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Abstract 

Short-term, mandatory corporate social employee interventions (CSEIs), wherein firms require employees 

to participate in a firm-sponsored prosocial activity, are becoming increasingly common. However, given 

the lack of theoretical and empirical consideration of the effects of employee participation in corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) activities that are required (vs. voluntary) and one-time (vs. ongoing), it remains 

unclear whether such practices benefit firms or employees. Plausible arguments based on the extant 

literature suggest that such interventions are unlikely to affect employee behavior in a manner that benefits 

the firm or employees. However, we developed a theory on the downstream effects of these practices on 

employees’ stress at work and turnover. Then, to test our predictions, we utilized data from a randomized 

field experiment implemented at a large Latin American bank. The results provide causal evidence that 

participation in a one-time, mandatory, firm-organized prosocial activity as part of the employee 

onboarding process reduces turnover and, to a lesser extent, employees’ perception of stress in the 

workplace. Interestingly, we found more substantial effects for male, rather than female, employees. We 

also uncovered evidence that changes in perceptions about the employing firm drive these effects. 

Specifically, we found that employees’ perceptions of organizational justice, but not their organizational 

identification, mediate the effects of a CSEI on stress and turnover. This paper advances the literature on 

the implications of CSR practices by shedding light on the causal mechanisms through which a theoretically 

underexplored and practically relevant type of CSR activity can benefit organizations and their employees. 
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Introduction 

Organizations are increasingly implementing different types of socially responsible programs and 

policies (Gupta et al. 2021, Flammer and Kacperczyk 2019, Carnahan et al. 2017, Shea and Hawn 2019, 

Rodell et al. 2020). The continued proliferation and rapid evolution of various corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) practices has made research that rigorously evaluates the impact of distinct types of 

CSR practices more important than ever before. Thus, to better understand whether, when, and through 

what mechanisms CSR influences organizations, scholars are increasingly breaking down the multi-

dimensional construct of CSR into its different facets (Burbano et al. 2018, Carnahan et al. 2017, Singh et 

al. 2019) and examining the links between them as well as their influence on specific firm stakeholders 

(Burbano 2016, Odziemkowska and Henisz 2021, Rodell et al. 2020). In this study, we focus on a group of 

critical internal stakeholders, i.e., employees, and their mandatory involvement in a one-time, firm-

organized prosocial activity.  

CSR programs that enable employees to devote time and effort to a social impact activity organized 

and funded by their firm (Bode and Singh 2018, Bode et al. 2015, Gatignon 2022, Rodell et al. 2016), are 

a common component of companies’ CSR efforts that have become almost ubiquitous over the past few 

decades (Grant 2012, Rodell et al. 2018, Rodell 2013). While researchers have examined long-term 

employee volunteer programs (Bartel 2001, Bode et al. 2015, Caligiuri et al. 2013, Gatignon 2022, 

Gatignon-Turnau and Mignonac 2015, Grant 2012, Hu et al. 2016, Jones 2016, Pless et al. 2011), the effects 

of one-time episodic initiatives remain underexplored (Cnaan et al. 2021) despite their increasing 

prevalence. These one-time events organized by the firm request that employees engage in work for a social 

cause (Cnaan et al. 2021). Examples of common activities include cleaning up beaches and roadsides, 

planting trees, or participating in community outreach activities (Hejjas et al. 2019). Given that researchers 

have found that the persistence (Caligiuri et al. 2013) and intensity (Brockner et. al. 2014, Rodell 2013) of 

employees’ involvement in corporate volunteering programs are critical to such programs’ impacts on 
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employees’ attitudinal and behavioral outcomes—notably, in a manner that benefits firms (Rodell et al. 

2016)—it remains unclear whether short-term programs have similar effects.  

Furthermore, firms are increasingly requiring, rather than inviting, employees to participate in 

short-term prosocial activities. We refer to these single, short-term, mandatory social impact activities for 

employees as corporate social employee interventions (also CS employee interventions; hereafter, CSEIs 

for brevity). It has been shown that mandatory “volunteerism” programs at work and in other contexts, 

including mandatory community service for college students, can negatively impact the otherwise positive 

effects of individuals’ participation in these programs (Aguinis and Glavas 2019, Grant 2012, Stukas et al. 

1999). Extending this line of reasoning to CSEIs sheds doubt on the likelihood that firms or employees 

would benefit from forcing employees to participate in these activities.  

However, combining tenets from the social psychology literature on the effects of short-term 

interventions on individuals (Brockner and Sherman 2019) with event systems theory (Morgeson et al. 

2015), we argue that, despite its short-term, mandatory nature, CSEIs do have the potential to affect 

important downstream outcomes. Specifically, a mandatory prosocial activity organized by a firm during 

the workday represents an event that is distinct from employees’ routine day-to-day work activities. 

Importantly, non-routine events—even short ones (Brockner and Sherman 2019, Morgeson et al. 2015, 

Walton 2014)—have the potential to result in internal sensemaking (Aguinis and Glavas 2019), which can 

influence individuals’ perceptions about their environment. The juxtaposition of a non-routine prosocial 

activity in the context of a for-profit work environment is particularly likely to instigate sensemaking about 

an employee’s work environment and employer (Aguinis and Glavas 2019, Weick 1995, Hahn et al. 2014, 

Margolis and Walsh 2003), which, in turn, can positively alter employees’ perceptions about their 

employer. 

Employees’ views of organizational justice and organizational identification are particularly 

relevant in this context. Both perceptions have been shown to be influenced by CSR activities more broadly 

(for a recent review of perceptual mechanisms behind the effects of CSR on employees, see Zhao et al. 



4 
 

2022), and increased perceptions of organizational justice or identification have been linked to employee 

outcomes that benefit both organizations and employees (Farooq et al. 2017). Accordingly, we focus on 

organizational justice and identification as potential mechanisms through which CSEIs can ameliorate 

employees’ stress at work and reduce turnover. Workplace stress is an important indicator of individual 

well-being (Portocarrero et al. 2020) that is also associated with employee productivity (LePine et al. 2005, 

Podsakoff et al. 2007). However, to date, it has been largely overlooked in the CSR literature (Jones et al. 

2019). Low employee turnover is an outcome well-established as critical to employees, organizations, and 

society as a whole (Carnahan et al. 2012, Glebbeek and Bax 2004, Heavey et al. 2013, Li et al. 2021). 

However, studies which have examined whether employee participation in CSR impacts turnover have 

focused on the effects of voluntary, long-term CSR programs (Bode et al. 2015, Carnahan et al. 2017, 

Gatignon 2022).  

Accordingly, we leveraged a randomized field experiment implemented at a large Latin American 

bank to examine 1) the causal effects of a one-time, mandatory CSEI on two critical employee outcomes—

work stress and turnover—and 2) whether employee perceptual mechanisms help to explain these effects. 

New employees were randomly assigned to participate in a CSEI organized by the firm as part of the bank’s 

new employee onboarding process. We collected employees’ perceptions about the firm and stress at work 

two weeks later and tracked whether they left the firm over the subsequent 10 months. We found that 

employees who were randomly assigned to participate in the CSEI experienced lower levels of stress at 

work and were approximately 50% less likely to leave the firm than those who were not. Interestingly, we 

found these effects to be greater for male employees. We also found evidence suggestive of the mechanism 

at play: the CSEI affected employees’ perceptions about their firm, and specific perceptions mediated the 

effect of the intervention on employee stress and turnover. In particular, our findings suggest that 

perceptions of organizational justice, but not of organizational identification or other potential factors such 

as person-organization (P-O) fit, mediate the effect of the CSEI on these outcomes.  

This paper contributes to the CSR literature by predicting the important downstream effects of an 

increasingly prevalent, yet underexplored type of CSR practice focused on employees: a one-time, 
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mandatory CSEI. These downstream effects include an important outcome that has not been explored in 

the CSR literature thus far: employee stress at work. Indeed, issues related to employees’ mental health at 

work are increasingly being recognized as important topics for strategy scholars (Kensbock et al. 2022, 

Pierce and Rider 2022). We also elucidate a process through which a short, one-time prosocial activity can 

affect a long-term outcome: employee turnover almost a year later. Furthermore, we provide evidence that 

employees’ perceptions of their employer—particularly those related to organizational justice—are a 

critical mechanism explaining the effects of a one-time, mandatory CSEI on downstream outcomes. We 

thus contribute to an understanding of the perceptual and behavioral micro-foundations (Foss and 

Lindenberg 2013, Suddaby, Coraiola, Harvey, and Foster 2020, Shea and Hawn 2019) of how CSR can 

strategically lead to firm-benefiting employee behavior (Burbano 2016, Burbano et al. 2018, Burbano and 

Chiles 2021, Bode and Singh 2018, Crilly, Ni, and Jiang 2016, Gatignon 2022). 

This paper is, to our knowledge, the first to examine the effect of a mandatory, one-time CSR 

employee intervention on critical employee perceptions and outcomes. It is also the first to provide causal 

evidence that employee participation in a CSR initiative of any type influences employee perceptions and 

outcomes in a manner that is beneficial for employees and organizations. To date, researchers have not 

assessed if there is, in fact, a causal effect of participation in CSR programs on employee outcomes because 

employees tend to self-select into these programs (Grant and Wall 2009). Most such empirical studies to 

date have been correlational (Rodell et al. 2016). Given that employees voluntarily opt into the CSR 

programs studied, researchers have been unable to distinguish the effects of the program on subsequent 

attitudes or behaviors from the endogenous characteristics of those employees who participate by self-

selection (Bode and Singh 2018, Gatignon 2022). We are thus, to our knowledge, the first to assess the 

causal effects of a CSR initiative that involves mandatory employee participation. Finally, we contribute to 

the literature on short-term interventions in organizations, which has highlighted the role that altering 

employees’ self-perceptions and views of others plays in explaining the potential long-term impact of short-

term interventions (Brockner and Sherman 2019, Lambert et al. 2022). We build on and extend this 

framework by arguing that short-term interventions’ capacity to change employee perceptions about their 
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employer is critical to explain the downstream effects of short-term interventions at work on employee 

outcomes.  

 

Opening the “Black Box” of Employee Participation in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)  

Scholars are increasingly moving away from the broad debate on whether CSR positively 

influences firm financial performance and towards seeking to understand when and why CSR might 

influence a broad set of stakeholders (Margolis et al. 2009, Margolis and Walsh 2001), opening the black 

box, so to speak (Delmas and Toffel 2008). Organizational stakeholders’ perceptions of and behavioral 

responses to CSR are emerging as critical mechanisms (Bode et al. 2015, Farooq et al. 2017, Lungeana and 

Weber 2021, Wagner et al. 2009) in establishing whether, how, and when CSR is likely to benefit the 

organization and other stakeholders. One approach taken by researchers to better understand how 

stakeholders respond to CSR is to examine the links between specific types of CSR and their influence on 

specific firm stakeholders (Crilly et al. 2016, Shea and Hawn 2019). In line with this approach, this paper 

focuses on one critical firm stakeholder: the employee (Burbano 2016, Crane 2020, Flammer and 

Kacperczyk 2019, Flammer and Luo 2016). 

Scholars have also begun to break up the multi-dimensional construct of CSR into its different 

facets to better understand how specific stakeholders react (Burbano et al. 2018, Carnahan et al. 2017, Singh 

et al. 2019). This is critical because research on employees has shown that they do not view their firm’s 

CSR as an aggregated whole but rather as a group of programs and practices targeting different stakeholder 

groups (El Akremi et al. 2015). While scholars have considered the relationship between various types of 

externally focused CSR initiatives such as corporate philanthropy (Burbano 2016, 2021b) or 

environmentally focused initiatives (Hejjas et al. 2019) and employee perceptions and behavior, internally 

focused CSR initiatives are likely to influence employee perceptions and behavior through different 

mechanisms (Burbano et al. 2018, Farooq et al. 2017, Morgeson et al. 2015, Wood 2010).  

The extant research exploring the effects of employee participation in CSR has generally focused 

on programs with two characteristics (Bartel 2001, Bode et al. 2015, Bode et al. 2022, Caligiuri et al. 2013, 
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Gatignon 2022, Gatignon-Turnau and Mignonac 2015, Grant 2012, Hu et al. 2016, Jones 2016, Pless et al. 

2011). First, these corporate-sponsored social impact programs are long-term, ongoing programs. Second, 

they are programs for which employees volunteer and thus, into which employees self-select. For both 

theoretical and practical reasons, it is important to distinguish single-occurrence activities from longer-term 

or ongoing programs. Theoretically, it is unclear from the existing work whether single-occurrence 

programs are likely to have lasting effects on employees, given work that has shown, for example, that in 

traditional social impact work, frequent (Caligiuri et al. 2013) and more intense (Brockner et al. 2014, 

Rodell 2013) volunteering is the kind that leads to benefits for employees in the form of increased feelings 

of happiness (Paco and Nave 2013), self-integrity (Brockner et al. 2014), and engagement (Caligiuri et al. 

2013). Furthermore, if single-occurrence programs do have beneficial effects, such effects might be driven 

by mechanisms different from those that explain the effects of longer-term CSR programs (Cnaan et al. 

2021). Employee training in the form of “stretch role” skills development (Burbano et al. 2018, Bode and 

Singh 2018, Bode et al. 2022) and institutional learning about operating in challenging environments 

(Gatignon 2022) are two mechanisms through which firms stand to benefit from employee participation in 

longer-term pro bono and corporate volunteering work, which are unlikely to be found in a one-time, short-

term episodic activity; such training and learning requires more extended involvement in the volunteering 

activity. Additionally, from a practical perspective, there are different levels of employee commitment, 

management requirements, and costs associated with ongoing vs. one-time initiatives (Cnaan et al. 2021, 

Hyde et al. 2014), which make it interesting to consider whether one-time, short-term programs can have 

downstream effects on employees.  

Likewise, it is important to consider whether CSR programs that mandate employee participation 

are likely to result in the same benefits that have been shown to accrue to firms when employees volunteer 

for and self-select into such programs. Scholars have noted that requiring employees to participate in social 

impact activities (i.e., mandatory volunteering) can have negative effects (Aguinis and Glavas 2019, Grant 

2012). Employees often respond to organizational pressures that mandate participation in social impact 

activities by complying to avoid penalties (Grant 2012). This could prevent employees from internalizing 
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their mandatory CSR experience as intrinsically motivated, which might be a prerequisite to positively 

influence employees’ perceptions (Grant 2012). Indeed, outside the work setting, researchers have found 

that obliging individuals to engage in social impact volunteering-like activities can backfire. For example, 

as a college graduation or other requirement, research has shown that it can negatively impact the positive 

effects of individuals’ participation in social impact programs (Stukas et al., 1999).  

Effects of Corporate Social Employee Interventions (CSEIs)  

A CSEI is a one-time, prosocial activity in which firm employees are required to participate. 

Although the extant work suggests that one-time, mandatory CSEIs are unlikely to affect employees in a 

positive or meaningful way, we argue that when applying tenets from the social psychology literature on 

the effects of short-term interventions on individuals (see Brockner and Sherman 2019) and events systems 

theory (Morgeson et al. 2015), there is reason to believe that CSEIs can have important downstream effects 

on employee outcomes.  

Certainly, generally speaking, we can expect long-term, ongoing programs to have greater effects 

than short-term, one-time programs. Moreover, it is reasonable to anticipate that requiring employees to 

participate in social impact programs into which they traditionally self-select will reduce the positive effects 

of voluntary engagement (Aguinis and Glavas 2019, Grant 2012, Stukas et al. 1999). However, short-term 

interventions can, in fact, be quite effective in altering individual-level behavior if they succeed in changing 

the subjective meaning (i.e., perception) individuals assign to themselves and their situations, which can, 

in turn, foster more constructive and less counterproductive behavior (Brockner and Sherman 2019, Walton 

2014). By influencing how people think about themselves, others, or their situations, short-term 

interventions can have long-lasting downstream effects on attitudes and behaviors. For example, a short 10-

day intervention that consisted of writing about and reflecting on interactions with consumers for a few 

minutes helped service providers change their perceptions about difficult clients and subsequently increased 

customer satisfaction (Hülsheger et al. 2015). Likewise, an hour-long intervention that encouraged newly 

hired employees to focus on their authentic selves at work increased employee retention and boosted 

customer satisfaction ratings (Cable et al. 2013).  
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In what follows, we describe a process through which CSEIs are likely to influence employees’ 

subjective evaluations of their firm in ways that affect two critical employee outcomes: work stress and 

turnover. Employee turnover has been well-established as a crucial factor for organizations (Carnahan et 

al. 2012, Carnahan et al. 2017, Hausknecht and Holwerda 2013). High employee turnover can disrupt 

several productivity-related outcomes (Argote et al. 2018, Hausknecht et al. 2009, Shaw et al. 2005), 

decrease financial performance (Heavey et al. 2013), and even threaten an organization’s survival (Agarwal 

et al. 2009). In contrast, work stress and a wide range of issues related to mental health are less well 

established as being crucial factors for organizations to manage, although they are more recently being 

recognized as issues of relevance for management scholars (Kensbock, Alkaersig, and Lomberg 2022; 

Pierce and Rider 2022). Work stress is certainly an important negative indicator of employee well-being 

(Ganster and Rosen 2013, Portocarrero et al. 2020), having been linked to impaired mental (Bonde 2008) 

and physical (Kivimäki et al. 2006) health, and in some cases, even death (Kivimäki et al. 2002). Goh, 

Pfeffer, and Zenios (2016) estimate that more than 120,000 deaths per year and approximately 5%–8% of 

annual healthcare costs may be attributable to workplace stress in the United States, making it an important 

occupational risk factor (Kortum et al. 2010, Hassard et al. 2018). Moreover, work stress has been shown 

to worsen employee performance on the job (Sullivan and Bhagat 1992, Virtanen et al. 2009), making it a 

relevant factor from a human capital management perspective for employers as well. Surprisingly, although 

the effects on stress and general individual well-being have been identified as some of the most important 

outcomes of volunteering activities outside of work (Rodell et al. 2016), the effects of employee 

participation in CSR activities on work-related stress have not been theoretically or empirically examined.  

When employees participate in a CSEI organized by their employer, they take part in a non-routine 

event at work which is notably distinct from their day-to-day work activities. They thus go through an 

interpretative sensemaking process as they seek to make sense of and give meaning to the event (see Maitlis 

and Christianson 2014 and Weick 1995 for a broader description of sensemaking). A non-routine event at 

work can cause employees to engage in a sensemaking process that, in turn, influences the way that 

employees think and feel (Weiss et al. 1999). As a result, perceptions of their work environment and 
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employer are likely to be influenced (Morgeson et al. 2015). Indeed, researchers have shown that 

employees’ perceptions of their firms, such as perceptions of fit in terms of values, can be improved when 

engaging in non-routine events such as corporate volunteering (Jones et al. 2014). 

Participation in a CSEI at a for-profit organization is particularly likely to influence employee 

sensemaking because such initiatives include activities likely to be perceived as prosocial (Aguinis and 

Glavas 2019). The juxtaposition of a socially oriented activity in the context of a for-profit work 

environment introduces complexity to employees’ perceptions of their work and employer, thus instigating 

sensemaking about their organization and work environment (Aguinis and Glavas 2019, Weick 1995, Hahn 

et al. 2014, Margolis and Walsh 2003). Different CSR activities, such as charitable giving and community 

outreach programs, may signal to employees that their employer cares about society and the environment 

(Aguinis and Glavas 2019), although the degree to which such signals are perceived to be credible varies 

among employees (Glavas 2016, Rupp and Mallory 2015, Fontana 2020). When employees participate in 

a CSR activity, they are more likely to interpret the activity as a credible signal of the firm’s values (Jones 

et al. 2014). Moreover, when employees are required to participate in a CSR activity, they are forced to 

pause their work routine and instead, engage in a prosocial event that is specifically designed to positively 

impact others. Put another way, participation in a CSEI causes employees to go through a sensemaking 

process that alters their subjective evaluation of their organization, including their perception of their firm’s 

degree of social responsibility and commitment to the well-being of society, often referred to as their 

“perception of CSR” (Glavas and Godwin 2013). This sensemaking process can change employees’ 

subjective evaluations of their employer, which are significant because these evaluations can subsequently 

influence employee attitudes and work behaviors (Cable and Judge 1996, Eisenberger et al. 1986, 

Eisenberger et al. 1997).  

We suggest that two perceptions of the firm are particularly prone to alteration due to mandatory 

participation in a CSEI: 1) organizational justice and 2) organizational identification. Perception of 

organizational justice refers to employees’ perceptions of the way they and other employees are treated by 

the organization, i.e., “looking in” and “looking around,” respectively (Rupp 2011). Employees’ overall 
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perceptions of workplace fairness are also influenced by their perceptions of the level of social 

responsibility their firm demonstrates towards external stakeholders (i.e., “looking out”). When employees 

participate in a mandatory corporate social intervention at work, their perceptions about their employer’s 

sense of social responsibility are likely to be positively affected, which can also have spillover effects on 

their perceptions of organizational justice. For example, the perception that one’s employer cares for and 

behaves appropriately, fairly, and responsibly with the community and/or environment can lead employees 

to infer that the employer is also more likely to care for, respect, and treat them (and other employees) well 

(Burbano 2016). 

The sensemaking process in which employees engage as a result of their mandatory participation 

in a CSEI can also influence their sense of identification with their firm. Organizational identification can 

be conceptualized as a type of social identification wherein individuals define themselves in terms of the 

organizations to which they belong (Mael and Ashforth 1992). Individuals construct part of their self-

concept based on social identities derived from their membership in social groups (Tajfel 1978), including 

membership in their employing organization, which in turn influences psychological constructs such as 

belongingness and self-esteem (Pratt 1998). Notably, employees’ sense of identity and self-concept is 

influenced by how they perceive the practices and values of their employing organization as compared to 

those of other organizations (Ashforth and Mael 1989, Dutton et al. 1994). One organizational characteristic 

that has been shown to positively influence employees’ organizational identification is how responsibly the 

organization engages with external stakeholders (Farooq et al. 2017). Consistently, organizations perceived 

to be more socially responsible are also perceived as more attractive places to work (Burbano 2016, Jones 

et al. 2014). Moreover, employees’ perceptions of the social responsibility of their employer are 

consistently and strongly related to their organizational identification (Zhao et al. 2022). Thus, mandating 

employees to participate in a single CSEI through which they make inferences about the social 

responsibility of their firm could trigger a sensemaking process that results in stronger identification with 

the firm.  
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 CSEIs and work stress. Stress occurs in the context of the person-environment relationship 

(Lazarus 1966, 1991, Ganster and Rosen 2013), and the work environment is certainly one that can generate 

anxiety, pressure, and tension for individuals. Work stress can be defined as employees’ experience of work 

situations in which the demands are perceived to exceed the resources that the employee possesses to deal 

with them (Lazarus 1966, 1999, Lazarus and Folkman 1984).  

A CSEI can arguably alter employees’ perceptions of the firm in a manner that reduces their 

perception of the degree of (stressful) demands faced at work. First, by increasing perceptions of justice 

and fairness at work, a CSEI can help mitigate employees’ perceptions of workloads (Judge and Colquitt 

2004). Employees commonly experience a sense of (stressful) demands at work when they are exposed to 

events that trigger perceptions of workplace injustice (Elovainio et al. 2001, Judge and Colquitt 2004). 

Empirical studies have shown that increased perceptions of fairness can reduce employees’ perceptions of 

the degree of workplace stress (Vermunt and Steensma 2001). Second, by strengthening employees’ 

identification with their firm, a CSEI can also help them effectively deal with demanding work situations. 

Indeed, researchers have repeatedly reported that organizational identification is strongly and inversely 

correlated with work stress (see Steffens et al. 2017). 

In other words, an intervention that motivates employees to engage in sensemaking about a 

prosocial activity in the context of a for-profit work environment has the potential to influence employees’ 

overall perceptions of fairness and justice in their workplace, as well as their sense of identification with 

the firm, which, in turn, should reduce employee perceptions of the degree of stress in their work 

environment. 

CSEIs and turnover. The literature examining the effects of employee participation in CSR 

activities on turnover has focused on ongoing and voluntary social impact programs (Bode et al. 2015). 

However, a single, mandatory CSEI could also influence turnover. Research on drivers of employee 

turnover has sought to examine why employees leave firms, highlighting the role of negative “shocks” or 

“events”; for example, being pressured by a supervisor to engage in unethical behavior (Lee and Mitchell 
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1994). In contrast, a CSEI has the potential to serve as a positive shock or event influencing employees’ 

likelihood of staying at the firm. 

When employees participate in a CSEI, they experience a positive shock or event that, through 

sensemaking as described earlier, strengthens their perceptions of organizational justice and identification. 

Both factors have been linked to a greater self-reported (Jones 2010) and documented (Ng et al. 2019) 

likelihood of employees staying at an organization and are consistent with the growing body of CSR 

literature focused on employees. For example, a recent meta-analysis of the effects of perceptions of CSR 

on employee outcomes uses organizational justice and identification as mediators (Zhao et al. 2022). The 

review’s findings suggest that both mediators help explain the effects of employees’ perception of their 

firm’s social responsibility on important outcomes such as employee turnover (Zhao et al. 2022). Thus, a 

CSEI that induces sensemaking about the perceived social responsibility of the employer could result in 

employees experiencing stronger perceptions of justice and a sense of identification with the firm, which, 

in turn, increases their likelihood of staying at their firm.  

In sum, our framework predicts that a one-time, mandatory CSEI can change employees’ 

perceptions of their employers in ways that subsequently reduce work stress and turnover. Figure 1 presents 

a visual of our theory of the downstream effects of CSEIs.  

***Insert Figure 1 about here*** 

 

Methods 

Empirically testing the relationship between a CSEI and employee outcomes presents several 

challenges. First, randomly assigning CSR-related activities or information to a group of employees is 

practically and logistically challenging because employees generally self-select into such programs 

(Burbano 2016, 2021a, 2021b). As such, researchers have often been unable to establish a causal 

relationship between the CSR activity and the employee outcome of interest (Rupp and Mallory 2015, 

Rodell et al. 2016). Consequently, much of the research examining the relationship between CSR constructs 

and employee perceptions and behavior has analyzed the influence of CSR in hypothetical situations (Evans 
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and Davis 2011, Rupp et al. 2013) or relied on cross-sectional and longitudinal studies to evaluate the 

relationship between CSR activities and employee attitudes (Aguinis and Glavas 2012, Hofman and 

Newman 2014) and behaviors (Jones 2010, Rodell 2013, Bode and Singh 2018, Carnahan et al. 2018, 

Gatignon 2022). Studies examining the causal relationship between CSR-related constructs and employee 

behavior have done so in the empirical context of online labor marketplaces with temporary workers 

(Burbano 2016, 2021a, 2021b, Burbano and Chiles 2021, List and Momeni 2020, Tonin and Vlassopolous 

2015). Thus, there is an opportunity to push the boundaries of the empirical examination of these 

relationships by examining the causal effects of a CSR activity on employee behavior and attitudes in a 

corporate setting with full-time employees.  

Field Experimental Design 

A field experiment was performed at a large Latin American bank headquartered in Lima, Peru. 

The bank has nearly 20,000 employees and is one of Peru’s major national banks. The field experiment was 

integrated into the official onboarding process for new employees who had been at the company for less 

than three months.1 As part of the official onboarding process, all new employees are required to participate 

in two collective, day-long onboarding activities. The first collective activity is a day-long cultural 

induction. The second is a day-long event at a local bank branch, during which new employees meet current 

employees, experience employee-customer interactions, and learn about basic bank transactions and 

activities. These onboarding activities take place once or twice a month, and employees are required to 

complete all onboarding activities within four months of joining the bank. 

Participation in a third onboarding activity, a day-long CSEI, was randomly assigned to a subset of 

new employees. Those that were randomly assigned to receive the CSEI “treatment” received an email 

calendar invitation from Human Resources (HR) that informed them about a final activity required to 

 
1 The CSEI was implemented during the adjustment stage of this process after the employees had had their initial 
encounter with the firm. An onboarding process can be conceived as a sequential stage model, which provides a 
“useful heuristic for thinking through the challenges that newcomers (and their employers) tend to face” (Ashforth et 
al. 2007). There are at least three relatively agreed upon stages in this process: anticipation—creation of 
expectations before organizational entry; encounter—initial entry to the firm and confrontation of expectations with 
experience; and adjustment—newcomer adaptation by resolving environmental demands.  
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complete the bank’s onboarding process. However, it did not specify the nature of the onboarding activity 

(as was also the case for the first two onboarding activities).2 The email invitation used language and 

formatting that mirrored that of the first two onboarding initiatives.3 New employees in the Treated group 

participated in a community service activity with low-income public high-school students for half a day, 

followed by a debriefing session about the experience. 4  Employees in the measurement-only control 

condition spent that time at work as usual and were not informed of others’ participation in the community 

service activity.  

A randomly selected sample of employees joining the bank in a large metropolitan area between 

March and May 2018 (N = 221) was included in the experiment. Given prior data from the bank on the 

proportion of invited participants who attend a given onboarding day, the organizers anticipated that not all 

employees randomly selected to participate would attend at the first opportunity.5 Based on the previous 12 

months of onboarding participation data provided by the bank, an average of 59% of new employees 

participated at the first opportunity offered. Therefore, a participation rate of approximately 60% of 

employees who were invited to the third onboarding activity (the “intervention”) was expected. Given these 

projections, 158 employees (or 71% of all new employees) were randomly selected to participate in the 

activity. In line with expectations, 91 employees participated in the intervention (58% of those randomly 

selected). Here, is it is worth noting that in order to study long-term effects such as turnover, the Control 

 
2 Translated from Spanish to English, the content of the email calendar invitation reads, “Remember to schedule a full 
day; this is important for your induction process. Do not worry, your supervisor has already been informed of your 
participation in this induction activity. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to write us at [the bank’s 
induction email address].” 
3 For each of the regular onboarding activities, employees were invited to attend up to three times by email. The 
participation rate after the third invitation for onboarding activities was approximately 90% for the prior 12 months. 
4 Generally speaking, an event such as this is more likely to generate attitudinal and behavioral effects if employees 
are satisfied with the initiative and perceive it to be high in impact and meaningfulness (Caligiuri et al. 2013, do 
Paco and Nave 2013). Thus, the bank took several steps to increase the likelihood that employees would be satisfied 
with and perceive the high impact of the initiative. First, the logistics and details of the initiative were designed by a 
consulting company that specializes in CSR and corporate volunteering, in collaboration with a bank team including 
employees from the larger HR and CSR divisions and the authors. Second, the initiative was pilot-tested eight 
months prior to the launch of the full experiment on 20 employees who had prior experience with corporate 
volunteering. Qualitative interviews with the pilot participants indicated high levels of satisfaction with the initiative 
as well as high perceptions of the impact on themselves and the beneficiaries.  
5 Work deadlines, for example, are a common reason that employees opt out of the first opportunity for a required 
onboarding activity. 
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group employees were never offered the opportunity to participate in the onboarding community service 

activity. The various steps and corresponding sample sizes of the experiment are depicted in Figure 2.  

***Insert Figure 2 about here*** 

Two weeks after the intervention, a survey was administered by the bank’s training and 

development team to evaluate employees’ overall experience with the onboarding process. The survey also 

asked employees questions about their perceptions of their employing organization. This survey was 

utilized to collect 1) self-reported data on employees’ levels of work stress at the time and 2) self-reported 

perceptions and data as proxies for several potential mechanisms that might help to explain any potential 

effects of the CSEI. Although employees might have felt pressure to report positive perceptions in a survey 

administered by their employer, this would be consistent across conditions, such that comparisons across 

conditions would not suffer from social desirability bias. The overall response rate to the survey was 

81.44%, and we found no significant differences in observable characteristics between survey respondents 

and non-respondents.6 We also obtained employee turnover statistics 10 months after the implementation 

of the initiative and demographic information on employees from the bank’s HR department at a natural 

data collection point (the end of the first quarter of the 2019 calendar year).  

Measures 

All measures used in this study were either constructed from data provided by the bank or obtained 

directly from employees via the post-treatment survey. As the survey was administered in Spanish, all 

measures were translated into Spanish. We followed the standard academic procedures of translating and 

back-translating (Brislin 1970) to translate all items used in the survey from English to Spanish. (See 

Appendix A for the complete list of measures collected in the post-treatment survey, both in English and 

Spanish.) 

Dependent Variables 

 
6 p > 0.10 for means comparisons of undefined-term contract, salary, and gender. 
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Work stress. Work stress was measured using Schaubroeck, Cotton, and Jennings’ (1989) three-

item scale. Agreement with the statements was measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale, and an overall 

work stress score was calculated by adding the scores across all three items: “General aspects of [name of 

the bank] tend to cause me a great deal of stress and anxiety,” “My job causes me a great deal of personal 

stress and anxiety,” and “Relations with the people I work with cause me a great deal of stress and anxiety” 

(α = 0.89).7  

Turnover. Turnover was defined as a binary variable equal to 1 if the employee left the firm and 

0 if the employee remained at the firm 10 months after the intervention. We were thus able to evaluate 

actual turnover rates rather than self-reported intentions to remain at the organization, which have more 

commonly been used to explore the link between CSR and (intended) turnover (Jones 2010). Very few 

studies have used objective measures of outcomes such as actual turnover rates to evaluate the impact of 

CSR activities (for notable exceptions, see Carnahan et al. 2017 and Bode et al. 2015).  

Intention to stay. We also collected information on employees’ self-reported intention to stay at 

the organization, which could be considered an intermediary outcome often conceptualized by researchers 

as an antecedent of actual turnover. For this, we used a three-item measure of intention to stay (Gellatly, 

Meyer, and Luchak 2006). Agreement with the statements was measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale, 

and the overall score was calculated by adding the three items: “I am not planning to search for a new job 

in another organization during the next 12 months,” “I rarely think of quitting my job at [name of the bank],” 

and “If I have my own way, I will be working for this organization one year from now” (α = 0.72). 

Interestingly, our measure of self-reported intention to stay was not highly correlated with turnover 10 

months later (r = −0.192), highlighting the importance of measuring actual turnover rates rather than self-

reported intentions to stay.  

Independent Variables 

 
7 All three items in the “Role Tension” dimension of this scale were included. 
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We compared the different groups of employees in various analyses and constructed binary 

variables for each comparison, which are specified in the variable name. For example, Treated vs. Control 

was equal to 1 if the employee was in the Treated group and equal to 0 if he/she was in the Control group. 

Intended to be Treated vs. Control (for an intent-to-treat [ITT] analysis) was equal to 1 if the employee was 

randomly assigned to be in the Treated group regardless of participation and equal to 0 if he/she was 

randomly assigned to the Control group. Treated vs. Not Treated was equal to 1 if the employee was in the 

Treated group and equal to 0 if he/she was in the Not Treated group (this included those randomly assigned 

to the Control group and those who were intended to be treated but were not). We also constructed an 

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not Treated variable wherein random assignment to conditions was used as an 

instrumental variable for treatment to obtain an unbiased effect of treatment on the treated individuals 

despite potential selection bias.8  

Potential Mediating Variables 

We focused on perceptions of organizational identification and justice as the primary mechanisms 

through which a one-time, mandatory CSEI is likely to influence downstream employee outcomes. In 

addition, we empirically examined two additional potential mechanisms: perceptions of P-O fit and 

perceptions of person-job (P-J) fit. For each of these potential mechanisms, we examined whether 1) a CSEI 

can alter employees’ perception of the construct of focus and 2) whether that specific perception mediates 

the effects of the CSEI on the downstream outcomes (work stress and turnover). Our operationalization of 

each of the variables used to examine these potential mechanisms is outlined below.  

Organizational identification. Organizational identification was measured using the five-item 

measure developed by Mael and Ashforth (1995). Agreement with statements was measured using a seven-

point Likert scale, and the overall score was calculated by adding the scores of the five items: “When 

someone criticizes [name of the bank], it feels like a personal insult,” “I am very interested in what others 

 
8 Given that random assignment to conditions can only be related to outcomes through its effects on the receipt of 
treatment, random assignment to conditions can be used as an instrument for receipt of treatment, thereby providing 
an unbiased estimate of the effects of treatment on the treated (Angrist et al., 1996).  
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think about [name of the bank],” “When I talk about [name of the bank], I usually say we rather than they,” 

“When someone praises [name of the bank], it feels like a personal compliment,” and “[name of the bank]’s 

successes are my successes” (α = 0.86). 

Organizational justice. We employed an adapted two-item measure of Burbano's (2016) scale that 

measures employees' perceptions of how fairly and well a employing firm treats them and other 

workers/employees. Agreement with the statements was measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale, and 

the overall score was calculated by adding the scores of the two items: “I believe that [name of the bank] 

treats its employees fairly” and “I believe that [name of the organization] treats it employees well” (α = 

0.92). 

Person-organization fit. P-O fit refers to “the compatibility between people and organizations that 

occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental 

characteristics, or (c) both” (Kristof 1996, p. 45). P-O fit has been used as a factor linking CSR to other 

individual-level outcomes (Jones et al. 2014). We used a four-item measure of P-O fit created by Saks and 

Ashforth (2002). Employees responded to each question on a 100-point scale where 1 = to a very little 

extent and 100 = to a very large extent. The overall score was calculated by adding the scores of the four 

items: “To what extent are the values of the bank similar to your own values?,” “To what extent does the 

organization fulfill your needs?,” “To what extent does your personality match the personality or image of 

the organization?,” and “To what extent is the organization a good match for you?” (α = 0.88). 

Person-job fit. P-J fit refers to the compatibility between employees and the specific tasks they 

perform in their jobs (Kristof 1996). As opposed to organizational identification, organizational justice, and 

P-O fit, which are individual perceptions focused on and influenced by characteristics of the employing 

firm, P-J fit centers on and is affected by the characteristics of the job or task. We use a four-item measure 

of P-J fit created by Saks and Ashforth (2002) to evaluate whether a CS intervention might have an impact 

that goes beyond employees’ perceptions of their employer and spill over to how they perceive their fit with 

their job or task (which could, in turn, influence downstream outcomes). Employees responded to each 

question on a 100-point scale (from 1 = to a very little extent to 100 = to a very large extent), and the overall 
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score was calculated by adding the scores of the four items: “To what extent do your knowledge, skills, and 

abilities match the requirements of the job?,” “To what extent does the job enable you to do the kind of 

work you want to do?,” “To what extent does your job fulfill your needs?,” and “To what extent is the job 

a good match for you?” (α = 0.92).  

Control Variables 

We used several observable employee characteristics variables to test the effectiveness of our 

randomization process and assess potential selection bias. We also ensured that the results were robust to 

the inclusion of employee characteristics as controls. Undefined-term Contract was a dummy variable that 

indicated whether the employee had a contract with an undefined term (1) or a fixed term (0). Salary was a 

continuous variable that indicated the salary range of the employee (between 1 and 15). The bank did not 

share precise salary amounts but reported a salary range for each participant. These salary ranges were 

highly correlated with the employee’s rank in the bank. For example, 1 included an assistant with monthly 

earnings close to minimum wage (US $270–$300 per month), while 15 included an associate manager 

making somewhere between US $3,500 and 4,500 per month. Female was a dummy variable that indicated 

whether employees were female (1) or male (0). Age was a continuous variable that indicated the 

employee’s age in years.  

Perception of CSR. To help rule out potential alternate explanations, we constructed a variable of 

the most widely used individual-level operationalization of perceived CSR, perception of CSR, to examine 

whether the intervention succeeded in manipulating perceptions about the employer’s level of social 

responsibility. Perceptions of employer CSR can be considered a theoretical antecedent to perceptions of 

organizational justice and/or identification, which could be altered because of a CSEI. Perception of CSR 

was measured using a three-item scale from Wagner, Lutz, and Weitz (2009): “[Name of bank] is concerned 

with improving the well-being of stakeholders and society at large,” “[Name of bank] is a socially 

responsible company (it undertakes social and environmental initiatives on a voluntary basis),” and “[Name 

of bank] follows high ethical standards” (α = 0.91). Agreement with statements was measured using a 

seven-point Likert-type scale and the overall score was calculated by adding the scores of the three items. 
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Sample and Randomization Balance  

Table 1 reports the means of all observable worker characteristics across the different employee 

groups. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests of the difference in means indicated that selection bias due to 

observables was minimal. Importantly, there were no statistically significant differences in observables 

when comparing the Intended to be Treated and Control groups, which suggests that randomization was 

successful. There were also no statistically significant observable differences between the Treated and 

Control groups, Treated and Could Not Participate groups, Control and Could Not Participate groups, and 

Treated and Not Treated groups (p > 0.10 for all comparisons). Bivariate correlations among demographic 

variables, dummy variables for comparison groups, and post-treatment variables are presented in Table 2.  

***Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here*** 

 

Results 

Table 3 reports the means and standard deviations of all outcome variables across different groups 

of employees. Given that there were no significant differences in outcomes between the employees who 

were randomly selected to participate but could not and those in the Control group (p > 0.10 for all outcome 

variables), selection bias is unlikely to be driving results. Nonetheless, we addressed this possibility in our 

subsequent regression analyses, in which we report four analyses for all outcome variables of interest.  

***Insert Table 3 about here*** 

In Tables 4 (without control variable) and 5 (with control variables), we first present comparisons 

between the Treated and Control groups (Panel A). Employees who could not participate believed they 

would have to attend the same activity when given the next opportunity in the next few months. A common 

reason that a new employee may not be able to participate in an onboarding day or activity is a work 

deadline.9 Despite this, we cannot be certain that the effects of the intervention on the employees who did 

not participate would be the same as the effects on treated employees. Thus, we report two additional 

 
9 Based on interviews with HR managers and bank employees. 
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analyses: an ITT analysis (reported in Panel B) and a treatment on the (instrumented) treated (TO(I)T) 

analysis (reported in Panel C).  

***Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here*** 

For the ITT analysis, we combined the Treated and Could Not Participate groups, labeled these 

employees the Intended to be Treated group, and compared this group to the Control group. The ITT 

analysis evaluated the effects of being assigned to the Treated group independent of participation. This type 

of analysis is particularly important when evaluating the effects of a program in which agents cannot be 

required to participate (Shadish and Cook 2009), which is not quite the case in our study, although it applies 

in the sense that agents could not be required to participate during the first, as opposed to an expected 

subsequent, opportunity.  

In our (TO(I)T) analysis, random assignment to conditions was used as an instrumental variable 

for treatment to obtain an unbiased effect of treatment on the treated despite potential selection bias.10 

Complementing the ITT analysis, which evaluates the effects of implementing a program or treatment, the 

TO(I)T analysis speaks to the effectiveness of the program or treatment on those who participated in or 

received it (for an example of the use of ITT and TO(I)T analyses, see Kast, Meier, and Pomeranz, 2018). 

The TO(I)T analysis is particularly useful for evaluating the treatment effects of programs or interventions 

that have been partially implemented (Angrist et al. 1996) or that have allowed participants to “cross over 

from one condition to another in an uncontrolled way” (Shadish and Cook 2009, p. 612).  

For completeness, we also compared treated and untreated employees in our study (reported in 

Panel D of Tables 4 and 5). For the “Treated vs. Not Treated” analysis, we combined the group of employees 

who were randomly assigned not to participate (the Control group) with the group of employees who were 

randomly assigned to participate but could not in the “Not Treated” group. This type of analysis would be 

particularly useful if we knew (with certainty) that selection bias was not a concern in our study. The results 

 
10 Given that random assignment to conditions can only be related to outcomes through its effects on the receipt of 
treatment, it can be used as an instrument for receiving or participating in the treatment, thereby providing an 
unbiased estimate of the effects of treatment on the treated (Angrist et al., 1996).  
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of the Treated vs. Not Treated analysis can be interpreted as an “upper bound” of the true effects of the 

CSEI (since it assumes no selection bias), and the ITT results as a “lower bound” of the effects of the 

intervention, given that we do not know with certainty the degree to which endogenous characteristics 

influenced attendance at the required event.  

For the Treated vs. Control, ITT, and Treated vs. Not Treated analyses, we report ordinary least 

squares (OLS) to examine, in separate regression specifications, the effect of each dummy variable on each 

outcome. For the TO(I)T analysis we used two-stage least squares (2SLS) to regress the “Treated vs. Not 

Treated” dummy variable on outcomes instrumented by the “Intended to be Treated vs. Control” dummy 

variable.  

The effects of the CSEI on work stress, turnover, and intention to stay. Table 4 reports the 

effects of the CSEI on work stress, turnover, and intention to stay (see Table 4). Regarding work stress, we 

found that employees who participated in the intervention reported lower levels of stress than those who 

did not (Control group) (β = −1.590, p = 0.042). The ITT and TO(I)T analyses did not reflect statistically 

significant effects on work stress, although the coefficients were in the expected direction (β = −1.100, p = 

0.151 and β = −1.744, p = 0.145, respectively) and the magnitude of the effect uncovered using the TO(I)T 

was larger than the effect of comparing treated and control employees. Finally, treated employees reported 

statistically significantly lower levels of stress than all employees who did not participate in the initiative 

(β = −1.443, p = 0.037). The results of this set of analyses on work stress were robust to the inclusion of 

the four control variables in our study (see Table 5) and to the use of maximum likelihood (ML) and full-

information maximum likelihood (FIML) to calculate the effects of the intervention on work stress (see 

mediation results below). These results suggest that a CSEI intervention can influence employees’ 

experience of stress at work. However, the effects of the intervention on the 58% of randomly assigned 

employees who participated in it were not large enough to uncover a statistically significant effect on all 

employees randomly assigned to the CSEI (ITT). 

Regarding the effects of the CSEI on turnover, we found that, 10 months after the intervention, 

turnover was significantly lower in the Treated group than in the Control group—16.5% and 34.9% of 
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whom left the firm, respectively (β = −0.184, p = 0.008). Notably, even the ITT analysis reflected a 

statistically significant effect on turnover (β = −0.140, p = 0.029) where the participants randomly assigned 

to participate in the program presented a lower turnover rate (20.9%) than the Control group (34.9%). Thus, 

even when including employees who could not participate as part of the Intended to be Treated group, we 

found a strong and consistent effect of the CSEI on employee turnover. We also found a statistically 

significant effect on turnover when using the TO(I)T analysis (β = −0.244, p = 0.028) and when comparing 

treated to all untreated employees (β = −0.143, p = 0.016). These effects were robust to the inclusion of 

control variables in the different regression specifications (see Table 5) and to the use of ML and FIML to 

calculate the effects of the CSEI on turnover (see mediation results). 

Given the binary nature of the turnover variable, we considered whether the effects were robust to 

the use of logistic specifications of regression analyses. A logistic regression analysis indicated, for 

example, that employees randomly assigned to the CSEI were 50.8% less likely to exit than those randomly 

assigned to the Control group (p = 0.031). Those who participated in the intervention were 63.2% less likely 

to exit the organization than employees in the Control group (p = 0.010). See Appendix II for a full report 

of these logistic regression results. The economic effects of these differences in turnover are 

consequential—taken together, these analyses provide strong evidence that employee participation in CSEI 

decreases employee turnover.  

Finally, we examined the effects of the CSEI on employees’ intention to stay two weeks after the 

intervention. We found that treated employees reported higher levels of intention to stay at the bank than 

control employees (β = −1.590, p = 0.042). Specifically, we found a marginal effect of the intervention in 

both the ITT (β = 1.062, p = 0.089) and TO(I)T (β = 1.713, p = 0.081). Consistent with the Treated vs. 

Control group analysis, treated employees reported higher levels of intention to stay than their untreated 

counterparts (β = 1.713, p = 0.081). These effects were robust to the inclusion of control variables in the 

different regression specifications (see Table 5) and to the use of ML and FIML in mediation analyses (see 

mediation results), suggesting that the CSEI intervention could influence employees’ intention to stay with 
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their organization. However, this treatment effect was not as robust as the CSEI effect on turnover, which 

underlines the importance of observing the actual behavior of interest when studying effects.  

The effects the CSEI on employees’ perceptions of the firm. We first examined whether the 

intervention influenced the strength of employees’ identification with the bank and organizational justice 

(see Tables 4 and 5), in line with our theoretical arguments. We found that treated employees reported 

higher levels of identification and organizational justice than Control group employees (β = 1.704, p = 

0.044 and β = 0.768, p = 0.002, respectively). When comparing the Intended to be Treated group to the 

Control group and when conducting the TO(I)T analysis, we did not find statistically significant effects on 

organizational identification (β = 0.814, p = 0.342, and β = 1.313, p = 0.331, respectively). However, we 

found a statistically significant effect of the intervention in both the ITT and the TO(I)T analyses on 

organizational justice (β = 0.543, p = 0.020 and β = 0.868, p = 0.016, respectively). Consistent with our 

treated vs. control analysis, when comparing treated employees to all non-treated employees, we found 

statistically significant effects of the CSEI on employees’ organizational identification and organizational 

justice (β = 2.018, p = 0.009 and β = 0.685, p = 0.001, respectively).  

We also examined the effects of the intervention on two other potential mediators: P-O fit and P-J 

fit (see Tables 4 and 5). First, we found a consistent effect (across the four analyses) of the CSEI on P-O 

fit: treated vs. control (β = 27.178, p = 0.001), ITT (β = 19.082, p = 0.028), TO(I)T (β = 30.532, p = 0.024), 

and treated vs. not treated (β = 24.440, p = 0.002). We found no statistically significant effect on P-J fit, 

although some of the analyses were close to being significant: treated vs. control (β = 21.460, p = 0.91), 

ITT (β = 17.544, p = 0.138), TO(I)T (β = 28.071, p = 0.135), and treated vs. not treated (β = 16.063, p = 

0.133). The effects of the intervention on organizational justice, organizational identification, P-O fit, and 

P-J fit were robust to the inclusion of control variables in the regression specifications (see Table 5). 

Moreover, the results were robust to 1) the use of ML estimation in repeated simple mediation models to 

calculate the mediating effects of the intervention on each dependent variable (DV) via P-O fit or P-J fit 

and 2) the use of FIML estimation in three multiple mediation models to calculate the mediating effects of 
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the intervention on DVs via all perceptions examined herein (see Direct Effects of the CSEI intervention 

on Person-Organization Fit and Person-Job Fit in Appendices C1–C3.) 

Exploring perceptions of the firm as mechanisms of the effects of the CSEI. To examine 

potential mechanisms through which CSEIs affect work stress, turnover, and intention to stay, we began by 

conducting simple mediation tests to assess whether each potential perceptual mediator (organizational 

identity, organizational justice, P-O fit, and P-J fit) explained the effects of the intervention on employees’ 

work stress. We also ran simple mediation tests to independently explain the effects of the intervention on 

turnover and intention to stay. We used ML estimation to conduct path analyses to decompose the effects 

into direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Each set of analyses was conducted using three different 

comparisons: Treated vs. Control, ITT, and Treated vs. Not Treated. We then conducted three multiple 

mediation models, in each of which we include all the potential mediators in the study, the three outcomes, 

and the controls. Moreover, we completed our model by linking work stress and intention to stay to turnover 

(see Figure 3). To continue assessing the robustness of the effects, we used FIML estimation to include all 

available information in the analyses (i.e., not excluding available turnover information from employees 

who did not complete the post-treatment survey.) 

***Insert Figure 3 about here*** 

Table 6 reports the results of the simple mediation analyses of each potential mechanism 

(organizational identification, organizational justice, P-O fit, and P-J fit) on each outcome, independently. 

Regarding the mediating effects on work stress, we found that organizational justice and P-O fit 

significantly mediated the effect of the CSEI across types of analyses (statistically significant indirect 

effects [IE] of the intervention on work stress). Both organizational justice and P-O fit fully mediated the 

effect of the intervention on stress. Organizational identification, P-J fit, and intention to stay did not 

mediate the effects of the CSEI on work stress (not significant IEs). Regarding the mediating effects of the 

intervention on turnover, in addition to examining the potential mediators listed above, we also tested work 

stress and intention to stay as mediators. The only consistent mediator of the effects of the CSEI on turnover 

was organizational justice. P-O fit and intention to stay only had marginally significant mediating effects 
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on turnover. In the simple mediation tests, across different types of analyses, organizational identification, 

O-J fit, and work stress did not help explain the effects of the intervention on turnover. 

***Insert Table 6 about here*** 

Finally, to further examine mediation, we analyzed three different multiple mediation models using 

organizational identification, organizational justice, P-O fit, P-J fit, and intention to stay as concurrent 

mediators of the effects of participation in a CSEI on the other outcomes of the study (see Figure 3). The 

results of these three models are summarized in Figure 4 and Table 7 (for complete results, see Appendices 

C1–C3). As can be observed in Figure 4, organizational justice was the only mediator that presented 

statistically significant paths between the intervention and both work stress and turnover across different 

types of analyses. Importantly, as can be observed in Table 7, the variables examined mediated the effects 

of the intervention on both outcomes (statistically significant indirect effects). Taken together, these results 

provided ample evidence in support of the mediating effect of organizational justice in explaining the effect 

of CSR interventions on employee attitudes and behavior, which is consistent with our theory on the 

downstream effects of CSEI on employees. A CSEI acts as an event separate from the day-to-day routine 

that causes employees to engage in sensemaking, influences their perceptions of their employer, and is 

ultimately partially responsible for the effect on important employee outcomes including turnover and stress 

at work. 

***Insert Figure 4 and Table 7 about here*** 

Exploring the effects of the CSEI by gender. We explored whether the effects of the CSEI varied 

according to employee gender. The expected direction of the moderating effect was unclear a priori. On the 

one hand, women are more likely to value social impact (Barbulescu and Bidwell 2013, Kish-Gephart, 

Harrison, and Trevino, 2010) and meaning at work (Burbano, Meier, and Padilla 2021) than men. Thus, 

women might respond more positively to a CSEI than men based on their assessment of its worth. On the 

other hand, precisely because women value such activities more, they are also already more inclined than 

men to engage in prosocial and communal activities both inside and outside of work. An intervention in 

which employees are exposed to a social, communal activity could thus act as a greater “shock” or “event” 
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which results in sensemaking among men than women, which would, in turn, translate into the CSEI having 

stronger effects on men than women.  

Table 8 reports regression analyses (OLS and 2SLS) that replicate the regression specifications in 

Table 5 with the addition of an interaction between the type of comparison being examined (e.g., Treated 

vs. Control, ITT) and the gender dummy variable. The results suggest that gender (at least marginally) 

moderates the effects of the CSEI on several of the measured outcomes—work stress, organizational 

identification, organizational justice, and P-O fit—suggesting that women were less affected by the 

intervention. We further examined differences in responses to the CSEI by gender by splitting our sample 

into men or women and replicating our treatment analyses (see Table 9). Even though these results should 

be interpreted with caution because of the relatively small sample sizes, the split sample analysis further 

suggested that the intervention was more effective in influencing male employees compared to their female 

counterparts. 

***Insert Tables 8 and 9*** 

Discussion of potential alternative explanations. A potential concern in interpreting our effects 

is that they could be driven by other factors not specifically linked to the social-responsibility-related aspect 

of employee participation in the intervention (and therefore, could be achieved by other non-CSR related 

means). To assess the likelihood that the intervention successfully manipulated the intended construct, we 

used a measure of employees’ perception of the social responsibility of the bank (see Appendix D). We 

found that two weeks after the CSEI, treated employees perceived their employer as being more socially 

responsible than employees in the Control group (β = 1.008, p = 0.004). When comparing the Intended to 

be Treated group to the Control group, we found a statistically significant effect of the ITT analysis on 

perception of CSR (β = 0.851, p = 0.006). We also found a statistically significant effect of the CSEI on 

employees’ perception of CSR using the TO(I)T analysis (β = 1.362, p = 0.006). We further analyzed the 

effect of the intervention by comparing treated employees to all non-treated employees (i.e., the Control 

and Could Not Participate groups combined). Consistent with the other specifications of our analysis, 

treated employees reported higher levels of CSR perceptions (β = 0.718, p = 0.010). This suggests that, as 
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we expected, the intervention did indeed change perceptions about the social responsibility of the 

employing organization. 

To examine the possibility further, we re-ran the multiple mediation model examined using 

perception of CSR instead of the comparisons used in our treatment analyses. As can be observed in Figure 

5, perception of CSR had a direct effect on all potential mediators, and organizational justice was the only 

potential mediator with (at least marginally) significant paths to work stress and turnover (for complete 

results, see Appendix E.) Moreover, we found significant mediation effects on turnover and work stress. 

Specifically, we found non-significant direct effects of perception of CSR on work stress (β = −0.227, p = 

0.305) and turnover (β = −0.015, p = 0.594), significant indirect effects on work stress (β = −0.593, p = 

0.001), and turnover (β = −0.042, p = 0.040), and significant total effects on work stress (β = −0.820, p = 

0.000) and turnover (β = −0.057, p = 0.003). The results of the multiple mediation model were not as 

consistent for intention to stay. Although the effect of perception of CSR on intention to stay was mediated 

(Direct Effect [DE]: β = −0.227, p = 0.305; Indirect Effect [IE]: β = −0.227, p = 0.305, Total Effect [TE]: 

β = −0.227, p = 0.305), P-J fit (not organizational justice) was the only factor that presented a significant 

path to intention to stay. These results provide further empirical support for the notion that the social 

responsibility aspect of the intervention was indeed critical in driving effects on employee outcomes.11  

***Insert Figure 5 about here*** 

Another possible explanation could emerge from the fact that we could not prevent communication 

between employees who did and did not receive an invitation to participate in the intervention. As such, 

one could argue that employees randomly assigned to the Control group found out that others were invited 

to a third onboarding activity and did not like that they were excluded, resulting in negative feelings towards 

the firm, which could lead to adverse employee effects. Accordingly, we turned to our data to consider the 

 
11 Note that the bank was limited by statistical power concerns inherent in adding another condition arm without being 
able to include more employees in the sample. Because we cannot completely rule out the possibility of non-CSR-
related aspects of the intervention driving results, future field experimental research should consider implementing 
interventions with multiple treatment arms to tease this out directly (for example, randomly assigning a CSEI, a non-
CSEI such as a team-building intervention, and no intervention). 
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merits of this alternative explanation. Here, it is important to note that we observed no statistical differences 

in employee outcomes between control employees and employees who were invited to participate and could 

not (see the last column of Table 3). If a feeling of exclusion among Control group employees were driving 

our effects, we would expect them to exhibit more negative attitudes and behaviors towards the firm than 

the group of employees who were invited to participate but could not, but we saw no evidence of this in our 

data.  

These analyses help to rule out potential alternate explanations, and we further discuss avenues for 

future research to examine these potential alternative explanations directly (and thereby serve as 

complements to our paper) in the “Limitations and Opportunities for Future Work” section of our 

discussion. However, although we cannot completely rule out the possibility that non-CSR-related aspects 

of the intervention may have contributed in part to the effects we observed, we would argue that this 

possibility does not diminish the importance of having causally identified that a one-time, episodic CSR 

intervention (which is relatively inexpensive for a firm to implement) can have long-lasting, downstream 

behavioral effects on employees that are beneficial for firms and employees alike. 

 

Discussion 

CSEIs can trigger positive downstream consequences for both employees and firms. To our 

knowledge, our paper is the first to examine the causal downstream effects of CSEIs on important employee 

perceptual and behavioral outcomes in a natural, real-life company setting. We found evidence that a one-

time, mandatory CSEI reduces employee turnover, a critical human capital outcome for firms. We also 

found that a CSEI can decrease employees’ work-related stress, an important employee outcome from both 

an employee well-being and a strategic human capital management perspective that has not been explored 

in the broader CSR literature to date. We show that mandatory participation in a CSEI can positively 

influence the way employees interpret their relationships with their employer, altering their sense of 

identification and their perceptions of justice and fit with their organization. Moreover, we show that 
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changes to employees’ sense of organizational justice (but interestingly, not their identification) explain the 

effects of a CSEI on work stress and turnover.  

Contributions 

Our paper makes several important contributions. First, we contribute to the literature examining 

the implications of CSR from a human capital management perspective by developing and testing a 

theoretical model of the downstream effects that one-time, mandatory CSEIs can have on key outcomes for 

both the firm and its employees. Moreover, we elucidate the individual-level mechanisms through which 

CSEIs affect employee perceptions and behaviors in a manner that is beneficial to them and the 

organization. We thus contribute to an understanding of the behavioral mechanisms through which CSR 

can induce firm-benefitting employee outcomes and thus be a strategic approach for firms (Crilly, Ni, and 

Jiang 2016, Burbano 2016, Burbano and Chiles 2021, Bode and Singh 2018, Gatignon 2022).  

In contrast to the literature on employee participation in longer-term social impact activities (for a 

review, see Rodell et al. 2016), which suggests new skills development as one of the main mechanisms 

behind improved employee outcomes (Burbano et al. 2018, Bode and Singh 2018, Gatignon 2022), we 

highlight the role that alterations to employees’ perceptions play in explaining the longer-term effects of 

one-time, mandatory interventions. We uncovered that organizational justice is the individual-level 

perception about the employer that best explains the effects of the CSEI on both work stress and turnover. 

We found no evidence that perceptions about employees’ jobs or tasks (e.g., P-J fit) explain the effects of 

the intervention. Future work could explore whether employee self-perceptions are additional mechanisms 

that simultaneously contribute to these downstream effects. Examination of whether employees’ 

perceptions of other individuals at work, such as supervisors or co-workers, are affected by CSEIs could 

also be a fruitful direction for future work to examine additional mechanisms through which CSEIs can 

give rise to downstream organization-benefitting employee behaviors and attitudes. 

We advance the literature on CSR and employee turnover by demonstrating that CSEIs can function 

as a positive “shock” or “event” for employees (Lee and Mitchell 1994, Mitchell et al. 2001). Employees’ 

exposure to a positive “shock” that arises from a CSEI changes their perceptions and triggers thoughts about 
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staying in the organization, which, in turn, can decrease employee turnover. We hypothesize and show 

evidence in support of the fact that employee perception of organizational justice helps to explain the effects 

of a CSEI on turnover. Notably, when accounting for the mediating (indirect) effect of employee 

perceptions on turnover, we found that the direct effect of participation in the CSR intervention is larger 

than the indirect effect. This finding is consistent with our theory, which suggests that changes to a set of 

different employee perceptions (of self, others, and situations) also contribute to these downstream effects.  

We theorize and provide evidence of an effect of CSEIs on work-related stress. This contributes to 

the literature on strategic CSR, particularly research focused on human capital management, by examining 

whether and through which mechanisms a CSR initiative can affect an important employee outcome, an 

underexplored facet of the field thus far. Consistent with our theory, we show that employees’ perception 

of organizational justice explains the effect of the CSEI on employees’ stress at work. It is important to 

note that we did not test whether employees’ change in self-perceptions because of the CSEI also explains 

the effect on work-related stress. CSEIs can alter employees’ self-perceptions about their internal resources 

(Brockner et al. 2014), which subsequently helps to potentially offset threatening organizational demands 

(Hochwarter et al. 2007; Tetrick and Wislow 2015) since employees are better prepared to face such 

challenges. Future work could explore whether CSEI can increase specific types of internal resources (e.g., 

psychological) and thus influence employees’ assessment of a threat related to organizational demands as 

an additional mediator of the effect of CSEIs on employee stress. Our findings also contribute to the 

literature on work stress and stress management interventions (SMI). Interestingly, we show that an 

intervention not specifically designed to reduce stress can nonetheless achieve this outcome. This finding 

offers important avenues for future research on SMI, suggesting that interventions that go beyond the scope 

of traditional SMIs can also influence stress in the workplace through their effect on employees’ perceptions 

and attitudes. 

Our work also informs the literature examining gender differences in the effects of corporate social 

impact work (Bode et al. 2022, Abraham and Burbano 2022). Our study shows that the effects of a CSEI 

vary according to the employees’ gender. Specifically, we found that a CSEI can have significantly stronger 
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effects on men compared to women. These results are consistent with an event systems theory perspective 

(Morgeson et al. 2015), which suggests that an intervention in which employees are exposed to a type of 

non-commercial social work event will be more of a shock (and more unexpected) for men than women. 

Thus, by exposing men to social impact work, firms can change male employees’ perceptions about their 

employer to reduce their stress at work as well as employee turnover. It is also possible that the 

implementation of mandatory CSEIs in organizations could help to diminish gendered stereotypes 

associated with social work that can have “negative career consequences (lower promotion rates) for those 

who (voluntarily) engage in this type of work” (Bode et al. 2022). Thus, our findings point to a low-cost 

way for organizations to not only improve turnover rates and employee stress at work but also potentially 

reduce the negative unintended consequences of employees’ voluntary participation in other corporate-

sponsored social activities. Future work could explore this possibility.  

We further advance the literature on the potential of short-term interventions to influence longer-

term individual behavioral outcomes (Brockner and Sherman 2019, Lambert et al. 2022) at work by 

showing that altering employees’ perceptions of their employer is a critical mechanism that explains the 

downstream effects of a short-term, mandatory CSEI on employee outcomes. Thus far, the literature has 

focused on the role that changes to perceptions of the self and others play in explaining downstream 

behavioral effects from short-term interventions (Cable et al. 2013, Hülsheger et al. 2015). We extend the 

notion of individuals’ perceptions of others in organizational contexts to include employees’ perceptions of 

their employing firm as critical to understanding how short-term inventions in the workplace can influence 

employee behavior.  

Practically speaking, our paper provides evidence that a single, short-term, mandatory CSEI can 

have long-term, enduring effects on outcomes that are mutually beneficial to employees and organizations. 

The costs of implementing a single, short-term CSEI are relatively low compared to longer-term programs. 

Moreover, a CSEI does not require managers to figure out how to sustain employee participation over time, 

which is one of the major challenges with long-term CSR programs (Grant 2012). Thus, the finding that a 

single, short-term, mandatory CSEI as part of the employee onboarding process can have long-lasting 
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downstream effects on employees in a manner that is beneficial for the firm is of particular relevance for 

firms looking for high benefit-to-cost ratios in their CSR activities. 

Our field experimental design enabled us to examine and provide causal evidence of the 

downstream effects of a CSEI on employee perceptions and behavior. Our paper is thus, to our knowledge, 

the first to provide evidence that employee participation in a CSR initiative causes employee perceptions 

and outcomes in a manner that is beneficial for the firm. Notably, even carefully designed field experiments 

can suffer from some form of selection bias due to researchers’ (in)ability to compel individuals to 

participate. While other fields (e.g., economics, public policy, education) use statistical analyses 

specifically developed to analyze the effects of experimental interventions in the presence of selection bias, 

the use of such analyses in management research is less common. Presenting both ITT and TO(I)T analyses 

is thus particularly helpful for evaluating the effects of interventions and programs for which agents cannot 

be required to participate, that have been partially implemented, or have experienced treatment 

contamination.  

Limitations and Opportunities for Future Work 

As with any research project, our study is subject to limitations. One limitation is linked to the fact 

that we compared the effect of a CSEI on a treatment group vs. a control group that did not receive any sort 

of intervention. As such, we cannot completely rule out the possibility that non-CSR-related mechanisms 

may help to explain our results, although we provide evidence suggesting this is highly unlikely (see the 

Alternative Explanations section). To address these possibilities empirically, future scholars could conduct 

field experiments with more than one treatment type, for example, comparing a CSR-related treatment to 

another type of treatment such as a team-building exercise. In the same vein, given our findings on the 

effect of participation in a CSEI on workplace stress, future research comparing a CSEI with an SMI could 

be fruitful. Such designs would allow researchers to assess whether CSR interventions can be used as cost-

effective ways for organizations to help their employees better handle stress at work, as well as how these 

interventions might compare to other potential interventions.  
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Another limitation stems from the concurrent measurement of employees’ perceptions, including 

all potential mediators, and their self-reported stress levels at work. Because these measures were collected 

at the same time, our analysis of the mediating effects on work stress likely suffers from common method 

bias, which may overestimate the effects we observe. Future work could design more robust tests of the 

mediating effect of perceptions of CSR on stress. Other studies could also evaluate the effects of CSEI on 

work stress using alternative operationalizations of the construct. Although our operationalization of work 

stress is consistent with the definition we provide—experience of situations in which demands are perceived 

to exceed the resources possessed to deal with them (Lazarus 1966, 1999, Lazarus and Folkman 1984)—it 

is theoretically and practically important to examine whether these results hold with objective measures of 

stress, such as acute stress-related health complaints (e.g., headache, fatigue, gastrointestinal problems) or 

with physiological measures of stress, such as cardiovascular responses (e.g. blood pressure, heart rate) or 

neuroendocrine responses (e.g. cortisol, testosterone; Akinola 2008, Ganster and Rosen 2013). 

In addition, the CSEI we evaluated can be considered peripheral to the core business of the bank. 

In other words, we evaluated an activity that, although designed to be part of the onboarding process, was 

not fully integrated into the bank’s strategy, routines, or operations (Aguinis and Glavas 2013). Future 

research could explore whether CSEIs that employees perceive to be peripheral vs. integrated with the core 

business are more or less effective. Also, given that our intervention can be considered community-oriented 

(i.e., the beneficiaries were high school students with underprivileged socio-economic backgrounds) as 

opposed to environment-oriented (Farooq et al. 2017), comparing the effectiveness of these different types 

of CSEI treatments could also be an interesting avenue for future research.  

 

Conclusions 

CSEIs influence employees’ perceptions of their employer, which in turn generate downstream 

consequences for critical human capital outcomes. Based on a field experiment implemented at a Latin 

American bank, we show that a one-time CSEI as part of the employee onboarding process results in 

employees having improved perceptions of their employer and that improved perceptions of organizational 
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justice mediate the effects of a CSEI on reduced employee turnover—a critical human capital outcome—

and reduced levels of work stress—an important indicator of employee well-being—that have not been 

examined in the CSR literature thus far. Additionally, the examination of effects based on a field experiment 

implemented in a real company context enabled us to establish causality in our findings and thus, to address 

a common challenge faced by researchers exploring the effects of employee participation in CSR initiatives 

(including corporate volunteering) on relevant outcomes more broadly. Whereas some have used online, 

gig-work labor marketplaces as settings to observe the causal effects on revealed employee behavior 

(Burbano 2016, 2021a, 2021b, Burbano and Chiles 2021, List and Momeni 2020), ours is the first study to 

examine causal effects on employee behavior in a traditional employer-employee field (company) setting. 

Our findings and methodology thus reflect important contributions to the literature seeking to understand 

whether, and through which mechanisms, CSR-related activities can be beneficial for a firm and its 

employees.  
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Figure 1. The Downstream Effects of a Corporate Social Employee Intervention 
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Figure 2. Field Experiment Timeline  
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Figure 3. Potential Mechanisms 
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Figure 4: Potential Mechanisms—Results of Multiple Mediation Models 

 
Each Figure (4A, 4B, and 4C) reports the significant (p < 0.05) and marginally significant paths (0.05 < p < 0.1) in the results of 
each of the three multiple mediation tests of the model presented in Figure 3. Complete results can be found in Appendix C. 
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Figure 5: Exploring the Role of Altered Perceptions of Firm’s CSR to Address Alternate Explanations 
 
 

  
Figure 5 reports the significant (p < 0.05) and marginally significant paths (0.05 < p < 0.1) in the multiple mediation test 
conducted using perception of CSR as IV. Complete results can be found in Appendix E.
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Tables 

Table 1. Randomization Balance of Observable Characteristics, by Employee Group 

 

Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Undefined-term Contract 0.549 0.500 0.448 0.501 0.524 0.503 0.816 0.756 0.345 0.209 0.390

Salary 6.308 3.389 5.687 3.743 6.143 3.564 0.852 0.772 0.345 0.278 0.478

Female 0.451 0.500 0.373 0.487 0.476 0.503 0.431 0.756 0.687 0.333 0.238

Age 25.330 3.899 24.716 5.087 25.968 6.370 0.235 0.442 0.992 0.392 0.217

1. Treated 

(N = 91)

3. Control 

(N = 63)

2. Could Not 
Participate 
(N = 67)

p -values

p -values = p -values from One-way ANOVA tests (probability of groups having different means).

Intended to be 
Treated vs. 

Control
[1 & 2] vs. 3

Treated vs. 
Control 

1 vs. 3

Treated vs. 
Not Treated 

1 vs. [2 & 3]

Treated vs 
Could Not 
Participate

1 vs. 2

Could Not 
Participate 
vs. Control 

2 vs. 3
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix 

  

Variables 1) 2) 3) 4) 5) 6) 7) 8) 9) 10) 11) 12) 13) 14) 15) 16)
1) Treated vs. Control -

154
2) Intended to be Treated vs Control 1.000 ** -

154
3) Treated vs Not Treated 1.000 ** 0.528 ** -

154 221
4) Could Not Participate vs Control - 1.000 - -

- 130 -
5) Undefined-term Contract 0.025 -0.016 0.064 -0.076 -

154 221 221 130
6) Salary 0.024 -0.013 0.056 -0.063 0.855 -

154 221 221 130 221
7) Female -0.025 -0.053 0.027 -0.104 0.017 0.031 -

154 221 221 130 221 221
8) Age -0.062 -0.080 0.001 -0.109 0.507 0.572 -0.006 -

154 221 221 130 221 221 221
9) Perception of CSR 0.254 ** 0.207 ** 0.193 ** 0.160 0.142 † 0.144 * 0.017 0.036 0.908

130 178 178 98 178 178 178 178
10) Work Stress -0.178 * -0.107 -0.155 * -0.030 -0.077 -0.080 -0.084 -0.059 -0.328 ** 0.892

131 180 180 100 180 180 180 180 178
11) Turnover -0.212 ** -0.147 * -0.163 * -0.087 -0.317 ** -0.320 ** -0.040 -0.145 * -0.245 ** 0.142 † -

154 221 221 130 221 221 221 221 178 180
12) Organizational Identification 0.176 * 0.071 0.195 ** -0.055 0.084 0.138 0.162 * 0.195 ** 0.423 ** -0.148 * -0.193 ** 0.863

131 180 180 100 180 180 180 180 178 180 180
13) Organizational Justice 0.268 ** 0.175 * 0.244 ** 0.058 0.035 0.063 0.048 -0.018 0.628 ** -0.390 ** -0.290 ** 0.452 ** 0.918

130 178 178 98 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178
14) Person-Organization Fit 0.281 ** 0.165 * 0.233 ** 0.047 0.124 0.102 0.008 0.133 † 0.481 ** -0.363 ** -0.221 ** 0.474 ** 0.467 ** 0.882

130 178 178 98 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178
15) Person-Job Fit 0.149 † 0.112 0.113 0.078 0.193 ** 0.124 † 0.052 0.138 † 0.363 ** -0.345 ** -0.222 ** 0.359 ** 0.390 ** 0.726 ** 0.922

130 178 178 98 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178
16) Intention to Stay 0.217 * 0.127 † 0.212 ** 0.012 0.290 ** 0.208 * -0.016 0.081 0.404 ** -0.196 * -0.192 ** 0.321 ** 0.395 ** 0.425 ** 0.430 ** 0.724

131 180 180 100 180 180 180 180 178 180 180 180 178 178 178
Alpha coefficients displayed in diagonal. Sample sizes are displayed under each correlation. Treated vs. Control = [Treated (1), Control (0)]. Intended to be Treated vs Control = [Intended to be Treated (1), Control (0)]. Treated vs Not 
Treated = [Treated (1), Not Treated (0)]. Undefined-term Contract= [Undefined Term (1), Fixed Term (0)]. Female = [Female (1), Male (0)]. Turnover = [Left Company (1), Still at Company (0)].
†p < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01
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Table 3. Summary Statistics of Outcome Variables, by Employee Group 

 

Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Work Stress 6.038 3.947 7.327 5.281 7.627 4.841 0.151 0.042 * 0.037 * 0.767

Turnover 0.165 0.373 0.269 0.447 0.349 0.481 0.029 0.008 * 0.016 ** 0.324

Intention to Stay 18.988 3.152 17.429 3.868 17.333 4.325 0.089 * 0.013 * 0.004 * 0.908

Organizational Identification 31.038 3.979 28.694 6.049 29.333 5.606 0.342 0.044 * 0.009 ** 0.585

Organizational Justice 13.288 1.224 12.688 1.386 12.520 1.542 0.020 * 0.002 ** 0.001 ** 0.574

Person-Organization Fit 364.838 36.743 343.250 63.793 337.660 56.962 0.028 * 0.001 ** 0.002 * 0.648

Person-Job Fit 334.900 70.339 324.458 72.333 313.440 69.460 0.138 0.092 0.133 0.444

Perception of CSR 20.188 1.794 19.771 1.627 19.180 2.017 0.006 ** 0.004 ** 0.010 ** 0.115
p -values = One-way ANOVA p -values. 
*p  < .05; **p  < .01

1. Treated 3. Control 2. Could Not 
Participate 

p -values
Intended to 
be Treated 
vs. Control

[1 & 2] vs. 3

Treated vs. 
Control 

1 vs. 3

Treated vs. 
Not Treated 

1 vs. [2 & 3]

Could Not 
Participate 
vs. Control 

2 vs. 3
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Table 4. Effects of a Corporate Social Employee Intervention  

  

Panel A: Treated vs. Control 
Treated vs. Control -1.590 * -0.184 ** 1.654 * 1.704 * 0.768 ** 27.178 ** 21.460 †

(0.773) (0.069) (0.654) (0.838) (0.244) (8.213) (12.620)
Constant 7.627 ** 0.349 ** 17.333 ** 29.333 ** 12.520 ** 337.660 ** 313.440 **

(0.604) (0.053) (0.511) (0.655) (0.192) (6.443) (9.900)
R 2 0.032 0.045 0.047 0.031 0.072 0.079 0.022
Number of Employees 131 154 131 131 130 130 130

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -1.100 -0.140 * 1.062 † 0.814 0.543 ** 19.082 ** 17.544

(0.763) (0.064) (0.621) (0.854) (0.230) (8.626) (11.769)
Constant 7.627 ** 0.349 ** 17.333 ** 29.333 ** 12.520 ** 337.660 ** 313.440 **

(0.646) (0.054) (0.526) (0.723) (0.195) (7.315) (9.980)
R 2 0.012 0.022 0.016 0.005 0.031 0.027 0.013
Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178

Panel C: Treatment on the (Instrumented) Treated
-1.774 -0.244 * 1.713 † 1.313 0.868 * 30.532 * 28.071

(1.217) (0.111) (0.982) (1.350) (0.362) (13.555) (18.788)
Constant 7.627 ** 0.349 ** 17.333 ** 29.333 ** 12.520 ** 337.660 ** 313.440 **

(0.639) (0.054) (0.515) (0.709) (0.192) (7.184) (9.958)
Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated
Treated vs. Not Treated -1.443 * -0.143 * 1.608 ** 2.018 ** 0.685 ** 24.440 ** 16.063

(0.688) (0.059) (0.555) (0.762) (0.205) (7.684) (10.631)
Constant 7.480 ** 0.308 ** 17.380 ** 29.020 ** 12.602 ** 340.398 ** 318.837 **

(0.459) (0.038) (0.370) (0.508) (0.137) (5.151) (7.127)
R 2 0.024 0.026 0.045 0.038 0.060 0.054 0.013
Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01

Work Stress Turnover

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not Treated

Org. 
Identification Org. Justice P-O Fit P-J FitIntention to 

Stay
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Table 5. Effects of a Corporate Social Employee Intervention—with Controls 

 

Undefined-term Contract -0.973 -0.134 2.581 * -1.440 -0.575 21.615 79.214 *

(1.574) (0.126) (1.306) (1.675) (0.498) (16.724) (24.779)
Salary 0.125 -0.030 -0.118 0.302 0.114 -1.678 -8.409 *

(0.253) (0.019) (0.210) (0.270) (0.080) (2.687) (3.981)
Female -1.301 -0.075 -0.404 1.963 * 0.233 4.096 7.644

(0.761) (0.064) (0.631) (0.810) (0.240) (8.072) (11.960)
Age -0.052 0.005 -0.021 0.046 -0.034 0.341 1.136

(0.106) (0.008) (0.088) (0.113) (0.034) (1.126) (1.668)
Treated vs. Control -1.593 * -0.175 ** 1.548 * 1.814 * 0.778 ** 26.812 ** 19.679

(0.778) (0.065) (0.645) (0.827) (0.246) (8.272) (12.256)
Constant 9.284 ** 0.505 ** 17.428 ** 26.130 ** 12.868 ** 325.896 ** 290.937 **

(2.374) (0.184) (1.969) (2.526) (0.753) (25.298) (37.483)
R 2 0.060 0.174 0.111 0.093 0.094 0.102 0.114
Number of Employees 131 154 131 131 130 130 130

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Undefined-term Contract -0.169 -0.145 3.291 * -1.528 -0.312 17.139 53.339 *

(1.413) (0.106) (1.102) (1.535) (0.432) (16.036) (21.518)
Salary -0.067 -0.025 -0.144 0.228 0.088 -1.893 -5.895 †

(0.218) (0.016) (0.170) (0.237) (0.068) (2.536) (3.404)
Female -0.787 -0.034 -0.178 1.674 * 0.141 1.656 8.189

(0.699) (0.055) (0.545) (0.759) (0.211) (7.830) (10.506)
Age -0.021 0.004 -0.041 0.187 -0.026 1.619 2.163

(0.090) (0.007) (0.070) (0.097) (0.029) (1.092) (1.465)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -1.158 -0.144 ** 1.026 † 1.028 0.546 * 20.383 * 19.248 †

(0.769) (0.061) (0.599) (0.835) (0.232) (8.638) (11.592)
Constant 9.042 ** 0.496 ** 17.634 ** 23.137 ** 12.747 ** 297.772 ** 262.227 **

(2.077) (0.161) (1.620) (2.256) (0.667) (24.775) (33.244)
R 2 0.026 0.135 0.110 0.076 0.045 0.055 0.073
Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178

Work Stress Turnover Org. 
Identification Org. Justice P-O Fit P-J FitIntention to 

Stay

Panel A: Treated vs. Control

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01
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Table 5. Effects of a Corporate Social Employee Intervention—with Controls (continued)  

 

Undefined-term Contract 0.052 -0.128 3.095 * -1.725 -0.454 11.866 48.360 *

(1.397) (0.106) (1.082) (1.499) (0.423) (15.843) (21.646)
Salary -0.079 -0.025 -0.134 0.239 0.103 -1.322 -5.356

(0.214) (0.016) (0.166) (0.229) (0.066) (2.488) (3.399)

Female -0.728 -0.020 -0.230 1.622 * 0.103 0.261 6.872
(0.684) (0.055) (0.530) (0.734) (0.204) (7.641) (10.439)

Age -0.022 0.004 -0.040 0.188 * -0.032 1.423 1.978
(0.088) (0.007) (0.068) (0.094) (0.028) (1.063) (1.452)
-1.868 -0.248 * 1.653 † 1.658 0.866 ** 32.319 * 30.520 †

(1.214) (0.105) (0.940) (1.302) (0.357) (13.372) (18.269)

Constant 9.000 ** 0.475 ** 17.672 ** 23.174 ** 12.880 ** 302.718 ** 266.897 **

(2.025) (0.158) (1.569) (2.172) (0.630) (23.580) (32.215)

Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178
Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated

Undefined-term Contract -0.023 -0.136 3.134 ** -1.792 -0.422 13.460 51.523 *

(1.409) (0.106) (1.092) (1.512) (0.426) (15.928) (21.672)

Salary -0.074 -0.025 -0.136 0.244 0.100 -1.480 -5.670 †

(0.217) (0.016) (0.168) (0.233) (0.067) (2.514) (3.420)

Female -0.735 -0.023 -0.226 1.616 0.106 0.421 7.190
(0.695) (0.055) (0.539) (0.746) (0.207) (7.742) (10.533)

Age -0.021 0.005 -0.041 0.190 * -0.032 1.424 1.981
(0.089) (0.007) (0.069) (0.096) (0.029) (1.077) (1.465)

Treated vs. Not Treated -1.410 * -0.123 * 1.418 ** 2.063 * 0.694 ** 23.624 ** 13.267
(0.695) (0.056) (0.539) (0.745) (0.207) (7.723) (10.508)

Constant 8.762 ** 0.417 ** 17.794 ** 22.964 ** 12.957 ** 306.659 ** 274.716 **

(1.988) (0.153) (1.541) (2.134) (0.625) (23.361) (31.785)

R 2 0.036 0.132 0.130 0.107 0.075 0.075 0.066

Number of Employees 180 221 180 180 178 178 178

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not 
Treated

Org. 
Identification

Org. Justice P-O Fit

Panel C: Treatment on the (Instrumented) 

P-J Fit
Intention to 

Stay
Work Stress Turnover

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01
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Table 6. Results of Simple Mediation Analyses  

 

Mediating Variables
PANEL A: Treated vs. Control

Organizational Identification -1.200 -0.390 -1.590 * -0.181 * -0.029 -0.210 ** 1.307 * 0.347 † 1.654 *

(0.755) (0.232) (0.767) (0.075) (0.019) (0.075) (0.637) (0.203) (0.649)

Organizational Justice -1.292 -0.992 ** -1.643 * -0.135 † -0.062 * -0.198 ** 0.874 0.794 * 1.668 **

(0.256) (0.370) (0.774) (0.075) (0.028) (0.075) (0.629) (0.302) (0.656)

Person-Organization Fit -0.400 -1.243 ** -1.643 * -0.148 † -0.049 † -0.198 ** 0.755 0.913 ** 1.668 *

(0.707) (0.422) (0.774) (0.076) (0.026) (0.075) (0.621) (0.324) (0.656)

Person-Job Fit -1.131 -0.511 -1.643 * -0.167 * -0.030 -0.198 ** 1.174 * 0.494 1.668 *

(0.722) (0.317) (0.774) (0.074) (0.021) (0.075) (0.596) (0.302) (0.656)

Intention to Stay - - - -0.167 * -0.043 † -0.210 ** - - -

- - - (0.075) (0.024) (0.075) - - -

Work Stress - - - -0.199 ** -0.011 -0.210 ** - - -

- - - (0.076) (0.015) (0.075) - - -

PANEL B: Intent-to-Treat
Organizational Identification -0.997 -0.103 -1.100 -0.159 * -0.012 -0.171 * 0.876 0.186 1.062 †

(0.753) (0.120) (0.759) (0.069) (0.014) (0.070) (0.588) (0.199) (0.618)

Organizational Justice -0.510 -0.686 * -1.196 -0.112 -0.045 * -0.157 * 0.513 0.566 * 1.078 †

(0.720) (0.316) (0.766) (0.069) (0.023) (0.071) (0.588) (0.260) (0.626)

Person-Organization Fit -0.598 -0.598 * -1.196 -0.125 † -0.031 † -0.157 * 0.503 0.575 * 1.078 †

(0.727) (0.294) (0.766) (0.071) (0.018) (0.071) (0.578) (0.275) (0.626)

Person-Job Fit -0.809 -0.387 -1.196 -0.135 † -0.022 -0.157 * 0.683 0.396 1.078 †

(0.726) (0.270) (0.766) (0.070) (0.017) (0.071) (0.572) (0.272) (0.626)

Intention to Stay - - - -0.150 * -0.021 -0.171 * - - -

- - - (0.070) (0.015) (0.070) - - -

Work Stress - - - -0.158 * -0.013 -0.171 - - -

- - - (0.070) (0.012) (0.070) - - -

DE = Coefficients of direct effect of IV (Treated vs. Control, Intent-to-treat, or Treated vs. Not Treated) on DVs (work stress, turnover, intention to stay). IE = Coefficients of 

indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variable. TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; 

*p  < .05; 
**p  < .01

Intention to Stay
DE IE TE

Work Stress Turnover
DE IE TE DE IE TE
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Table 6. Results of Simple Mediation Analyses (continued) 

  

Mediating Variables
PANEL C: Treated vs. Not Treated

Organizational Identification -1.221 † -0.222 -1.443 * -0.130 * -0.028 † -0.158 * 1.179 * 0.428 * 1.608 **

(0.692) (0.158) (0.684) (0.064) (0.016) (0.064) (0.538) (0.192) (0.552)

Organizational Justice -0.685 -0.852 ** -1.422 * -0.098 -0.056 * -0.154 ** 0.942 † 0.679 ** 1.620 **

(0.204) (0.300) (0.689) (0.064) (0.023) (0.064) (0.536) (0.241) (0.558)

Person-Organization Fit -0.672 -0.750 ** -1.422 * -0.116 † -0.038 * -0.154 * 0.916 † 0.704 ** 1.620 **

(0.666) (0.281) (0.689) (0.065) (0.019) (0.064) (0.527) (0.252) (0.558)

Person-Job Fit -1.072 -0.349 -1.422 * -0.134 * -0.020 -0.154 * 1.266 * 0.354 1.620 **

(0.653) (0.242) (0.689) (0.063) (0.015) (0.064) (0.510) (0.240) (0.558)

Intention to Stay - - - -0.128 * -0.030 † -0.158 * - - -

- - - (0.065) (0.017) (0.064) - - -

Work Stress - - - -0.142 * -0.016 -0.158 * - - -

- - - (0.064) (0.012) (0.064) - - -

Intention to Stay
DE IE TE DE IE TE DE IE TE

DE = Coefficients of direct effect of IV (Treated vs. Control, Intent-to-treat, or Treated vs. Not Treated) on DVs (work stress, turnover, intention to stay). IE = Coefficients of 

indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variable. TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV. 
†p  < .10 ; 

*p  < .05; 
**p  < .01

Work Stress Turnover
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Table 7. Summarized Results of Multiple Mediation Analyses 

 

Multiple Medaition Models
Figure 4A (Model 1)
Treated vs. Control -0.1549 -1.513 ** -1.668 * -0.133 † -0.063 * -0.196 ** 0.484 1.094 ** 1.578 **

(0.687) (0.401) (0.726) (0.071) (0.031) (0.069) (0.580) (0.301) (0.594)

Figure 4B (Model 2)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -0.263 -0.870 ** -1.133 -0.101 † -0.043 * -0.144 * 0.296 0.718 ** 1.014 †

(0.691) (0.339) (0.743) (0.060) (0.020) (0.060) (0.524) (0.220) (0.548)

Figure 4C (Model 3)
Treated vs Not Treated -0.502 -0.894 ** -1.396 * -0.073 -0.050 * -0.123 * 0.559 0.852 ** 1.411 **

(0.645) (0.340) (0.672) (0.057) (0.024) (0.055) (0.488) (0.227) (0.495)

Intention to Stay
DE IE TE

DE = Coefficients of direct effect of IV (Treated vs. Control, Intent-to-treat, or Treated vs. Not Treated) on DVs (work stress, turnover, intention to stay); IE = Coefficients of 
indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variables (see Figure 3). TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01

Turnover
TE

Work Stress
TEDE IE DE IE
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Table 8. Moderation Analyses by Gender 

 

Female -3.123 ** -0.158 -0.528 3.828 **

(1.192) (0.106) (1.034) (1.280)

Treated vs. Control -2.925 ** -0.264 ** 1.540 † 3.126 **

(1.020) (0.094) (0.885) (1.095)

Interaction 2.954 † 0.168 0.245 -3.132 †

(1.527) (0.138) (1.325) (1.640)

Constant 9.036 ** 0.424 ** 17.571 ** 27.607 **

(0.801) (0.073) (0.695) (0.860)

R 2 0.082 0.059 0.050 0.098

Number of Employees 131 154 131 131

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Female -3.123 * -0.158 -0.528 3.828 **

(1.285) (0.108) (1.062) (1.429)

Intended to be Treated vs. Control -2.556 * -0.218 * 0.789 2.180 †

(1.011) (0.087) (0.836) (1.124)

Interaction 3.235 * 0.163 0.612 -2.966 †

(1.521) (0.129) (1.258) (1.692)

Constant 9.036 ** 0.424 ** 17.571 ** 27.607 **

(0.863) (0.075) (0.713) (0.960)

R 2 0.044 0.031 0.018 0.049

Number of Employees 180 221 180 180

Female -3.123 -0.158 -0.528 3.828 **

(1.307) (0.111) (1.035) (1.396)

-4.260 -0.401 1.314 3.633 *

(1.714) (0.165) (1.358) (1.831)

Interaction 3.440 0.194 0.549 -3.141 †

(1.604) (0.141) (1.270) (1.713)

Constant 9.036 ** 0.424 ** 17.571 ** 27.607 **

(0.878) (0.077) (0.695) (0.937)

Number of Employees 180 221 180 180

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated
Female -1.238 -0.061 -0.039 2.429 *

(0.930) (0.076) (0.754) (1.017)

Treated vs. Not Treated -1.889 * -0.173 * 1.715 * 2.733 **

(0.912) (0.078) (0.739) (0.997)

Interaction 1.070 0.071 -0.243 -1.733

(1.391) (0.118) (1.128) (1.521)

Constant 8.000 ** 0.333 ** 17.397 ** 28.000 **

(0.603) (0.050) (0.489) (0.659)

R 2 0.034 0.029 0.046 0.070

Number of Employees 180 221 180 180

Work Stress Turnover

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not 
Treated

Organizational 
IdentificationIntention to Stay

Panel A: Treated vs. Control (Main Analysis)

Panel C: Treatment on the (Instrumented) 

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors 
in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01
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Table 8. Moderation Analyses by Gender (continued) 

 

Panel A: Treated vs. Control 
(Main Analysis)Female 0.728 † 23.576 † 23.903 0.230

(0.382) (12.828) (19.907) (0.535)

Treated vs. Control 1.148 ** 41.474 ** 32.844 † 0.904 *

(0.328) (11.005) (17.078) (0.459)

Interaction -0.833 † -31.465 † -24.792 0.249

(0.488) (16.382) (25.422) (0.684)

Constant 12.185 ** 326.815 ** 302.444 ** 19.074 **

(0.259) (8.700) (13.501) (0.363)

R 2 0.099 0.107 0.033 0.075

Number of Employees 130 130 130 130

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Female 0.728 † 23.576 23.903 0.230 *

(0.390) (14.627) (20.056) (0.519)

Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.908 ** 32.932 ** 27.782 † 0.939

(0.309) (11.569) (15.863) (0.411)

Interaction -0.802 † -30.833 † -22.073 -0.187

(0.462) (17.306) (23.730) (0.614)

Constant 12.185 ** 326.815 ** 302.444 ** 19.074 **

(0.265) (9.920) (13.602) (0.352)

R 2 0.050 0.045 0.021 0.044

Number of Employees 178 178 178 178

Panel C: Treatment on the 
(Instrumented) TreatedFemale 0.728 † 23.576 23.903 0.230

(0.394) (14.732) (20.229) (0.528)

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not 
Treated

1.514 ** 54.886 ** 46.304 † 1.565 *

(0.519) (19.420) (26.666) (0.696)

Interaction -0.894 † -34.146 † -24.869 -0.282

(0.487) (18.235) (25.039) (0.654)

Constant 12.185 ** 326.815 ** 302.444 ** 19.074 **

(0.267) (9.992) (13.720) (0.358)

Number of Employees 178 178 178 178

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated
Female 0.307 7.157 13.783 -0.304

(0.279) (10.474) (14.493) (0.374)

Treated vs. Not Treated 0.860 ** 30.885 ** 22.219 0.381

(0.272) (10.200) (14.114) (0.364)

Interaction -0.412 -15.046 -14.672 0.783

(0.415) (15.576) (21.552) (0.556)

Constant 12.474 ** 337.404 ** 313.070 ** 19.596 **

(0.181) (6.775) (9.374) (0.242)

R 2 0.067 0.059 0.018 0.048

Number of Employees 178 178 178 178

Perception 
of  CSR

Organizational 
Justice Person-Job Fit

Person-
Organization Fit

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors 
in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01
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Table 9. Split Sample Analyses by Gender 

 

PANEL A: Treated vs. Control
Treated vs. Control 0.030 -2.925 * -0.096 -0.264 ** 1.785 † 1.540 †

(0.856) (1.181) (0.099) (0.096) (1.028) (0.854)

Constant 5.913 9.036 ** 0.267 ** 0.424 ** 17.043 ** 17.571 **

(0.665) (0.927) (0.075) (0.074) (0.799) (0.670)

R 2
0.000 0.080 0.014 0.086 0.051 0.044

Number of employees 58 73 71 83 58 73

PANEL B: Intent-to-Treat
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.680 -2.556 * -0.055 -0.218 * 1.401 0.789

(0.930) (1.128) (0.093) (0.088) (0.974) (0.813)

Constant 5.913 ** 9.036 ** 0.267 ** 0.424 ** 17.043 ** 17.571 **

(0.779) (0.963) (0.077) (0.075) (0.816) (0.694)

R 2
0.007 0.048 0.004 0.047 0.027 0.009

Number of employees 77 103 96 125 77 103

(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not Treated 1.048 -4.260 -0.088 -0.401 * 2.161 1.314

(1.457) (1.927) (0.148) (0.167) (1.483) (1.313)

Constant 5.913 9.036 0.267 ** 0.424 ** 17.043 ** 17.571 **

(0.791) (0.987) (0.076) (0.078) (0.805) (0.672)

Number of employees 77 103 96 125 77 103

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated
Treated vs. Not Treated -0.819 -1.889 † -0.102 -0.173 * 1.471 † 1.715 *

(0.853) (1.020) (0.087) (0.080) (0.892) (0.712)

Constant 6.762 ** 8.000 ** 0.273 ** 0.333 ** 17.357 ** 17.397 **

(0.575) (0.674) (0.057) (0.050) (0.601) (0.471)

R 2
0.012 0.033 0.014 0.037 0.035 0.054

Number of employees 77 103 96 125 77 103

Intent to Stay

Women Men

Work stress

Women Men

Panel C: Treatment on the (Instrumented) Treated

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel B. Standard errors in 
parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p < .01

Turnover

Women Men
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Table 9. Split Sample Analyses by Gender (continued) 

  

Women Men Women Men Women Men
PANEL A: Treated vs. Control

Treated vs. Control -0.006 3.126 * 0.316 1.148 ** 10.009 41.474 ** 8.052 32.844 †

(0.837) (1.304) (0.336) (0.344) (11.675) (11.328) (17.714) (17.847)

Constant 31.435 ** 27.607 ** 12.913 ** 12.185 ** 350.391 ** 326.815 ** 326.348 302.444 **

(0.650) (1.024) (0.261) (0.272) (9.070) (8.955) (13.761) (14.110)

R 2
0.000 0.075 0.016 0.137 0.013 0.161 0.004 0.046

Number of employees 58 73 58 72 58 72 58 72

PANEL B: Intent-to-Treat
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -0.787 2.180 † 0.106 0.908 * 2.099 32.932 ** 5.709 27.782 †

(0.993) (1.274) (0.319) (0.324) (12.061) (12.080) (16.356) (16.671)

Constant 31.435 ** 27.607 ** 12.913 ** 12.185 ** 350.391 ** 326.815 ** 326.348 ** 302.444 **

(0.832) (1.087) (0.266) (0.278) (10.072) (10.358) (13.658) (14.295)

R 2
0.008 0.028 0.002 0.073 0.000 0.069 0.002 0.027

Number of employees 77 103 76 102 76 102 76 102

Panel C: Treatment on the 
(Instrumented) Treated(Instrumented) Treated vs. Not Treated -1.214 3.633 † 0.160 1.514 ** 3.179 54.886 ** 8.645 46.304 †

(1.565) (2.080) (0.473) (0.546) (17.937) (20.344) (24.419) (27.943)

Constant 31.435 ** 27.607 ** 12.913 ** 12.185 ** 350.391 ** 326.815 ** 326.348 ** 302.444 **

(0.850) (1.065) (0.261) (0.281) (9.892) (10.467) (13.466) (14.377)

Number of employees 77 103 76 102 76 102 76 102

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated
Treated vs. Not Treated 1.000 2.733 * 0.448 0.860 ** 15.839 30.885 ** 7.546 22.219

(0.910) (1.127) (0.290) (0.286) (10.965) (10.687) (15.061) (14.851)

Constant 30.429 ** 28.000 ** 12.780 ** 12.474 ** 344.561 ** 337.404 ** 326.854 ** 313.070 **

(0.613) (0.745) (0.197) (0.190) (7.441) (7.099) (10.221) (9.864)

R 2
0.016 0.055 0.031 0.083 0.027 0.077 0.003 0.022

Number of employees 77 103 76 102 76 102 76 102

Org.  Identification

Women Men

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel B. Standard errors in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p < .01

Org. Justice P-O Fit P-J Fit
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Appendix A. Post-treatment Survey (Spanish // English) 
 

En la próximas páginas encontrarás una serie de preguntas sobre tus actitudes en el trabajo, y sobre tus percepciones sobre [company name]. El 
contenido de esta encuesta nos ayudará a mejorar el proceso de inducción y toda la experiencia de onboarding para nuevos colaboradores del 
[company name]. // In the next pages, you will find a series of questions about your attitudes at work, and about your perceptions about [company 
name]. The content of this survey will help us improve the new-employee orientation process and the complete onboarding experience at 
[company name]. 

Esta encuesta ha sido diseñada por [name of consulting company]. Toda la información será manejada con confidencialidad y no será compartida 
con ningún colaborador del [company name]. [Company name] recibirá unicamente un informe de resultados agregados (no individuales). // This 
survey has been designed by [name of consulting company]. All your information will be handled with confidentiality and will not be shared with 
any employee from [company name]. [Company name] will only receive an overall with aggregated results (not individual responses to the 
survey).  

Por favor, si tuvieras cualquier pregunta o consulta no dudes en comunicarte con [name and email address of contacts]. // Please, if you have any 
questions, do not hesitate to contact [name and email address of contacts]. 
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Por favor, selecciona qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada uno de los siguientes enunciados, piensa en qué tan bien reflejan tus comportamientos y/o 
actitudes en el [company name]. // Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following items, thinking about how well each item 
reflects your attitudes and/or behaviors at [company name].  

Completamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Completely 
disagree 

(1)

Moderadamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Moderately 
disagree 

(2)

Un poco en 
desacuerdo // 
Slightly    

disagree
(3)

Ni de acuerdo ni 
en desacuerdo // 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(4)

Un poco de 
acuerdo // 
Slightly 

agree
(5)

Moderadamente 
de acuerdo //
Moderately 

agree
(6)

Completamente 
de acuerdo // 
Completely 

agree
(7)

Conozco el propósito del [company name]. // I know the purpose of 
[company name]. o o o o o o o
Entiendo el propósito del [company name]. // I understand the 
purpose of [company name]. o o o o o o o
Comparto el propósito del [company name]. // I share the purpose of 
[company name]. o o o o o o o
Me siento muy identificada/o con el propósito del [company name]. // 
I feel identified with the purpose of [company name]. o o o o o o o
Estoy sumamente comprometida/o con el propósito del [company 
name]. // I am committed with the purpose of [company name]. o o o o o o o
En mi día a día, vivo el propósito del [company name]. // In my day 
to day, I live the purpose of [company name]. o o o o o o o
[Company name] es una empresa socialmente responsible. // 
[Company name] is a socially responsible company. o o o o o o o
[Company name] sigue altos estandandares eticos en su gestion. // 
[Company name] follows high ethical standards. o o o o o o o
[Company name] se preocupa en mejorar el bienestar de todos sus 
stakeholders, incluyendo empleados y clientes, y de la sociedad. // 
[Company name] is concerned with improving the well-being of 
stakeholders and society at large.

o o o o o o o

Dentro de todo, estoy muy satisfecha/o con mi trabajo. // Overall, I 
am satisfied with my job. o o o o o o o
Generalmente hablando, estoy bastante satisfecha/o con mi trabajo. // 
Generally speacking, I am very satisfied with my job. o o o o o o o
[Company name] paga salarios justos a sus empleados. //  [Company 
name] pays its employees fairly. o o o o o o o
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Por favor, selecciona qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada uno de los siguientes enunciados, piensa en qué tan bien reflejan tus comportamientos y/o 
actitudes en el [company name]. // Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following items, thinking about how well each item 
reflects your attitudes and/or behaviors at [company name].  

Completamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Completely 
disagree 

(1)

Moderadamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Moderately 
disagree 

(2)

Un poco en 
desacuerdo // 
Slightly    

disagree
(3)

Ni de acuerdo ni 
en desacuerdo // 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(4)

Un poco de 
acuerdo // 
Slightly 

agree
(5)

Moderadamente 
de acuerdo //
Moderately 

agree
(6)

Completamente 
de acuerdo // 
Completely 

agree
(7)

Aspectos generales del [company name] causan en mi una gran 
cantidad de estrés y ansiedad. // General aspects of [company name] 
tend to cause me a great deal of stress and anxiety.

o o o o o o o
Mi trabajo me genera una gran cantidad de estrés y ansiedad. // My 
job causes me a great deal of personal stress and axiety. o o o o o o o
Las relaciones con las personas que trabajo causan en mí mucho estrés 
y ansiedad. // Relations with the people I work with cause me a great 
deal of stress and anxiety.

o o o o o o o
Cuando alguien critica al [company name], lo siento como un insulto 
personal. // When someone criticises [company name], it feels like a 
personal insult.

o o o o o o o
Estoy muy interesado en lo que otros piensas del [company name]. // 
I am very interested in what others think about [company name] o o o o o o o
Cuando hablo del [company name], normalmente digo "nosotros" en 
vez de "ellos". // When I talk about [company name], I usually say 
"we" rather than "they"

o o o o o o o
Los exitos del [company name] son mis exitos. // [company name]'s 
successes are my successes o o o o o o o
Cuando alguien halaga al [company name], lo siento cumplido 
personal. // When someone praises [company name], it feels like a 
personal complement

o o o o o o o
El [company name] trata bien a sus empleados. // I believe that 
[company name]treats it employees well. o o o o o o o
El [company name] es justo con sus empleados. // I believe that 
[company name] treats its employees fairly. o o o o o o o
No estoy planeando buscar un trabajo en otra empresa los próximos 
12 meses. // I am not planning to search for a new job in another 
organization during the next 12 months.

o o o o o o o
Casi nunca pienso en renunciar a a mi trabajo. // I rarely think of 
quitting my job. o o o o o o o
Si fuera por mi, trabajaría en el [company name] durante los proximos 
años. // If I have my own way, I will be working for [company name] 
one year from now.

o o o o o o o
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Por favor, responde a las siguientes preguntas, piensa en qué tan bien reflejan tus comportamientos y/o actitudes en el [company name]. // Please 
answer the following questions, thinking about how well each item reflects your attitudes and/or behaviors at [company name]. 

              Casi nada //    
…Almost nothing      

Moderadamente // 
Moderately 

…   Casi por completo // 
Almost completely 

                        0   20                            40                 60           80             100      

¿En qué medida tus conocimientos, habilidades y competencias encajan 
con los requeridos para tu puesto en [company name]? // To what extent 
do your knowledge, skills, and abilities match the requirements of your 
job at [company name]? 

 

¿En qué medida tu trabajo en [company name] se acerca a tu trabajo 
ideal? // To what extent does your job at [company name] enable you to 
do the kind of work you want to do?  

¿En qué medida tu trabajo satisface tus necesidades profesionales y 
personales? // To what extent does your job fulfill your personal and 
professional needs?  

¿En qué medida tu trabajo está alineado con tus proyectos de vida? // To 
what extent is the job a good match for you?  

¿Hasta qué punto los valores del [company name] son similares a los 
tuyos? // To what extent are the values of [company name] similar to your 
own values?  

¿Hasta qué punto el [company name] satisface tus necesidades personales 
y profesionales? // To what extent does [company name] fulfill your 
needs?  

¿Hasta qué punto tu personalidad se asemeja a la personalidad o la 
imagen del [company name]? // To what extent does your personality 
match the personality or image of [company name]?  

¿Hasta qué punto el [company name] encaja con tu forma de ser? // To 
what extent is [company name] a good match for you.  
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Por favor, responde a las siguientes preguntas, piensa en qué tan bien reflejan tus comportamientos y/o actitudes en el [company name]. // Please 
answer the following questions, thinking about how well each item reflects your attitudes and/or behaviors at [company name].  

  

Completamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Completely 
disagree 

(1)

Moderadamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Moderately 
disagree 

(2)

Un poco en 
desacuerdo // 
Slightly    

disagree
(3)

Ni de acuerdo ni 
en desacuerdo // 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(4)

Un poco de 
acuerdo // 
Slightly 

agree
(5)

Moderadamente 
de acuerdo //
Moderately 

agree
(6)

Completamente 
de acuerdo // 
Completely 

agree
(7)

Sigo las normas y los procesos del trabajo. // I follow organizational 
rules and procedures. o o o o o o o
Endorso, apoyo, y defiendo los objetivos del [company name]. // I 
endorse, support, and defend the objectives of [company name]. o o o o o o o
Ayudo y coopero con otros colaboradores. // I have helped and 
cooperated with others. o o o o o o o
Persisto con entusiasmo y esfuerzo extra en mi trabajo. // I have 
persisted with enthusiasm and extra effort on the job. o o o o o o o
Me ofrezco voluntariamente para hacer tareas que no son formalmente 
parte de mi trabajo. // I have volunteered to do tasks that are not 
formally part of the job.

o o o o o o o
Creo que el [company name] paga salarios justos a sus empleados. // I 
believe that [company name] pays its employees fairly. o o o o o o o
No me siento "emocionalmente vinculado" al [company name]. // I do 
not feel "emotionally attached" to [company name]. o o o o o o o
Siento que soy parte del [company name]. // I really feel a sense of 
"belonging" to [company name]. o o o o o o o
No me siento "parte de la familia" en el [company name]. // I do not 
feel like "part of the family" at [company name]. o o o o o o o
Siento que los problemas de la organización son míos. // I really feel 
as if this organization's problems are my own. o o o o o o o
Creo que podría vincularme fácilmente a otra organización. // I think 
that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am 
to this one.

o o o o o o o
Estaría muy feliz de desarrollar el resto de mi carrera en el [company 
name]. // I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with 
[company name].

o o o o o o o
En general, estoy agradecido con el [company name]. // In general, I 
am grateful to [company name]. o o o o o o o
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Por favor, selecciona qué tan de acuerdo estás con cada uno de los siguientes enunciados, piensa en qué tan bien reflejan tus comportamientos y/o 
actitudes en el [company name]. // Please answer the following questions, think of how well each item reflects your attitudes and/or behaviors at 
[company name].  

Completamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Completely 
disagree 

(1)

Moderadamente 
en desacuerdo // 

Moderately 
disagree 

(2)

Un poco en 
desacuerdo // 
Slightly    

disagree
(3)

Ni de acuerdo ni 
en desacuerdo // 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(4)

Un poco de 
acuerdo // 
Slightly 

agree
(5)

Moderadamente 
de acuerdo //
Moderately 

agree
(6)

Completamente 
de acuerdo // 
Completely 

agree
(7)

Estoy agradecido con una varias personas del [company name]. // I am 
grateful to a wide variety of people at [company name]. o o o o o o o
Tengo muchas cosas por las que estar agradecido con el [company 
name]. //I have so much at [company name] to be thankful for. o o o o o o o
Si tuviera que enlistar todas las cosas por las que estar agradecido con 
el [company name], sería una lista larga. // If I had to list everything 
that I felt grateful for at [company name], it would be a very long list

o o o o o o o
Estoy orgulloso de trabajar en el [company name]. // I am proud to 
work for [company name]. o o o o o o o
La gente respeta lo que el [company name] hace. //People respect what 
[company name] does o o o o o o o
Estoy orgulloso de estar asociado al [company name]. // I am proud to 
be associated with [company name]. o o o o o o o
Estoy orgulloso de los logros del [company name]. // I am proud of 
what [company name] accomplishes. o o o o o o o
Con orgullo le cuento a mis familiares y amigos que trabajo para el 
[company name]. // I am proud to tell my friends that I work for 
[company name].

o o o o o o o
En el [company name], disfruto hacer sentir bien a otras personas. // I 
enjoy making other people feel better at [company name]. o o o o o o o
No estoy interesada/o en cómo se sienten otras personas en [company 
name]. // I am not really interested in how other people at [company 
name] feel. 

o o o o o o o
Me conecto con el estado de ánimo de los demás en [company name]. 
// I find that I am “in tune” with other people’s moods when I am at 
[company name]. 

o o o o o o o
En el [company name], cuando veo que se están aprovechando de 
alguien siento que debo protegerla/o. // At [company name], when I 
see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
towards him\her

o o o o o o o

Tengo una gran urgencia por ayudar a quienes veo preocupados en 
[company name]. // I get a strong urge to help when I see someone 
who is upset at [company name].

o o o o o o o
En [company name], tiendo a compartir el entusiamo de las de mas 
personas. // At [company name], when someone else is feeling 
excited, I tend to get excited too.

o o o o o o o
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Appendix B. Results of Logistic Regression Analyses on Turnover 

 

Undefined-term Contract - 0.379
- (0.305)

Salary - 0.850
- (0.098)

Female - 0.636
- (0.269)

Age - 1.031
- (0.051)

Treated vs. Control 0.368 ** 0.335 **

(0.142) (0.142)
Constant 0.537 * 1.189

(0.142) (1.440)
R 2 0.040 0.1651
Number of Employees 154 154

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Undefined-term Contract - 0.383

- (0.251)
Salary - 0.876

- (0.080)
Female - 0.827

- (0.283)
Age - 1.022

- (0.043)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.492 ** 0.432 *

(0.162) (0.155)
Constant 0.537 * 1.130

(0.142) (1.159)
R 2 0.018 0.1256
Number of Employees 221 221

Panel C: Treated vs. Not Treated
Undefined-term Contract - 0.392

- (0.256)
Salary - 0.877

- (0.078)
Female - 0.913

- (0.311)
Age - 1.029

- (0.042)
Treated vs. Not Treated 0.444 * 0.458 *

(0.151) (0.164)
Constant 0.444 ** 0.675

(0.084) (0.647)
R 2 0.024 0.1236
Number of Employees 221 221

†p < .10 ; *p < .05; **p < .01

Odds ratios of logistic regression analyses in each Panel. Standard errors in 
parentheses. 

Panel A: Treated vs. Control
Turnover
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Appendix C1. Results of Multiple Mediation Analyses: Treated vs. Control 

 

DV: Organizational Identification
Treated vs. Control 1.768 * (0.815) - - 1.768 * (0.815)
Undefined-term Contract -1.523 (1.649) - - -1.523 (1.649)
Salary 0.313 (0.265) - - 0.313 (0.265)
Female 1.932 * (0.796) - - 1.932 * (0.796)
Age 0.041 (0.111) - - 0.041 (0.111)

DV: Organizational Justice
Treated vs. Control 0.778 ** (0.240) - - 0.778 ** (0.240)
Undefined-term Contract -0.575 (0.486) - - -0.575 (0.486)
Salary 0.114 (0.078) - - 0.114 (0.078)
Female 0.233 (0.235) - - 0.233 (0.235)
Age -0.034 (0.033) - - -0.034 (0.033)

DV: Person-Organization Fit
Treated vs. Control 26.812 ** (8.078) - - 26.812 ** (8.078)
Undefined-term Contract 21.615 (16.333) - - 21.615 (16.333)
Salary -1.678 (2.624) - - -1.678 (2.624)
Female 4.096 (7.883) - - 4.096 (7.883)
Age 0.341 (1.100) - - 0.341 (1.100)

DV: Person-Job Fit
Treated vs. Control 19.679 † (11.969) - - 19.679 † (11.969)
Undefined-term Contract 79.214 ** (24.200) - - 79.214 ** (24.200)
Salary -8.409 * (3.888) - - -8.409 * (3.888)
Female 7.644 (11.680) - - 7.644 (11.680)
Age 1.136 (1.629) - - 1.136 (1.629)

DV: Work Stress
Organizational Identification 0.036 (0.080) - - 0.036 (0.080)
Organizational Justice -0.816 ** (0.270) - - -0.816 ** (0.270)
Person-Organization Fit -0.032 ** (0.010) - - -0.032 ** (0.010)
Person-Job Fit -0.004 (0.007) - - -0.004 (0.007)
Treated vs. Control -0.155 (0.687) -1.513 ** (0.401) -1.668 * (0.726)
Undefined-term Contract -0.485 (1.401) -0.622 (0.833) -1.106 (1.469)
Salary 0.134 (0.220) 0.008 (0.125) 0.143 (0.236)
Female -1.068 † (0.647) -0.284 (0.351) -1.352 * (0.709)
Age -0.073 (0.089) 0.013 (0.047) -0.060 (0.099)

DV: Intention to Stay
Organizational Identification 0.055 (0.068) - - 0.055 (0.068)
Organizational Justice 0.695 ** (0.228) - - 0.695 ** (0.228)
Person-Organization Fit 0.009 (0.009) - - 0.009 (0.009)
Person-Job Fit 0.011 * (0.006) - - 0.011 * (0.006)
Treated vs. Control 0.484 (0.580) 1.094 ** (0.301) 1.578 ** (0.594)
Undefined-term Contract 2.023 † (1.183) 0.612 (0.631) 2.635 * (1.200)
Salary -0.110 (0.186) -0.014 (0.093) -0.125 (0.193)
Female -0.774 (0.547) 0.391 (0.255) -0.384 (0.579)
Age -0.013 (0.075) -0.005 (0.033) -0.018 (0.081)

DV: Turnover
Organizational Identification -0.003 (0.008) -0.001 (0.001) -0.003 (0.008)
Organizational Justice -0.061 * (0.030) 0.002 (0.011) -0.058 * (0.028)
Person-Organization Fit 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.001)
Person-Job Fit -0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) -0.001 (0.001)
WorkStress -0.009 (0.009) - - -0.009 (0.009)
Intention to Stay -0.007 (0.011) - - -0.007 (0.011)
Treated vs. Control -0.133 † (0.071) -0.063 * (0.031) -0.196 ** (0.069)
Undefined-term Contract 0.039 (0.146) -0.037 (0.068) 0.002 (0.140)
Salary -0.051 * (0.023) -0.001 (0.009) -0.052 * (0.023)
Female -0.058 (0.068) -0.011 (0.027) -0.069 (0.068)
Age 0.012 (0.009) 0.002 (0.003) 0.014 (0.009)

Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect

DE = Coefficients of direct effect of IV on DV; IE = Coefficients of indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variables (see Figure 3). TE 
= Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01
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Appendix C2. Results of Multiple Mediation Analyses: Intent-to-Treat 

 

DV: Organizational Identification
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 1.013 (0.822) - - 1.013 (0.822)
Undefined-term Contract -1.507 (1.510) - - -1.507 (1.510)
Salary 0.226 (0.233) - - 0.226 (0.233)
Female 1.679 * (0.746) - - 1.679 * (0.746)
Age 0.187 * (0.096) - - 0.187 * (0.096)

DV: Organizational Justice
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.513 * (0.227) - - 0.513 * (0.227)
Undefined-term Contract -0.314 (0.421) - - -0.314 (0.421)
Salary 0.093 (0.066) - - 0.093 (0.066)
Female 0.139 (0.206) - - 0.139 (0.206)
Age -0.031 (0.028) - - -0.031 (0.028)

DV: Person-Organization Fit
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 19.940 * (8.496) - - 19.940 * (8.496)
Undefined-term Contract 16.086 (15.807) - - 16.086 (15.807)
Salary -1.645 (2.498) - - -1.645 (2.498)
Female 1.345 (7.704) - - 1.345 (7.704)
Age 1.473 (1.074) - - 1.473 (1.074)

DV: Person-Job Fit
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 18.515 (11.389) - - 18.515 † (11.389)
Undefined-term Contract 53.062 * (21.177) - - 53.062 ** (21.177)
Salary -5.750 † (3.346) - - -5.750 * (3.346)
Female 8.077 (10.327) - - 8.077 (10.327)
Age 2.050 (1.438) - - 2.050 (1.438)

DV: Work Stress
Organizational Identification 0.136 † (0.073) - - 0.136 (0.073)
Organizational Justice -1.057 ** (0.267) - - -1.057 ** (0.267)
Person-Organization Fit -0.016 † (0.009) - - -0.016 ** (0.009)
Person-Job Fit -0.008 (0.007) - - -0.008 (0.007)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -0.263 (0.691) -0.870 ** (0.339) -1.133 * (0.743)
Undefined-term Contract 0.359 (1.290) -0.564 (0.662) -0.205 (1.366)
Salary -0.069 (0.198) 0.005 (0.101) -0.064 (0.210)
Female -0.788 (0.627) -0.007 (0.306) -0.795 * (0.676)
Age -0.040 (0.083) 0.018 (0.044) -0.022 (0.087)

DV: Intention to Stay
Organizational Identification 0.089 (0.055) - - 0.089 (0.055)
Organizational Justice 0.568 * (0.201) - - 0.568 * (0.201)
Person-Organization Fit 0.008 (0.007) - - 0.008 (0.007)
Person-Job Fit 0.009 † (0.005) - - 0.009 † (0.005)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.296 (0.524) 0.718 ** (0.220) 0.296 ** (0.548)
Undefined-term Contract 3.003 * (0.976) 0.305 (0.435) 3.003 * (1.007)
Salary -0.153 (0.150) 0.007 (0.065) -0.153 (0.155)
Female -0.487 (0.475) 0.313 (0.198) -0.487 (0.498)
Age -0.071 (0.062) 0.030 (0.028) -0.071 (0.064)

DV: Turnover
Organizational Identification -0.003 (0.007) 0.000 (0.001) -0.003 (0.007)
Organizational Justice -0.063 * (0.027) 0.003 (0.009) -0.060 * (0.025)
Person-Organization Fit 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.001)
Person-Job Fit 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.001)
WorkStress -0.001 (0.007) - - -0.001 (0.007)
Intention to Stay 0.004 (0.009) - - 0.004 (0.009)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control -0.101 † (0.060) -0.063 * (0.020) -0.144 * (0.060)
Undefined-term Contract -0.154 (0.110) -0.037 (0.050) -0.145 (0.103)
Salary -0.021 (0.016) -0.001 (0.006) -0.025 (0.015)
Female -0.016 (0.055) -0.011 (0.019) -0.034 (0.054)
Age 0.004 (0.007) 0.002 (0.003) 0.004 (0.006)

Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect

Direct Effect = Coefficients of direct effect of IV on DV; Indirect Effect = Coefficients of indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variables 
(see Figure 3). TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01
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Appendix C3. Results of Multiple Mediation Analyses: Treated vs. Not Treated 

 

DV: Organizational Identification
Treated vs. Control 2.057 ** (0.733) - - 2.057 ** (0.733)
Undefined-term Contract -1.777 (1.488) - - -1.777 (1.488)
Salary 0.242 (0.229) - - 0.242 (0.229)
Female 1.618 (0.733) - - 1.618 (0.733)
Age 0.190 (0.094) - - 0.190 (0.094)

DV: Organizational Justice
Treated vs. Control 0.684 ** (0.202) - - 0.684 ** (0.202)
Undefined-term Contract -0.406 (0.416) - - -0.406 (0.416)
Salary 0.102 (0.065) - - 0.102 (0.065)
Female 0.107 (0.203) - - 0.107 (0.203)
Age -0.034 (0.028) - - -0.034 (0.028)

DV: Person-Organization Fit
Treated vs. Control 23.661 ** (7.596) - - 23.661 ** (7.596)
Undefined-term Contract 12.623 (15.707) - - 12.623 (15.707)
Salary -1.293 (2.476) - - -1.293 (2.476)
Female 0.185 (7.615) - - 0.185 (7.615)
Age 1.319 (1.059) - - 1.319 (1.059)

DV: Person-Job Fit
Treated vs. Control 12.982 (10.322) - - 12.982 (10.322)
Undefined-term Contract 51.877 * (21.321) - - 51.877 * (21.321)
Salary -5.646 (3.359) - - -5.646 (3.359)
Female 7.197 (10.347) - - 7.197 (10.347)
Age 1.931 (1.437) - - 1.931 (1.437)

DV: Work Stress
Organizational Identification 0.141 † (0.073) - - 0.141 † (0.073)
Organizational Justice -1.039 ** (0.267) - - -1.039 ** (0.267)
Person-Organization Fit -0.015 (0.009) - - -0.015 (0.009)
Person-Job Fit -0.009 (0.007) - - -0.009 (0.007)
Treated vs. Control -0.502 (0.645) -0.894 ** (0.340) -1.396 * (0.672)
Undefined-term Contract 0.416 (1.293) -0.474 (0.663) -0.058 (1.362)
Salary -0.069 (0.198) -0.002 (0.100) -0.071 (0.209)
Female -0.792 † (0.625) 0.051 (0.301) -0.741 (0.672)
Age -0.046 (0.082) 0.025 (0.043) -0.021 (0.086)

DV: Intention to Stay
Organizational Identification 0.084 (0.055) - - 0.084 (0.055)
Organizational Justice 0.545 ** (0.201) - - 0.545 ** (0.201)
Person-Organization Fit 0.008 (0.007) - - 0.008 (0.007)
Person-Job Fit 0.010 * (0.005) - - 0.010 * (0.005)
Treated vs. Control 0.559 (0.488) 0.852 ** (0.227) 1.411 ** (0.495)
Undefined-term Contract 2.922 † (0.978) 0.228 (0.435) 3.149 ** (1.003)
Salary -0.149 (0.150) 0.011 (0.065) -0.138 (0.154)
Female -0.490 (0.473) 0.266 (0.193) -0.224 (0.495)
Age -0.067 (0.062) 0.026 (0.028) -0.041 (0.063)

DV: Turnover
Organizational Identification -0.002 (0.007) 0.000 (0.001) -0.002 (0.007)
Organizational Justice -0.062 * (0.027) 0.003 (0.009) -0.059 * (0.025)
Person-Organization Fit 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.001)
Person-Job Fit -0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) -0.001 (0.001)
WorkStress -0.001 (0.007) - - -0.001 (0.007)
Intention to Stay 0.004 (0.009) - - 0.004 (0.009)
Treated vs. Control -0.073 (0.057) -0.050 * (0.024) -0.123 * (0.055)
Undefined-term Contract -0.146 (0.111) 0.011 (0.051) -0.136 (0.104)
Salary -0.021 (0.016) -0.004 (0.006) -0.025 (0.015)
Female -0.008 (0.055) -0.015 (0.019) -0.023 (0.054)
Age 0.004 (0.007) 0.000 (0.003) 0.005 (0.006)

Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect

Direct Effect = Coefficients of direct effect of IV on DV; Indirect Effect = Coefficients of indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating variables 
(see Figure 3). TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01
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Appendix D. Treatment Effects on Perception of CSR 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Undefined-term Contract - -0.224 Undefined-term Contract - -0.067
- (0.679) - (0.574)

Salary - 0.179 Salary - 0.108
- (0.109) - (0.090)

Female - 0.409 Female - 0.011
- (0.328) - (0.277)

Age - -0.062 Age - -0.037
- (0.046) - (0.038)

Treated vs. Control 1.008 ** 1.004 ** Intended to be Treated vs. Control 1.362 ** 1.364 **

(0.339) (0.336) (0.492) (0.484)
Constant 19.180 ** 19.596 ** Constant 19.180 ** 19.472 **

(0.266) (1.028) (0.261) (0.854)
R 2 0.064 0.119 - -
Number of Employees 130 130 Number of Employees 178 178

Panel B: Intent-to-Treat
Undefined-term Contract - 0.156 Undefined-term Contract - 0.056

- (0.565) - (0.569)
Salary - 0.084 Salary - 0.096

- (0.089) - (0.090)
Female - 0.070 Female - 0.023

- (0.276) - (0.277)
Age - -0.028 Age - -0.037

- (0.038) - (0.038)
Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.851 ** 0.860 ** Intended to be Treated vs. Control 0.718 ** 0.695 *

(0.304) (0.304) (0.275) (0.276)
Constant 19.180 ** 19.263 ** Constant 19.469 ** 19.774 **

(0.257) (0.872) (0.184) (0.835)
R 2 0.043 0.070 R 2 0.037 0.062
Number of Employees 178 178 Number of Employees 178 178

Panel A: Treated vs. Control

Perception of  CSR

Coefficients of OLS regressions in Panel A, B and D, and coefficients of two-stage least squares in Panel C. Standard errors in parentheses. 
†p  < .10 ; *p < .05; **p  < .01

Panel D: Treated vs. Not Treated

Panel C: Treatment on the (Instrumented) Treated

Perception of  CSR
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Appendix E. Results of Multiple Mediation Model with Perception of CSR as IV 

  

 

DV: Organizational Identification
Perception of CSR 1.178 ** (0.217) - - 1.178 ** (0.217)

DV: Organizational Justice
Perception of CSR 0.474 ** (0.073) - - 0.474 ** (0.073)

DV: Person-Organization Fit
Perception of CSR 13.547 ** (2.621) - - 13.547 ** (2.621)

DV: Person-Job Fit
Perception of CSR 13.845 ** (3.226) - - 13.845 (3.226)

DV: Work Stress
Organizational Identification 0.110 (0.073) - - 0.110 (0.009)
Organizational Justice -0.867 ** (0.320) - - -0.867 ** (0.001)
Person-Organization Fit -0.013 (0.012) - - -0.013 (0.007)
Person-Job Fit -0.010 (0.006) - - -0.010 (0.036)
Perception of CSR -0.227 (0.222) -0.593 ** (0.181) -0.820 ** (0.195)

DV: Intention to Stay
Organizational Identification 0.052 (0.056) - - 0.052 (0.056)
Organizational Justice 0.346 (0.256) - - 0.346 (0.256)
Person-Organization Fit 0.006 (0.006) - - 0.006 (0.006)
Person-Job Fit 0.013 ** (0.005) - - 0.013 ** (0.005)
Perception of CSR 0.349 † (0.195) 0.477 ** (0.163) 0.826 ** (0.148)

DV: Turnover
Organizational Identification -0.002 (0.007) 0.000 (0.001) -0.002 (0.007)
Organizational Justice -0.054 (0.037) -0.003 (0.009) -0.057 † (0.036)
Person-Organization Fit 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.001)
Person-Job Fit -0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) -0.001 (0.001)
WorkStress 0.001 (0.009) - - 0.001 (0.009)
Intention to Stay -0.005 (0.009) - - -0.005 (0.009)
Perception of CSR -0.015 (0.029) -0.042 * (0.020) -0.057 ** (0.019)

Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect

Direct Effect = Coefficients of direct effect of IV on DV; Indirect Effect = Coefficients of indirect effect of IV on DV through mediating 
variables (see Figure 3). TE = Coefficients of total effect of IV on DV.
†p  < .10 ; *p  < .05; **p  < .01


