
sustainability

Article

Effect of Stakeholders-Oriented Behavior on the
Performance of Sustainable Business

Carlos Ferro-Soto 1,*, Luz Amparo Macías-Quintana 2 and Paula Vázquez-Rodríguez 3

1 Department of Business Organization and Marketing, University of Vigo, Campus Vigo,
36310 Vigo–Pontevedra, Spain 2 Superintendence of Companies (Colombian Government), El Dorado Av.
# 51-58 Bogotá, Colombia; luzM@supersociedades.gov.co

3 Department of Business Organization and Marketing, University of Santiago de Compostela, Campus Lugo,
27002 Lugo, Spain; paula.vazquez@usc.es

* Correspondence: cferro@uvigo.es

Received: 11 November 2018; Accepted: 4 December 2018; Published: 11 December 2018 ����������
�������

Abstract: This study focuses on stakeholder-oriented behavior, throughout organizational culture
and organizational behavior, and its effects on the performance of sustainable organizations managed
according to Corporative Social Responsibility (CSR) criteria. The investigation demonstrates
that the sustainability efforts of a wide range of stakeholders exert various effects on business
performance. This investigation tests two integrated conceptual models: (a) Stakeholder Orientation
Model estimates the relationships among organizational culture components and their effects on
stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior. That is, it estimates the influence of values on norms
and artifacts, and their effects on stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior; (b) Performance
model estimates the association between stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior and financial
and market performance, reputation, and commitment. Using Structural Equation Modelling, both
models were estimated from primary data collected from large- and medium-sized multi-sector
Colombian companies involved in business sustainability practices. The findings reveal that
values are antecedents of norms, but neither values nor norms are predictors of artifacts.
Furthermore, norms and artifacts exert direct effects on stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior.
In turn, stakeholder-oriented organizational behaviors are predictors of both market performance
and commitment. Nevertheless, stakeholder-oriented organizational behaviors are not direct
antecedents of both financial performance and reputation.

Keywords: business sustainability; stakeholder orientation; organizational culture;
stakeholder-oriented behavior; financial performance; market performance; reputation; commitment

1. Introduction

The most relevant and accelerated growth of the Corporative Social Responsibility (CSR) integral
implement by companies around the world occurred in the 1990s [1]. At that time, the companies
became aware that their CSR efforts were part of a win-win strategy, which was not only beneficial
for society and the environment, but also for the company’s financial performance [2]. This growing
interest in stakeholder commitment to the decision-making process, and rising social accountability,
have forced companies into exogenously driven CSR implementation [3]. In order to implement social
and environmental aspects in their activities, companies have resorted to external CSR-specialized
consultancy firm services [3]. In this regard, both institutional actors and consultants should foster the
explicitly proactive stakeholder-oriented practices of a voluntary nature, and facilitate the exploitation
of win–win advantages from CSR practice [3].
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Managers play a key role in the strategic orientation of CSR implementation. In this regard,
the managers’ CSR interpretation is highly relevant, since they are the ones who exert the most
influence on the organizational sustainability practices. Thus, the success of sustainability efforts
depends on managers’ subjective perceptions of CSR [1]. However, sustainability companies do not
necessarily have the capacity to respond to the broad range of stakeholder demands and expectations,
because of their limited resources. Hence, companies should prioritize the allocation of resources
towards efforts that exert a major impact on the overall organizational CSR performance [1].

A growing body of literature, which has included environmental and social concerns, has
experienced a research shift related to conventional performance measurement, such as economic or
financial performance [4]. The implementation of sustainability practices requires the inclusion of
stakeholder concerns in the organizational strategy, assessing their effects [5]. Engaging stakeholders
in the organizational strategy may promote co-created sustainable value [6].

In this regard, a stakeholder orientation approach considers the whole range of stakeholder
concerns, although sometimes mismatched [7–9]. These stakeholders can be persons or entities
(organizations, institutions . . . ) which interact with the company or have some interdependence.
As a result of this relationship, stakeholders can exert an influence, either directly or indirectly,
on the organization, or be affected by actions, decisions, policies, or goals of the company [10,11].
In this manner, sustainable businesses can satisfy or even exceed their stakeholder concerns, without
compromising the demands of others [12].

Stakeholder concerns have been developed extensively throughout the stakeholder
orientation approach. Stakeholder orientation is an approach developed at the heart of stakeholder
theory [13–17]. According to this theory, organizations link a network of interdependent groups of
stakeholders [13]. The theory focuses on stakeholder management and the inclusion of their demands as
strategic factors [15]. In fact, the literature [18–21] recommends that organizations are managed to satisfy
the demands of a broad group of stakeholders. Indeed, stakeholder theory supports the direct association
between integrated corporate social responsibility (CSR) actions and organizational performance [22–24].

Stakeholder orientation is a broadened form of market orientation [25] and, indeed, has been
developed from the market orientation approach. According to [26], market orientation only focuses
on customers and competitors, and their interfunctional coordination. In this regard, stakeholder
orientation enriches a marketing approach through a more expansive perspective, which includes the
wellbeing of all stakeholders [7].

In addition, a learning orientation is rooted in an organizational culture, encouraging active
learning through the creation and use of knowledge company-wide [27,28]. Therefore, organizational
learning is considered a cultural aspect [29] and, consequently, has an idiosyncratic nature. For this
reason, organizational learning has a relevant strategic value, since it is difficult to imitate [30], thus
enhancing the competitive advantage of the company [27]. In this regard, according to Gill [31],
learning orientation requires “the installation of a new organizational culture, one with new norms,
assumptions, values, beliefs, and expected behavior in the organization” (p. 188).

Learning orientations are closely connected with both market and stakeholder orientations,
and, in turn, these three orientations are related to CSR efforts. In fact, whereas market orientation
focuses on marketplace needs and competitors, and stakeholder orientation pays attention to a broader
stakeholder range, also including customers and competitors, learning orientation recognizes societal
need shifts of the different stakeholders, revealing a need for new SCR efforts [1,32].

Business sustainability efforts should aim at external and internal stakeholders, as well as
at the marketplace and society overall [33]. Thus, stakeholder orientation recognizes all groups
with an interest in the company (employees, clients, suppliers, partners, public institutions,
government, community, . . . ) as a key stakeholder, rather than just those which have only financial
interests in the company (shareholders) [9,29,34–40]. Svensson et al. [41] developed a stakeholder
categorization, distinguishing between upstream and downstream stakeholders, the focal company,
market stakeholders, and societal stakeholders. Thereby, the business goal is extended to satisfying a
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multiplicity of demands from diverse stakeholders, which are not always necessarily compatible with
each other. Hence, environmental protection, promoting stable employment, improving the business
environment, and local community development become key organizational goals [42].

Satisfying stakeholder concerns should contribute to achieving traditional organizational goals,
namely profitability, stability, and growth [23]. Therefore, the appropriate management of diverse
stakeholder expectations is key for successful business [13]. Maintaining robust stakeholder
relationships contributes to creating value, since these relationships are a valuable intangible active and,
consequently, a source of competitive advantage with a considerable capacity for improving business
performance [13,15,43–46]. In this vein, Harrison and Wicks [45] point out that this performance is the
overall value created, that is, the summation of all utilities generated for each stakeholder.

Since stakeholder relationships are a strategic factor, companies should develop specific action
plans for each of them and invest resources for implementation [13]. Therefore, it comes down to
managing business according to CSR criteria, in a dynamic way and with a capacity to adapt to diverse
stakeholder visions on how to contribute to the sustainable development [13,15,47]. Given the
multitude of stakeholders linked to the organization, stakeholder management requires a clear
prioritization [13,18].

Based on Homburg and Pflesser’s [48] findings, Maignan et al. [8] posit that a stakeholder
orientation consists of two dimensions, namely organizational culture and organizational behavior.
On the one hand, organizational culture comprises values, norms, and artifacts. The artifacts operate by
spreading values and norms. On the other hand, organizational behavior is composed of intelligence
generation, intelligence dissemination, and responsiveness [8,48]. Both stakeholder-orientation
components engage organizational members to pay proactive attention to satisfying diverse
stakeholder expectations [8]. On balance, stakeholder orientation guides organization member
behavior toward fulfilling diverse stakeholder expectations.

Stakeholder management emerges as a key competitive advantage and contributes to
organizational survival [49–51]. Although Jensen [52] found that paying attention to stakeholder
management occurs to the detriment of survival in competitive environments where profit-maximizing
businesses compete, reality nevertheless points to stakeholder-oriented companies enhancing
their financial, social, and ethical performance [8,9,50,53,54]. In fact, the greater the number
of organizationally-integrated stakeholders, the better the company performance, as well as the
understanding of and information on dominant stakeholders [7,9,55].

Through CSR efforts implementation, stakeholder orientation has an impact on the purchasing
behavior of customers, so the CSR activities should be conducted to satisfy the customer needs.
Stakeholder orientation also focuses on competitor actions, since this stakeholder group is of
crucial importance in the marketing strategy design, which are highly relevant to their success in
the marketplace. Meanwhile, organizational reputation is related to the organizational capacity to
generate valuable results for diverse stakeholders [56], achieved through CSR efforts conducted to
satisfy the concerns of both internal and external stakeholders. High levels of organizational reputation
strengthen brand value and, therefore, become a valuable source of sustainable competitive advantage.
Stakeholder-oriented behavior, through organizational culture, affects organizational members’
behavior [57] and, in consequence, fosters employee commitment. This sense of belonging to a
company encourages organizational members to be willing to work together in order to achieve the
organizational goals [38]. Therefore, these effects, which stem from stakeholder-oriented behavior,
are likely to have repercussions on both market and financial performance.

Accordingly, sustainable management positively affects business performance. For Kohli and
Jaworski [38,58], these positive effects are evident as either profitability, profits, sales volume, market
share, and sales growth, or as teamwork spirit, employee satisfaction, and organizational commitment.
Indeed, countless studies [9,50,59] have found a positive association between stakeholder orientation
and financial performance. In this regard, Maignan et al. [8], based on Homburg and Pflesser’s [48]
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research, distinguish between financial and market performance. Other investigations [8,60] have
found that stakeholder orientation is positively related to a good reputation.

On the basis of the above, this study focuses on the analysis of stakeholder-oriented behavior
through its two components, that is, organizational culture and organizational behavior, as well as
its effects on sustainable company performance. In this regard, the present investigation aims to
demonstrate that sustainable organizations managed according to stakeholder orientation criteria, as
well as the implementation of sustainability efforts on a wide range of their stakeholders, exert effects
on financial and market performance, reputation, and organizational commitment.

In order to achieve this aim, this investigation tests two integrating conceptual models according
to Maignan et al.’s [8] proposal. The first, the Stakeholder Orientation Model (SO model), estimates
the causal relationships among constructs associated with organizational culture, and its effects on
stakeholder-oriented behavior. Specifically, this model attempts to test the influence of ethical values on
the other two organizational culture components (norms and artifacts) and, in turn, the effect that such
norms and artifacts exert on stakeholder-oriented behavior. The second model, the Performance model
(P model), estimates the association between stakeholder-oriented behavior and business performance,
such as financial and market performance, reputation, and organizational commitment.

In addition, despite the increasing interest in stakeholder management, most investigations that
relate stakeholder orientation to organizational performance utilize secondary data, and very few
employ primary data [9]. In this regard, both models in this research have been estimated from primary
data. The investigation sample comprises large- and medium-sized Colombian companies pertaining
to diverse sectors and all of them are involved in business sustainability practices. Both conceptual
models were estimated through Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with the IBM SPSS 19.0 AMOS
software (Chicago, IL, USA).

Although numerous empirical investigations within the market-oriented behavior
stream [7,25,26,29,38,40,55,61] have focused on customers and competitors, testing models
which support the impact of market-oriented behavior on company performance, these investigations
have not generally considered stakeholder-oriented behavior, which encompasses wider stakeholder
groups [9]. In this vein, our study contributes to the growing body of literature investigating
sustainable business, due to both important research and managerial implications stemming from the
findings. Our results extend our knowledge on the direct association between business sustainability
efforts and organizational performance. In consequence, our outcomes confirm that implementing
stakeholder-oriented plans enhances sustainable business performance.

Thus, the present article makes a two-fold relevant contribution, enhancing the body of literature
on sustainable business. On the one hand, research has been conducted through primary data from
Colombian companies involved in business sustainability practices. On the other hand, our outcomes
extend the scarce literature on stakeholder theory, contributing new findings on the association between
stakeholder-oriented behavior and organizational performance.

The paper proceeds as follows. In the first section, we review prior literature in order
to frame the conceptual underpinnings of the two stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior
components, namely organizational culture and organizational behavior; and their impact on
organizational performance, assessed through financial and market performance, organizational
reputation, and organizational commitment. The second section focuses on methodological issues
concerning the research design, sample identification, and analytical instruments. The following section
presents the empirical findings and the discussion on both the research and managerial implications.
The final section contains our concluding remarks, along with the limitations and suggestions for
further research.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Stakeholder-Oriented Organizational Behavior

2.1.1. Organizational Culture

Organizational culture incorporates aspects from market orientation, stakeholder orientation,
and learning orientation. Indeed, CSR implementation requires promoting a new organizational
culture, through new-shared values and beliefs, and new behavioral norms, in such a way that
expected behavior in the organization contributes to the satisfaction of stakeholder needs. In this regard,
organizational culture should incorporate appropriate aspects from market orientation, stakeholder
orientation, and learning orientation. These three orientations are considered as components of
organizational culture [29,32]. The former orientation refers to fostering the interests of consumers
and competitors, because of their importance for marketplace strategies. The stakeholder orientation
drives changes in organizational culture towards promoting behaviors oriented towards a broader
stakeholder range than market orientation. By contrast, the latter orientation refers to fostering an
active learning organizational culture, in order to maintain continuous learning on environmental
changes related to stakeholder needs [32].

Countless researchers have focused on organizational culture since the 80’s [62–64].
For Deshpandé and Webster [65], culture is a “ . . . pattern of shared values and beliefs that help
members of an organization understand why things happen and thus teach them the behavioral norms
in the organization.” (p. 4). Along the same lines, Schein [64] (p. 17) posits that organizational culture
is “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that was learned by a group as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and,
therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation to
those problems.” Similarly, George and Jones [66] (p. 502) point out that organizational culture “is a
set of shared values, beliefs and norms that affect the way employees think, feel and behave towards
each other and towards those who are outside the organization”. Furthermore, Schein [64,67] and
Homburg and Pflesser [48] add to norms and values, as well as to artifacts, as another component of
the organizational culture. In summary, organizational culture comprises three components, including
shared basic values, behavioral norms, and different types of tools (artifacts) for underpinning values
and norms, which encourage stakeholder-oriented behavior. Whatever the case, organizational
culture, as a set of habits, norms, and beliefs shared by the organization members, enhances the
mutual understanding and agreement of common procedures and practices, contributing to achieving
organizational goals [68].

For Homburg and Pflesser [48] and Maignan et al. [8], values are systems of beliefs that guide
human behavior and generate a common atmosphere organization-wide. Maignan et al. [8] point out
that the unique values which contribute to stakeholder orientation are ethical values, team orientation,
and openness of internal communication. Ethical values should guide behavior and thinking
organization-wide [8]. For Carroll [69], ethical responsibilities in the context of stakeholder-oriented
sustainable business “embody those standards, norms, or expectations that reflect a concern for what
consumers, employees, shareholders, and the community regard as fair, just, or in keeping with
the respect or protection of stakeholders’ moral rights” (p. 41). Ford and Richardson [70] argue
that ethical behaviors depend on both personal variables and contextual factors, which determine
the decision-making and actions of individuals. In this vein, Ford and Richardson [70] stress
that beliefs or a person’s peers may affect individual behavior. Thereby, the greater number of
interactions with these peers, the higher the influence of these peers on their own ethical behavior.
Meanwhile, team orientation involves organization members in both supporting and collaboration
behavior company-wide [8]. Finally, the openness of internal communication is reflected in social
interaction through messages of various kinds [71,72]. Kalla [73] posits that an integrated vision of
internal communication facilitates a balanced understanding of employees, who receive information
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from several sources. Communication plays a crucial role in the organizational culture, given that it
guides stakeholder actions [48]. Argenti and Forman [74] and Tourish and Hargie [72] demonstrated
that companies with effective communication strategies obtain a higher performance.

Meanwhile, norms are established on the basis of desirable behaviors, meaning legitimate
specific behaviors. Therefore, norms are related to expected behavior or expected results from
such behavior, being shared by a social group [48,75]. Consequently, norms operate as guiding
principles, such as policies and procedures, including guidelines on working practices, and should
be consistent with common values [48,76]. Norms are developed from shared values within the
organization [48], constituting one of the dominant values within the organizational culture [68].
The effective implementation of norms, as rules which guide the organization strategy, depend on
them being understood and accepted by organizational members [48]. Therefore, we propose the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Shared basic values positively affect behavioral norms.

Finally, artifacts for the diffusion of the values and norms are the most visible part of
organizational culture, being tools which facilitate the transmission of values and norms [67]
among organizational members. Artifacts have a strong symbolic meaning [48,64,77]. Smircich [78]
states that value transmission within the organization is conveyed through myths, stories, legends,
and specialized language. In this context, Homburg and Pflesser [48] identify four artifact categories
related to stories, arrangements, rituals, and languages [77,79]. For Hatch [80], Homburg and
Pflesser [48], and Maignan et al. [8], these artifacts consist of stories, rituals, languages, ceremonies,
and physical settings. Whilst values have a wide scope, that of norms and artifacts is limited to only a
single stakeholder group [8].

Maignan et al. [8] find that both behavioral norms and artifacts are developed from shared
organizational values. These same results were already found by Homburg and Pflesser [48] in
a similar investigation focused on market-oriented business. Unlike Homburg and Pflesser [48],
Maignan et al.’s [8] investigation, according to the stakeholder orientation approach, focuses on a
broader range of stakeholders, considering six stakeholder groups, namely customers, employees,
shareholders, suppliers, regulators, and communities. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Shared basic values positively affect artifacts.

Finally, Maignan et al. [8] likewise demonstrated that norms also exert effects on
stakeholder-oriented artifacts. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Behavioral norms positively affect artifacts.

2.1.2. Organizational Behavior

Organizational behavior is related to organizational members’ modus operandi, individually or
in groups, within their different roles [81,82]. This way of acting results from relationships among both
individuals and groups, interaction with the environment, and behavior in the face of change [81,82].

A stakeholder orientation bridges the gap between conventional business theories
on both ethics and responsible business behavior. Including environmental and social
concerns in the business strategy requires considering all stakeholders and their interactions.
Consequently, stakeholder-oriented behaviors are actions which help resolve stakeholder concerns.
These actions encompass information collection on stakeholder issues (intelligence generation),
the transmission of this information company-wide (intelligence dissemination), and both designing
and implementing strategies in order to solve diverse stakeholder expectations arising from this
information (responsiveness) [8,25,38,39,61].
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Intelligence generation consists of identifying critical stakeholders and their concerns,
and assessing the extent of organizational influence in resolving these concerns. The dissemination
of this stakeholder intelligence is needed to ensure that all organizational members are informed
about these issues and can contribute to resolving them [8]. For this purpose, stakeholder intelligence
should be transmitted thought both formal and informal communication channels, both vertically and
horizontally [58]. Finally, responsiveness to stakeholder intelligence is encouraged through envisioning
actions that improve the positive impacts on stakeholders and reduce the negative ones [8].

Since norms prescribe appropriate behavior towards achieving aims [83], they may be predictors
of organizational behavior. Furthermore, as norms are stakeholder-specific, they may have effects on
stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior [8]. Similar results have been found by Homburg
and Pflesser [48] when analyzing the association between norms and market-oriented behavior.
Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. Behavioral norms positively affect stakeholders-oriented organizational behavior.

Equally, given their symbolic nature, artifacts may motivate and trigger commitment, as well as
guide general behavior [38,78]. Treviño et al. [84] found that an ethical organizational environment
is directly and positively related to work attitudes. Rego et al. [85] emphasize that employees
develop favorable behavior toward many companies with an ethical organizational environment.
Accordingly, many studies [8,26,40,48,57,86] have found a positive association between artifacts and
stakeholders-oriented organizational behavior. As indicated, it may be that, unlike values, norms and
artifacts exert positive effects on stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior. Then, although some
investigations [87,88] reveal that the means of diffusion of values and norms, that is, artifacts, do not
ensure organizational acceptance, most literature reviews propose the following, which we express as
a hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5. Artifacts positively affect stakeholders-oriented organizational behavior.

2.2. Impacts of Stakeholder-Oriented Behavior on Organizational Performance

Empirical findings from investigations at the heart of the market-oriented behavior
stream [26,38,40,61] have tested models which support the impact of market-oriented behavior on
company performance. In this regard, Kohli and Jaworski [38,58] found a positive association between
market-oriented behavior and profitability, overall profits, sales volume, market share, and sales
growth. In addition, Kohli and Jaworski [38,58] argued that market-oriented companies impact
positively on their human resources, enhancing the team spirit, employee satisfaction with the firm,
and organizational commitment. Furthermore, these authors also found that market-oriented behavior
is positively related to both customer satisfaction and loyalty. Not all of these relationships between
market-oriented behavior and firm performance are affected by environmental factors [38], such as
rapid technological change and competitive intensity [58].

These investigations, which focused on customers and competitors, have expanded their
focus to encompass broader stakeholder groups, also analyzing their impact on company strategic
position [7,25,29,55]. Nevertheless, these studies, which link stakeholder-oriented behavior with
company performance, are scarce. In this vein, Patel et al. [9] argue that the results from
these stakeholder-oriented behavioral investigations should be potentially similar to the findings
from market-oriented behavioral studies; that is, stakeholder-oriented behavior explains company
performance regarding financial and market performance, reputation, and employee commitment [8].

2.2.1. Market and Financial Performance

Previous studies that focused on customers and competitors confirmed the positive association
between market orientation and financial performance [26,29,37–40,58,89–91]. Accordingly, Narver and



Sustainability 2018, 10, 4724 8 of 27

Slater [26] found market orientation to play a crucial role as a predictor of profitability, as either return
on investment (ROI) or return on assets (ROA) for consumer and industrial companies. It should
be noted that Narver and Slater [90] demonstrated that this positive association between market
orientation and ROI only occurs for companies with prospector and analyzer strategies, but not with
reactor strategy. In this case, it moves to a negative relationship.

The same results have also been presented within the growing body of literature related to
stakeholder-oriented behavior, in which investigations also include a wider range of stakeholders for
analyzing the positive effect of stakeholder orientation on financial performance [8,55,59,92]. In this
regard, Berman et al. [93] posit that stakeholder management enhances the generation of income
and profits, and consequently, return on investment for shareholders. Likewise, Choi and Wang [94]
stress that good relationships with stakeholders contribute to achieving a high performance that
persists over time. Thus, the interests of the company in terms of stakeholder relationships depend on
value generation for financial success achieved from these relationships [15,93]. Consequently, good
stakeholder relationships are valuable, rare, inimitable non-substitutable resources which contribute to
companies, helping them to both remain and enhance their competitive advantage and, in consequence,
their performance [54,95]. Thus, the literature review suggests the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6. Stakeholders-oriented organizational behavior positively affects financial performance.

Furthermore, Slater and Narver [40] demonstrated that market orientation also has a positive effect
on ROA, sales growth, and new product success in different business units of the wooden industry.
In this regard, Homburg and Pflesser [48] and Maignan et al. [8] also confirm the relationship between
stakeholder orientation and market performance. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7. Stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior positively affects market performance.

Additionally, Homburg and Pflesser [48] found that, in turn, market performance is an antecedent
of financial performance. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 8. Market performance positively affects financial performance.

Panwar et al. [96] point out that company motivations for implementing CSR are firm-size
dependent. These authors argue that pressure on financial performance is stronger for large- and
medium-sized companies than for small ones. This difference is explained by the fact that the
smallest companies are often family owned and are more engaged in social issues relating to their
surrounding communities. In addition, these differences are accentuated by the different availability
of resources for social actions when comparing large and small companies. In this regard, on
the one hand, Panwar et al. [96] consider that small firms are motivated by perceived, potential,
and intangible benefits from their CSR efforts, in a non-instrumental way, regarding their close
community connections. On the other hand, these authors posit that large companies implement
sustainability actions motived by the above benefits, and guided by rational behavior aimed at
enhancing the financial performance.

Although Panwar et al.’s [96] contributions distinguish between CSR efforts and motivations
according to company size, their findings nevertheless do not negate that, regardless of motivation,
CSR efforts have financial performance effects. For this reason, and according to the majority of
research in this sphere, we propose a positive association between stakeholder-oriented behavior and
financial performance, regardless of size.

Conversely, Duesing [92] found no statistically significant link between stakeholder-orientated
behaviors and financial performance. Likewise, several investigations on market orientation [97] found
no statistically significant relationship between market-orientated behaviors and financial performance.
Despite these rare findings, the literature review generally supports the previous hypotheses.
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2.2.2. Organizational Reputation

Organization reputation stems from organizational capacity to generate valuable results for
diverse stakeholders [56]. Accordingly, this organizational reputation is based upon both internal
and external stakeholder intervention [30]. In fact, reputation is a measurement of company position,
both internally with its employees, and externally with the other stakeholders [56]. In this vein,
for Fombrun [98] and Fombrun and Van Riel [56], organizational reputation is the stakeholders’
immediate mental image, evolved from past company actions and their effects, due to effective
communication efforts carried out by the firm.

Organizational reputation is the company assessment by stakeholders over time [98,99].
Therefore, business reputation is a dynamic factor which is slowly accumulated [98]. Hall [100]
posits that building up reputation requires many years, during which numerous independent factors
converge, subject to unique, unrepeatable historical circumstances.

Organizational reputation influences stakeholder behavior towards the company. In this
vein, Fombrun, Ponzi and Newburry [101] posit that organizational reputation influences
stakeholder supportive relationships and their participation in company activities. Thus, given that
organizational reputation is developed from stakeholder interactions, both stakeholder relationship
management and public confidence generation play a crucial role in reputation management [102].
Consequently, knowing and analyzing information which influences company stakeholder perceptions
improves stakeholder emotional reaction prediction related to the firm [101]. Thereby, a company can
more effectively manage its reputation and its influence on stakeholder behavior towards the firm.
In this regard, stakeholder-oriented behaviors enable the company to develop and maintain stakeholder
relationships based on mutual trust and cooperation which, in turn, contribute to building reputation
and brand value [20,45,95].

Organizational culture, as a component of stakeholder-oriented behavior, leads to appropriate
stakeholder interaction strategies [56], which contribute to building the desired image of the
company in the minds of the stakeholders. Companies with a strong, consistent organizational
culture are prone to be involved in systematic efforts at influencing stakeholder perceptions [56].
Indeed, since organizational culture encourages members to develop stakeholder-oriented behaviors,
it is thus more likely that this behavior will foster favorable stakeholder perceptions and, in this
manner, organizational reputation is shaped. In this regard, Maignan et al. [8], based on
Fombrun et al.’s [60] postulates, demonstrate that stakeholder-orientated behavior is positively related
to organizational reputation. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 9. Stakeholders-oriented organizational behavior positively affects organizational reputation.

Reputation is a scarce, valuable, inimitable, and irreplaceable resource and, in consequence,
a source of advantage competitive with a capacity for generating enterprise rents [30].
Fombrun and Shanley [103] posit that organizational reputation enhances value generation, providing
at least three competitive advantages, namely, cost reduction, increase prices, and creating barriers
to competition. Furthermore, numerous authors [100,103,104] highlight that both products and
company reputation have an important strategic value, because they are the most valuable source of
sustainable competitive advantage for companies with differentiation strategies.

Based on the above, Schwaiger [105] and Schwaiger et al. [106] found that reputation affects
market performance, through building trust and loyalty and, furthermore, has a positive association
with the client retention rate [105,107]. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 10. Organizational reputation positively affects market performance.
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2.2.3. Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is related to employee identification and participation with the
organization and its goals, their desire to remain organizational members, and their willingness to
offer the greatest effort to the organization [108]. For Mowday et al. [108], organizational commitment
arises as a belief in and acceptation of organizational values and goals.

Meyer and Allen [109] identify three components of organizational commitment, based on
the different types of employee relationship with the organization. Meyer and Allen’s [109]
three-component model identifies affective, normative, and continuance commitment [109,110].
Other investigations also include as commitment components both voice behaviors [111] and antisocial
behaviors [112].

Affective commitment refers to a sense of employee emotional attachment to the organization [113]
as a result of having established an affective relationship and a high level of identification toward
the company [109,110]. Normative commitment refers to a sense of loyalty based on employees’
perceived obligation toward the organization [113] due to social norms, their moral sense, or their
gratitude for benefits received [109,110]. Finally, continuance commitment refers to employees’
sense of organizational membership, after comparing the costs of remaining at the company
regarding what they stand to lose if leaving [109,114]. In turn, continuance commitment consists of
two dimensions, meaning, perceived sacrifice and few alternative employment opportunities [109,115].
Meyer and Allen’s [109] model identifies continuance commitment as perceived sacrifice commitment,
that is, employees’ sense that organizational membership provides valuable benefits [113], compared
to other employment options. By contrast, voice behaviors refer to providing constructive suggestions
in order to enhance organizational efficiency through improving work procedures [111,116].
Antisocial behaviors refer to those employee behaviors that damage the organization or harm other
members [112].

On the basis of the above, organizational commitment is related to motives which drive
employee behavior toward organizational goals [113]. In this regard, organizational culture affects
organizational members’ behavior [57] and, in consequence, fosters organizational commitment [117].
Since stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior is formed through conduct which meets
stakeholder expectations [26,38], it is likely that stakeholder orientation fosters the bond between
employees and organization, that is, organizational commitment. In this vein, Kohli and Jaworski [38]
stress that as organizational commitment increases, stakeholder orientation develops a sense of pride
in employees, of belonging to a company, in which all organizational members are willing to work
together in order to achieve the organizational goals.

As indicated, many studies [26,38,61,86] have demonstrated that stakeholder orientation is
positively related to organizational commitment, fostering a bond between employees and the company.
In this regard, Themba and Marandu [118] point out, in addition, that stakeholder orientation triggers
an employee affective sense towards the organization, so that they are willing to make personal
sacrifices in order to achieve organizational goals. Although Powpaka [119] also found a positive
relationship between stakeholder-oriented behavior and organizational commitment, this association
was weak. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 11. Stakeholder-oriented organizational behavior positively affects organizational commitment.

In turn, organizational commitment and reputation are positively linked [101], because satisfied
employees feel a stronger commitment to the company, contributing to improving the company image
with respect to stakeholders. In this regard, Helm [102] also highlights the crucial role played by
employees in the reputation-building process. According to Lau and Lin [120], internal processes,
culture, and human resources contribute to maintaining and improving brand externally.

On one hand, the signals perceived by stakeholders regarding company behavior towards their
employees trigger confidence and respect among stakeholders, contributing to generate favorable
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organizational reputation [101]. On the other hand, organizational reputation thrives on the
appropriate quality of interactions between employees and company clients [102,121]. In turn,
employees are affected by other stakeholder perceptions of the company, thereby entailing a bilateral
relationship between organizational reputation and employees [102]. Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 12. Organizational commitment positively affects organizational reputation.

3. Methodology

3.1. Proposed Model

This paper tests a structural model in which the central latent variable is stakeholder-oriented
behavior (Figure 1), according to Maignan et al.’s [8] research. Accordingly, this study attempts
to estimate, on the one hand, causal relationships of antecedent factors of stakeholder-oriented
behavior and, on the other hand, the effects of this behavior on a set of variables which assesses
business performance.

Due to the global conceptual model being related to antecedents and consequences of
stakeholder-oriented behavior, the global model is divided into two sub-models. One of them, named
the stakeholder orientation model (SO model), is used for testing the relationships among predictor
variables of stakeholder-oriented behavior. The second sub-model, the performance model (P model),
estimates the causal relationships among stakeholder-oriented behavior and dependent variables of
this construct, in order to determine whether contrast business performance is affected by socially
responsible behavior. The estimation of these two sub-models enables testing twelve hypotheses
derived from the literature review.

Sustainability 2018, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW  11 of 26 

 

estimate, on the one hand, causal relationships of antecedent factors of stakeholder-oriented behavior 
and, on the other hand, the effects of this behavior on a set of variables which assesses business 
performance.  

Due to the global conceptual model being related to antecedents and consequences of 
stakeholder-oriented behavior, the global model is divided into two sub-models. One of them, named 
the stakeholder orientation model (SO model), is used for testing the relationships among predictor 
variables of stakeholder-oriented behavior. The second sub-model, the performance model (P 
model), estimates the causal relationships among stakeholder-oriented behavior and dependent 
variables of this construct, in order to determine whether contrast business performance is affected 
by socially responsible behavior. The estimation of these two sub-models enables testing twelve 
hypotheses derived from the literature review. 

 

 
Figure 1. Investigation model. 

3.2. Participants and Procedure 

A structured questionnaire survey method was used in this investigation. The questionnaire was 
structured according to the literature review and items from tested and confirmed scales of constructs 
related to the conceptual model. The questionnaire was distributed among large, medium, and small 
Colombian enterprises belonging to different sectors. All participant companies in the data collection 
were preselected based on the condition of regularly implementing RSC efforts, regardless of the 
motivations which had fostered this behavior. From the 458 returned questionnaires, only 279 were 
considered as valid for statistical analysis. The sample data collected in this research, as shown in 
Table 1, indicates that there is a broad spectrum of business represented in this study. The random 
sample used in this investigation matches the distribution of the total population consisting of 
different company sizes, which regularly implement RSC efforts, and the activity sector. 

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample. 

Size % Sector % 
Large 104 (37.28%) Manufacturing 86 (30.82%) 
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3.2. Participants and Procedure

A structured questionnaire survey method was used in this investigation. The questionnaire was
structured according to the literature review and items from tested and confirmed scales of constructs
related to the conceptual model. The questionnaire was distributed among large, medium, and small
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Colombian enterprises belonging to different sectors. All participant companies in the data collection
were preselected based on the condition of regularly implementing RSC efforts, regardless of the
motivations which had fostered this behavior. From the 458 returned questionnaires, only 279 were
considered as valid for statistical analysis. The sample data collected in this research, as shown in
Table 1, indicates that there is a broad spectrum of business represented in this study. The random
sample used in this investigation matches the distribution of the total population consisting of different
company sizes, which regularly implement RSC efforts, and the activity sector.

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.

Size % Sector %

Large 104 (37.28%) Manufacturing 86 (30.82%)
Medium 100 (35.84%) Services 79 (28.32%)

Small 75 (26.88%) Commerce 76 (27.24%)
Farming 19 (6.8%)

Construction 18 (6.45%)
Miner 1 (0.36%)

Total 279 Total 279

A confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling were performed to test the
measurement model and to assess the structural relationships of the constructs in the conceptual model.
This statistical method is appropriate for analyzing causal processes that generate observations of
multiple variables [122]. This analysis was performed using SPSS/AMOS 19.0 software.

3.3. Instruments

Scales used in this study are adaptations from previous studies (Table 2). Thus, the SO model
estimation is based on research from Homburg and Pflesser [48] and Maignan et al. [8]. According to
these investigations, the main stakeholder-oriented behavior construct’s antecedents are behavioral
norms and artifacts. In turn, shared basic values are antecedents of behavioral norms and artifacts.
All items related to the SO model were measured using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Stakeholder-oriented behavior (SOB) was measured using the 12-item Maignan et al. [8]
scale, which is largely based on Maignan and Ferrel [25], who in turn, according to Kohli and
Jaworski [38] and Jaworski and Kohli [61], included three kinds of stakeholder-oriented behaviors,
namely, intelligence generation (IG), intelligence dissemination (ID), and responsiveness (RE).
The following are some of the items included: “Our organization generates information about
our image for this stakeholder group at least once a year” (IG); “This stakeholder group’s
concerns are disclosure by means of regular documents (v.gr., reports, bulletins) distributed
organization-wide” (ID); or “We quickly adapt our practices accordingly to this stakeholder group’s
suggestions” (RE). These items are assessed for each stakeholder group (clients, suppliers, employees,
public administrations, community, and shareholders).
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Table 2. Scales used in the conceptual model.

Construct Description Items Scale

Stakeholder-oriented
behaviors (SOB)

Three kind of
stakeholder-oriented
behaviors: intelligence
generation (IG), intelligence
dissemination (ID),
and responsiveness (RE)

12
IG—4 items
ID—4 items
RE—4 items

Maignan et al. [5] based on
Maignan and Ferrel [51],
according to Kohli and
Jaworski [27] and Jaworski
and Kohli [50]

Shared basic values (SBV)

Second-order
multidimensional construct
consisted of ethical values
(EV), team orientation (TO),
and openness of internal
communications (OIC).

11
EV—4 items
TO—4 items
OIC—3 items

Maignan et al. [5]

Behavioral norms (BN) Related to stakeholder policies
(SP) and procedures (PR)

12
SP—6 items
PR—6 items

Maignan et al. [5]

Artifacts (Artif)

Related to stakeholder
strengthening (SS) and
communication with
stakeholders (SC)

12
SS—6 items
SC—6 items

Maignan et al. [5]

Financial performance (FP)

Financial performance
evolution during last
three years, in comparison
with competitors

3
Maignan et al. [5] adapted
from Homburg and
Pflesser [38]

Market performance (MP)
Market share evolution during
last three years, in comparison
with competitors

6 Homburg and Pflesser [38]

Organizational
reputation (OR)

Confidence in or reliability of
products or services 4

Maignan et al. [5] scale,
adapted from Homburg
and Pflesser [38]

Organizational
commitment (OC)

Sense of employee pride of
belonging to a company, or
making personal sacrifices in
order to achieve
organizational goals

7 Jaworski and Kohli [50]

Shared basic values (SBV) were measured in this study using a second-order multidimensional
construct according to Maignan et al. [8], related to three basic dimensions of this construct,
namely, ethical values (EV), team orientation (TO), and openness of internal communication (OIC).
Johnson, Rosen, and Chang’s [123] process was followed so as to demonstrate the appropriateness
and validity of the second-order construct. In total, this construct was measured using 11 items:
ethical values: EV—4 items; team orientation: TO—4 items; and openness of internal communication:
OIC—3 items. The following are some of the items included: “There is a shared value system to
support the ethics in our organization” (EV); “In our organization, we aim to put into practice a
strong team spirit” (TO); or “we strive to build a high level of information interchange among our
organizational units (v. gr., among departments, teams)” (OIC).

Behavioral norms (BN) was measured using the 12-item Maignan et al. [8] scale. Among all of the
types of behavioral norms, Homburg and Pflesser [48] include the two most commonly used norms
related to stakeholder policies (SP—6 items) and procedures (PR—6 items). The following are some
of the items included: “Our organization uses well defined policies which specify how employees
must act with the clients” (SP) or “Our business policies specify demanding quality norms for all our
products and services” (PR). These items are assessed for each stakeholder group (clients, suppliers,
employees, public administrations, community, and shareholders).

Artifacts (Artif) was also measured using the 12-item Maignan et al. [8] scale. These authors
include two of the most commonly used artifacts related to stakeholder strengthening (SS—6 items)
and communication with stakeholders (SC—6 items). The following are some of the items included:
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“Our organization often invites suppliers to attend conferences and special events organized by us” (SS)
or “Our website has an area where suppliers can easily interact with our agents” (SC). These items are
assessed for each stakeholder group (clients, suppliers, employees, public administrations, community,
and shareholders).

Related to the Performance model (P model), according to the literature reviewed,
stakeholder-oriented behavior explains company performance. The main performance variables used
to assess this effect are financial and market performance, reputation, and employee commitment [8].

Financial performance (FP) was measured using a three-item Maignan et al. [8] scale, adapted
from Homburg and Pflesser [48]. This scale measures the financial performance evolution during the
last three years, in comparison with competitors. Market performance (MP) was measured using a
six-item Homburg and Pflesser [48] scale. This scale measures the market share evolution during the
last three years, in comparison with competitors, assessing aspects such as client satisfaction or new
clients attracted. Organizational reputation (OR) was measured using a four-item Maignan et al. [8]
scale, also adapted from Homburg and Pflesser [48]. This scale measures organizational reputation
based on issues related to confidence in or the reliability of products or services. Finally, as the
organizational commitment (OC) indicator, a seven-item Jaworski and Kohli [61] scale was used,
related to the sense of employee pride of belonging to a company, or being willing to make personal
sacrifices in order to achieve organizational goals.

3.4. Common Method Bias

According to Fuller et al. [124], the design of the study’s procedure is one of the ways to
control for method bias. Therefore, we undertook a priori and post procedures to minimize common
method bias. Accordingly, questionnaire pre-testing before the study was conducted to check the
appropriate questionnaire layout. Furthermore, participants were informed that their answers would
be anonymous and that they should be open and honest. As previously mentioned, we also used
tested scales from previous studies to avoid the potential ambiguity of the items. Additionally, in
relation to the order of questions in the questionnaire, the independent variables were located before
the dependent ones.

In addition, results from Harman’s single-factor test [125] indicate that a single factor explains
51.57% of the total variance in the SO model and 55.47% in the P model. Accordingly, the explained
variance in each model was around 50%, demonstrating that common method bias is unlikely to
affect the results [124], assuming as acceptable the explanatory capacity of the latent variables of the
conceptual model.

4. Results

4.1. Measurement Model Analysis

A preliminary exploratory factor analysis was performed to optimize the scale composition.
Our metric pre-testing of the measurement model suggested the elimination of items of some constructs,
since either some had a factorial load of less than 0.6 [126] or their omission appreciably increased the
Cronbach’s alpha. Scales affected and the final number of items are: team orientation (TO—3 items),
behavioral norms (BN—9 items), artifacts (Artifact—6 items), market performance (MP—4 items),
and organizational commitment (OC—5 items).

Moreover, we performed a confirmatory factor analysis to test the final composition of the
measurement model. For this analysis, we used maximum likelihood estimation and the bootstrapping
technique to correct any issues stemming from failures of the normality multivariate conditions. In fact,
maximum likelihood estimation generates robust statistics in the presence of normality problems [122].

Our testing of the measurement model indicated satisfactory findings, with all indicators being
acceptable (Table 3). The convergent validity analysis showed that all indicators loaded onto their
respective latent factor significantly (p < 0.001) and substantially (λ > 0.5) [127]. Furthermore,
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the percentages of variance explained were also acceptable (R2 ≥ 0.5), even for the dimensions of the
second order construct (shared basic values -SBV). Furthermore, the scale’s reliability was confirmed.
Indeed, the composite reliability index (CRI) and average variance extracted (AVE) exceeded the
recommended minimum values of 0.7 and 0.5, respectively [128].

Table 3. Convergent validity and reliability of measurement model for SO model.

Variables Indicator Standardized
Loads t-Value R2 Cronbach’s Alpha CRI AVE

Shared basic values
(SBV) (second order)

EV 0.833 ** 9.348 0.693
— 0.919 0.791TO 0.938 ** 9.938 0.879

OIC 0.894 ** 11.447 0.799

Ethical values (EV)

EV1 0.737 1 — 0.543

0.885 0.890 0.700
EV2 0.901 ** 16.121 0.812
EV3 0.811 ** 13.390 0.658
EV4 0.816 ** 15.778 0.667

Team orientation (TO)
TO1 0.826 1 — 0.683

0.879 0.879 0.710TO2 0.853 ** 22.625 0.728
TO4 0.845 ** 15.027 0.715

Openness of internal
communications (OIC)

OIC1 0.853 1 — 0.728
0.888 0.917 0.790OIC2 0.908 ** 19.815 0.824

OIC3 0.804 ** 13.819 0.646

Behavioral norms (BN)

BN_SP_CL 0.828 ** 16.378 0.685

0.932 0.928 0.590

BN_PR_CL 0.807 ** 11.920 0.651
BN_SP_SU 0.868 ** 14.146 0.754
BN_SP_HR 0.828 ** 11.596 0.686
BN_PR_HR 0.814 ** 11.532 0.662
BN_SP_PA 0.717 ** 8.232 0.514
BN_PR_PA 0.662 ** 10.231 0.438
BN_PR_CO 0.706 ** 11.319 0.498
BN_PR_SH 0.665 ** 8.093 0.442

Artifacts (Artif)

Artif_CL 0.781 ** 15.151 0.610

0.916 0.923 0.670

Artif_SU 0.784 ** 15.377 0.614
Artif_HR 0.843 ** 17.250 0.710
Artif_PA 0.855 ** 17.143 0.732
Artif_CO 0.894 ** 17.237 0.799
Artif_SH 0.733 ** 14.824 0.538

Stakeholder-oriented
behaviors (SOB)

SOB_IG_1 0.935 ** 16.354 0.875

0.989 0.990 0.890

SOB_IG_2 0.964 ** 18.119 0.929
SOB_IG_3 0.973 ** 23.970 0.947
SOB_IG_4 0.949 ** 24.088 0.901
SOB_ID_1 0.922 ** 25.182 0.851
SOB_ID_2 0.951 ** 27.194 0.904
SOB_ID_3 0.952 ** 25.938 0.906
SOB_ID_4 0.947 ** 26.710 0.898
SOB_RE_1 0.942 ** 25.258 0.887
SOB_RE_2 0.934 ** 24.484 0.873
SOB_RE_3 0.890 ** 21.314 0.792
SOB_RE_4 0.955 ** 20.000 0.912

** p < 0.01; 1 Parameter fixed to 1 to identify the second-order factor.

Additionally, we compared the AVE with the squared inter-construct correlations to assess
whether the model measures separated the constructs effectively [126]. In all cases, the AVE was
greater than the squared correlation estimates, providing support for discriminant validity (Table 4).

Table 4. Discriminant validity of measurement model for SO model 1.

SBV BN Artif SOB

SBV 0.889 0.876 * (40.777) 0.416 * (7.597) 0.587 * (13.455)
BN (0.834; 0.918) 0.770 0.397 * (7.319) 0.599 * (14.485)

Artif (0.306; 0.526) (0.289; 0.505) 0.817 0.734 * (24.159)
SOB (0.499; 0.675) (0.517; 0.681) (0.674; 0.794) 0.943

* p < 0.01. 1 Above diagonal: estimated correlation between factors and (t-value)/Diagonal: squared root of variance
extracted/Below diagonal: confidence interval for correlation between factors. NOTE: SBV = Shared basic values;
BN = Behavioral norms; Artif = Artifacts; SOB = Stakeholder-oriented behavior.
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The goodness-of-fit indices of the measurement model presented acceptable values
(Table 5) [129–134]. It should be pointed out that maximum likelihood estimates are highly sensitive to
sample sizes. In the case N = 279 (N > 200), it is thus to be expected that the goodness-of-fit indices tend
to be worse [126] and χ2 increases, making it highly probable that it will be significant (type I error).
Consequently, the goodness-of-fit indices were analyzed together with other fit indices [131,133,135].

Table 5. Fit results for structural equation model of SO model.

χ2(df); p-Value χ2/df CFI TLI NFI RMSEA GFI AGFI

1392.166 (591);
0.000 2.356 0.94 0.932 0.901 0.070 0.782 0.74

Consequently, we conclude that the measurement model regarding the SO model tested indicates
a satisfactory validity and reliability, and an acceptable goodness-of-fit. In turn, the same results
hold for the P model. As shown in Table 6, both the convergent validity and scale reliability have
been supported.

Table 6. Convergent validity and reliability of measurement model for P model.

Variables Indicator Standardized
Loads t-Value R2 Cronbach’s Alpha CRI AVE

Financial
performance (FP)

FP1 0.941 * 20.860 0.886
0.958 0.957 0.880FP2 0.933 * 20.690 0.870

FP3 0.946 * 21.093 0.894

Market
performance (MP)

MP1 0.954 * 19.214 0.909

0.909 0.926 0.800
MP 2 0.934 * 20.872 0.872
MP 3 0.852 * 18.442 0.726
MP 4 0.729 * 14.580 0.532

Organizational
reputation (OR)

OR1 0.935 * 18.333 0.874

0.966 0.977 0.914
OR 2 0.951 * 14.178 0.904
OR 3 0.944 * 14.200 0.892
OR4 0.916 * 13.354 0.839

Organizational
commitment (OC)

OC1 0.747 * 15.909 0.558

0.909 0.904 0.665
OC2 0.750 * 13.462 0.563
OC4 0.915 * 14.000 0.837
OC5 0.761 * 15.302 0.579
OC7 0.860 * 15.122 0.739

Stakeholder-oriented
behaviors (SOB)

SOB_IG_1 0.898 * 15.667 0.806

0.989 0.987 0.864

SOB_IG_2 0.938 * 19.500 0.879
SOB_IG_3 0.928 * 20.972 0.862
SOB_IG_4 0.897 * 20.342 0.804
SOB_ID_1 0.864 * 19.487 0.746
SOB_ID_2 0.905 * 18.250 0.818
SOB_ID_3 0.927 * 20.711 0.859
SOB_ID_4 0.899 * 20.179 0.809
SOB_RE_1 0.987 * 21.051 0.975
SOB_RE_2 0.966 * 23.114 0.934
SOB_RE_3 0.954 * 20.125 0.911
SOB_RE_4 0.983 * 18.860 0.966

* p < 0.01.

Furthermore, discriminant validity has also been demonstrated according to a comparison
between AVE and the squared inter-construct correlations [126] (Table 7).
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Table 7. Discriminant validity of measurement model for P model 1.

FP MP OR OC SOB

FP 0.940 0.592 * (14.214) 0.361 * (6.845) 0.382 * (7.149) 0.270 * (4.897)
MP (0.508; 0.676) 0.872 0.631 * (16.335) 0.605 * (14.295) 0.527 * (11.692)
OR (0.255; 0.467) (0.553; 0.709) 0.956 0.708 * (21.015) 0.469 * (9.763)
OC (0.276; 0.488) (0.521; 0.689) (0.640; 0.776) 0.810 0.610 * (15.048)
SOB (0.160; 0.380) (0.437; 0.617) (0.373; 0.565) (0.528; 0.692) 0.930

* p < 0.01. 1 Above diagonal: estimated correlation between factors and (t-value)/Diagonal: squared root of
variance extracted/Below diagonal: confidence interval for correlation between factors. NOTE: FP = Financial
performance; MP = Market performance; OR = Organizational reputation; OC = Organizational commitment;
SOB = Stakeholder-oriented behavior.

Finally, as shown in Table 8, the goodness-of-fit indices of the measurement model also presented
acceptable values [129–134].

Table 8. Fit results for structural equation model of P model.

χ2(df); p-Value χ2/df CFI TLI NFI RMSEA GFI AGFI

933.068 (317); 0.000 2.943 0.951 0.942 0.928 0.084 0.798 0.742

4.2. Structural Model Analysis

The structural SO model shown in Figure 1 was also tested. Given that sample size used
in this study (N > 200) penalizes the model fit, the combined analysis using different types of
goodness-of-fit indices [135] revealed that the structural model achieved an acceptable fit level
(see Table 9). The structural paths between shared basic values and behavioral norms (β = 0.878,
p < 0.001), behavioral norms and stakeholder-oriented behavior (β = 0.374, p < 0.001), and artifacts and
stakeholder-oriented behavior (β = 0.580, p < 0.001), were significant, thus confirming H1, H4, and H5,
respectively. Conversely, the structural path between shared basic values and artifacts (β = −0.293, n.s.),
and behavioral norms and artifacts (β = 0.139, n.s.), were not significant, suggesting that both shared
basic values and behavioral norms have no direct effect on the artifacts. Thus, H2 and H3 were
not supported.

Table 9. Fit results and path coefficients for structural equation models (SO model).

Hypothesis No. Structural Relationship Standardized
Coefficients Robust t-Value Conclusion

H1 SBV-BN 0.878 * 10.590 Accepted
H2 SBV-Artif 0.293 1.301 Not Accepted
H3 BN-Artif 0.139 0.664 Not Accepted
H4 BN-SOB 0.374 * 8.745 Accepted
H5 Artif-SOB 0.580 * 11.469 Accepted

Fit Results

χ2(df); p-Value χ2/df CFI TLI NFI RMSEA RMR

1380.812 (591);
0.000 2.336 0.941 0.933 0.902 0.069 0.037

* p < 0.01.

Furthermore, the goodness-of-fit indices achieved from estimating the P model revealed that the
structural model has a satisfactory fit level: χ2 (df) = 954.10 (319), p < 0.001, NFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.08,
TLI = 0.94, CFI = 0.95, χ2/df = 2.991, taking into account the issues arising from a sample size over
200 [135]. The structural paths between stakeholder-oriented behavior and market performance
(β = 0.304, p < 0.001), stakeholder-oriented behavior and organizational commitment (β = 0.610,
p < 0.001), market performance and financial performance (β = 0.648, p < 0.001), organizational
reputation and market performance (β = 0.489, p < 0.001), and organizational commitment and
organizational reputation (β = 0.673, p < 0.001), were significant, thus confirming H7, H9, H10,
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H11, and H12, respectively. However, the structural path between stakeholder-oriented behavior
and financial performance (β = −0.055, n.s.), and stakeholder-oriented behavior and organizational
reputation (β = 0.066, n.s.), was not significant, suggesting that stakeholder-oriented behavior does not
have a direct effect on either financial performance and organizational reputation. Thus, H7 and H8
were not supported, respectively (Table 10).

Table 10. Fit results and path coefficients for structural equation models (SO model).

Hypothesis No. Structural Relationship Standardized
Coefficients Robust t-Value Conclusion

H6 SOB-FP −0.055 −0.826 Not Accepted
H7 SOB-MP 0.304 * 5.424 Accepted
H8 SOB-OR 0.066 0.949 Not Accepted
H9 SOB-OC 0.610 * 7.562 Accepted

H10 MP-FP 0.648 * 10.519 Accepted
H11 OR-MP 0.489 * 10.167 Accepted
H12 OC-OR 0.673 * 6.742 Accepted

Fit Results

χ2(df); p-Value χ2/df CFI TLI NFI RMSEA RMR

954.102 (319); 0.000 2.991 0.950 0.94 0.93 0.008 0.036

* p < 0.01.

5. Discussion

5.1. Research Implications

In accordance with the aims of this investigation, our study provides relevant empirical insights
into stakeholder-oriented behavior antecedents and their consequences on business performance,
based on a CSR approach. Hence, two conceptual models (SO model and P model) have been
tested, namely one for analyzing stakeholder-oriented behavior antecedents, and another for testing
stakeholder-oriented behavior effects on business performance. These were assessed using indicators
such as financial and market performance, organization reputation, and organizational commitment.

The SO model estimation revealed that behavioral norms and artifacts have a positive
effect on stakeholder-oriented behavior. These results confirm findings from numerous
prior studies [7,8,25,29,55,64,83], which posit that behavioral norms constitute rules that foster
acceptable individual behavior. Thus, organizations use norms to encourage employees to adopt
appropriate attitudes. Furthermore, prior studies such as Smircich [78], Schein [67], and Hatch [80]
emphasize that artifacts play a crucial role in employee behavior, since they enhance employee
understanding of what the organization expects from their actions. In turn, shared basic values are
positively related to behavioral norms, with both variables strongly related to one another. In line with
prior research [48,75], shared basic values are the basis of the behavioral norms developed according
to accepted values in the organization. Nevertheless, the SO model estimation shows that shared basic
values and behavioral norms are not predictors of artifacts. Although these results are inconsistent
with prior investigations [8,48,67], this inconsistency may be due to artifacts. Notwithstanding they
are visible, are not always easy for organization members to understand, making it difficult to interpret
both values and norms which an organization wishes to communicate [136]. Thus, it is likely that there
is a disjunction between artifacts and the values and the norms.

Furthermore, the results from the P model estimation indicate that stakeholder-oriented behavior
have positive effects on both market performance and organizational commitment. Indeed, prior
investigations have confirmed that stakeholder-oriented behavior is an antecedent of both market
performance [48,91] and organizational commitment [26,40,86].

Conversely, the results also show that stakeholder-oriented behavior is not an antecedent of both
financial performance and organizational reputation. Although the literature review confirmed



Sustainability 2018, 10, 4724 19 of 27

the association between stakeholder-oriented behavior and financial performance, our results
nevertheless correspond to those of some prior studies [92,137], which have also failed to find
any such direct relationship. Likewise, the results of the limited prior research [8,46,56,60]
emphasize the existence of a significative relationship between stakeholder-oriented behavior and
organizational reputation. These investigations posit that stakeholder-oriented behavior retains
and develops the relationships with stakeholders based on both trust and cooperation. These in
turn contribute positively to organizational reputation. Nevertheless, no investigation has found
opposing results. Our findings may be due to our conceptual model simultaneously including
both organizational commitment as an explained variable through stakeholder-oriented behavior,
and organizational commitment as an antecedent of organizational reputation. Thus, it is likely that
there was an overall mediation effect of organizational commitment between stakeholder-oriented
behavior and organizational reputation. In this case, organizational reputation would be affected
indirectly by stakeholder-oriented behavior through organizational commitment. This possibility is
in line with Walsh et al. [121], who argue that organizational reputation stems from employee-client
interactions, so that stakeholder-oriented behavior should ensure that employee actions address
satisfaction and trust generation on the part of stakeholders. Thus, paying attention to employee
satisfaction and their capacities is extremely relevant in order to achieve positive employee-client
interactions and in turn, enhance favorable organizational reputation [121]. In this vein, Helm [102]
stresses that organizational reputation management should consider actions aimed at engaging
employees [99].

Our results allow us to confirm the positive effects of (a) organizational commitment on
organizational reputation, (b) organizational reputation on market performance and, lastly, (c) market
performance on financial performance. Indeed, as in prior studies [101,102,120,121], our results
indicate that organizational commitment is an antecedent of organizational reputation. Also in
line with prior research, our findings confirmed the positive effect of organizational reputation on
market performance, due to customer satisfaction, value creation for customers, customer retention,
and a growing market share, which all have an important influence on market performance. In this
vein, Raithel and Schwaiger [138] posit that a favorable organizational reputation has an impact on
the marketplace, because of larger market shares and higher profit margins. Along the same lines,
Fombrun [98], Schwaiger [105], and Schwaiger et al. [106] highlight that organizational reputation
generates trust and loyalty. Furthermore, Walsh, Beatty and Holloway [139] demonstrated that
reputation is strongly associated with customer satisfaction, loyalty, trust, and word of mouth.
Likewise, Walsh et al. [121] argue that a high-quality product and services offering, done in a
trustworthy and honest way, reduces customer transaction costs and perceived risk, thus enhancing
client loyalty. Other investigations [56,105,107] found that organizational reputation is positively
related to customer retention capacity, independent of the product or service price [98,103,106,107].

This strong association between market performance and financial performance may explain
the lack of direct association between stakeholder-oriented behavior and financial performance.
Indeed, in accordance with prior investigations [48,140], market performance is an antecedent
of financial performance, stemming from stakeholder-oriented behavior by the company in the
marketplace, which enhances both customer satisfaction and loyalty. Thus, it should be expected that
the relationship between these two factors is indirect.

5.2. Managerial Implications

The findings from the tested stakeholder-oriented behavioral research models in the CSR context
provide several relevant managerial implications. These are especially relevant for businesses that
only focus on their relationships with clients and competitors. These managerial implications
contribute to guiding organizational decision-making with regard to strategy design, which should
include policies on CSR in order to drive organization-wide behavior toward the satisfaction of
stakeholder concerns at large, and finally increase competitiveness and improve company performance.
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Moreover, the satisfaction of stakeholder needs contributes to enhancing the corporate image and
increasing the knowledge base. Accordingly, the management of stakeholders’ social demands is
considered as a strategic factor [8] that contributes to the company success.

Consequently, managers should foster stakeholder-oriented behavior organization-wide,
developing appropriate norms and using suitable artifacts to disseminate intelligence. Both are
elements of the organizational culture, which contributes to guiding organizational members’ behavior.
These norms should develop in accordance with organizational policies defined for each stakeholder
group (clients, suppliers, competitors, employees, community, . . . ). Furthermore, artifacts should be
properly designed so that they facilitate and ensure the communication of norms to all stakeholders.

In order to consolidate stakeholder-oriented behavior at the company, managers should collect
information on stakeholder issues, disseminate this information company-wide, and both design and
implement strategies to satisfy diverse stakeholder demands [141]. Stakeholder information collection
should allow the identification of critical stakeholders, their demands, and the extent of organization
influence in satisfying these demands. The dissemination of this information on stakeholder aims
to organization members contributes to resolving stakeholder concerns [8]. This information should
be disseminated through both formal and informal communication channels, in both vertical and
horizontal directions [58]. Finally, managers should implement actions with the aim of improving the
positive impacts on stakeholders and reducing the negative ones [8].

Since stakeholder-oriented behavior affects individual behavior, the findings from this
investigation are also relevant to socially responsible human resource management. In this regard,
since employees are the main stakeholder group for human resource managers, their strategies
should create value for employees. Thus, human resource managers should aim their efforts at
involvement and satisfying workers, using social rewards based on the well-being of employees and
their families. Engaging employees in stakeholder-oriented culture generates social benefits for both
the organization and the stakeholders, contributing in turn, to improving company performance [142].
Furthermore, satisfying worker concerns improves their well-being and in turn, their motivation.
Motivated workers will contribute more to achieving overall stakeholder satisfaction [142], since they
are more predisposed to resolving problems.

In addition, ethics-committed organizations count on loyal, committed, satisfied employees, who
then tend to remain with the company [84]. A consolidated social culture encourages employees
to participate dynamically in the organization, thus contributing to improving the organizational
performance [143].

On balance, managers need responsive strategies which react to current stakeholder concerns.
They should also implement, beyond responsive strategies, those focusing on developing actions that
exceed stakeholder expectations [144]. Furthermore, these strategies and policies should encourage
most companies along the value chain of the industry, improving all supply-client relationships,
and yielding a higher overall performance.

6. Conclusions

The results of this study highlight stakeholder-oriented behavior, at the heart of a well-defined CSR
strategy, which affect the organizational performance. The direct effects shown in our investigation rest
on market performance and employees’ organizational commitment. Furthermore, our findings
indicate that organizational commitment is positively related to organizational reputation,
and simultaneously, organizational reputation is also an antecedent of market performance,
in turn a predictor of financial performance. All these relationships encourage us to think that
stakeholder-oriented behavior indirectly affects financial performance and organizational reputation
through market performance and organizational commitment, respectively.

Accordingly, achieving stakeholder-oriented behavior organization-wide is only possible if
an organizational culture, oriented towards stakeholders, is achieved. Regarding our results,
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stakeholder-oriented behavior is directly explained by both behavioral norms and artifacts. In turn,
shared basic values are an antecedent of behavioral norms.

As indicated, companies can enhance their performance through both an appropriate
organizational culture and behavior that is stakeholder-minded. Both should encourage member
organization-wide to behave in a proactive manner in order to satisfy diverse stakeholder concerns.
This aim will be achieved by developing an organizational culture based on behavioral norms in
accordance with shared basic values, in a CSR management context. These behavioral norms should be
disseminated through appropriate artifacts for conveying knowledge to members organizational-wide,
and fostering their behavior in a stakeholder-minded manner. In this way, managers may generate
a stakeholder-oriented atmosphere at the company, which will directly and indirectly contribute
to improving enterprise performance, such as financial and market performance, reputation,
and employee commitment to the organization.

This study has several limitations which should be taken into account when interpreting
the research implications. First, the analysis is based on self-reported data, relying on managers’
intuitive answers. These responses may be conditioned to the respondent intentions to safeguard the
company image. In order to amend this potential bias, it would be desirable to use a multi-informant
data-collection method. Another limitation to consider is that the investigation was conducted
among Colombian companies. Since CSR efforts depend highly on national cultural aspects,
cross-country research would enhance the generalization of the findings. Finally, a moderation
analysis based on different firm sizes would shed more light on the effect of sustainability efforts on
organizational performance.
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