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Introduction

As the goal of corporate sustainability is to promote harmony in business and soci-
ety, the manner in which organizations should respond to social and environmental
concerns is a central issue in today’s retail industry, specifically in fashion (Lee and
Ha-Brookshire 2017). This is because the fashion retail industry has been challenged
with various destructive claims that a number of global fashion brands have created
circumstances which neglect social responsibility (Goworek et al. 2012). Accord-
ingly, many fashion retail businesses have devoted considerable effort to transform-
ing their negative reputations, encouraging employee engagement, and to becoming
even more responsible than other industries (Kanwar et al. 2012). To shift toward
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corporate sustainability, the stakeholder theory emphasizes the importance of pay-
ing attention to internal stakeholders, as employees’ attitudes and behaviors can
both directly and indirectly impact organizations’ performance (Rupp et al. 2013).
If employees perceive that they work in an ethical environment and develop better
relationships with direct managers, they will be more likely to engage in more posi-
tive behaviors to promote organizational goals (Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; Rupp
et al. 2013).

Defined as a “discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal
reward system and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the
organization” (Organ 1988, p. 4), organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) may
have a positive association with organizational ethical working environment and
corporate sustainability performance (Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; Shin 2012).
Conversely, counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is intentionally destructive
behavior designed to hurt the justifiable interests of an organization (Gruys and
Sackett 2003). Related to negative emotions such as anger, anxiety, and frustration,
CWB was found to impede organizational performance from a social perspective
(Chernyak-Hai and Tziner 2014). This is because CWB hampers the positive impacts
of CEV and LMX on corporate sustainability performance (Chernyak-Hai and
Tziner 2014). Schwartz (2013) posited that employees may perceive their employers
as socially responsible organizations if they see these three elements reflected: ethi-
cal leadership, corporate ethical values, and a robust ethics program. This implies
that contextual (corporate ethical values) and relational (leader-member exchange)
factors may influence employees’ behaviors, which can assist organizations in shift-
ing toward corporate sustainability.

As contextual factors, corporate ethical values (CEV) provide an important context
for employees to engage in more ethical decision-making and CEV also improves
organizational performance in the long run (Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; O’Fallon
and Butterfield 2005). On the other hand, as a relational factor, leader-member
exchange (LMX) has been explored to understand managerial behaviors and also to
encourage employees’ motivations as related to empowerment, respect, and obliga-
tion (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner 2014; Fein et al. 2013). Previous literature has found
an association between LMX and job performance (Dulebohn et al. 2012). Accord-
ingly, high-quality LMX leads to improved work performance, which in turn results
in a more objective measure of organizational performance as well as greater antici-
pation from value chain partners and stakeholders (Wang et al. 2005).

Given that the fashion retail industry strives to shift toward corporate sustainabil-
ity, how employees feel valued by working in better and more responsible environ-
ments, and how relationships with leaders affect corporate sustainability are crucial
areas to explore (Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; Schwartz 2013). Therefore, this study
aims to investigate how negative and positive employee behaviors can be alleviated
or engaged through providing an ethical working environment and quality relation-
ships with direct managers or executives. Hence, our findings can provide crucial
insights into the different dimensions of corporate sustainability to take into consid-
eration during the strategic decision-making process.
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Literature Review

Corporate sustainability and stakeholder theory

Corporate social responsibility (CSR), interchangeable with corporate sustainability,
stresses an organization’s obligations to its stakeholders and how organizations should
act to respond to social and environmental concerns (Baumgartner 2014). Essentially,
the notion of corporate sustainability refers to the goal of an organization to fulfil the
needs of its current stakeholders without diminishing its capabilities to meet the needs
of future stakeholders (Dyllick and Hockerts 2002). Unlike traditional management that
solely emphasizes the economic performance of an organization, corporate sustainabil-
ity focuses on simultaneously protecting the environment and enhancing the welfare of
society in the long run. In this regard, previous literature on CSR is closely tied to the
relationship between business and society (O’'Riordan and Fairbrass 2014), business eth-
ics (Crane and Matten 2010), and the stakeholder theory (Freeman 1984).

In order to understand how the CSR practices of organizations are actually imple-
mented, it is imperative to assess the perceptions of corporate sustainability by individ-
ual members of organizations as inner actors or/and internal stakeholders. Based on the
stakeholder theory, a holistic approach that holds all members in an organization (e.g.,
consumers, community, investors, suppliers and employees) responsible for a common
obligation towards all other beings, corporate sustainability should be incorporated into
different areas of the organization (Van Marrewijk 2003). Employees’ perception toward
their employer’s CSR may provide “direct and stronger implications for employees’ sub-
sequent reactions than actual firm behaviors of which employees may or may not be
aware” (Rupp et al. 2013, p. 897).

Employee behaviors

Employees play an important role in directly and indirectly influencing an organization’s
performance because they “shape the organizational, social, and psychological context
that serves as the catalyst for task activities and processes” (Borman and Motowidlo
1997, p. 100). Some researchers have defined these behaviors as either Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB) or Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB), both of
which have been extensively studied in psychology and management literature (Appel-
baum et al. 2004; Ellinger and Wu 2013; Foote and Tang 2008; Gkorezis and Bellou 2016;
Zheng et al. 2017).

OCB refers to employee behavior that is “discretionary, not directly or explicitly recog-
nized by the formal reward system and that in the aggregate promotes the effective func-
tioning of the organization” (Organ 1988, p. 4). Organ (1988) defined the two dimensions
of OCB as interpersonal (OCBI), which helps others and colleagues in the organization,
and organizational (OCBO), which puts more effort into achieving the organization’s
goals. As OCB involves discretionary work behavior that generates a positive work con-
text, numerous literature has posited that propositions of OCB may be enacted by “good
soldiers and good actors” (Donia et al. 2016, p. 23). Employees who engage in higher lev-
els of OCB are found to be more deeply rooted in their current organizations, as social
capital is accrued from these behaviors (Becton et al. 2017). Accordingly, many studies
have argued that OCB is strongly associated with affective attitudinal variables, such as
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employee satisfaction, organizational commitment, and decreased turnover intentions
(Donia et al. 2016; Fassina et al. 2008; Hoffman et al. 2007). Predominantly explained
by the social exchange theory, OCB was also found to be an outcome of quality leader-
member exchange (LMX), trust among parties, and long-term relationships (Becton
et al. 2017). Moreover, Valentine et al. (2011) argued that context-based factors, such as
corporate ethical values and cooperative norms, could also increase and encourage OCB
among employees.

Counterproductive work behavior (CWB), on the other hand, concerns employee
behaviors that are intentionally performed to hurt the valid and justifiable interests of an
organization (Gruys and Sackett 2003). As an employee’s expression of their dissatisfac-
tion towards their work environment, CWB is strongly correlated with negative emo-
tions (such as anger, anxiety, and frustration) induced by organizational constraints like
injustice, stressful work environment, and job dissatisfaction (Dwayne and Greenidge
2010; Kelloway et al. 2010). According to Bennet and Robinson (2000), CWB may be vol-
untary and highly motivated behavior intended to harm colleagues, organizational prop-
erty, and/or a company’s profitability and reputation (Ng et al. 2016; Miao et al. 2017;
Spector and Fox 2010). Regarded as a collective concept that incorporates any nega-
tive workplace behaviors, CWB has been examined as aggressive, revengeful, rude, and
threatening behaviors (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner 2014; Zheng et al. 2017). Thus, employ-
ees who engage in high levels of CWB tend to develop stress-related problems, a high
rate of turnover intentions, lack of confidence at work, and physical and psychological
pains (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner 2014). Therefore, previous research has indicated that
predictors for CWB include employees’ personal traits and abilities (e.g., Dalal 2005;
Dilchert et al. 2007), harsh supervision, dissatisfaction with their role, and interpersonal
conflicts (Bruk-Lee and Spector 2006; Mitchell and Ambrose 2007).

Prior studies have suggested that these two types of employee behaviors may not
be inter-related, meaning that they could display different relationships with anteced-
ents (Spector et al. 2010; Spector and Fox 2010). Numerous studies have examined the
relationship between CWB and OCB, as both behaviors are dimensions of job perfor-
mance (Hoesni and Omar 2012). Dalal (2005) addressed that OCB and CWB were found
in a low to modestly negative range. Similarly, other studies (e.g., Kelloway et al. 2002;
O’Briend and Allen 2008; Sackett et al. 2006) supported this view, as OCB and CWB
are considered to be distinct constructs and that both types of behaviors can possibly be
engaged in at any one time.

Employee behaviors and corporate sustainability performance

Extant empirical studies (e.g., McWilliams and Siegel 2011; Luo and Bhattacharya 2006)
have examined organizations’ CSR practices, particularly focusing on organizational
outcomes such as customer satisfaction and financial performance. Likewise, numerous
studies have primarily focused on the influences of CSR practices on employees’ attitu-
dinal variables, such as organizational commitment (Aguilera et al. 2006; Brammer et al.
2007), turnover intentions, job satisfaction (Valentine and Fleischman 2008), and organi-
zational citizenship behavior (OCB) (e.g. Chun et al. 2013; Evans et al. 2010; Gao and He
2016).
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OCB is found to have a significant association with an organization’s ethical work-
ing environment (Shin 2012) and organizational justice. OCB recuperates organi-
zational effectiveness (Koys 2001) and improves both organizational and individual
outcomes (Podsakoff et al. 2009). However, Newman et al. (2015) found direct and posi-
tive effects of employees’ perceptions of CSR on OCB, leading to improvements in job
performance. Recognized as a high-performance human resource concept, OCB medi-
ates employee job performance as well as organizational performance in service-based
organizations (Sun et al. 2007). Moreover, according to Lee and Ha-Brookshire (2018),
OCB can improve the effectiveness and flexibility of an organization’s performance
through valuing the role of employees. OCB not only leads to employees’ empowerment
and improves service quality, but it also motivates employees to change their goals and
career directions to align with that of the organization (Bettencourt 2004; Chiang and
Hsieh 2012). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

HI Organizational citizenship behavior positively influences corporate sustainability
performance.

Similar to OCB, numerous organizations experience difficulties caused by volitional
behavior by employees that has a detrimental effect on their organizations and stake-
holders (Shin et al. 2017). This was shown in previous research indicating that deviant
behavior or CWB causes devastating problems to organizations, including increased
absences and turnover, as well as decreased job satisfaction and productivity (Bennett
and Robinson 2000; Dalal 2005). Therefore, numerous scholars in organizational stud-
ies have explored the situational reasons that can cause CWB amongst employees in the
workplace, such as organizational injustice, interpersonal conflict, and emotional stress-
ors (Fox et al. 2001; Shin et al. 2017). Corresponding with increasing attention toward
sustainability in organizational studies, many organizational scholars have explored how
positive employee behaviors can be affected by CSR perceptions, which neglects the
serious consequences of CWB. A recent study by Hur et al. (2018) found that CSR per-
ceptions not only influenced OCB, but that CSR perceptions can hinder CWB amongst
employees. Shin et al. (2017) supported this view that CSR perceptions can encumber
such negative behaviors. Thenceforth, this leads to questions regarding reversing this
relationship to explore the impacts of CWB on CSR performance. Therefore, following
hypothesis was proposed:

H2 Counterproductive work behavior negatively influences corporate sustainability

performance.

Antecedents of employee behaviors

Corporate ethical value

Corporate ethical value (CEV) is comprised of an organization’s policy on ethics (both
formal and informal) and the moral values of individual employees within the organi-
zation (Hunt et al. 1989). As the central dimension of an organizations’ culture, CEV
explains the way the organization performs its functions and maintains relationships
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with its stakeholders, including customers, suppliers, employees, communities and the
environment (Hunt et al. 1989). Accordingly, a considerable amount of extant literature
has been devoted to exploring the impact of CSR on company performance (Lopez et al.
2007; McWilliams and Siegel 2011). Chahal and Sharma (2006) posited that organiza-
tional culture and ethical values could induce profitability and market share as well as
stakeholder satisfaction and retention. Choi et al. (2013) empirically demonstrated that
the ethical climate of an organization is positively associated with its financial perfor-
mance. Chang (2015) also demonstrated that green organizational culture has a positive
impact on CSR adoption and green product innovation. Similar studies have reported
that corporate ethical value may not only related to organizational performance but also
positively influenced the ethical attitudes of employees and managers in the information
technology (IT) sector (Jin and Drozdenko 2010).

Indeed, a recent study by Lee and Ha-Brookshire (2017) reported a strong and posi-
tive impact of ethical values on the economic and social aspects of sustainability
performance in the fashion retail industry. Likewise, this study measured corporate sus-
tainability in terms of its economic and social aspects; namely competitive performance
(CP) (Madueno et al. 2016; Marin et al. 2012) and relational improvement (RI) with an
organization’s primary stakeholders (Hillman and Keim 2001; Madueno et al. 2016).
Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed:

H3a Corporate ethical values positively influence organizational citizenship behavior.

H3b Corporate ethical values negatively influence counterproductive work behavior.

Leader-member exchange

Leader-member exchange (LMX) concerns the quality of the relationship between sub-
ordinates and supervisors in the work environment (Dansereau et al. 1975). As a dyadic
relationship-based approach accentuating the relationship between leaders and follow-
ers, leaders may establish relationships at varied intensity with members in their work
groups (Liden et al. 2006). A high level of LMX was found to result in improvements
in employee productivity and satisfaction (Zhang et al. 2012), as well as lower turno-
ver intentions (Harris et al. 2009). High-quality LMX signifies that relationships between
managers and employees are imbued with confidence, respect, encouragement, and
mutual influence, while low-quality LMX indicates rather rigid interactions, a one-direc-
tional influence (manager-employee), and partial support (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner
2014). LMX has been used as one of the primary theories to help understand manage-
rial behavior as well as to impact employees’ drive in different aspects of organizational
performance, sense of empowerment, respect and obligation (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner
2014; Fein et al. 2013).

Previous literature has indicated that LMX is positively associated with OCB (Harris
et al. 2014; Illies et al. 2007; Li et al. 2010; Martin et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2005). By con-
ducting a meta-analysis, Illies et al. (2007) found that LMX strongly influenced employ-
ees’” OCB. As individuals’ sense of being a “good citizen” links to the collective goals
of the organization, high-quality relationship with managers can positively influence
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employees to display more OCB (Wang et al. 2005). This finding supports a meta-ana-
lytic by Hackett et al. (2003) supporting that OCB is formed in exchange with the mutual
social relationship process of LMX. In the retail sector, Lindblom et al. (2015) illustrated
that the perceptions of frontline employees regarding ethical leadership in their compa-
nies are strongly related to their customer orientation and in turn positively affect job
satisfaction and negatively influence turnover intentions. On the other hand, although
relatively little empirical evidence has suggested a negative association with CWB (Mar-
tin et al. 2016), a high degree of LMX was recommended to mitigate the negative impact
of organizational injustice on CWB (Chernyak-Hai and Tziner 2014). Therefore, the fol-
lowing hypotheses were proposed:

H4a Leader-member exchange positively influences organizational citizenship
behavior.

H4b Leader-member exchange negatively influences counterproductive work behavior.

Method

Data collection and sample

This study commissioned an established research firm in the U.S. to conduct an online
survey for data collection between June and July 2017. The sample framework for this
study was comprised of employees in the fashion or specialty retail industry in the U.S.
over age 18 and who had been working with their current company for at least 1 year.
A total of 310 responses were collected with no missing data or unengaged responses
observed. The final sample consisted of an equal number of males and females (each
155), with almost all of the respondents (99%) ages 18—64, and more than half of them
(55%) had job duties related to sales. Approximately 38% of the respondents had less
than 5 years’ work experience, and around 55% of them worked for small-medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs, with less than 500 employees) whilst the remaining 45% worked for
a large corporation (with employees over 500). Table 1 summarizes the profiles of the
respondents.

Measure and questionnaire design
All variables considered in the proposed framework were assessed using multi-item
scales drawn from the literature. To mitigate the possible effect of common method bias
with respect to scale endpoint commonalities and the anchoring effect, different formats
of measurement scales were adopted in the set of questionnaires (Podsakoff et al. 2003).
To be specific, five items for corporate ethical values (CEV) were adapted from
Baker et al. (2006) and five items for leader-member exchange (LMX) were used
from Bettencourt (2004); both scales used a seven-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (“strongly agree”) to 7 (“strongly disagree”). The seven items measuring organiza-
tional citizenship behavior (OCB) were adapted from Shin (2012). The variables were
conceptualized to possess a second-order factor structure with two sub-dimensions,
namely: interpersonally-directed (OCB_I, 4-items) and organizationally-directed
(OCB_O, 3-items). The 10 items to measure counterproductive work behavior (CWB)
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Table 1 Sample profiles (n=310)

n (%)

Gender

Male 155 (50)

Female 155 (50)
Age

18-24 102 (33)

25-44 102 (33)

45-64 102 (33)

>65 3(M
Job

Sales 171 (55)

Store management 76 (24)

Buying/merchandising 15(5)

Human resources 10 (3)

Others 38(12)
Work experience (years)

1-5 119 (38)

5-10 84 (27)

11-20 59 (19)

21-30 30(10)

>31 18 (6)
Company type

Private 159 (51)

Public 100 (32)

No idea 51(16)
Firm size (number of employees)

SME (< 500) 171 (55)

Large (>500) 139 (45)

were adapted from Spector et al. (2010). Both OCB and CWB employed a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“always”). Regarding corporate sustaina-
bility performance, the 20-item scale measuring MRCS that we used was developed
by Jung and Ha-Brookshire (2017). The construct was conceptualized as a second-
order factor structure composed of four first-order factors, namely: environmental
support (EN), community support (CM), working conditions (WC), and transpar-
ency enhancement (TR). A five-point Likert-like scale (from 1=“not doing well” to
5="“doing very well”) was used.

To address the possible issue of common method variance (Podsakoff et al. 2003),
measurements of respondents’ degree of social desirability were included in the set of
questionnaires. Essentially, 10 items from the Marlowe—Crowne social desirability scale
popularized by Fisher and Fick (1993) were adopted, of which four items were reverse-
coded. The sum of the scores of these six items (which might range from 0 to 6) formed
the composite social desirability score which was then incorporated in the structural
model as a control variable for analysis. Lastly, demographic information was collected
such as gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, household income level, and educational
background. To ensure content validity and construct reliability, a pilot study with thir-
teen participants was performed prior to the formal survey. All participants confirmed
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their understanding of the survey’s instructions and no issues related to the measure-

ment items were reported.

Results

Exploratory factor analysis

Prior to analyzing the measurement model, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with
maximum likelihood extraction and Promax rotation was performed for the seven items
measuring OCB and the 20 items measuring CSR performance, respectively. No signifi-
cant cross-loadings resulted from EFA of the two variables. OCB yielded two factors as
OCB_I and OCB_O, and the corresponding KMO measure of sample adequacy was .79
while the total variance explained by the two factors was 65.68%. On the other hand,
the EFA yielded four factors for corporate sustainability performance, namely: environ-
mental support, community support, working conditions support, and transparency
enhancement. The respective KMO measure of sample adequacy was .93, and the total
variance explained by the four factors was 71.32%. Consequently, second-order factor
structures were adopted for OCB and CSP in the measurement model.

Measurement model

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test the fit and validity of the
measurement model. The measurement model showed a good fit with indices as, X>
value of 773.824 (d.f. =542; p-value<.001), a corresponding CFI of .96, a TLI of .96, an
RMSEA of .037, and an SRMR of .05 at acceptable levels of model fit. All coefficients
were significant and composite reliability scores of the constructs ranged from .57 to .95,
exceeding the recommended standards for construct reliability (Table 2).

The convergent and discriminant validity of the measurement model was checked
with the average variance extracted (AVE). The average variance extracted (AVE) of each
construct was greater than .50, confirming the convergent validity of each scale (Fornell
and Larcker 1981). Additionally, the AVE was greater than the squared correlation coef-
ficients between any associated pair of constructs, supporting discriminant validity for
each construct (Table 3).

The structural model

A structural model was conducted for hypothesis testing, using maximum likelihood
estimation (AMOS24). The proposed model exhibited an adequate model fit (X? value of
of 853.276 (d.f. = 544; p-value <.001), a corresponding CFI of .95, a TLI of .94, an RMSEA
of .04, and an SRMR of .07). The SEM results supported the postulated paths except for
H3a. First, OCB was found to be positively correlated with corporate sustainability per-
formance, thereby supporting H1. This indicates that employees’ OCB is important for
increasing corporate sustainability performance. CWB was found to negatively impact
corporate sustainability performance, thereby supporting H2. Due to the fact that CWB
is action purposively taken to harm one’s company directly or indirectly, the presence
of CWB hinders corporate sustainability performance. Moreover, the two antecedents,
CEV and LMX, were found to be significant in developing OCB, thereby supporting H3a
and H4a. This shows that the relationships with managers or/and direct supervisors is
not only important but also creates an ethical culture in the working environment which

Page 9 of 17



Lee Fash Text (2020) 7:25 Page 10 of 17

Table 2 Results for the measurement model, and correlation coefficients

Item loading

Corporate ethical value (CEV) (CR=.79, AVE= .56, MSV= 26, Cronbach’s a=.77)

Cv3 Top management in my company has letitbe .58
known in no uncertain terms that unethical
behaviors will not be tolerated

Cv4 If a manager in my company is discovered to 82
have engaged in unethical behavior that
results primarily in personal gain (rather than
corporate gain), he or she will be promptly
reprimanded

CV5 If a manager in my company is discovered to 81
have engaged in unethical behavior that
results primarily in corporate gain (rather than
personal gain), he or she will be promptly
reprimanded

Leader-member exchange (LMX) (CR=.87, AVE= .62, MSV= 26, Cronbach’s a =.88)

LX1 My manager is flexible about evolving change .81
in my job
LX2 My manager would be personally inclined to 86

use whatever power he/she has to help me
solve problems in my work

LX4 My manager is very open to suggestions from .77
me regarding my work

LX5 I would characterize my relationship with my 71
manager as above average

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (CR=.83, AVE=.72, MSV=.13)

Factor 1: Interpersonally directed (OCB_) (Cronbach’s a =.80) 77

on I go out of way to help new employeesinmy .75
company

oI I help other colleagues who have heavy work- .86

loads in my company

oI3 I help other colleagues who have been absent .69
in my company

Factor 2: Organizationally directed (OCB_O) (Cronbach's a=.62)

001 My attendance at work is above the norm 64
002 I do not complain about insignificant things 57
at work
003 I'adhere to informal rules devised to maintain .73
order
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) (CR=.91, AVE=.62, MSV=13, Cronbach’s a =.90)
CB5 Stay home from work and say you are sick 64
when you are not
CB6 Insulted someone about their job performance .79
CB7 Make fun of someone’s personal life 85
CB8 Ignore someone at work 76
CB9 Start an argument with someone at work 82
CB10 Insult or make fun of someone at work 84

Corporate Sustainability Performance (CP) (CR=.83, AVE=.57, MSV=.12)
Factor1: Environmental support (ES) (Cronbach’s a=.90)

EST Preserving nature 80

ES3 Designing environmentally friendly products 79
(e.g., reducing dyes or chemicals)

ES4 Building and running energy-efficient facilities .84

ES5 Reducing environmental harm (e.g., limiting 84

chemical use, water consumption, waste,
CO2 emission, etc.)

ES6 Reducing packaging 71
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Table 2 (continued)

Item loading

ES7 Recycling or upcycling 68

Factor 2: Community support (CS) (Cronbach's a=.90)

Cs8 Providing education programs in developing 73
countries (e.g., hygiene, sex, nutrition, etc.)

CS9 Providing fair employment opportunities in 81
developing countries (e.g., hiring women and
migrant workers)

CS10 Supporting better student learning and profes- .86
sional development

CS12 Supporting medical services for communities .75
in developing countries

CS13 Partnering with organizations who help chil- 83
dren and people in need

CS14 Donating money to charity 64

Factor 3: Working conditions support (WC) (Cronbach's a=.82)

WC15 Providing proper working environments (e.g.,a .86
safe building, proper lighting and ventilation,
and an on-site health clinic, etc.)

WC16 Promoting fair treatments for all 81

Factor 4: Transparency enhancement (TE) (Cronbach’s a=.70)
TE18 Sharing information publicly 56
TE19 Having a whistleblowing system 95

Goodness-of-Fit Indices, X2 =773.82, d.f =542, p-value =.000; CFl =.96; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .04; SRMR =05

All factor loadings were significant at 0.01 level

CR composite reliability, AVE average variance extracted, MSV maximum shared variance

Table 3 Mean, standard deviations, and correlations

Mean SD Correlation
0oCB CEV LMX CcwB csp
OCB 3.83 0.74 0.85
CEV 5.26 1.36 0.28 0.75
LMX 5.24 0.68 0.21 0.51 0.79
CWB 145 1.30 —035 —0.19 —0.20 0.79
CSP 3.85 0.72 0.34 0.27 0.32 —0.27 0.75

All factor loadings were significant at 0.01 level
Square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is italicized
SD standard deviation

is critical for OCB. On the other hand, CEV was not found to significantly impact CWB,
while LMX was found to affect CWB. Therefore, H3b was not supported while H4b was
supported. The SEM results for OCB are summarized in Fig. 1.

Conclusion

To achieve corporate sustainability, it is essential not to neglect the roles of employ-
ees as imperative stakeholders in enhancing an organization’s performance as they
make decisions and work closely to affect the success of organizations in the long run.
Since global fashion retail businesses have been involved in many different scandals
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,~ Corporate Sustainability
Performance

i el HL. B = .248% O
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Fig. 1 Hypotheses testing for the structural model. CEV corporate ethical value, LMX leader member
exchange, OCB organizational citizenship behavior, CWB counterproductive work behavior, £S environmental
support, CS community support, WC working condition, TE transparency enhancement

/

relating to working environment and labor issues, which is contrary to sustainability,
it is critical to understand how employees as fundamental stakeholders can impact
the sustainability performance of organizations. Through conducting a nationwide
survey using U.S. fashion retail employees, this study found that employees’ positive
and negative behaviors could influence different aspects of corporate sustainability
performance. More importantly, these behaviors were shown to have significant con-
textual and relational impacts.

The findings of this study provide several key implications. First, although there is
increasing attention on corporate sustainability in many industries, there is limited
literature exploring how employee behaviors can affect corporate sustainability per-
formance. Considering employees as internal actors who make decisions for their
organizations based on the stakeholder theory, this study is one of the few to suggest
how employees can contribute to improving corporate sustainability performance.
First, previous studies (e.g., Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; Shin 2012) have addressed
that employees who engage in high levels of organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB) could increase corporate sustainability performance. The findings of this study
also support this notion that employees with high engagement in OCB could strongly
influence corporate sustainability. On the other hand, the results of this study found
that counterproductive work behavior (CWB) was found to negatively influence cor-
porate sustainability performance. As CWB refers to intentional and voluntary behav-
ior intended to harm the justifiable interests of an organization (Gruys and Sackett
2003), previous literature has indicated that CWB was found to negatively influence
organizational performance. The findings of this study can supplement previous liter-
ature, as CWB has also had a severe impact on corporate sustainability performance
in aspects of environment and community supports, information transparency, and

working environments.
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The findings on both types of employee behaviors confirm the stakeholder theory
indicating that the role of employees in an organization is imperative as they are influ-
ential stakeholders contributing toward organizational performance. Moreover, the
findings of this study supported previous literature (e.g., Dalal 2005; Kelloway et al.
2002; O’Briend and Allen 2008; Sackett et al. 2006) indicating that OCB and CWB
are found in low negative correlations. This indicates that the OCB-CWB relationship
can be considered as distinct constructs which can be engaged in at any one time. If
organizations nurture employees with high levels of OCB, this implies that any harm-
ful behavior toward organizations will eventually decline as employees become highly
committed to the organization’s goal and form interpersonal relationships with others
in the organization. Consequently, our findings underscore the importance of culti-
vating employees with high levels of OCB while preventing employees from engaging
in CWB. In order to cultivate higher levels of OCB among employees while aban-
doning harmful behaviors like CWB, fashion retail industries can consider provid-
ing many opportunities for promotion, earning monetary or other incentives, commit
to offering an ethical working environment, and develop good relationships with
managers.

Moreover, this study found that key predictors for employee behaviors are not only
relational but also contextual. First, this study found that corporate ethical values
(CEV) play a central role in employees” OCB. This finding is akin to previous studies
(Lee and Ha-Brookshire 2017; Shin 2012). If the working environment is perceived
by employees to be more ethical, they will tend to engage more in OCB, which leads
to improved relationships with different stakeholders (Nielsen et al. 2012; Podsakoff
et al. 2009). Therefore, due to the considerable number of fashion retail and other
businesses attempting to shift toward sustainability, creating working environments
with robust ethical values is necessary. Consequently, the study’s findings provide the
insight that employees in an ethical working environment will feel more appreciable
to making decisions that could be highly influential and impactful toward organi-
zations’ long-term goals. Thus, as many global fashion retail businesses have been
involved in negative and irresponsible scandals, these retail businesses should not
only focus on the public image of their brands, but also on creating an ethical and
responsible working environment and managers with soft skills.

Furthermore, the findings of this study report that leader-member exchange (LMX)
is has a significant impact on employee behaviors. Interestingly, high and strong rela-
tionship that develop in LMX play a critical role in developing both types of employee
behaviors (OCB and CWB). This entails that if employees develop trust and a two-
way relationship with managers, this will stimulate more OCB and less CWB (Chern-
yak-Hai and Tziner 2014). As reflected through strong ties and relationships with
direct managers, employees can be highly motivated and even guided to participate in
OCB which will lead them to neglect CWB. This might be because as managers evalu-
ate employees’ performance, employees may not want to lose the strong ties they have
developed with managers by practicing CWB. Therefore, if managers promoted one
of their employees who was highly committed to OCB, their involvement with junior
employees would be highly developed as mentors and mentees. This indeed will help
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develop strong ties in relationships with direct managers and lead to a butterfly effect
resulting in positive employee behaviors.

There are some limitations to this study, which can extend to future research opportu-
nities. First, this study was designed as a single-source study examining the perspectives
of U.S. fashion retail employees. Although it is one of few studies to explore the influ-
ences of fashion retail employees’ behaviors on corporate sustainability through con-
textual and relational factors, different findings on leader-member exchange may result
from exploring the manager or leader’s perspective. Second, to enhance the findings on
corporate sustainability performance, market or/and secondary data could be collected,
thereby complimenting CSP. In this way, corporate sustainability performance becomes
not just a marketing tactic but can also be considered as one of the essential strategies to
embed in organizational performance.
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