizational
commitment via distributive justice is stronger in a cooperative IR climate than in non-cooperative IR climate.

Hypothesis 8b. IR climate moderates the mediating effect of procedural justice on the relationship between
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and job satisfaction, such that the indirect effect of CSR on job satisfaction
via procedural justice is stronger in a cooperative IR climate than in non-cooperative IR climate.
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4. Methodology

4.1. Participants

Data for this study were collected from the unionized employees of Hyundai Motor Company
(HMC) in South Korea in 2012. The sample consisted of 457 participants from four different
departments, including the engine, material, and seats departments, and the assembly line.
All participants were regular production workers, and 99.0% of them were male. Since most workers
working on an assembly line are male in HMC, the high number of male respondents is not a sampling
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bias, as studies point out (e.g., [96]) that such a sample may provide an understanding of how workers
interpret CSR through justice framework in the male-dominated workplace. The average age of
these respondents was 48.71 years (SD = 4.99) and their average tenure was 24.73 years (SD = 4.91).
Education varied across respondents: 84.2% had a high school diploma, and 15.8% had a bachelor’s
degree. Assembly department accounted for 34.8% of the sample; engine department accounted
for 45.7%; material department accounted for 14.4%; the rest were seats department. Finally, data
for this study were drawn from surveys that included the measures for perceived CSR, distributive
justice, procedural justice, IR climate, organizational affective commitment, job satisfaction, union
commitment, trust in management, and other demographic questions.

4.2. Measures

4.2.1. Perceptions of CSR

Since CSR is a multidimensional concept, we evaluated organizational socially responsible
behaviors towards various stakeholders (i.e., employees, suppliers, and community members).
We took information from the research of Hansen et al. [62] and developed four items to assess
employee perceptions of organizational CSR towards the community, employees, and sub-contracted
firms. We were particularly interested in work–family conflict, which research has shown to be
closely related to employee concerns for CSR [97]. Work–family conflict can be seen as the cause of
many organizational and social problems. Additionally, we considered organizational responsibility
for supply chain companies, as they constitute one of the most important stakeholder groups [98].
We asked participants to measure CSR performance using the following items: “I think my company
has a policy to reduce work–family conflict”, “I think my company encourages employees to be
involved in community service”, “I think my company conducts charitable activities to help society”,
and “I think my company emphasizes partnership with sub-contracted firms.” The items were scored
on a five-point Likert-type rating scale with scores ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree
(5). Cronbach’s alpha values for all items were 0.69 for perceived CSR.

4.2.2. Distributive and Procedural Justice

Distributive justice measures were developed from three items utilized in Greenberg [78]. These
three items accounted for employee perceptions of their input and corresponding rewards. Participants
were asked to evaluate distributive justice using the following item: “I receive fair rewards in light
of my (efforts, experiences, and time)”. Cronbach’s alpha values for all items were 0.91. Procedural
justice was measured using four items related to decision-making taken from 26 items used by Folger
and Konovsky [75], who evaluate several dimensions of procedural justice (i.e., planning, resources,
and observation); however, we were interested in measuring systemic and general perceptions about
procedural justice. Therefore, we considered 11 of the 26 items related to feedback developed by Folger
and Konovsky [75]. From these 11 items, we used four items to create a shorter version. The items
with the highest factor loadings (0.67 to 0.78), as given in the study of Folger and Konovsky [75], were
chosen. Although normally it is not ideal to use shortened versions, the available evidence suggests
that the complete scale is highly correlated with the shortened scale. The chosen items include “I have
an opportunity to express my side of the story”, “I believe my company uses consistent standards in
evaluating my performance”, “The company is honest and fair in dealing with me”, and “The company
considered your views regarding your performance”. A five-point Likert scale was used to measure
respondent’s perceptions of each item, with possible responses ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). Cronbach’s alpha values for all items were 0.82.

4.2.3. IR Climate

Our IR climate scale consisted of four items that reflect the degree of union–management
cooperation. We extracted these four items from the 23 items related to IR climate used by Angle
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and James [99]. This decision was based on considerations of space and time. Additionally, other
researchers have also used shortened versions of this scale to measure IR climate [100]. The four items
used reflect employee–employer cooperation, as in Hammer et al. [100], and Deery and Iverson [85].
Scores were determined on a scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Items
include “The union and management tries to cooperate in order to reach the same goals”, “The union
and management share most information”, “The union and management work together to try to find
creative solutions to problems”, and “The union and management try to understand each other”.
Cronbach’s alpha values for all items were 0.83 for IR climate.

4.2.4. Affective Commitment

We assess the impact of CSR on affective commitment to client firms. Affective commitment was
measured with three items taken from Mowday et al. [101] and as used by Jex and Bliese [102]. Responses
were scored on five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sample
item is “I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it” and “I really feel as if this organization’s
problems are my own”. Affective commitment scales’ coefficient alpha was 0.72.

4.2.5. Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was measured using three items Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire
job satisfaction subscale. This measure was also used by Venkataramani et al. [103] representing employees’
degree of satisfaction with the work itself and rewards. A sample item is “All in all, I am satisfied with
my work itself”. Responses were scored on five-point scales ranging from very unsatisfied (1) to very
satisfied (5). Job satisfaction scales’ coefficient alpha in this study was 0.75.

4.2.6. Control Variables

We controlled for demographic characteristics that have been shown to influence workers’
organizational commitment and job satisfaction, such as the participants’ age, tenure, and education
level (graduated from high school = 1, graduated from University = 0). However, we did not
control for gender because 99.0% of participants were male. As the employees worked in four
different buildings, we controlled for their respective departments. Additionally, we controlled for
the impact of trust in management and union commitment as potential variables that might impact
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Since trust in management is based on integrity
and beliefs about management, a lack of trust in management can be expected to divert an employee
attitudes [104]. For this reason, trust in management may be related to organizational commitment
and job satisfaction [105]. The trust-related items required responses to the following questions: “How
do you trust in your (top management and plant manager)?” Participant answers were measured
with five-point scale (1 = strongly distrust, 5 = strongly trust). Cronbach’s alpha values for two items
were 0.83. Finally, union commitment is a subject of longstanding interest in behavioral research
in unionized workplace. In the unionized organization, for instance, commitment to the union has
also played an important role to shape their psychological response to their organization [106]. Prior
studies have also pointed that union commitment is closely related to organizational commitment and
job satisfaction [107,108]. Union commitment was measured with four items developed by Angle and
Perry [99]. A sample item is “I am loyal to the union”. Cronbach’s alpha values for union commitment
were 0.78.

5. Results

Descriptive statistics for all variables and correlations between them are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations (N = 457).

Variables Mean S.E (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

(1) Perception of CSR 2.58 0.56 1
(2) Procedural justice 2.13 0.60 0.45 ** 1
(3) Distributive justice 2.47 0.72 0.35 ** 0.60 ** 1
(4) IR climate 2.19 0.59 0.45 ** 0.55 ** 0.40 ** 1
(5) Affective commitment 2.89 0.68 0.41 ** 0.38 ** 0.31 ** 0.26 ** 1
(6) Job satisfaction 2.69 0.66 0.35 ** 0.45 ** 0.55 ** 0.32 ** 0.37 ** 1
(7) Union commitment 3.53 0.65 −0.04 −0.09 −0.15** −0.01 0.08 −0.08 1
(8) Trust in management 2.15 0.74 0.48 ** 0.68 ** 0.48 ** 0.47 ** 0.46 ** 0.46 ** −0.14 **

Note: Statistically significant ** at the 0.01 level (two-tailed tests).

5.1. Common Method Variance

As with all studies involving self-reported, there is the potential possibility in this study of
common method variance. To remedy this problem, we conducted two tests to determine the extent of
common method variance in the current analysis. First, Harman’s [109] one-factor test was conducted,
as suggested by Podsakoff and Organ [110]. The results identified six factors, of which the largest
accounted for 12.42% of the total variance. This result suggests no serious distortion as a result of
the common method effects in this study. To confirm this result, a single unmeasured latent method
factor, which was used by Podsakoff et al. [111], was used in testing. The results showed that while
the common method factor did improve the model fit, it accounted for only 23.74% of the total
variance. This variance is far less than the 25%, which has been specified in organizational psychology
literature as an acceptable level of method variation [112], as also recommended by Williams et al. [113].
Siemsen et al. [114] emphasize that interaction effects cannot be artificially caused by common method
variance; they argue that empirical studies should not be criticized for common method bias if the
purpose of the study is to demonstrate an interaction effect. Therefore, our results suggest that common
method variance is not high enough to create problems in this study.

5.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Prior to analyzing the various regressions for testing of our hypotheses, we conducted a
confirmatory factor analysis using maximum likelihood estimation to assess the discriminant validity
of the substantive constructs measured in this study. We used indicators for constructs that were
measured with more than two items. The results of the proposed eight-factor structure (including the
following factors: perceptions of CSR, distributive justice, procedural justice, IR climate, organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, union commitment, and trust in management) demonstrated a good fit
with the data, as follows: We followed the suggestion of Hair et al. [115] suggestion in order to assess the
model fit. The hypothesized fix-factor model fitted the data well: χ2 = 780.25, p = 0.00, Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI) = 0.90, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.91, root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = 0.06. The measurement model results indicated an acceptable fit to the data; values for all
indicators were statistically significant (p < 0.01).

We also conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses to determine the distinctiveness
of the study variables. Four other models were tested and compared against the eight-factor
model. The seven-factor models respectively merged distributive justice and procedural justice
(seven-factor model A) and organizational commitment and job satisfaction (seven-factor model B).
We also estimated the six-factor model, which combined distributive justice and procedural justice
into a single factor and organizational commitment and job satisfaction into another single factor.
Finally, we estimated the five-factor model, in which perceptions of CSR were retained as a single
factor, distributive justice, procedural justice, and IR climate were merged into a single factor, and
organizational commitment and job satisfaction were represented as another single factor. The results
indicated that the eight-factor model was a significantly better fit to the data than were the other
models (Table 3).
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Table 3. Comparative Fit Indices.

x2 df CFI TLI RMSEA RMSR ∆x2 ∆df p

Eight-factor model 780.25 296 0.91 0.90 0.06 0.04 <0.01
Seven-factor model A 1200.30 303 0.84 0.82 0.08 0.04 450.05 7 <0.01
Seven-factor model B 1220.29 303 0.87 0.85 0.07 0.04 440.04 7 <0.01

Six-factor model 1438.58 309 0.80 0.77 0.09 0.05 658.13 13 <0.01
Five-factor model 1837.46 314 0.73 0.70 0.10 0.05 1057.21 18 <0.01

Note: N = 457.

5.3. Hypothesis Testing

To test the proposed hypotheses, we used structural equation modeling and PROCESS.
Particularly, PROCESS suggested by Hayes [116] provides indirect effects for multiple mediators
and conditional indirect effects for moderated mediation models.

Using structural equation model, Figure 2 shows the mediating role of organizational justice in
the relationships between CSR, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction. Hypothesis 1 states
that perceived CSR is positively related to distributive justice. Our results support this view (β = 0.55,
p < 0.01). Hypothesis 2 proposes that perceived CSR is positively related to procedural justice (β = 0.65,
p < 0.01). Hypotheses 3a and 3b suggest that distributive justice is positively related to organizational
commitment (β = 0.21, p < 0.01) and job satisfaction (β = 0.5, p < 0.01). Finally, Hypotheses 4a and 4b
state that procedural justice is positively related to organizational commitment (β = 0.34, p < 0.01) and
job satisfaction as well (β = 0.23, p < 0.01). Our results supported all of these hypotheses.
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To confirm our mediator models, we tested indirect effects proposed by Preacher and Hayes [117].
With control variables, we used 10,000 bootstrap samples to construct 95% bias-corrected confidence
intervals around the indirect effects. The results show significant indirect effects of CSR on organizational
commitment through distributive justice (BC CI 95% = 0.005 to 0.106) and procedural justice (BC CI 95% =
0.037 to 0.172), because zeros were not in their respective confidence intervals. In addition, the indirect
effects of CSR on job satisfaction through distributive justice (BC CI 95% = 0.110 to 0.230) and procedural
justice (BC CI 95% = 0.023 to 0.136) were significant. Thus, Hypotheses 5 and 6 were supported.

To test the moderating role of IR climate, we followed the steps recommended in Aiken and
West [118], examining two suggested conditions accordingly: (1) a significant effect of the interaction
between perceptions of CSR and IR climate (perceptions of CSR × IR climate) on organizational
commitment and job satisfaction when IR climate is controlled; and (2) the value of R-squared after
input of the moderating variable and increase of the interaction term. Prior to the analysis, we
performed mean centering of the variables used in the interaction to avoid multicollinearity [118].
The results showed that while the interaction terms for the perceptions of CSR and IR climate were not
significant with respect to distributive justice (second column, Table 4), they were significantly related
to procedural justice (β = 0.07, p < 0.05, ∆R2 = 0.01, p < 0.05; fourth column, Table 4). Figure 3 displays
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the nature of the interaction. Values representing ±1 standard deviation from the mean are used to
reflect higher and lower levels of influence of IR climate. The graph for the CSR–procedural justice
relationship with perceptions of high IR climate is steeper than that for employees with perceptions of
low IR climate, which indicates that IR climate strengthens the positive impact of perceptions of CSR
on procedural justice. Therefore, Hypothesis 7a was not supported, but Hypothesis 7b was supported.Sustainability 2017, 9, 1992  16 of 24 
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Table 4. Results of Regression Analysis (N = 457).

1 2 3 4

Distributive Justice Procedural Justice

Age −0.10 −0.11 0.12 * 0.11
Tenure −0.06 −0.05 −0.21 *** −0.21 ***

Education 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03
Department (Assembly) −0.06 −0.06 −0.00 0.01

Department (Engine) 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05
Department (Material) 0.01 0.01 −0.00 −0.01

Union commitment −0.13 *** −0.13 *** −0.02 −0.03
Trust in management 0.35 *** 0.35 *** 0.52 *** 0.52 ***

Perception of CSR 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.08 ** 0.10 **
IR climate 0.19 *** 0.18 *** 0.27 *** 0.26 ***

IR climate * CSR perception 0.04 0.07 **
Adjust R2 0.32 0.32 0.55 0.56
R2 Change 0.00 0.01 **

Statistically significant * at the 0.10 level, ** at the 0.05 level, *** at the 0.01 level (two-tailed tests). The seats
department is reference variable, Education (1 = graduate University, 0 = graduate High School).

To test the proposed moderated mediation effects, we examined the conditional indirect effect of
CSR on affective commitment through IR climate at three values of moderator: the mean, one standard
deviation above the mean, and one standard deviation below the mean. Table 4 presents the estimates,
standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals of the conditional indirect effects across three levels of IR
climate. As shown in Table 4, 95% confidence interval values of the indirect effects at the one standard
deviation below the mean of IR climate do include zero (−0.006, 0.026), whereas the mean (0.001, 0.041)
and one standard deviation above the mean of IR climate do not include zero (0.001, 0.064). That is,
there is no evidence of these indirect effects among those low levels of IR climate. The results show
that the conditional indirect effects were strong and significant at high levels of IR climate but were not
significant at the low levels of IR climate. Therefore, the indirect effect of CSR on affective commitment
through procedural justice is contingent on IR climate was supported. Similarly, we tested the effect of
CSR on job satisfaction via procedural justice. The result supported the effect of CSR on job satisfaction



Sustainability 2017, 9, 1992 17 of 24

through procedural justice depends on IR climate (Hypothesis 8b), because 95% confidence interval
values of the indirect effects at the one standard deviation below the mean of IR climate do include
zero (−0.014, 0.035) whereas the mean (0.003, 0.057) and one standard deviation above the mean of IR
climate do not include zero (0.007, 0.094) in Table 5.

Table 5. Bootstrapping Results for Conditional Indirect Effects of CSR on Affective Commitment and
Job Satisfaction at Value of the Moderator.

Conditional Boot 95% CI

Dependent Variable Moderator Level Indirect Effect SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Affective commitment Low (−0.593) 0.005 0.007 −0.004 0.027
Affective commitment 0.000 0.013 0.009 0.001 0.041
Affective commitment High (0.593) 0.022 0.015 0.001 0.063

Job satisfaction Low (−0.593) 0.010 0.013 −0.012 0.039
Job satisfaction 0.000 0.028 0.014 0.005 0.063
Job satisfaction High (0.593) 0.045 0.023 0.010 0.100

Results are based on 10,000 bootstrap samples, mean centering was conducted.

6. Discussion

6.1. Results and Their Explanation

We have determined that perceived CSR is a strong predictor of affective organizational
commitment and job satisfaction, and the impact of CSR on affective organizational commitment and
job satisfaction is fully mediated by both procedural and distributive justice. We have also found
the unique moderated-mediating impact of a collaborative IR climate on the relationship between
CSR perceptions and procedural justice, and affective organizational commitment and job satisfaction.
However, no significant moderated-mediating effect of IR climate was identified in the relationship
between perceived CSR, distributive justice, and our dependent variables.

Scholars have argued that CSR behavior of business organizations varies across countries and,
therefore, there is a need to pay more attention to national institutional contexts [33,119]. Our findings
regarding the role of IR climate can be explained through the Korean institutional setup. The Korean
state has created institutional imperatives for Korean businesses to improve their CSR profile [20] and
install cooperative employment relations [12]. On the other hand, Korea has gone through the process
of democratization and union militancy, which suggests that the Korean workers are actively protecting
their rights and are interested in organizational justice [11,14]. Heightened industrial cooperation in
the Korean employment relations, suggests that unions have moved from antagonistic to cooperative
relations with their employees [16]. In other words, unions have somewhat adapted to the collaborative
and socially responsible institutional milieu created by the state. Therefore, in the Korean union setting,
employees may consider organizational justice necessary and may perceive improved CSR profiles,
which represents organizational norms of fair treatment of all stakeholders, of their organizations as
an essential ingredient of organizational justice.

Similarly, heightened industrial cooperation and greater emphasis on HPWS could improve
the employee perception of their standing in the organization [11,13]. Hence, further strengthening
the relationship between CSR and justice perception, where organizational CSR stresses on treating
employees as important internal stakeholders. Finally, we have not found that IR climate has a
significant moderated-mediating effect on the relationship between CSR perceptions, distributive
justice, and the dependent variables. First explanation for these findings may be that HMC as a firm
(and Korean employment relations in general) is moving towards more cooperative and collaborative
employee–management relations [21,26]. With the greater involvement of employee representatives
in the IR process, employee’s understanding and view of organizational institutions and procedures
have undoubtedly improved (procedural justice). However, a better comprehension of the IR system
does not necessarily mean that employees are satisfied with their personal rewards and outcomes.
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Additionally, the employees are interacting with HMC through their unions, hence, whatever they are
receiving in terms of personal rewards and outcomes may have been perceived as more of a union
benefit than organizational distributive justice.

6.2. Theoretical Implications

Our results confirm the findings of existing empirical studies that employees’ CSR
perceptions have a significant impact on their organizational affective commitment and job
satisfaction [2,3,53,54,57]. However, our study has made some significant theoretical contributions to
the extant literature on CSR and its impact on employee attitudes.

First, our study introduces two new theories, i.e., heuristic and deontic fairness, to explain the
cognitive process underpinning the relationship between CSR and justice, and CSR and employee
attitudes. This addition makes a significant theoretical contribution to the existing psychological
foundations, i.e., SIT and SET, applied in the extant literature to explain the studied relationships. This
contribution is significant as it highlights the ethics-based core of both CSR and justice and explain the
studied impact not based on instrumental or relational human needs but on an evolved non-egocentric
need of justice predicated on the universal principles of human dignity and fair treatment.

Second, our study underscores the pivotal importance of the concept of justice in the relationship
between CSR and employee attitudes. We do so by introducing new psychological mechanisms, i.e.,
heuristic and deontic fairness theories, and two main types of justice as mediators, i.e., distributive
and procedural justice. Our findings give empirical support to the role of organizational justice in
the CSR context as suggested by Rupp et al. [39]. Furthermore, our findings extend De Roeck and
colleagues’ [54] empirical contribution that suggests the mediating role of overall justice to explain the
relationship between CSR perception and employee attitudes.

Third, a singular contribution of our study is that we have tested the moderated-mediating effect
of IR climate in the context of CSR. By including this variable, we have tried to address the need to
consider the relationship between institutional and organizational setups and organizational policy.
This empirical study, in essence, improves upon the existing CSR literature, where discussion of the role
of unions and employee–management relations in the context of organizational social responsibility is
almost absent.

6.3. Practical Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions

The study has two important practical implications. First, justice is an important ingredient
in the employment relations. Organizational policies related to both CSR and employee-employer
cooperation in union settings must acknowledge its importance. Hence, management should conduct
its affairs with all its stakeholders in a fair, transparent manner with the intent to develop long-term
relations. Second, in union settings, management may foster union–management cooperation to
strengthen the relationship between CSR and perceptions of justice among employees and employee
positive attitudes. In other words, the two separate policies of organizational CSR and cooperative
employee relations may have a synergetic effect on employee attitudes.

Despite its several theoretical and practical contributions, this work is not without its limitations.
First, the analyses for this study were performed on a relatively large sample. However, the
generalizability of results may be limited because the data is drawn from a single organization in
one country. Therefore, we cannot explicitly exclude possible effects of HMC’s unique organizational
context and the Korean culture. To improve generalizability, we suggest that future researchers collect
data from diverse organizations across different nations.

Second, all variables measured in this study were drawn from survey data. Consequently, this
method may have the potential problem of common method bias. Although we conducted tests to
rule out common method bias and to confirm no serious distortion of the results has occurred, the
problem of common method bias may persist to some extent in any study with data from a single
source [111]. We, therefore, suggest that future researchers should include multiple sources in testing
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CSR and its effects on employee outcomes and attitudes. Finally, our results show positive effects
of CSR initiatives on employee attitudes. However, the link between these positive attitudes and
organizational performance was not examined in this study. Therefore, we suggest that future scholars
should include various performance indicators that are predictable in the relationships between CSR
and firm performance, improved employee attitudes, and behavior at the individual level. We also
suggest a multilevel analysis as a useful avenue for future research.

7. Conclusions

In essence, we have attempted to improve our understanding of the relationship between CSR and
positive employee attitudes by making two contributions. First, we have given the rightful place to the
concept of justice in the relationship between CSR and positive employee attitudes by explicating this
relationship through two main types of justices, i.e., distributive and procedural. Additionally, we propose
ethics-based cognitive processes, i.e., heuristic and deontic fairness, to explain the studied relationships
in our model. By doing so, we underscore the view that the impact of CSR and justice on employee
attitudes cannot be fully understood without discussing their ethical or moral implications. Second,
we test our model in a specific IR climate, i.e., cooperative IR, with the argument that a cooperative
employee-employer relationship in a union setting will enhance the impact of CSR perception on employee
attitudes. The most important implication of our findings is that sustainable management practices that
focus on internal social responsibility may have a greater positive impact on employee attitudes if
supportive practices based on justice and cooperation are also practiced in unison.
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