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Abstract. Based on the AMO theoretical framework, this study examines whether and how corporate social responsibility-oriented 

human resource management (CSR-HRM) influences employees’ CSR-specific performance. Drawing on 331 employee 

questionnaires collected at two time points, the findings reveal that CSR-HRM positively impacts employees’ CSR-specific 

performance. Furthermore, CSR-HRM enhances employees’ CSR-specific performance through three mechanisms: increasing 

moral efficacy, fostering prosocial motivation, and promoting an organizational CSR climate.  
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1. Introduction  

With the intensification of globalization, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has been described as “a hallmark of true global 

thinking” [21]. It has elevated from being part of corporate missions and strategic goals to a means of achieving corporate 

legitimacy, purpose, and sustainable development. The fulfillment of CSR is not only a corporate-level activity but also requires 

the participation of every employee [68]. Employees’ positive reactions to and even participation in corporate CSR initiatives is 

crucial to the social benefits generated by these activities [48]. However, employees’ attitudes toward CSR vary widely, with a 

significant number of employees remaining indifferent or even resistant to corporate CSR plans [13]. At the same time, existing 

literature has predominantly adopted an instrumental perspective, exploring how CSR influences traditional organizational 

behavior (OB) outcomes such as organizational commitment, organizational identification, and job performance [22], while 

neglecting employees’ participation in CSR. Specifically, the question of whether corporate CSR practices can inspire CSR-

specific outcomes among employees to promote positive social change remains underexplored [17, 22]. Therefore, in the CSR 3.0 

era, examining the drivers and mechanisms of employees’ CSR-specific performance is a topic with both theoretical and practical 

significance.  

As the concept of social responsibility continues to be embedded and internalized within organizations, companies are 

increasingly focusing on formulating policies that integrate CSR with human resource management and employee initiative [38]. 

This has given rise to Socially Responsible Human Resource Management (SRHRM). SRHRM is not only a component of CSR 

activities but also a critical tool for successfully implementing CSR [50]. SRHRM refers to a set of organizational practices aimed 

at recruiting and retaining socially responsible employees, providing CSR-related training, and incorporating employees’ CSR 

contributions into key management decisions such as promotions, performance evaluations, and compensation [52, 56].  

Existing research, based on theories such as social identity theory, person-organization fit theory, and self-determination theory, 

has preliminarily explored how SRHRM positively influences employees’ organizational commitment, task performance, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and voice behavior through mechanisms like organizational identification [52, 50], person-

organization fit [65], and autonomous and controlled motivation [64]. However, the socialization outcomes of SRHRM remain 

underexplored [63]. Employees’ CSR-specific performance refers to their role-related or extra-role behaviors in the context of 

implementing organizational CSR initiatives [59] and represents an extension of their job performance into the domain of CSR 

activities. Based on this, the present study aims to explore whether and how SRHRM affects employees’ CSR-specific performance. 
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The A (Ability) – M (Motivation) – O (Opportunity) framework [3] provides a suitable theoretical perspective for clarifying 

the mechanisms through which SRHRM drives employees’ CSR-specific performance. On one hand, the AMO framework is a 

powerful lens for uncovering the mechanisms of employee performance [28]; on the other hand, SRHRM represents a specialized 

form of strategic human resource management [52]. Specifically, SRHRM promotes employees’ CSR-specific performance 

through three mechanisms: “ability,” “motivation,” and “opportunity.” First, regarding the “ability” mechanism, SRHRM 

emphasizes recruiting and selecting employees who possess awareness and knowledge of social responsibility and provides 

training to cultivate the necessary skills and knowledge for exhibiting socially responsible behavior [52]. These practices enhance 

employees’ moral efficacy, thereby boosting their CSR-specific performance. Second, in terms of the “motivation” mechanism, 

SRHRM practices such as performance evaluations, compensation, rewards, and promotions based on CSR performance motivate 

employees to complete their tasks in prosocial ways, reinforcing their prosocial motivation and consequently increasing CSR-

specific performance. Finally, concerning the “opportunity” mechanism, employees’ CSR-specific performance depends on the 

organizational support and encouragement they receive. SRHRM sends signals to employees that the organization values social 

responsibility [63], shaping a CSR-oriented organizational climate that fosters employees’ CSR-specific performance. Therefore, 

this study posits that moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR climate respectively represent the ability, 

motivation, and opportunity mechanisms, acting as parallel mediators for SRHRM’s positive effect on employees’ CSR-specific 

performance.  

The contributions of this study are threefold. First, by exploring the role of SRHRM in promoting employees’ CSR-specific 

performance, this research goes beyond the instrumental perspective that dominates existing studies [63, 22] and extends the focus 

to social outcomes, thereby offering a more comprehensive understanding of SRHRM’s effects. Second, based on the AMO 

framework, this study clarifies the parallel mediating mechanisms of moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR 

climate. This not only expands the applicability of the AMO framework but also provides deeper insights into the black box of 

SRHRM’s influence on employees. Finally, this study offers practical implications for HRM in the context of corporate social 

responsibility, encouraging organizational managers to recognize the importance of implementing HRM practices grounded in 

CSR. Such practices can leverage employees’ critical role in the successful implementation of CSR initiatives. 

2. Theoretical Foundations and Research Hypotheses  

2.1. Socially Responsible Human Resource Management (SRHRM)  

Shen and Zhu (2011) formally introduced the concept of SRHRM, suggesting that it is as effective in organizational strategic 

development as other progressive HRM systems. They divided SRHRM into three main components: legal compliance HRM 

related to labor laws, employee-oriented HRM, and general CSR-promoting HRM. They emphasized that socially responsible 

HRM should comply with legal requirements, focus on employee needs, and encourage employees to participate in CSR initiatives 

benefiting external stakeholders. Similarly, Kundu and Gahlawat (2015) underscored the critical role of employees in advancing 

CSR initiatives by defining SRHRM as HR activities that aim to enhance employees’ participatory roles in CSR, viewing 

employees as both disseminators and recipients of CSR practices. In addition to its employee-centric approach and emphasis on 

employee participation in CSR initiatives, SRHRM also incorporates a significant focus on equality. The equality perspective 

requires organizations to reasonably consider gender factors when implementing SRHRM. For instance, organizations should 

provide equal employment opportunities in the workplace, balance work and family responsibilities, offer specific support to 

female employees, enhance women’s involvement in decision-making and their voice in discussions, and provide flexible working 

hours for female employees [42]. Building on this, Shen and Benson (2016) defined SRHRM as CSR-related policies and practices 

aimed at employees. These include not only offering competitive salaries and working conditions but also recruiting and retaining 

socially responsible employees, providing CSR training, and considering employees’ social contributions in promotions, 

performance evaluations, and compensation.  

2.2. SRHRM and Employees’ CSR-specific Performance  

Previous studies have shown that SRHRM has a positive impact on employee performance, such as increasing organizational 

belongingness, trust, and commitment [50, 52], as well as enhancing employee attraction, retention, and motivation [30, 42]. This 

study argues that SRHRM positively influences employees’ CSR-specific performance. CSR-specific performance refers to the 

effectiveness of employees’ behaviors in fulfilling tasks related to CSR projects. It includes in-role CSR performance, which 

pertains to behaviors related to CSR that are formally stipulated, rewarded, or sanctioned, and extra-role CSR performance, which 

consists of voluntary behaviors supporting CSR projects but not explicitly recognized by formal reward systems [59].  

First, SRHRM encourages organizations to recruit and retain socially responsible employees, increasing the likelihood of hiring 

employees with positive attitudes toward CSR [51]. These employees inherently possess strong moral awareness and ethical 

standards, motivating them to engage in socially responsible behaviors, both within their job responsibilities and in extra-role 

activities that support the organization’s CSR efforts. Studies have shown that employees’ perceptions of positive CSR practices 

can trigger voluntary environmental behaviors [1, 57] and pro-environmental workplace behaviors [54]. Second, Ellis (2009) noted 
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that employees’ lack of awareness of CSR could negatively impact their engagement. Providing CSR-related training equips 

employees with the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary for both in-role and extra-role CSR performance, reinforcing the 

organizational CSR values and ensuring a solid capability foundation for CSR-specific behaviors [51]. Finally, considering 

employees’ social contributions in performance appraisals, promotions, and salary adjustments strengthens employees’ recognition 

of and commitment to CSR. Such practices convey organizational support and acknowledgment of employees’ social contributions 

[50], signaling a long-term employee-organization relationship and investment. Based on the principle of reciprocity, this approach 

motivates employees to increase their engagement in CSR-related work and their proactive extra-role behaviors, thereby 

maximizing their CSR-specific performance. 

Additionally, we can analyze the process through which SRHRM exerts its influence. First, corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) has become a globally accepted norm, and employees often evaluate their companies based on CSR performance. 

Consequently, companies that successfully engage in CSR are more likely to receive positive recognition from employees, thereby 

enhancing their organizational identification [6, 15]. When organizations implement socially responsible human resource 

management, such as evaluating and rewarding employees’ social performance, they convey an organizational message aligned 

with CSR norms, which actively strengthens employees’ sense of organizational identification [50]. Numerous empirical studies 

have demonstrated that employees who identify with their organizations tend to fulfill their job obligations through task 

performance and extra-role behaviors, such as pro-environmental actions, exerting additional effort to promote the collective 

interests, values, and goals of the organization [36, 50, 57].  

Second, existing research shows that employees who perceive their organizations as socially responsible are more likely to 

develop a sense of identification and moral obligation toward the organization, fostering an emotional connection with it. This 

manifests as strong affective commitment [52]. Employees who exhibit higher levels of affective commitment toward their 

organizations are more motivated to undertake CSR-specific task performance and extra-role behaviors. These behaviors, in turn, 

support the organization in achieving its CSR objectives [59].  

Finally, through the implementation of SRHRM, organizations can integrate their endorsed values into organizational systems 

and encourage employees to embody these values in their daily actions, thereby communicating CSR values to employees. In 

doing so, organizations cultivate a socially responsible environment, which reflects employees’ shared perception of a workplace 

dedicated to addressing the interests of various stakeholders [51]. Vlachos et al. (2014) demonstrated that employees who perceive 

their companies as socially and environmentally responsible are more likely to contribute ideas, actively participate, and willingly 

support organizational CSR initiatives, further enhancing their CSR-specific performance. Additionally, Tian and Robertson (2019) 

found that employees’ perceptions of CSR influence their environmentally responsible behaviors, providing indirect empirical 

support for our hypothesis.  

In summary, this study proposes the following hypothesis:  

H1: Socially responsible human resource management is positively correlated with employees’ CSR-specific performance. 

2.3. The Mediating Role of Moral Efficacy  

Competence refers to the knowledge, skills, and abilities that enable employees to effectively complete a task and fulfill their 

responsibilities. It is one of the three main pathways through which human resource management influences employee performance 

[28]. This study uses moral efficacy in moral contexts to represent employees’ competence. Moral efficacy is defined as an 

individual’s belief in their ability to organize and mobilize motivation, cognitive resources, means, and action processes to achieve 

moral performance within a specific moral domain [25, 32]. Moral efficacy is malleable and can be developed through successful 

experiences, modeling, verbal persuasion, and psychological/emotional arousal [4, 27].  

Human resource management enables organizations to hire employees with the required knowledge and skills, while training 

programs help enhance the abilities of existing employees [53]. This aligns with the “make” and “buy” approaches proposed by 

Youndt et al. (2004) to increase employees’ KSAs (knowledge, skills, and abilities). Empirical studies have shown that specific-

oriented human resource management practices can enhance employees’ specific efficacy in various ways during organizational 

implementation [33, 67]. SRHRM encompasses corporate social responsibility, HRM ethics, and employee-oriented HRM 

practices [52]. Its ethical characteristics, such as fairness, trust, and care [69], help organizations establish both internal and external 

moral environments, thereby improving employees’ moral efficacy.  

Specifically, recruiting and retaining socially responsible employees—who tend to possess high moral standards [69]—

enhances employees’ moral awareness and moral beliefs when faced with ethical decisions. In addition to offering employees 

superior compensation and working conditions to safeguard their interests, organizations also provide CSR-related training [50]. 

Such training enables employees to repeatedly practice the skills needed to fulfill social responsibilities, actively engage in 

corporate social responsibility practices, and accumulate successful experiences, thus enhancing their moral efficacy. Furthermore, 

organizations consider employees’ contributions to society in performance appraisals, promotions, and salary increases, 

encouraging ethical behavior and motivating employees to continuously acquire knowledge and skills related to social 

responsibility. By reinforcing and rewarding such behaviors, organizations provide employees with more opportunities to gain 

successful experiences in ethical behavior, thereby boosting their moral efficacy. Lastly, when organizations implement SRHRM 

practices, they not only offer employees favorable compensation and working conditions but also fulfill social responsibilities to 
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external stakeholders. These actions, as events influencing employees’ perceptions of first-party and third-party fairness, evoke 

positive emotions such as happiness, excitement, and pride [69], further stimulating employees’ moral efficacy. 

Perceived efficacy, as a task-specific motivational construct, has been demonstrated to influence individuals’ choices of actions 

as well as the effort and persistence dedicated to executing those actions [2, 4]. Ample empirical evidence supports the critical role 

of efficacy across various levels of analysis [32]. Domain-specific literature reveals that employees with higher levels of task-

specific efficacy are more likely to engage in behaviors associated with their efficacy beliefs [11]. For example, higher creative 

self-efficacy leads to an increase in creative workplace behaviors [58]. As an efficacy belief specifically linked to moral behavior, 

moral efficacy strengthens employees’ intentions to engage in ethical actions [26]. Individuals with higher moral efficacy are more 

likely to translate moral judgment and inclinations into moral behavior [49]. In fact, research has shown that moral efficacy can 

encourage more prosocial behaviors, such as organizational citizenship behaviors [66]. Similarly, employees’ CSR performance, 

which also encompasses prosocial behavior, is influenced by their moral efficacy. In summary, when organizations implement 

SRHRM practices, the ethical characteristics they demonstrate—such as fairness, trust, and care—contribute to building a 

favorable and equitable work environment. This environment enhances employees’ moral competence, and their perception of 

moral capability becomes a crucial driving force for improving CSR-specific performance. Therefore, this study posits the 

following hypothesis:  

H2: Moral efficacy mediates the positive relationship between SRHRM and employees’ CSR-specific performance.  

2.4. The Mediating Role of Prosocial Motivation  

The second determinant of employee performance is motivational performance. According to Lepak et al. (2006), motivation 

refers to an individual’s choice to exert effort toward achieving a goal, as well as the degree and duration of that effort. Other 

scholars define it as an individual’s desire and willingness to act [9]. Considering that this study focuses on SRHRM practices, 

which differ from general HRM practices by embodying corporate social responsibility (CSR), we use employees’ prosocial 

motivation to represent motivational performance. Prosocial motivation is defined as the willingness to consider others’ interests 

and to expend effort on their behalf [23]. Individuals with high prosocial motivation tend to prioritize protecting and promoting 

the welfare of others [40]. Existing literature provides two perspectives on prosocial motivation. One conceptualizes it as a stable 

trait-like construct, while the other views it as a state-like construct that varies with time and context [23, 24]. In this study, we 

conceptualize prosocial motivation as a state-like construct influenced by the work environment and situational triggers.  

As an organizational-level contextual factor, SRHRM practices can enhance employees’ prosocial motivation in several ways: 

(1) When companies actively engage in CSR projects and implement SRHRM, they go beyond fulfilling economic and legal 

obligations by considering the moral and social responsibilities toward their employees and a broader range of stakeholders. CSR 

involves formulating policies and strategies that account for the organization’s impact on diverse stakeholders, including 

employees, communities, and the environment. This stakeholder-oriented approach emphasizes promoting and safeguarding others’ 

welfare, which positively enhances employees’ prosocial motivation in such organizational contexts [71]. (2) Organizations 

recognize and reward employees’ contributions, such as considering their societal impact during performance appraisals and 

promotions. This positive feedback encourages employees to act ethically [60], enhances their sense of social responsibility, and 

motivates them to contribute to broader community welfare, thereby fostering higher levels of prosocial motivation [40]. (3) 

Empirical studies suggest that socially responsible HRM practices increase employees’ organizational identification [50], foster 

emotional attachment and affective commitment to the organization [52], and enhance employees’ sense of belonging. To maintain 

alignment with the organization, employees are likely to exhibit behaviors consistent with its defining characteristics, including 

heightened prosocial motivation. (4) Research has also shown that when employees perceive their organization’s proactive efforts 

in CSR, they are more likely to further enhance their prosocial motivation [44].  

Studies on prosocial motivation in organizational literature indicate that employees with prosocial motivation are more 

sensitive to the needs and perspectives of others, including colleagues, supervisors, suppliers, and customers, thereby improving 

their performance and productivity [5]. Prosocial motivation is a powerful driver of volunteering and helping behaviors. Employees 

with high prosocial motivation or a strong desire to care for and assist others naturally engage in prosocial behaviors that benefit 

the community and others [19]. Numerous empirical studies have demonstrated that prosocial motivation positively influences 

employees’ organizational citizenship behaviors, community citizenship behaviors, and other prosocial actions [40, 44]. At the 

employee level, CSR behaviors target the welfare of both internal and external stakeholders, fundamentally constituting prosocial 

behaviors driven by prosocial motivation [16]. Based on the above reasoning, we posit that SRHRM practices enhance employees’ 

prosocial motivation. When employees care about the welfare of their organization, they are more likely to invest greater effort in 

achieving organizational goals through CSR behaviors, thereby improving their CSR-specific performance. Therefore, this study 

proposes the following hypothesis:  

H3: Prosocial motivation mediates the positive relationship between SRHRM and employees’ CSR-specific performance.  
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2.5. The Mediating Mechanism of Organizational CSR Climate  

The third determinant of employee performance is opportunity (O) performance. Scholars have noted that even if employees 

possess the ability and motivation to work toward organizational goals, they cannot achieve their expectations without appropriate 

opportunities to demonstrate their efforts [37]. While there is no definitive description of what these opportunities are or what they 

should look like, Blumberg and Pringle (1982) were the first to incorporate the opportunity dimension into the framework of 

factors influencing employee performance. They provided examples of opportunities, such as whether employees have the 

necessary tools and equipment to execute tasks, and whether the company’s working conditions and culture facilitate the required 

behaviors. They further emphasized that the work environment is one of the variables that can characterize opportunity, which is 

an environmental factor that enables or constrains employee performance, beyond their direct control. This study uses the 

organizational CSR climate to represent employees’ contribution opportunities. The organizational CSR climate refers to 

employees’ shared perceptions of how the organization addresses the interests of various stakeholders and constitutes an 

organizational climate specific to CSR. It aligns with the CSR-oriented human resource management practices and CSR-specific 

performance examined in this study. Existing research indicates that an organizational CSR climate enhances employees’ support 

for organizational CSR initiatives. It creates opportunities by providing a supportive environment that enables employees to engage 

in socially responsible behaviors [51].  

Organizational climate is defined as “shared perceptions of the surrounding environment” [46] and represents the quantification 

of organizational culture, largely derived from the adoption of organizational policies. Consequently, organizational climate 

evolves over time, especially when organizational policies change [45]. Human resource management practices are a primary 

factor in shaping organizational climate [20, 39]. Employees interpret their work environment based on which behaviors are 

acceptable and the consequences of these behaviors, thereby guiding their actions [12]. A successful organization, in addition to 

maximizing economic benefits, also cares about stakeholders such as customers, employees, and communities, and embraces a 

culture that values corporate social responsibility commitments. Shen and Zhang (2019) empirically demonstrated that by adopting 

SRHRM practices, organizations can integrate their endorsed values into organizational systems and encourage employees to 

reflect these values in their daily behaviors, thereby communicating CSR values to employees. In this way, the organization 

develops its CSR climate.  

Organizational climate affects employees’ cognitive and emotional states, prompting them to act in certain ways and motivating 

behaviors that are required and accepted in the workplace [46]. In this study, the organizational CSR climate influences employees’ 

perceptions of CSR and fosters attitudes toward CSR, aligning employees’ values with the organization’s advocated CSR values. 

Furthermore, the organizational CSR climate provides a supportive environment for employees who are capable and willing to 

engage in CSR, offering them opportunities to participate in organizational CSR initiatives, thereby enhancing their individual 

CSR-specific performance. In summary, organizational climate serves as a critical foundational mechanism linking human 

resource management practices to employees’ work attitudes and behaviors [39]. Previous research has indicated that SRHRM 

practices can cultivate an organizational CSR climate, thereby increasing employees’ support for organizational CSR initiatives 

[51]. Accordingly, this study proposes the following hypothesis:  

H4: The organizational CSR climate mediates the positive relationship between SRHRM and employees’ CSR-specific 

performance.  

In conclusion, the hypothesized model of this study is illustrated in Figure 1:  

 

Figure 1. Hypothesized Model 

3. Research Methodology  

3.1. Research Sample  

The participants in this survey were primarily employees from enterprises located in Central and South China, encompassing 

industries such as pharmaceutical manufacturing, non-ferrous metal smelting and processing, and automobile manufacturing. A 
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combination of online and offline methods was used to collect sample data. The online method involved creating a questionnaire 

link via Questionnaire Star and distributing it to enterprise employees through email, social media platforms such as WeChat 

Moments, or other electronic channels. Each respondent was assigned a unique ID number based on the last four digits of their 

mobile phone number combined with the initials of their name, enabling the matching of questionnaires collected at different time 

points. The offline method involved the distribution of paper questionnaires on-site. With the assistance of colleagues from the 

enterprises’ human resources departments, each participating employee was assigned a unique ID number. Staff members 

explained the research purpose to respondents and assured them of the anonymity of the survey.  

To reduce common method bias, the study collected data at two time points, approximately one month apart. At Time Point 1, 

data were collected on employees’ demographic variables, their evaluations of socially responsible human resource management 

(SRHRM), self-reported moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and perceptions of the organizational CSR climate. A total of 459 

valid questionnaires were retrieved. At Time Point 2, data on employees’ self-reported CSR-specific performance were collected. 

By matching the questionnaires from the two time points, a total of 331 valid paired questionnaires were obtained, yielding a 

response rate of 72.11%.  

In the final sample of 331 employees, 150 were female, accounting for 45.3% of the sample. The average age of participants 

was 33.19 years (SD = 7.784). Employees with a college degree or higher comprised 81.1% of the sample, while 137 participants 

(41.4%) held regular employee positions.  

3.2. Variable Measurement  

The measurement scales for the variables in this study were all adapted from well-established foreign scales. Given the emphasis 

on contextual characteristics in organizational behavior research, the original variables were contextualized for the Chinese setting 

through a translation-back translation process. The scales for socially responsible human resource management (SRHRM), moral 

efficacy, organizational CSR climate, and employees’ prosocial identification used a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 to 5 ranged 

from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The scales for prosocial motivation and CSR-specific performance used a 7-point 

Likert scale, where 1 to 7 ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”  

3.2.1. Socially Responsible Human Resource Management (Time Point 1)  

This scale was adapted from Shen and Benson (2016) and consists of six items. Representative items include: “When recruiting 

employees, the enterprise I work for considers whether the applicant’s values align with the CSR values recognized by the 

enterprise” and “The enterprise I work for provides appropriate CSR training to make CSR a core organizational value.” The 

Cronbach’s α coefficient for this scale was 0.926.  

3.2.2. Moral Efficacy (Time Point 1)  

This scale was adapted from Hannah and Avolio (2010) with a prompt stating: “Considering your knowledge, skills, and abilities, 

indicate your confidence in performing the following tasks.” It consists of five items, with representative items such as: “I am 

confident in taking decisive action when making moral/ethical decisions.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient for this scale was 0.806.  

3.2.3. Prosocial Motivation (Time Point 1)  

This scale was adapted from Grant and Adam (2008) to measure “Why are you motivated to do your job?” It consists of four items, 

with representative items such as: “Because I want to have a positive impact on others.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient for this 

scale was 0.950.  

3.2.4. Organizational CSR Climate (Time Point 1)  

This scale was adapted from Shen and Zhang (2019) and consists of five items. A representative item is: “The company expects 

employees to do the right thing to support social welfare initiatives.” The Cronbach’s α coefficient for this scale was 0.702.  

3.2.5. CSR-Specific Performance (Time Point 2)  

This scale was adapted from Vlachos et al. (2014) and includes two dimensions: in-role CSR-specific performance and extra-role 

CSR-specific performance. The in-role dimension includes three items, such as: “I have contributed many ideas to improve my 

organization’s CSR initiatives.” The extra-role dimension includes four items, such as: “My work behavior aligns with the 

standards of the company’s CSR initiatives.” The overall Cronbach’s α coefficient for this scale was 0.911.  
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3.2.6. Control Variables (Time Point 1)  

Consistent with previous research, this study set employees’ gender, age, educational background, and job level as control variables 

to eliminate potential alternative explanations. Specifically, age was measured in years; gender was coded as 1 for male and 2 for 

female; educational background was coded as 1 for high school or below, 2 for associate degree, 3 for bachelor’s degree, and 4 

for master’s degree or above; and job level was coded as 1 for regular employee, 2 for junior manager, 3 for middle manager, and 

4 for senior manager.  

4. Data Analysis and Results  

4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

To test the discriminant validity of the variables in this study, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on SRHRM, 

moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, organizational CSR climate, and CSR-specific performance. As shown in Table 1, the 

hypothesized five-factor model demonstrated the best fit (2/df = 2.659, RMSEA = 0.071, CFI = 0.920, TLI = 0.910), with all fit 

indices meeting the required thresholds. Compared with other measurement models, the five-factor model exhibited significant 

differences, indicating good discriminant validity for the focal variables in this study.  

Table 1. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Note: SRHRM represents socially responsible human resource management; MOE represents moral efficacy; PRM represents prosocial 

motivation; CRE represents organizational CSR climate; CSRP represents CSR-specific performance.  

4.2. Descriptive Statistical Analysis  

The mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the study variables are presented in Table 2. The results show that 

SRHRM is significantly positively correlated with CSR-specific performance (r = 0.501, p < 0.001); SRHRM is also significantly 

positively correlated with moral efficacy (r = 0.336, p < 0.001), prosocial motivation (r = 0.459, p < 0.001), and organizational 

CSR climate (r = 0.542, p < 0.001). Additionally, moral efficacy (r = 0.562, p < 0.001), prosocial motivation (r = 0.616, p < 0.001), 

and organizational CSR climate (r = 0.526, p < 0.001) are positively correlated with CSR-specific performance. These correlation 

analyses provide preliminary support for further exploration of the relationships between variables.  

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis (N = 331) 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Gender 1.45 0.499 —        

2. Age 33.19 7.784 -0.157** —       

3. Education Level 2.25 0.837 0.199*** -0.129* —      

4. Job Level 1.69 0.666 -0.247*** 0.458*** 0.059 —     

5. SRHRM 3.877 0.695 0.064 -0.184*** -0.131* -0.085 —    

6. Moral Efficacy 3.956 0.475 -0.062 0.065 -0.064 0.141* 0.336*** —   

7. Prosocial 

Motivation 
5.739 0.944 0.001 -0.070 0.019 0.043 0.459*** 0.408*** —  

8. Organizational 

CSR Climate 
3.799 0.587 0.051 -0.037 -0.023 0.018 0.542*** 0.443*** 0.426*** — 

9. CSR-Specific 

Performance 
5.509 0.839 -0.080 0.002 -0.179** 0.060 0.501*** 0.562*** 0.616*** 0.526*** 

Note: * indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01, *** indicates p < 0.001; SRHRM represents Socially Responsible Human Resource 

Management. 

Model χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI 

Five-Factor (SRHRM; MOE; PRM; CRE; CSRP) 835.082 314 2.659 0.071 0.920 0.910 

Four-Factor (SRHRM+CRE; MOE; PRM; CSRP) 1057.767 318 3.326 0.084 0.886 0.874 

Three-Factor (SRHRM+CRE+MOE; PRM; CSRP) 1581.072 321 4.925 0.109 0.806 0.788 

Two-Factor (SRHRM+CRE+MOE+PRM; CSRP) 2596.950 323 8.040 0.146 0.649 0.619 

One-Factor (SRHRM+MOE+PRM+CRE+CSRP) 3126.244 324 9.649 0.162 0.568 0.532 

Table 2. Continued 
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4.3. Hypothesis Testing 

This study employed hierarchical regression analysis to examine the mechanism by which socially responsible human resource 

management (SRHRM) influences employees’ CSR-specific performance. The results are presented in Table 3. Controlling for 

gender, age, education level, and job position, Model 1 shows that SRHRM has a significant positive effect on CSR-specific 

performance (B = 0.608, p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis 1. According to Models 3, 4, and 5, SRHRM significantly positively 

affects moral efficacy (B = 0.254, p < 0.001), prosocial motivation (B = 0.645, p < 0.001), and organizational CSR climate (B = 

0.472, p < 0.001). Furthermore, when moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR climate are included in Model 

2, the positive effect of SRHRM on CSR-specific performance remains significant (B = 0.158, p < 0.01), albeit with a reduced 

effect size. This indicates that moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR climate mediate the positive impact 

of SRHRM on CSR-specific performance. 

To further validate the mediation effects, this study applied Bootstrap analysis, with results shown in Table 4. The mediation 

effect of moral efficacy is 0.130, with a confidence interval of [0.080, 0.189], excluding zero, thereby supporting Hypothesis 2. 

The mediation effect of prosocial motivation is 0.211, with a confidence interval of [0.138, 0.295], excluding zero, supporting 

Hypothesis 3. The mediation effect of organizational CSR climate is 0.110, with a confidence interval of [0.038, 0.193], excluding 

zero, supporting Hypothesis 4. 

Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results (N = 331) 

Variable 

CSR-Specific Performance 
Moral Efficacy 

Prosocial 

Motivation 

Organizational 

CSR Climate 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Gender -0.105 -0.074 -0.045 -0.051 -0.037 

Age 0.003 0.001 0.004 -0.003 0.003 

Education Level -0.097 -0.138*** 0.003 0.097 0.036 

Job Position 0.111 0.089 0.093* 0.128 0.053 

SRHRM 0.608*** 0.158** 0.254*** 0.645*** 0.472*** 

Moral Efficacy  0.511***    

Prosocial Motivation  0.327***    

Organizational CSR Climate  0.232***    

R2 0.278*** 0.568*** 0.154*** 0.225*** 0306 

F 24.450 51.558 11.514 18.385 27.967 
Note: * indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01, *** indicates p < 0.001; SRHRM represents Socially Responsible Human Resource 

Management. 

5. Conclusion and Discussion  

5.1. Research Conclusions  

This study, based on the AMO (Ability-Motivation-Opportunity) framework, explores the driving effects and mechanisms of 

socially responsible human resource management (SRHRM) on employees’ CSR-specific performance. Data collected from 331 

questionnaires at three time points demonstrate that SRHRM has a significant positive impact on employees’ CSR-specific 

performance. Moreover, moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR climate, representing ability, motivation, 

and opportunity mechanisms respectively, mediate the positive effects of SRHRM on employees’ CSR-specific performance.  

Table 4. Mediation Effect Analysis of SRHRM on CSR-Specific Performance (N = 331) 

Mediation Path effect BootSE 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

LLCI ULCI 

Moral Efficacy Mediation Effect 0.130 0.028 0.080 0.189 

Prosocial Motivation Mediation Effect 0.211 0.041 0.138 0.295 

Organizational CSR Climate Mediation Effect 0.110 0.040 0.038 0.193 

5.2. Theoretical Contributions  

Firstly, this study enhances our understanding of the outcomes influenced by SRHRM. Existing SRHRM literature primarily 

focuses on its effects on traditional organizational behavior (OB) outcomes, such as organizational commitment [52], 
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organizational identification [41], well-being [63], moral voice [64], and job performance [31]. However, limited research has 

examined the impact of SRHRM on CSR-related OB outcomes [22]. Employees, as a critical stakeholder group, play a pivotal 

role in the social benefits generated by corporate social responsibility initiatives [48]. Nevertheless, there has been scant attention 

to whether and how SRHRM influences employees’ individual social responsibility behaviors. In recent years, scholars have called 

for research that goes beyond the instrumental perspective of SRHRM to explore its broader social impact [63]. Addressing this 

gap, this study confirms that SRHRM enhances employees’ CSR-specific performance, thereby enriching our understanding of 

the drivers of employees’ social responsibility behaviors and broadening the overall perspective on the instrumental and social 

impacts of SRHRM.  

Secondly, by introducing the AMO framework into the SRHRM research domain, this study offers a new perspective for 

elucidating the mechanisms through which SRHRM promotes employees’ CSR-specific performance. Current research primarily 

draws on theories such as social identity theory, person-organization fit theory, self-determination theory, and social information 

processing theory to investigate how SRHRM influences employees through mechanisms like organizational identification [52,  

50], person-organization fit, autonomous and controlled motivation [64], and perspective-taking [63]. However, CSR-specific 

performance extends employees’ job performance into the realm of social responsibility behaviors, and the AMO framework 

provides a robust lens for uncovering the mechanisms behind employee performance [28]. Existing studies have yet to leverage 

this theoretical framework to delve into how SRHRM shapes and enhances employees’ abilities, motivations, and opportunities, 

thus improving their behavioral performance. By using moral efficacy, prosocial motivation, and organizational CSR climate to 

represent ability, motivation, and opportunity mechanisms, this study thoroughly examines the triple influence mechanisms of 

SRHRM on employees’ CSR-specific performance. This not only broadens the application scenarios of the AMO framework but 

also enriches our understanding of the new mechanisms through which SRHRM impacts employee behavior outcomes.  

5.3. Practical Implications  

The managerial implications of this study lie in guiding managers on how to foster employees’ individual-level social 

responsibility behaviors through the implementation of SRHRM. Firstly, from the perspective of human resource management, 

enterprises should recognize the importance of integrating corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategies into HRM practices and 

actively adopt employee-centered, socially responsible HRM approaches. For example, during recruitment, companies should 

consider candidates’ CSR values and retain employees who exhibit social responsibility. Providing CSR-related training to 

employees can enhance their knowledge and skills in this area. Furthermore, employee performance evaluations should include 

CSR-specific performance, linking it to promotions and rewards. Secondly, moral efficacy serves as a key mediating mechanism 

through which SRHRM positively impacts employees’ CSR-specific performance. Managers should focus on cultivating 

employees’ confidence in their ability to carry out ethical behaviors within the organization. Effective communication and 

opportunities to practice ethical behaviors can enhance employees’ moral efficacy, equipping them with the “ability” to 

demonstrate CSR-specific performance. Thirdly, given the critical role of prosocial motivation as a mediating factor, organizations 

can use assessment tools during recruitment to identify and select candidates with prosocial traits. Training programs can then be 

employed to further stimulate employees’ prosocial motivation, thereby preparing a “motivation” mechanism for employees to 

exhibit CSR-specific performance. Finally, the study highlights that organizational CSR climate provides opportunities for 

employees’ CSR-specific performance. Enterprises should strive to engage in ongoing CSR activities and communicate their CSR 

values to employees. Over time, employees will develop a shared understanding of corporate CSR values, fostering an 

organizational CSR climate [35].  

5.4. Research Limitations and Future Directions  

The limitations of this study are as follows: (1) Although data were collected at three time points, the study employed a cross-

sectional design, which limits the ability to directly establish causal relationships between variables. Future research could adopt 

longitudinal or experimental designs to strengthen the causal inferences between variables. (2) This study was conducted within 

the Chinese context and did not consider the influence of cultural factors. Future studies could conduct cross-cultural research to 

explore the moderating role of cultural factors. (3) While investigating the internal mechanisms of how SRHRM influences 

employees’ CSR-specific performance, this study focused solely on the AMO framework to explore three potential mediating 

mechanisms. Future research could adopt other theoretical perspectives, such as psychological need satisfaction, to uncover 

additional pathways of influence.  
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