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Introduction: Urban resilience is suffering from the challenges of climate
change. The increasing volatility of climate change and its impact on
urban resilience necessitates a deeper understanding of how internal
organizational behaviors can contribute toward sustainable city development.
Pro-environmental behavior is one of the important methods of affecting
climate change and enhancing urban resilience. This study investigates how
employee participation in corporate social responsibility activities promotes
pro-environmental behavior and its mechanism.

Methods: This research was conducted an online survey of 262 employees from
22 industries in mainland China. To mitigate the bias arising from self-reported
assessments by the employees, the data were collected at two time points.

Results: Empirical research reveals that employee participation in corporate
social responsibility is positively related to employee pro-environmental
behavior; these empirical findings not only support how psychological
ownership mediates the link between corporate social responsibility
participation and pro-environmental behavior but also indicate how employee
engagement acts as an intermediary mechanism in enhancing this positive
association. Moreover, the chain mediation effect of psychological ownership
and employee engagement in the positive link between corporate social
responsibility participation and pro-environmental behavior is found to be
significant.

Discussion: These findings not only enrich the effects of the mechanism of
corporate social responsibilityparticipationonemployeebehaviorby introducing
new theoretical perspectives but also deepen understanding of the antecedents
promoting employee pro-environmental behavior, thereby contributing to the
improvement of urban resilience in the face of climate change.
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Abbreviations: CSRp, corporate social responsibility participation; EE, employee engagement; OCB,
organizational citizenship behavior; PO, psychological ownership; PEB, pro-environmental behavior.
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1 Introduction

Climate change has always been a key issue of global concern
(Hishan et al., 2020), and some of the most pressing social issues
of the 21st century include the challenges posed by climate change
to industries, governments, and civil societies (Hishan et al., 2020).
Environmental degradation caused by excessive activities, such as
greenhouse gas accumulation and toxic emissions, is one of themain
factors responsible for global climate change (Doering et al., 2002;
Rishi, 2022). The concept of urban resilience is noted in a range
of sustainable development goals aimed at coping with the impacts
of environmental changes and disasters in cities (Bahadur et al.,
2015; Acuti et al., 2020). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is
critical for combating climate change and achieving sustainable
urban development (Allen and Craig, 2016; Rishi, 2022).

As cities grapple with the challenges resulting from climate
change, including extreme weather events and their detrimental
effects on urban systems, climate change itself is emerging as
a critical determinant affecting cities and shocking their urban
resilience (Leichenko, 2011). Through sustainable development and
CSR toward community development efforts, organizations and
employees can promote urban resilience in response to climate
change (Acuti et al., 2020; Javeed et al., 2022). Thus, CSR activities
not only serve as a bridge between organizations and societal welfare
but also contribute to the adaptive capacities as well as economic,
ecological, and social resilience of urban areas.

As pivotal agents in CSR enactment, employees contribute
significantly to meeting the corporate ethical and sustainability
commitments (Collier and Esteban, 2007; Javeed et al., 2022;
Onkila and Sarna, 2022). Meanwhile, as urban citizens, employees
also play crucial roles in addressing urban issues and enhancing
urban resilience (Campanella, 2006; Irani and Rahnamayiezekavat,
2021). In fact, the pro-environmental behaviors (PEBs) of
employees, which constitute a set of behaviors that could promote
environmental performance and contribute to environmental
sustainability (Bamberg and Moser, 2007; Robertson and Barling,
2013), play pivotal roles in combating climate change (Grilli and
Curtis, 2021) and enhancing the resilience of cities (Zawieska et al.,
2022) effectively. On one hand, PEB is an effective strategy for
individuals to contribute toward climate change (Sapiains et al.,
2016) and plays a vital role in improving the global climate
as well as sustainable development of cities (Rajapaksa et al.,
2018). On the other hand, individual PEBs can actively improve
and enhance the efficiency of urban waste disposal (Grilli and
Curtis, 2021), while contributing toward ecostrategies and further
enhancing urban resilience (Zawieska et al., 2022). Consequently,
examining the catalysts of PEBs is of critical importance to both
address climate change and improve urban resilience (Jakučionytė-
Skodienė et al., 2020).

The authors of this research believe that CSR participation
(CSRp) could promote employee PEBs. CSRp refers to the extent
to which individuals are involved in activities related to society, the
environment, and employee wellbeing through actions and policies
across an organization (Anser et al., 2020; Kotler and Lee, 2008).
A higher level of CSRp not only acts as the most effective means
for employees to proactively implement corporate CSR programs
(Bhattacharya et al., 2007) but also serves as permanent behavioral
changes in the employees for coping with climate change (Chen and

Hung-Baesecke, 2014). Moreover, urban resilience can be enhanced
in practice through active employee participation in CSR initiatives.
Previous research has indicated that personal development also has
an important impact on urban sustainable development (Marrocu
et al., 2012). Therefore, exploring the link between CSRp and PEB
could contribute to addressing climate change and improving urban
resilience (Zawieska et al., 2022).

CSRp enables employees to protect the environment, improve
their attitudes toward society (Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008;
Slack et al., 2015), and promote better environmental performance
(Kotler and Lee, 2008; Anser et al., 2020). Motivated employees
showing more PEBs can also benefit the environment. Greater
involvement in CSR activities can enhance employee identification
with their organization, thereby fostering their PEBs. Previous
research has shown that a higher level of CSR perception positively
promotes PEBs; accordingly, we believe that employees with higher
levels of CSRp can actively promote their PEBs.

However, it is worth mentioning that employee participation
in CSR activities has received comparatively little attention from
researchers (Aguilera et al., 2007). Compared with the numerous
studies on employee CSR perceptions (Gond et al., 2017; Gond
and Moser, 2021), empirical studies on the employees’ actual
participation in CSR activities are insufficient, especially with
less attention on CSRp (Anser et al., 2020). Furthermore, research
on CSRp has particularly insufficient information on cognition
about the mechanism of CSRp on employee behaviors (Supanti
and Butcher, 2019). To the best of our knowledge, very few
research efforts have delved into the interplay and underlying
processes between CSRp and PEB. This hinders not only further
understanding of the effects of CSRp on employee behaviors but also
further exploration of the antecedents of PEB, all of which could
prevent further understanding into fostering higher levels of urban
resilience and sustainable development of cities.

Based on the theories of social identity (Ashforth and MAel,
1989) and psychological ownership (PO) (Lee et al., 2011), we
further explored themechanism bywhich CSRp promotes employee
PEBs. Further, CSRp not only allows greater employee involvement
in decision-making (Farooq et al., 2019) and control over the work
environment (Pierce et al., 2004) but also indicates that employees
devote more energy and time to participating in CSR initiatives;
based on the PO theory (Pierce et al., 2004), all of these could
enhance the PO (Kotler and Lee, 2008; Farooq et al., 2019) of such
individuals. Higher PO by the employees could lead tomotivation to
protect and enhance their organization’s social and environmental
performances (Cheng et al., 2021) and more PEBs. Furthermore,
this study explores the mediating effects of employee engagement
(EE) among the positive effects of CSRp on PEB. A higher level
of CSRp creates a stronger sense of organizational identification
(Arshad et al., 2022) and moral identity (Farmaki and Stergiou,
2021) among the employees, ultimately leading to increased EE. EE
could also enhance PEBs for the sake of promoting CSR targets
and contributing to organizational performance (Burke, 2006; Tian
and Roberston, 2019). Consequently, EE is identified as a mediating
variable in the CSRp–PEB relationship.

Finally, this research suggests that the mechanism through
which CSRp promotes PEB is partly the chain mediation effect of
PO and EE. The sense of ownership and identity fostered by high
levels of CSRp consequently promote EE (Karanika-Murray et al.,
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2015). Through the positive impacts of CSRp on PO and EE on
PEB, we constructed a chain mediation model in which CSRp
further improves EE by enhancing PO, thus promoting more PEBs
by the employees. This chain mediation effect hypothesis provides
a comprehensive understanding of the manner in which CSRp
promotes PEBs through the dual mediation by PO and EE.

The theoretical implications of this study are highlighted across
three domains. First, this study not only enriches research on
CSRp and addresses scholarly calls for further research on CSR-
related concepts (Rupp et al., 2013) but also deepens insights into the
secondary effects of CSRp on employee conduct (Rupp et al., 2013).
Second, we introduce a new theoretical perspective to explore the
mechanism of CSR impacts on employees (Ashforth andMael, 1989;
Pierce et al., 2004); we suggest that POandEE are not onlymediators
reinforcing the CSRp–PEB correlation but also play chainmediating
effects in the positive link between CSRp and PEB. These enrich
our comprehension of CSRp impacts on employee ramifications.
Third, by studying the positive impacts of CSRp on PEBs (Li et al.,
2019), we further enrich the impacts of factors promoting PEBs,
thereby providing new beneficial insights to effectively address
climate change and enhance urban resilience.

2 Literature review and hypotheses
development

2.1 CSRp and employee PEBs

The main belief behind this research is that CSRp not
only promotes better environmental performance by the
employees (Anser et al., 2020) but also allows the employees to
identifymorewith the organization, thus promoting employee PEBs.

On the one hand, a higher level of CSRp by the employees
means that active participation by the employees in CSR activities
is realized through engaging in organization-wide actions and
policies (Kotler and Lee, 2008); this further empowers employee
participation in CSR initiatives and gives them the opportunity to
realize that their behaviors can have more positive promotional
effects on environmental performance (Anser et al., 2020). Higher
environmental performances by individuals further encourage the
employees to develop more PEBs; accordingly, we argue that
employees are encouraged to have more PEBs while promoting
employee wellbeing.

On the other hand, when individuals are given more rights to
participate in CSR activities, they develop greater organizational
identification and PO (Pierce et al., 2004). The greater PO
triggered by CSRp endeavors fosters engagement in PEBs to
protect and enhance the organization’s social and environmental
performances (Avey et al., 2009).

Hypothesis 1: Employee CSRp has a positive effect on PEB.

2.2 Mediating effects of
organization-based PO

PO is linked to the personal sentiment of organizational
belonging (Peng and Pierce, 2015). Building on the PO theory

(Lee et al., 2019), we believe that CSRp can satisfy the three paths
and mechanisms of developing PO (Pierce et al., 2004); thus, CSRp
could promote employee PO. The PO theory contends that three
principal factors contribute toward development: controlling the
object, becoming closely acquainted with the object, and personal
investment in the object (Pierce et al., 2004). Employee participation
in improving CSR and environmental sustainability is accompanied
by a greater amount of decision-making (Farooq et al., 2019); the
more an employee is involved in decision-making, themore theywill
feel in control of the object (Pierce et al., 2004). Previous empirical
research has shown that involvement in decision-making processes
bolsters PO (Chi and Han, 2008); accordingly, involving employees
in more CSR practices, policies, and decision-making opportunities
can strengthen their PO of the organizational CSR goals.

CSRp means that the employees are more involved in the
societal CSR activities of the organization (Kotler and Lee, 2008),
indicating that they devote more energy and time to participating
in such CSR practices. Compared with passive observers, the
active participants show higher engagement at work (Kahn,
1990). When employees invest a lot of time and energy into an
object, such as participation in CSR activities, it enables greater
integration with the object and organization-based PO thereof
(Rochberg-Halton and Csikszentmihalyi, 1981). Meanwhile, in the
process of CSR practice, employees can perceive the organizational
CSR policies and measures more intimately, thereby enabling
them to better understand CSR (Raub and Blunschi, 2014).
Various inquiries have corroborated that employee involvement
in corporate schemes (Supanti andButcher, 2019) and decision-
making (Liu et al., 2012) or autonomy over conducting their work
may foster higher PO (Henssen et al., 2014).

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive correlation between employee
CSRp and PO.

As PO is tied to the feeling of organizational ownership
(Peng and Pierce, 2015), organizational PO not only allows a
highly psychological attachment with the organization but also
cultivates a sensation that the objectives of the enterprise are
personally “theirs” (Pierce et al., 2004). It has been observed that
individuals often have higher regard for the objects that they
own over those that they do not (Reb and Connolly, 2007),
and PO motivates individuals to actively safeguard and improve
their owned entities (Van Dyne and Pierce, 2004). Therefore,
when employees have higher PO of organizations that actively
implement CSR initiatives, individuals will actively participate
in PEBs originating from responsibility toward improving their
organizations (Cheng et al., 2021). Higher PO allows individuals
to identify with their organizational goals and values (Buchanan,
1974) while also stimulating their motivation to achieve these
goals (Luchak, 2003), thereby stimulating employee PEBs. Previous
studies have shown that higher PO positively promotes employee
PEB intentions (Felix and Almagur, 2019); accordingly, we have
reason to believe that employees will further safeguard the
organizational values and achieve its goals through more-positive
PEBs under a higher level of organizational PO.

Summarily, more active CSRp can lead to more decision-
making (Farooq et al., 2019), deeper understanding of the
organizational CSR goals, and devoting more energy and time
for CSR practices, thereby promoting employee PO (Pierce et al.,
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2004). Organizational PO encourages individuals to actively protect
and enhance their PO (Lee et al., 2019); consequently, employees
engage in more PEBs to safeguard the values of the organization
and achieve its goals. Thus, PO mediates the positive link between
CSRp and PEB.

Hypothesis 3: Organization-based PO is positively correlated
with employee PEBs, mediating the affirmative impacts of
CSRp on PEBs.

2.3 Mediating effects of EE

Prior investigations have indicated that the extent of EE escalates
with the scope and excellence of the participatory activities (Godfrey
et al., 2008) and is amplified when the employees perceive alignment
with their organizational ethos (Rich et al., 2010). A higher level
of CSRp not only means that employees have more quantity and
quality of CSR activities (Kotler and Lee, 2008) but also makes the
employees feel that they are bringing more of their entire selves to
CSR activities (Glavas, 2016).This initially supports the positive link
between CSRp and EE.

The social identity theory believes that employees distinguish
between in-group and out-group members to establish their
individual identities (Welbourne et al., 2017). A higher level of
CSRp indicates that the enterprise fosters employee integration
into CSR endeavors at various tiers (Anser et al., 2020; Kotler
and Lee, 2008); this indicates that the organization places greater
emphasis on its employees, which results in the employees
having more oneness and identification with the organization
(Ashforth et al., 2008). When individuals actively identify
with the organization, they will have a stronger sense of EE
(Esmaeelinezhad et al., 2015).

Concurrently, the beneficial contributions of CSRp to the
environment andwider community (Anser et al., 2020) indicate that
the organization values the interests of its external stakeholders;
this also increases the moral identities of the employees (Farmaki
and Stergiou, 2021), which are proven to actively promote EE
(He et al., 2014). Meanwhile, such positive contributions to the
external stakeholders garner praise for the employees during
CSRp, which enhances organizational identification among the
employees (Farooq et al., 2017). Previous research has indicated
that organizational identification could lead to individuals that
show more EE (He et al., 2014).

Hypothesis 4: Employee CSRp is positively related to EE.
Based on the organizational identification theory (Ashforth and

Mael, 1989), when employees resonate with their organization,
they not only harmonize with its ethos but also assimilate its
objectives and values into their personal belief systems, thereby
participating in actions that mirror the organizational value
norms and advance organizational aims (Ashforth et al., 2008),
cultivating more profound connections to the organization (Burke,
2006; Tian and Robertson, 2019). Therefore, when employees
identify with organizations that have greater CSRp and positive
EE, they are further encouraged to develop more behaviors
that promote more of the CSR goals and higher levels of
CSRp, such as PEBs. Previous studies show that EE not only
contributes to positive job attitudes and OCB (Vlachos et al.,

2014) but also significantly improves organizational environmental
performances (Tian and Robertson, 2019). Furthermore, empirical
evidence also indicates that EE stimulated by higher levels of
CSR actively promotes their PEBs (Raza et al., 2021). This further
supports our hypothesis that employees will be motivated to have
higher levels of EE by being more actively involved in CSR
activities, thereby encouraging them to further help the organization
achieve higher levels of CSRp and CSR goals while engaging
in more PEBs.

According to the above hypothesis, we believe that a
higher level of CSRp indicates that an enterprise attaches
more importance to its employees, which will cultivate more
organizational identification among the employees (Arshad et al.,
2022) and promote EE (Karanika-Murray et al., 2015). CSRp
can enhance moral identity, and individuals will be more
actively embedded in organizations with high CSRp for the
motivation of improving their self-esteem. Employees with greater
EE will internalize the values of the organization with their
own (Ashforth et al., 2008), thus engaging in more behaviors
that achieve the organizational goals (Burke, 2006; Tian and
Robertson, 2019), such as PEBs. Therefore, EE positively mediates
the link between CSRp and PEB, and we have the following
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5: EE exhibits a positive association with employee
PEBs, serving as a mediating factor that enhances the positive
connection between CSRp and PEB.

2.4 Chain mediating effects of
organization-based PO and EE

Once individuals identify with a group, they believe that
their group’s values and characteristics are more prominent and
unique than those of other groups (Ashforth and Mael, 1989;
Ashforth et al., 2008), accepting strong and lasting relationships
with the organization (Burke, 2006; O'Reilly and Chatman, 1986).
Accordingly, PO can be regarded as a high degree of organizational
identification, making employees establish closer connections
with the organization and actively promoting EE (Karanika-
Murray et al., 2015). The PO theory considers that people with
higher levels of PO would take on more responsibilities and efforts
at work, leading to positive outcomes (Kubzansky et al., 1993),
including job attitudes and job behaviors (Dawkins et al., 2017).
All of these lead to higher EE (Simpson, 2009; Saks et al., 2022).
Previous research has not only indicated that PO could result
in less likely turnover intentions (Degbey et al., 2021) but also
proven that PO could lead to more EE (Zhang et al., 2021), which
further evidences that PO formed for greater CSRp will further
promote EE.

To summarize the hypotheses in this study, a higher level of
CSRp involves employees inmoreCSRpolicies and decision-making
efforts (Kotler and Lee, 2008; Farooq et al., 2019), allowing them
to have more control over the CSR target; the employees also
gain greater understanding of the CSR goals (Raub and Blunschi,
2014) and invest themselves in the CSR target, all of which lead
to more PO (Pierce et al., 2004). This fosters the employees to
have a stronger belonging and relationship with the corporation
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FIGURE 1
Overview of the hypothesized model.

(Pierce et al., 2004), which further improves EE (Zhang et al., 2021).
Greater EE encourages the employees to have more behaviors and
efforts that promote more CSR goals and higher level of CSRp, such
as organizational environmental performance (Tian and Robertson,
2019), which enhances their PEBs (Raza et al., 2021). Thus, we have
the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 6: The mechanism by which CSRp promotes PEBs is
partly through the chain mediating effects of PO and EE.

Based on Hypotheses 1–6, the proposed relationships are
summarized in Figure 1.

3 Methodology

3.1 Sampling and data collection

We conducted an online survey of 262 employees from 22
industries in mainland China, including pharmaceutical, non-
ferrous metals, general equipment, automobiles, computer services,
software, real estate, and other industries. Tomitigate the bias arising
from self-reported assessments by the employees, the data were
collected at two time points. The demographic variables, CSRp, and
organization-based PO were collected at time point 1, while their
EE and PEBs were collected at time point 2. We provided each
employee with a unique identification number to ensure matching
of the questionnaires from the two time points. In addition, the
study referred to the research method of Podsakoff et al. (2003)
as follows. First, the answers are guaranteed for anonymity, and
the confidentiality of the questionnaire is emphasized. Second,
the meanings of the items are concealed. Third, respondents
who did not answer seriously were excluded from the analyses.
At the first time point, we distributed questionnaires to 504
employees and collected 375 valid questionnaires, with a response
rate of 74.4%. At the second time point, we invited the 375
participants who completed the first round of research and
ultimately collected 262 valid questionnaires. The effective recovery
rate was 69.87% during the second round. Among all the
participants with an average age of 32.18 years, 207 were
males; ordinary employees and basic management personnel
accounted for 77.48% of the overall number of participants,

and the average length of work experience in an enterprise
was 8.18 years.

3.2 Measures

The responses were indicated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) unless otherwise
stated. All scales were adapted from mature studies and were
translated into Chinese. The five items for the CSRp scale were
adapted from the revised work by Anser et al. (2020), and one
of the CSRp items is “I actively participate in corporate social
responsibility activities.” Organization-based PO used a 6-point
Likert scale (Van Dyne and Pierce, 2004) and had four items,
such as “This is my organization.” For EE, we used one of the
dimensions of the behavior engagement scale revised by Stumpf and
colleagues (Saks, 2019) and examined five items, one of which is
“This work really interests me.” Finally, we adopted the PEB scale
revised by Robertson and Barling (2013) to measure the employee
PEBs; one example of the PEB items is “I will print on both sides of a
sheet of paper if possible.” We included the gender, age, education
level, position, and organizational tenure of the employees as the
control variables during the first round of survey.

4 Results

4.1 Descriptive statistics and correlation
analysis

Table 1 presents the Cronbach’s α, mean, standard deviation,
composite reliability, and correlation relations. The Cronbach’s α
for CSRp, PO, EE, and PEB were 0.880, 0.869, 0.839, and 0.855,
respectively, indicating that the scales used in this research have
high reliability. Meanwhile, the correlation data show that CSRp
was significantly related to PEB (r=0.419, p<0.001). CSR is not only
significantly related to PO (r=0.388, p<0.001) and EE (r=0.410,
p<0.001) but the links between PO and PEB (r=0.413, p<0.001)
as well as EE and PEB (r=0.528, p<0.001) were also significantly
positive. Hence, PO and EE were proved to be positively correlated
(r=0.405, p<0.001).
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics and correlation relations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Gender 1

2. Age 0.16∗ 1

3. Education −.136∗ −.155∗ 1

4. Position .178∗ ∗ .693∗ ∗ ∗ −.113 1

5. Organizational tenure .172∗ ∗ .687∗ ∗ ∗ −.158 .681∗ ∗ ∗ 1

6. CSRp .090 .072 .022 .094 .051 1

7. PO .048 −.094 −.027 −.150∗ −.136∗ .388∗ ∗ ∗ 1

8. EE .117 −.025 .010 −.085 −.038 .410∗ ∗ ∗ .405∗ ∗ ∗ 1

9. PEB .131∗ .077 −.050 .006 .055 .419∗ ∗ ∗ .413∗ ∗ ∗ .528∗ ∗ ∗ 1

Mean 1.21 32.18 3.07 1.98 8.18 3.77 3.89 3.28 3.35

Standard deviation .408 7.829 .675 .939 8.032 .839 1.248 .854 .772

Cronbach’s α .880 .869 .839 .855

Note. N=262; ∗p < 0.05, ∗ ∗p < 0.01, and ∗ ∗ ∗p < 0.001.

TABLE 2 Confirmatory factor analysis results.

Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA

1-Factor model (CSRp+ PO+EE+ PEB) 1267.737 189 6.708 .586 .540 .148

2-Factor model (CSRp+EE+ PEB, PO) 935.158 188 4.974 .713 0.679 .123

3-Factor model (CSRp, PO, EE+PEB) 493.123 186 2.651 .882 .867 .080

4-Factor model (CSRp, PO, EE, PEB) 266.051 183 1.454 .968 .963 .042

4.2 Common method bias test and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

The common method bias was not severe because a Harmans
one-factor test revealed that the first factor accounted for 27.98%
of the variance and less than 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The
CFA results presented in Table 2 show comparisons with other
models, and the fitting effect of the four-factor model was found
to be better than those of the other models (CFI=.968, TLI=0.963,
RMSEA=0.042, χ2/df =1.454, p<0.001), indicating that subsequent
hypothesis testing can be carried out.

4.3 Hypothesis test

The results in Table3 indicate that the positive effect of
employee CSRp on PEB is significant (Model 1, Bsimple=0.384,
p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.282, 0.487]), supporting H1. The results

also indicate the significant positive link between CSRp and
PO (Model 2, Bsimple=0.599, p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.434, 0.766])
as well as the notably pronounced positive effect of PO on
PEB (Model 4, Bsimple=0.121, p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.051, 0.192]),
supporting H2 and preliminarily supporting H3. H4 proposed that
the employee CSRp could have positive effects on EE, and H5
further proposed that a higher level of EE motivated by greater
CSRp could enhance employee PEBs. The positive effects of both
CSRp on EE (Model 3, Bsimple=0.310, p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.191,
0.430]) and EE on PEB (Model 4, Bsimple=0.331, p<0.001, 95%
CI = [0.228, 0.434]) were significant, thus supporting H4 and
preliminarily supporting H5. Furthermore, the positive effect of
PO on EE was significant (Model 3, Bsimple=0.186, p<0.001, 95%
CI = [0.104, 0.267]), along with the significant positive effect of
CSRp on PO (Model 2, Bsimple=0.599, p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.434,
0.766]) and the positive link between EE and PEB (Model 4,
Bsimple=0.331, p<0.001, 95% CI = [0.228, 0.434]), preliminarily
supporting H6.
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TABLE 3 Regression results for the main and mediation effects (N=262).

Variable

PEB PO EE PEB

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

B SE B SE B SE B SE

Gender .174 .109 .130 .177 .191 .117 .087 .098

Age .010 .008 .006 .014 .004 .009 .008 .008

Education −.047 .066 −.104 .106 .025 .070 −.036 .059

Position −.130 .070 −.229 .113 −.126 .075 −.046 .063

Tenure .005 .008 −.013 .013 .004 .009 .006 .007

CSRp .384∗ ∗ ∗ .052 .599∗ ∗ ∗ .084 .310∗ ∗ ∗ .061 .172∗ ∗ .053

PO .186∗ ∗ ∗ .041 .121∗ ∗ ∗ .036

EE .331∗ ∗ ∗ .052

R2 .199 .193 .255 .369

F 10.531∗ ∗ ∗ 10.182∗ ∗ ∗ 12.441∗ ∗ ∗ 18.467∗ ∗ ∗

∗Correlations values are significant; ∗p < 0.05, ∗ ∗p < 0.01, and ∗ ∗ ∗p < 0.001.

TABLE 4 Mediation effects' test results.

Mediation path Hypothesis Indirect effect Bootstrap SE
Bootstrap 95% CI

Lower Upper

CSRp→ PO→PEB H3 .073 .025 .027 .125

CSRp→ OE→PEB H5 .103 .026 .056 .155

CSRp→ PO→OE → PEB H6 .037 .011 .018 .061

SE, standard error; CI, confidence interval.

4.4 Mediation test

To further test the mediation effects in H3 and H5 as well as
the chain mediation effect in H6, bootstrap analysis was conducted
using SPSS 23.0 PROCESS software with a sample size of 5000,
confidence interval (CI) of 95%, and deviation correction method
for testing (Hayes, 2017). As shown in Table 4, the indirect
mediation effects of PO (CSRp→ PO→ PEB, indirect effect=0.073,
95% CI =[0.027, 0.125]) and EE (CSRp→ EE→ PEB, indirect
effect=0.103, 95% CI =[0.056, 0.155]) in the link between CSRp and
PEB were significant, further supporting H3 and H5. We further
tested the chain mediation effects of PO and EE in the link between
CSRp and PEB, and the result (CSRp→ PO → EE→ PEB, indirect
effect=0.037, 95% CI =[0.018, 0.061]) supports H6.

5 Discussion

This empirical study confirms the positive effects of CSRp
on PEBs. In addition, the study explored the internal mediatory

mechanisms. The empirical results indicate that CSRp has positive
effects on PEB, substantiating Hypothesis 1. The empirical results
also show that PO positively mediates the affirmative impacts of
CSRp on PEBs, supporting Hypotheses 2 and 3. It is also shown that
CSRp is positively related to EE and that EE mediates the positive
relationship between CSRp and PEBs, substantiating Hypotheses
4 and 5. Furthermore, by integrating the above two mediating
mechanisms, the empirical results show that PO and EE have a
significant chain mediating effect on the link between CSRp and
PEBs, supporting Hypothesis 6. Our research deepens the cognition
of the effects and mechanisms of CSRp on PEBs, while providing
more beneficial insights to further address climate change and
improve urban resilience.

6 Theoretical implications

First, the elevated levels of CSRp not only signify a sustained
behavioral shift in the employees to address climate change
(Chen and Hung-Baesecke, 2014) but also lead to more effective
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enhancement of urban resilience. We explored the positive effects
of CSRp on employee PEBs, compensating for the relative lack
of research on CSRp, enriching cognition of the aftereffects of
CSR, benefitting enhancement of urban resilience, and addressing
measures for climate change. In the field of micro-CSR research,
most of the existing studies have focused on employee CSR
perceptions (Gond et al., 2017; Gond and Moser, 2021), whereas
research on CSRp is still in the early stages. At the same time,
researchers have advocated for a more systematic exploration of the
theoretical justifications for CSR and its effects at the individual
outcome level (Rupp et al., 2013). Therefore, our research on the
link between CSRp and PEB responds to this calling and further
enriches understanding on CSRp. CSRp empowers employees to
engage in environmental protection and shape favorable societal
attitudes (Rodrigo and Arenas, 2008; Slack et al., 2015), which could
contribute to addressing climate change. Personal growth plays
a significant role in the sustainable development of urban areas
(Marrocu et al., 2012). Through participation in CSR initiatives
toward community development, organizations and employees can
promote urban resilience in response to climate change (Acuti et al.,
2020; Javeed et al., 2024). Therefore, in view of the important role
of CSRp in coping with climate change and urban resilience,
further enriching research on CSRp is conducive to addressing
climate change and improving urban resilience. Furthermore, extant
research on the aftereffects of CSRp mainly focuses on the impacts
of CSRp on the employees’ organizational commitment (Im et al.,
2016), meaningfulness (Nazir et al., 2021), wellbeing (Hu et al.,
2019), and so on, but there is less attention on the impact of CSRp on
employee behaviors (Supanti and Butcher, 2019). This study further
enriches our understanding of howCSRp affects employee behaviors
by exploring the promotional effects of CSRp on employee PEBs.
Investigating the associations between CSRp and PEBs could offer
more insights into strategies for climate changemitigation andurban
resilience enhancement (Zawieska et al., 2022).

Second, we expand our understanding of the internal
mechanisms by which CSRp affects employee behaviors by
introducing new theoretical perspectives. The existing research on
CSRp focuses on its antecedents based on sensemaking (Zou et al.,
2023), network theory (Baah et al., 2023), attachment theory
(Line et al., 2018), and role theory (Kim et al., 2010), among others.
Previous CSRp research have also explored how the satisfaction of
psychological needs mediate the positive link between CSRp and
employee wellbeing based on the self-determination theory (Chen
and Hung-Baesecke, 2014; Hu et al., 2019); the ERG theory also
explores how CSRp could lead to the employees’ perceived benefits
(Koch et al., 2019). To our surprise, the mechanism by which CSRp
affects employees from the perspectives of organizational identity
theory (Ashforth andMael, 1989) and PO theory (Pierce et al., 2004)
have not been explored. We explore the mechanism by which CSRp
promotes PEBs based on these two theories and indicate that PO
and EE not only mediate the positive effects of CSRp on PEBs but
also play a chain mediating role in the link between CSRp and PEBs.
Therefore, our research not only brings new theoretical perspectives
to CSR research but also explores the black box of CSR’s mechanism
of influence on employee behaviors, deepening cognition of the
internal mechanisms of CSR impacts on employee outcomes.

Third, by exploring how CSRp promotes employee PEBs, we
also increase our understanding of the antecedents promoting

PEBs, which further deepen cognition on coping with climate
change and increasing urban resilience by increasingCSRp. Previous
reviews on PEBs have categorized the factors affecting PEBs
into two groups as external and individual variables (Li et al.,
2019). The external variables, such as convenience (Zhang et al.,
2016) and social norms (Hage et al., 2009), could promote PEBs.
At the individual level, variables such as social capital (Torgler
and Garcia-Valinas, 2007), environmental attitude (Tonglet et al.,
2004), and subjective recycling cost (Lange et al., 2014), impact
PEBs. Subsequent research has further explored the impacts of
factors such as CSR perception (Latif et al., 2022), perceived CSR
motives (Wut and Ng, 2023), and utilitarian values (Lee et al.,
2021) on PEBs. Based on these studies, we further enrich
exploration on the factors of promoting PEBs by proving the
positive promotional effects of CSRp on PEBs. Given the important
role of PEBs in tackling climate change and maintaining urban
resilience, our study therefore provides beneficial insights into
methods to address climate change and improve urban resilience
effectively.

7 Managerial implications

First, PEBs are a strategic approach for individuals to
contribute to climate change mitigation (Sapiains et al., 2016) and
are instrumental in advancing both the global climate agenda
and sustainable urban development (Rajapaksa et al., 2018).
Additionally, PEBs can lead to significant improvements in urban
waste management (Grilli and Curtis, 2021) and contribute to
ecological strategies that can further strengthen urban resilience
(Zawieska et al., 2022). We proved that CSRp could enhance
employee PEBs, thereby contributing to addressing climate
change and improving urban resilience. Therefore, enterprises
should also strengthen their participation in CSR initiatives.
By conducting more spiritual leadership (Zou et al., 2023) and
having higher levels of CSR communications (Lee et al., 2019),
organizations could promote employee participation in CSR
activities as well as their PEBs to copewith climate change and urban
resilience.

Second, PEBs are crucial in the global fight against climate
change (Grilli and Curtis, 2021) and for reinforcing urban resilience
(Zawieska et al., 2022). This research proves that organization-
based PO mediates the positive effects of CSRp on PEBs. Having
more transformational leadership (Avey et al., 2009),more decision-
making (Liu et al., 2012), and more participation in profit-sharing
schemes (Chiu et al., 2007; Chi and Han, 2008) could increase the
organization-based PO of the employees, which could motivate
employees to engage more in PEBs.

Third, identifying the drivers of PEBs is of paramount
importance for combating climate change and fortifying urban
resilience (Jakučionytė-Skodienė et al., 2020); our research also
indicates that EE could lead to more PEBs. By proving a higher
level of job fit (Shuck et al., 2011) and organizational support (Saks,
2006), EE in the organization can be promoted with
higher levels of CSR and CSRp, further strengthening the
employee PEBs and contributing to the promotion of urban
resilience.
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8 Limitations and future research

First, although we adopted a two time-point research method to
minimize the commonmethod bias impact on the results, it has been
demonstrated that such bias is not a major concern (Podsakoff et al.,
2003); hence, future research is encouraged on adopting a
multisource and multipoint method to reduce the impacts of
common method bias on the results, such as evaluations from
other sources like leaders or colleagues that are more objective than
individual PEB assessments.

Second, we focused on the positive effects and mechanisms of
CSRp on PEBs. We can further explore other potential impacts
of CSRp on PEBs from alternative theoretical perspectives. Based
on the moral licensing theory (Miller and Effron, 2010; Klotz
and Balino, 2013), it is plausible that previous ethical behaviors
may increase an employee’s feeling of moral license and lead to
subsequent deviant behaviors (Yam et al., 2017). According to this
logic, CSR may inhibit the development of PEBs through higher
moral licensing.

Third, this study has not considered or tested the factors
moderating the positive link between CSRp and PEBs. For
example, employee values regarding the environmentmaymoderate
their relationships between CSRp and organizational outcomes.
In addition, cultural aspects are seldom mentioned in micro-
CSR research (Rupp and Mallory, 2015), such as collectivism
(Hu et al., 2019) and power distance (Kucharska and Kowalceyk,
2019). Similarly, the influences of leadership styles, such as
responsible leadership (Maak et al., 2016), cannot be ignored. Thus,
individual differences and cultures should also be considered in
future research.
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